
 

Joint City Council/SA Meeting     October 6, 2015 
 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 

 
A G E N D A 

 
CITY OF CORONADO CITY COUNCIL/ 

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

THE CITY OF CORONADO 
 

Tuesday, October 6, 2015 
 

Coronado City Hall Council Chamber 
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 LABOR NEGOTIATOR 

 AUTHORITY: Government Code Section 54957.6 
 CITY NEGOTIATORS: Blair King, City Manager; Tom Ritter, Assistant City  
    Manager; Leslie Suelter, Director of Administrative Services;  
    Johanna Canlas, City Attorney 

EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION: American Federation of State, County, and 
Municipal Employees (AFSCME), Local 127 

 
2. 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     October 6, 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 15, 2015. 

 
 
 4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   

a. Proclamation:  Coronado Lions Club White Cane Days.  (Pg 1) 
b. Proclamation:  Rideshare Month 2015.  (Pg 5) 

 
 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 9) 

 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 Budget for FY 
2015-2016.  (Pg 11) 

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

 
c. Acceptance of Street, Curb and Gutter Improvements Project (D Avenue and 

Third Street) and Direction to the City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 
79) 

 Recommendation:  Accept the Street, Curb, and Gutter Improvements 
project and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 

 
d. Consideration of an Encroachment Permit Regarding Private Improvements 

within the Public Right-of-Way Adjacent to 1718 Monterey Avenue.  (Pg 81) 
 Recommendation:  Approve the encroachment permit, subject to additional 

conditions, and require that the applicant pay twice the typical fee in 
accordance with Municipal Code Section 52.10.110(D). 
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e. Adoption 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 91) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “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.” 

 

f. Acceptance of 44 Trauma Kits Valued at $3,253 from the San Diego County Law 
Enforcement Foundation.  (Pg 97) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the Police Department to accept the 
equipment. 

 

g. Acceptance of California Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) 
Police Grant Funds in the Amount of $5,462 and Authorize the Acceptance of 
Additional Grants Funds from the BSCC through Fiscal Year 2019-20.  (Pg 99) 

 Recommendation:  Accept and appropriate grant funds received from the 
Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) through Fiscal Year 
2019-20, a five-year period. 

 

h. Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Successor 
Memorandum of Understanding Between the City of Coronado and the 
Association of Federal, State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) 
Local 127 for Fiscal Years 2015-16 Through 2017-18.  (Pg 101) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Memorandum of 
Understanding Between the City of Coronado and the Association of Federal, 
State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) Local 127 for Fiscal 
Years 2015-16 through 2017-18, Approving Two Side Letter Agreements to 
Review Certain Classifications, and Approving Corresponding Changes to 
the Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan.” 

 

i. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Purchase Agreement for an 
Amount Not to Exceed $750,000 Through a Cooperative Purchasing Program for 
a 2016 Pierce Triple Combination Pumper Fire Apparatus and Approve $150,000 
from the Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Fund to Fully Outfit the Apparatus.  
(Pg 133) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase 
agreement for an amount not to exceed $750,000 from the FY 2015-16 
Vehicle and Equipment Replacement (VER) Fund 135 for a 2016 Pierce 
Triple Combination Pumper Fire Apparatus and approve $150,000 from the 
VER Fund to fully outfit the new apparatus. 

 

j. Award of a Contract for Restoration of the Ferry Landing Ticket Booth to San 
Diego Construction Company, Inc., in the Amount of $68,176 and Authorize the 
City Manager to Execute the Contract.  (Pg 147) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with 
San Diego Construction Company, Inc., in the amount of $68,176, for the 
restoration of the Ferry Landing Ticket Booth. 
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 6. COMMUNICATIONS - ORAL:  Each person wishing to speak before the City Council 
on any matter shall approach the City Council, give their name, and limit their presentation to 3 
minutes.  State law generally precludes the City Council from discussing or acting upon any 
topic initially presented during oral communication.  (ORAL COMMUNICATIONS WILL BE 
LIMITED TO A TOTAL OF 10 MINUTES; ANY FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS WILL BE 
HEARD PRIOR TO THE MEETING ADJOURNMENT) 
 
 7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: 

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

 8. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
a. Public Hearing: Consideration of an Application for a Historic Resource 

Preservation (Mills Act) Agreement for the Property Addressed as 815 Alameda 
Boulevard (HP 2015-01 City of Coronado) and Provide Direction to Staff 
Regarding Annual Prioritization of New Mills Act Agreement Applications.  (Pg 
149) 
Recommendation:  Approve a Mills Act Agreement for 815 Alameda 
Boulevard; and provide direction to staff regarding annual prioritization of 
new Mills Act Agreement applications. 

 
 9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:  None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None. 
 
11. CITY COUNCIL: 

a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments. (Questions 
allowed to clarify but no responses, discussion or action.)  (Pg 183) 

 
ITEM 11b - TIME CERTAIN:  5 p.m. 

 
b. Receive Report on the Potential Range of Improvements to State Route 75/282 

(Third and Fourth Streets) and Provide Direction to Staff.  (Pg 187) 
 
Coronado Transportation Commission (CTC) Recommendation:  The CTC 
voted 7-0 in favor to take any actions necessary to proceed with preliminary 
engineering, including analysis to identify solutions that will limit diversion 
of traffic to existing levels from the major/minor arterials on to 
collector/local streets, for projects contained in Group Priority 1 and Group 
Priority 2 as contained in their Working Group report.     
 
Staff Recommendation: Receive the report and provide direction to staff on 
whether to commence further evaluation of any or all of the improvements 
recommended in the Fehr and Peers Study.   
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c. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Street Tree Committee.  
(Pg 241) 
Recommendation:  Appoint one individual to serve a three-year term to 
expire October 31, 2018. 

 
d. Consideration of Appointment to Fill Two Vacancies on the Parks and Recreation 

Commission.  (Pg 249) 
Recommendation:  Appoint two individuals to serve out the remainder of 
two current terms, both of which expire January 31, 2017. 
 

e. Receive 2015 Asset Management Plan and Consider Formalizing the City’s 
Strategy and Criteria for a Facilities Replacement Fund.  (Pg 263) 

 Recommendation:  (1) Receive 2015 Asset Management Plan; (2) affirm the 
City Council’s December 6, 2011, direction that $8.6 million of future 
Community Development Agency (CDA) Loan Repayments be allocated to 
the Facilities Replacement/Refurbishment Fund 136; (3) confirm Fund 136 
will remain a perpetual component of the City’s annual budget; (4) direct 
staff to develop an index-based formula for annual General Fund 
contributions to the Facilities Replacement Fund; and (5) direct staff to 
develop and present specific criteria for expensing funds from the Facilities 
Replacement Fund. 

 
f. Receive Report and Provide Direction in Response to the Request to Install Left 

Turn Restrictions on A, B, and C Avenues, and Expand the Hours for Left Turns 
onto the 300 Block Alleys of A, B, and C Avenues.  (Pg 267) 

 Recommendation:  Receive the report and provide staff with direction as 
may be needed. 

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

a. Consideration of Request from Councilmember Downey that City Staff be 
Directed to Agendize a Discussion that the City Expand the Summer Shuttle Bus 
Service Year Round.  (Pg 283) 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

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

OUR WEBSITE AT 
www.coronado.ca.us 

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

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

CITY COUNCIL 
 OF THE 

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

AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 

Coronado City Hall 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, CA  92118 
Tuesday, September 15, 2015 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 
Attendance was taken at 3:30 p.m.  A Quorum of members was present to conduct a meeting by 
the following results: 

Present: (4) Bill Sandke; Casey Tanaka; Carrie Downey; Richard 
Bailey 

Absent: (1) Mike Woiwode 
 
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:  None. 
 
The meeting adjourned to Closed Session at 3:31 p.m. 
 
The meeting reconvened at 3:33 p.m.  Mayor Tanaka announced that direction was given 
to staff. 
 
 
 
 
 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  387 
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 15, 2015   
 

387 

 
Mayor Tanaka called the regular meeting to order at 4 pm.   
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

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

 
Absent:  Councilmember Woiwode 
 
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 September 1, 2015. 
 
 MSUC  (Bailey/Downey) moved to approve the minutes of the Regular Meeting 

of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor Agency of 
September 1, 2015, as submitted.  The minutes were so approved.  The 
reading of the minutes in their entirety was unanimously waived.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  Woiwode 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   
 
 4a. Proclamation;  Fire Prevention Week.  Mayor Tanaka presented the 
proclamation to Fire Chief Mike Blood, Police Chief Jon Froomin and announced the annual 
Public Safety Open House on October 4. 
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5c with the addition of Item 11b. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5c with the addition of Item 11b – 
Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Cultural 
Arts Commission.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  Woiwode 
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 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 Budget for FY 2014-2015.   
The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10108799 thru 10109040 and City of 
Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency of the City of 
Coronado warrant Nos. 90005584.   The City Council approved the warrants as certified by 
the City/Agency Treasurer.   
 
 5c. 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.   The City Council introduced 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.  The 
Ordinance was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and placed by 
the City Council on FIRST READING.      
 
6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. Robbins Kelly thanked the Council and the CC125 Committee for the fabulous concert at 
the Golf Course and thanked the whole community for its support of the MainStreet Garden 
Party. 

b. Councilmember Downey mentioned at the last Council meeting that people can go 
directly to the City website for agendas or minutes and provided the link for the public:  
http://www.coronado.ca.us/egov/apps/egov/connect.egov.  That link will take you to a 
place where you can say if you want minutes or agendas or whatever you want to come 
directly to you by email.  People asked when the next Woman’s Club shredding event is 
and it is this Saturday from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. in the parking lot behind Union Bank.  
Electronic shredding is also available.  The Lion’s Club is having its dinner auction theater 
celebration this Friday.  
 

7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  City Manager Blair 
King commented on the rain earlier in the day and the storm drain “first flush.”  The high intensity 
portion of the rain event occurred at high tide and consequently the water backed up at some streets 
where typically we would want to see the water drain out.  Also, in many of our storm drain 
systems, we do divert the water during the dry season to the sanitary sewer.  They are designed to 
handle storm water.  When we have a rain event. storm water goes through those pipes.  One could 
put pure potable water through those pipes and there is still going to be some scouring of the pipes 
and additional materials can be collected.  Generally, things worked well.  The pumps worked.  
We are preparing for a wetter than normal year.   
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None. 

http://www.coronado.ca.us/egov/apps/egov/connect.egov
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9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:   
 

10a. Report from the Port Commissioner Concerning Port Activities.  Port 
Commissioner Garry Bonelli reported that on September 8 his fellow commissioners voted 
unanimously to adopt the findings of Coronado’s mitigated negative declaration for the extension 
of Dock C and the improvements to the Glorietta Bay boat launch facility.  They also approved 
the Port Master Plan amendment to be filed with the California Coastal Commission to support 
that work.  The Port believes that the Coastal Commission will certify the Master Plan amendment 
in early 2016.  The Port should be able to issue the City a Coastal Development Permit by next 
spring that will enable the City to start work, hopefully by this time next year, on the dock and the 
boat launch ramp.  He asked about the vacant pad next to Il Fornaio.  His staff spoke with Mr. 
Palermo at Flagship Ferry Landing.  The Japanese restaurant that was slated to go there has pulled 
out.  As a result, staff negotiated with Mr. Palermo who has retained an architect to design a shell 
building that could be leased to one or two separate tenants.  As initially designed, the building 
will be a total of about 7,500 square feet inside and another 4,000 square feet outside seating.  They 
expect the plans for the building to be submitted to the Port by the end of this month.  The Port 
received the Coronado Cays Yacht Club’s application for its redevelopment.  Staff is currently 
reviewing the application and comments will be back to the Yacht Club within 30 days of receipt.  
The Yacht Club leadership is working in close coordination with Port staff for new building and a 
lease extension beyond the current five-year lease they have.  Admiral Bonelli went to the Cays 
and looked around North Grand Caribe Island.  He is told by staff that the tenant will be processing 
permits for boat storage through the City.  There may be a requirement by Coronado to upgrade 
the access point to the boat storage yard to accommodate fire trucks.  The tenant needs to amend 
the project application with the Port to include this enhanced access point for the fire trucks to get 
permits from the City.   

 
Susan Andersen heard recently that the City of Chula Vista is in the process of developing its bay 
front and that they were thinking of building a ferry from Chula Vista to Coronado.  Does the Port 
Commissioner know anything about this? 
 
Admiral Bonelli responded that Chula Vista and the Port are actively pursuing development of 
about 535 acres of their bay front.  If that comes to fruition, one of the things they are doing with 
the long range planning process is based on people telling them they want a lot more access to the 
Bay.  One of the things that Port staff and the commissioners are looking at is a lot more ferry or 
taxi type service on the water and in and around the Bay.  If that bay front is developed to the full 
extent the Port thinks it will be, they think it provides an opportunity for getting ferries and water 
taxis in and out of that area.   

 
10b. Report from San Diego County South Area Cities’ Representative to the San 

Diego Regional Airport Authority.  Former Imperial Beach Mayor Jim Janney reported that there 
is a lot going on at the airport considering that the County has decided that is going to be its airport.  
Operations are up over the last year and so far is tracking almost 7%.  There is good information 
out there that British Airways will increase the size of its aircraft and add some more seats for its 
flights to London.  The very large structure along Pacific Highway is called the Rental Car Center.  
It is due to be open next year.  It will help the airport but it also gets a lot of traffic off of Harbor 
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Drive.  They are still looking for a tenant to open a restaurant at that location.  The California 
Coastal Commission once again approved the airport parking structure for Terminal 2.  This will 
add a lot more convenience for folks using Terminal 2.  The airport is working on a development 
plan to try to help Terminal 1 and Terminal 2 East, the older portion of Terminal 2.  They are just 
starting that process and are hoping to bring it to the Board in October for input.  He spoke about 
the ALUCP for NOLF IB.  They met at the Cays for Coronado.  They met again in June or July in 
Imperial Beach; they briefed the Imperial Beach mayor.  Hopefully, they are going to try to bring 
that portion to the Board in October or November of this year and move that one along.  It is not 
as contentious as the one that affects Coronado.  They will be meeting with City staff next week 
to go through the process.  There will be a lot of public meetings that need to take place.  The 
airport is committed to making sure it will hear as much as possible.  The small one for Imperial 
Beach took three or four years.  He anticipates the one for North Island will take a little longer.  
The Chair believes we need to do a lot of outreach for this and has committed funding for it.  They 
will do a full EIR for this.   

 
Councilmember Downey thinks the signage for the cell phone lot makes it a lot easier.  She 
commented that there are not enough places to charge phones and computers in Terminal 1.  
Perhaps that can be looked at as part of the work to be done.   
 
Mayor Janney commented that they have heard a lot about the need for other improved signage 
and they will be working on it.   
 
Councilmember Sandke pointed out that one of the things he saw in the SANDAG Transportation 
budget was some money to link the trolley to the airport and to take advantage of the shuttle bus 
service that will operate from the terminals to the new rental car facility.  He commended the 
Authority for moving forward with that particular project.  He asked if anything has come to Mayor 
Janney to talk about a water taxi link.   
 
Mayor Janney just heard the Port Commissioner and thinks the Port will be way out ahead of that 
and he thinks the airport would be willing to hear more on that topic.   
 
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. 
 
 11b. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Cultural Arts 
Commission.  Under Consent, the City Council appointed Brenda Jo Robyn to serve out the 
remainder of the current term which expires December 31, 2017.   
  
  11c. Reconsideration of Bicycle-Related Safety Striping and Pavement Markings 
Associated with the Annual Street Preventive Maintenance Project.   City Manager Blair King 
introduced the item.  Cliff Maurer, Director of Public Services, provided the staff report for this 
item.   
 
Councilmember Sandke asked a question about a traffic island that he hadn’t seen before on Olive. 
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Mr. Maurer commented that traffic engineers looked at ways to make this a safer street.  That was 
the genesis for all of this.   
 
Councilmember Downey commented that several speakers over the last few weeks have talked 
about the idea of maybe putting medians or something in these very large streets to shrink the 
travel lanes and to make it look prettier instead of painting islands and stuff.  One of the issues 
with that is that we are in a drought so that planting anything might be problematic.  Is there 
anything preventing the City from putting in something raised almost like what was done for the 
roundabout?  Aren’t there other ways to make the lanes smaller and safer rather than just painting 
that would serve the same purpose? 
 
Mr. Maurer believes so.  However, if you would put a physical structure that would probably 
necessitate some lane markings, yield markings on the pavement to correspond with that physical 
structure.   
 
Councilmember Bailey asked a question.  If you were to get rid of the buffer stripings, could you 
effectively have a buffer zone simply by moving those two lanes over to where it is scheduled to 
go now without actually having the hash markings to delineate where the buffer zone is? 
 
Mr. Maurer commented that the buffer zones create a space between where the automobiles and 
bicycles are supposed to be.  We know a 10’ lane slows drivers down.  If we remove the hashings 
but left the lines, then that would be confusing because it would look like there are multiple travel 
lanes there.  His recommendation would be, if you are going to take the buffer zones out, just go 
with a bike lane that probably gives a little extra space for parking but which will give a wider 
travel lane.   
 
Mr. Bailey is talking about leaving the bike lane where it is currently proposed and simply 
removing the hashings on both sides. 
 
Mr. Maurer added that would also mean removing the exterior lines of the path.  He continued 
with his report.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
Bob Lindsay stated that about five years ago the City created the Bicycle Master Plan because of 
state and federal requirements and because of our local needs.  When he first came to Coronado 
right after World War II, there wasn’t any congestion or traffic signals and few, if any, stop signs.  
As our congestion grew, we were forced to regulate traffic.  As tourism grew, the car congestion 
grew.  The beach area may be increasing but our street area is stagnant.  A main goal of the BMP 
is to entice people from their cars when moving about Coronado.  He is in his late 80s and in a few 
more years he probably won’t be driving.  Lately, he has been transitioning to getting around town 
by bike.  He feels much safer in our few bike lanes which designate vehicle separation.  He is 
distressed, therefore, that bike striping might be delayed.  As he understands it, each post slurry 
seal striping delay puts back a street stripe seven years.  There is a real need for north-south bike 
ways on the west side of Orange.  Surely the Class II striping with Olive can’t be worse in 
appearance than on Glorietta.  Further, the traffic calming expected on Olive from D Avenue to 
Tenth Street is a bonus that is needed.  There is no going back to the pre-bridge days.  We have 
got to deal with not just today but the future – more tourism, more people, more cars, more 
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congestion.  Cycling popularity has been steadily growing.  Just look at the thriving pedal business 
in our village.  Five years ago the BMP calculated that there were about 1,000 bike commuters in 
Coronado.  With a successful implementation of a BMP, it is estimated that figure could easily 
double.  All this points for the need to move ahead with our BMP, specifically the bike ways.  
Without the essential bones, we cannot move ahead with other essential elements like enforcement 
and, of course, education.  Ultimately, we need to persuade people to get out of their cars in this 
compact community and to walk or cycle and to leave the car home in the garage.  We will all be 
the better for it.   
 
Harold Myers applauded the last speaker.  In the 1890s, we had a bicycle path that circled the 
village.  It started at the Hotel, went up Ocean to G, down G all the way to Second and across 
Orange back to the Hotel.  The Coronado Christmas Cycling Club hosted a parade from the Hotel 
to the Ferry Landing.  Then the automobile came to town and since then we have done everything 
possible to encourage more automobile traffic.  One day in 1911, autos going down Orange 
Avenue were timed and nine were caught exceeding the 15 mph speed limit.  What was done to 
fix the problem?  The speed limit was increased to 25 mph.  Three years later, on a single day, five 
speeders were caught exceeding the 25 mph limit.  As early as 1915, speeding cars, a double 
fatality, two-car accident on the Strand.  In 1920, a cyclist escaped death in a hit and run near the 
Hotel laundry.  In the 1980s, to accommodate even more motorists, we removed most of the 
crosswalks from Orange Avenue.  We cut turn lanes into the median strip and synchronized the 
traffic lights.  Then, in 1986, a bicyclist was killed in front of the Village Theater.  In 1994, a 
careless motorist on Ocean Boulevard opened a car door into the path of Chelsea Clinton’s 
bicycling friend.  Next, the bridge tolls were removed.  This May, a pedestrian was killed on 
Fourth.  Bicycles have killed no one.  What can we learn from the past?  Bicyclists are not the 
cause of our problems.  Motorists are.  To solve our problems, we must reduce automobile traffic.  
It is time we make transit biking and walking our priorities.  We need to provide safe alternatives 
to jumping in the car for every trip.  Let’s make the free Summer Shuttle free year round.  Let’s 
put Imperial Beach traffic back on I-5 where it belongs by implementing congestion-based, Fast 
Track tolls at the bridge.  Fast Track lets drivers pay tolls electronically without stopping, no tolls 
booths required.  This summer the traffic was the worst ever and with the increase in traffic, 
bicycling becomes more dangerous than ever.  Letting everyone know, especially tourists that we 
need to share our streets with bicycles and pedestrians is a step in the right direction.  Please don’t 
kill the striping plan before it is even given a chance.   
 
Byron Miller plays tennis three days a week at Glorietta and since the bicycle path was put in, they 
still ride on the sidewalk.  He watches groups of bicycles go from the bike path out into the street.  
This creates problems for motorists as they lose the soft shoulder on the sides of the road.   
 
Andy Hanshaw, Executive Director, San Diego Bicycle Coalition, stated that they advocate for 
safer streets all over the region.  They will be working with the City of Coronado to provide the 
education for the Safe Routes to School program.  He spoke in support of the progress the City is 
making on its BMP.  The City has achieved the highest level bicycle friendly community in the 
entire region by improving bicycle safety for everyone who rides and changing the mindset of 
people to consider bicycle riding as a mode of transportation.  He urged the Council to move the 
BMP forward and continue to make those improvements.  It is really making a difference.  It is 
proven that bicycle lanes improve safety for all road users including motorists and bicyclists.  Our 
city streets are safer when you add safer places to ride.  Please continue your progress.  Coronado 
is a beautiful place to live, work and play.  Bicycling takes nothing away from that.  In fact, it 
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enhances that by providing safer streets, a cleaner alternative for transportation, and reduces traffic 
congestion.  If the buffer doesn’t exist on a bike lane and there is a car parked close by, buffers do 
create a separation between car doors and bicyclists.  Doors can be very dangerous for bicyclists.   
 
Councilmember Downey asked Mr. Hanshaw a question.  She is very happy to hear that there is 
going to be some bicycle safety training for students.  We want them to be safe but we also want 
all bicyclists to learn what the rules of the road are.  She is hoping that is part of what the training 
is.   
 
Mr. Hanshaw responded that it is.  They teach that through the Bicycle Rodeos program.  They 
teach not only children but also have adult education courses, for free, each month in the City and 
they continue to do that through the Safe Routes to School program.   
 
Ms. Downey has received feedback that most of the people who participate in the rodeos are the 
kinds of kids and parents who already understand those rules.  We are trying to get information 
out to the other people who might not be so inclined to want to learn what they are supposed to be 
doing.  Are we working with the schools so that there is information that can be handed out to the 
kids who aren’t showing up at the rodeos so that there is information made available? 
 
Mr. Hanshaw replied that there is and that can be incorporated into the program.  They are meeting 
next week and that is great input for them to have so they can add that to the entire program they 
are going to be doing.   
 
Councilmember Bailey mentioned that only two of the eleven proposals the City will consider 
today are in the BMP.  Has Mr. Hanshaw had a chance to look at the other proposals that were not 
included in the BMP and could weigh in on those? 
 
Mr. Hanshaw has not looked at them in detail.   
 
Christine Donovan feels that is a little distressing since the previous speaker does not live here, if 
he is going to have that much time.   
 
Mayor Tanaka reminded Ms. Donovan that any Council member may ask questions of any 
speaker.   
 
Ms. Donovan feels that it should have been made clear that he does not live in Coronado.  She 
asked if the presentation that was up is available to the public.   
 
Mr. King responded that it will be available.  Typically, staff posts those on the City website after 
the Council meeting.   
 
Ms. Donovan asked about the 25,000 population that was referred to in the study that makes 
Coronado look so abysmal with our accident record.  It does not reflect the fact that we have 95,000 
cars coming into Coronado a day.  It is based on a community of 25,000.  She thinks that comes 
from the California DOT.  She has looked at those pages.  Of course we have more accidents 
because we basically have a population of 120,000 if you count the 95,000 cars that come in on 
week days.  She is assuming there were studies done on Glorietta before and after the markings.  
She is wondering where those studies are and how we can get our hands on them.  She is sure there 
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were speed studies, accident studies, the markings were put in place, and then she is sure other 
studies were done.  She urged everyone to stay for the discussion of the bike fines.  That is very 
seriously a part of our biking problem.  According to the 2013 traffic study, 70% of accidents in 
Coronado that are bike-related are caused by bikes.  We do have a serious problem here with bikers 
not following the rules and with regard to Harold Myers’ comment that bikes don’t kill, they do 
kill.  There are plenty of hit and runs in major cities where bikers have killed pedestrians and taken 
off, so bikes can kill.   
 
Peter Jensen began by saying that there was a comment made last time that he wanted to respond 
to which was that this is a matter of putting aesthetics over safety.  This is not a matter of putting 
aesthetics over safety.  It is a matter of demonstrating that there is a safety problem.  Olive Avenue 
is not Glorietta.  It doesn’t look like Glorietta and it does not get the traffic.  So far we don’t know 
what the traffic is except that it is small.  One of the comments was that there is not a lot of traffic 
on Olive.  If that is the case and if there were 23 accidents, there is no evidence that any of those 
occurred on Olive Avenue.  That is information the Council should have before making this kind 
of a decision, before changing the complexion of that neighborhood.  If there is really a safety 
issue on Olive, why not put the minimal necessary to solve the safety problem?  That is a 
compromise that works.  Why not look at some of those intersections where the stop signs are so 
recessed that a driver cannot see a bike or a car or anything on Olive Avenue.  That should be part 
of the plan to improve the safety for the motorists and for the bicyclists.  He would encourage more 
people to bike but let’s focus on where there is a safety problem in Coronado and address that.  If 
it is on Olive, then you want to address that but if there is a demonstrable safety issue that is what 
ought to be focused on rather than a blanket.   
 
Joan Adessa feels the opposite of the last speaker.  She is shocked that Alameda Boulevard was 
designated one of the streets because of the safety issue.  The speeding and the oversized vehicles 
is a real concern.  She doesn’t know of any other street in our town that goes on Ocean, Tolita, G, 
Marina, Olive – there is nothing to stop you.  The first stop is at Sixth.  She is not against the bike 
lane but the speeding has to be addressed.  Speed bumps work beautifully.  Alameda is not your 
normal traffic and that is not going to change.  If you are going to insist on putting in a bike lane, 
please address the speeding, curves, and oversized vehicles.   
 
Eddie Warner wanted to talk about the door zone.  The bike path that we call a Safe Route to 
School on Sixth Street that has been painted has a fatal design flaw.  There is a 2½ foot safe zone 
in that bike lane where you can ride because of the door zone.  An educated cyclist won’t ride 
within three feet of a parked car.  The Safe Route to School bike path means that you are threading 
down a 2½ foot wide safe zone.  The average person and their handle bars are two feet wide.  That 
leaves a three inch margin on either side where you can ride safely.  It also puts you right on the 
inside edge of the bike lane which is going to irritate any motorists that you come across because 
they are going to wonder why you aren’t riding where you are supposed to.  The final measure is 
if you are riding in the safe part, there is not room for them to be three feet in front of you or they 
are going down the middle of the lanes.  To do this fiasco again on Tenth Street and pretend that 
it is safe and pretend that we are teaching our children to ride in the safe zone is unthinkable.  She 
urged the Council to please not paint bike lanes in this town again.  They are not safe for people 
on the vast majority of our streets.    
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Dulce Shaffer is in favor of the bike lanes.  She has a four and a six year old and they are starting 
to ride their bikes.  It is safer to have the bike lane.  She would like to see the Council put in a bike 
lane on Pomona.   
 
Judith Mansfield is a bike rider.  She didn’t drive until she was 32.  She would like everyone to 
stop to realize that this is going to happen.  People are not getting educated.  They do not know the 
rules.  They don’t know the hand signals.  That adds to all of this frustration.  There are some really 
big vehicles on these roads and it is very dangerous.  We need to start educating, licensing bikes 
perhaps, giving them forms of a license.  There is a way to identify the people who do not obey 
the rules.  She is for educating and possibly licensing  
 
Susan Keith observed that people have some strong feelings on this subject.  She reminded 
everyone that the action item is to reconsider a previous decision by the City Council.  She urged 
the Council to vote to reconsider.  She asked that all these discussion items be saved until it comes 
before the Council in a reconsideration.  We are not going to make any decision today because it 
is not on the agenda.  Just the reconsideration.  Many people don’t want more bike paths.  She is 
not sure the City has the warrants to put them in.  It is controversial enough that the Council needs 
to respect the people of Coronado and allow them to see the Council reconsider this issue.   
 
Chris Evans not only lives on the equator of this issue but lives at the epicenter.  She thanked the 
Council for the opportunity to reconsider this because it has dramatic impact on their 
neighborhood.  Olive Avenue is very different from Glorietta and from the immediate vicinity 
around the school.  Her family feels that this would be overkill.  She is not opposed to bicycling 
and is certainly not opposed to child safety.  Let’s revisit this.  Let’s take the time to do this right.  
They would like to partner on finding a solution that they feel might be more reasonable for that 
particular neighborhood.   
 
Gerry Lounsbury is requesting that the City Council reconsider this.  The City is covering 
Coronado with paint stripe pollution.  It is really getting pretty ugly looking on some of these 
streets with stripes.  Glorietta is one thing but the idea that the stripes have slowed traffic on 
Glorietta – try going over the speed bumps.  You can’t go any faster.  It is not the stripes.  Perhaps 
there are a few people that actually follow the lane on Glorietta.  The bicyclists are really not 
staying within their lanes.  There is nothing we are going to do about people who are driving 
illegally.  It is going to be pretty hard.  We can’t do much about people who are riding their bikes 
illegally.  Painting more stripes is definitely not the solution to that problem.  Seeing the photo of 
the kids in line or the family in line is very nice but that must have been a photo op.  You do not 
see that very often.  If you want to do something, put more speed humps in town.  Please reconsider 
the striping.   
 
Carolyn Rogerson commented about how beautiful the Olive Avenue neighborhood is.  That is an 
area that is very unique.  She pointed out that Olive is not Glorietta.  Glorietta is a main artery.  
Olive certainly is not that.  She has made a point of driving those streets every time she had an 
opportunity to do so at various times of the days and evenings.  There is no traffic on these streets.  
You do have to be careful.  We need to take responsibility for what we do and what our children 
do.  People have been driving those areas and going to school for decades and it just doesn’t make 
any sense that we are raising children that are less intelligent than their great grandparents, 
grandparents and parents were.  The proposed striping would create a visual cacophony.  That will 
be more confusing than anything.  We just have to learn to be careful.  She added that she does not 
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think there are a lot of people here who would feel very comfortable merging from 20 to 12 lanes 
down to four lanes to get into the Holland or Lincoln tunnels.  It is confusing and daunting but you 
figure out how to do it and do it safely.  We have to take responsibility for our behavior, our 
children’s education and we have to deal with our environment.   
 
Nate Shike reported some of the comments received from an online survey that was distributed 48 
hours ago that now has over 50 supporters.  One comment was that they ride bikes every day to 
and from school and every single day safety is a concern.  It is exhausting and stressful.  Driving 
is no better because we are dodging everyone on bikes trying to make their way.  Another signer 
is concerned about the safety of his children.  Bike lanes are proven to work worldwide.  Historical 
data supports this and does not lie.  Another resident stated that bike lanes are a must for clarity 
between motor vehicles and bicycles.  He finds that people who follow the rules greatly appreciate 
the use of clarity for spaces.  The current bike lanes work great and should be enough proof that 
the streets of Coronado can benefit from this action.  Another signer said that his autistic son has 
almost been hit by a car twice in the last few weeks.  It is not safe to bike in Coronado and he is 
saddened by this.  Mr. Shike and his four year old have been in situations like that on numerous 
occasions.  They do follow all the bike rules in this town.  He teaches his son to ride in the bike 
lane.  He has never seen any issues where the current bike lanes are.  Please don’t let this influence 
the decision that has already been made.  The Council has the very difficult job of making these 
difficult decisions which it has already deemed is the right thing to do.  He asked that the Council 
not shut this project down.   
 
Robbins Kelly asked how we got here.  When the Bike Action Committee was working on the 
BMP, did it ever notify residents?  Did they share which streets were proposed to have bike 
markings?  No.  Did the BMP ever go to the TOC?  No.  There was no funding for this project at 
the time and when the time came to implement the project, residents were supposed to be notified.  
Councilmember Woiwode added the marking plan to the slurry seal project, side stepping the 
funding issue and leaving residents unaware of what was about to happen to their streets.  Public 
input was avoided and only because of Mayor Tanaka did that change.  He felt that residents should 
be notified when the bike striping was added to the slurry seal.  When the residents of Coronado 
on H Avenue were notified of the pending bike markings scheduled for their street, they banded 
together to object.    The result?  Their street was removed from being marked.  The residents of 
Olive Avenue have signed petitions submitted to the Council, held meetings, written letters and 
emails, and attended Council meetings all to no avail.  Why has the implementation of the bike 
marking plan been so arbitrary?  She has been told time and time again that this is for public safety 
yet where are the accident reports and traffic studies to warrant this?  In the accident report Olive 
Avenue residents were able to obtain for the last ten years, there were eight accidents, none 
involving bicycles, and speeding has not been an issue either.  Where is the justification in 
changing Olive Avenue from a Class II to a Class III and were we ever notified that we were a 
Class III to start with?  The language used in today’s staff report regarding bike markings includes 
evaluating every street as appropriate.  What does this mean?  Appropriate to who?  The residents?  
The BAC?  The CTC?  The TOC?  Staff?  The City Council?  Where are the criteria for designating 
streets?  Since Olive Avenue is a wide street should it get the full Monty regardless of the amount 
of traffic be it cars or bikes?  If the goal of making Olive Avenue a bike 2 lane to make the street 
safer, where in the plan does it deal with the real issue of the intersections of Olive and Seventh 
Street not to mention the alley.  The City striping plan for Olive in these areas has the bike lanes 
disappear into the intersections.  She thinks this is even more confusing.  The reversed diagonal 
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parking is going to require more signage.  Please stop the bike striping in the guise of public safety 
until the community can get together and work on it.      
 
Pat Callahan, BAC member, commented that the last time he was before the Council he 
encouraged the conversation to continue.  Apparently, today the conversation is continuing.  It is 
an important conversation.  It is a conversation about how we can make Coronado a safer, more 
enjoyable place.  All the points raised today were legitimate points.  The door zone is a legitimate 
point.  The education is a legitimate point.  Where we are is balancing, coming up with a balanced 
approach, where safety is given the priority that it should be given because over 70% of the 
students at our schools bicycle to school.  When we make the streets safer, we are making it safer 
for them.  The studies, as staff has reported, and the research support the safety of bicycle lanes.  
Bicycle lanes improve safety.  They channelize traffic.  They slow the cars.  The slower the car, 
the safer the street, the less serious an accident or an injury will be.  These are important discussions 
and important conversations and he respects everyone who has been up to speak because their 
point of view is extremely important and we do want to find how we can promote safety and also 
preserve our community and the feel of this community.  He believes that the conversations should 
continue.  He believes that Alameda has high traffic and he has been informed that after the bicycle 
lanes were installed on Glorietta, the speed was reduced and that was after the speed bumps were 
installed.  Our hope is that on Alameda, with the striping and the channelizing of the traffic, the 
speeds will also be reduced and will also help to guide both drivers and bicyclists.  He appreciates 
the Council giving its continued attention to this very important subject and he would like to ask 
that we look at the research and the facts concerning safety and the bicycle striping. 
 
Lynn Scott spoke on behalf of Olive Avenue.  She reviewed what the Council has already approved 
unless it decides to reconsider.  There will be a striped lane for parking, a lane of hash marks, a 
stripe and a bike lane and then another stripe and another lane of hash marks, another stripe and 
the driving lane and then the center stripe.  This will repeat on the other side of Olive – four more 
lines of stripe, two more lanes of painted hash marks.  The view for the people who live on Olive 
Avenue will be 62 feet of painted lines and hash markings.  It really sounds like graffiti outside of 
our windows.  You have to ask yourselves why this is necessary.  Olive is a street with very little 
traffic and few bikes passing through.  Just because the street is wide is that enough of a reason to 
impact our neighborhood so drastically and so negatively?  Of course, if it is for safety and Olive 
is an accident prone street, then that would be the explanation.  She got the accident report from 
the Police Department.  There were no accidents on Olive in 2005, 2007 and 2008.  In 2006, there 
was one minor injury accident.  In 2009, 2010 and 2011 there was one non-injury accident in each 
of those years.  Nothing in 2012 and 2013.  There were three non-injury accidents in 2014 and two 
non-injury in 2015.  There were no biking accidents listed at all.  Maybe this is because bikers and 
motorists can see each other from six blocks away on Olive.  It is the safest street in town except 
for those intersections.  The question is whether one minor injury and seven non-injury accidents 
in ten years make Olive a safety hazard and warrant this commercial strength safety striping, 
especially if the people living on Olive who will be looking at all the paint in their front yards 
don’t want it.  Is our neighborhood a hostage to special interest groups who are looking for 
convenience since safety, apparently, is not the issue?  She hopes the Council has had time to 
review the petition that almost everyone on Olive signed.  It was virtually unanimous that striping 
was unwanted and unnecessary.  She thinks there was one person who disagreed.  The question is 
whether something that almost no one in the neighborhood wants can be imposed on them.  Can 
you paint all those lines literally on our front yard without our consent and for no apparent reason?   
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Eileen Oya commented that the Council has heard all the pieces to the puzzle.  There is one piece 
of the puzzle that no one seems to be talking about.  The fact is that we want a peaceful, safe 
community and we have peace officers here who are part of this big puzzle.  We need more police 
officers to do their duty to give out tickets to catch these people and then they are going to learn 
their lesson.  There are going to be so many people on cycles who come from other areas that don’t 
know bicycle etiquette and they are not going to learn until something happens.  She urged the 
Council to reconsider and to consider all the pieces to the puzzle because it is very important to 
our landscape.  The graffiti on our streets does not help our property values. 
 
Tim Sullivan commented that, in his experience as a cyclist, bike lanes work.  They provide notice 
to motorists that there could be bicyclists on the road.  They are also traffic calming devices.  He 
commented on the reference to the speed on Alameda.  In his experience on streets far busier than 
Alameda that have bike lanes or sharrows, it slows down the traffic and it makes it safer for 
bicyclists.  Other speakers mentioned no more bike lanes constructed as on Sixth because of the 
door zone.  The solution to that is to put in a door zone as you are putting in the bike lane.  You 
don’t use the broad brush to eliminate all striping.  You use a common sense, balancing approach.  
You take a look at streets such as Alameda and Tenth that could use bike lanes to mitigate traffic, 
calm traffic and they are perimeter roads people use to bicycle the City.  It makes sense to have 
bike lanes and striping on those streets.  Perhaps Fifth Street as well to service the Middle School.  
He is not sure you need it on I and J as they are quiet, residential streets.  He believes they are 
proposed for Second and we already have them on First.   
 
Fern Nelson is in favor of relooking at this bicycle plan.  Many people are coming out for Council 
meetings these days because they are concerned about the many disparate plans that are coming 
out that many people feel they have not been well informed about.  The BMP, when it was passed, 
didn’t have a lot of community involvement probably because it was not clear that our streets were 
going to be striped.  She also stated that our plan so far seems to be a little bit disjointed and she 
feels that our bicycle plan should be part and parcel with the beach path bicycle plan, which should 
be part of the Fehr and Peers study, which is part of the traffic and the gateway project.  These are 
all pieces of our puzzle.  To continue looking at these individual pieces is not in the best interest 
of our City.  She is also concerned about the amount of data that is backing up many of these 
issues.  While she does see some data that has been provided, she agrees that different streets 
require different things.  To paint all of Coronado with the broad brush of bicycle lanes does seem 
a bit overboard and they are unattractive.  She hears that they are supposed to calm traffic but she 
personally has her doubts.  As far as teenagers go, teenagers aren’t paying attention to the rules.  
They don’t wear their helmets.  Why do we think they are going to ride in the bike lanes?   Our 
bicyclists do not stop at stop signs the way they are supposed to.  She thinks that all of our traffic 
issues and bicycle issues and pedestrian issues need to be looked at in a comprehensive way.  She 
would love to relook at the toll factor because so many of our problems are coming from people 
who are not residents but are traversing through our community.  That is a big problem.  She 
doesn’t think the residents should have to pay for that.   
 
Gerry MacCartee thinks that before the Council makes a decision, they should all look at a black 
slurried street with a white line to see what it looks like.  She just had this done in front of her 
house.  25½ foot diagonal lines were put in for the parking.  She looks now like a parking lot.  The 
white is so brilliant it is what you see and maybe if we all just work together we could come up 
with something that is a little bit better than doing these black streets with these brilliant white 
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lines everywhere.  It takes away from your home, from your outlook on life, from your windows 
and from this town that we love.     
 
David Fairbank has spoken in favor of the stripes and the bike lanes in the past.  He was happy to 
see the City adopt that plan.  He doesn’t know whether to be appalled or amused at some of the 
arguments he has heard in opposition to the stripes.  He applauds some of the people who are being 
honest and say that they just think they are ugly.  To say that the lanes make the streets less safe is 
just absurd.  The data shows that separating bikes from cars works.  It is cheap.  It is easy.  For 
those who say that we have people doing dumb things, the striping addresses those issues.  It is a 
big step in curing the problem.  The City came up with a reasonable solution and a program to put 
in our bike lanes and separating the bikes from the cars.  The City did the right thing.  Don’t be 
bullied into changing your mind now.   
 
John Collins doesn’t think he heard anyone say they thought bike lanes were less safe.  What he 
heard was that this hasn’t been as well documented as implied. He has no objection to the simple 
bike lane striping such as is on Sixth.  If anything, it has to be potentially safer than nothing.  He 
agrees with many others that the aesthetics of what is proposed for Olive with the hideous yellow 
hash marks is so detrimental both aesthetically and with regard to people’s property values.  He is 
not convinced that is safer than the simple bike lane such as is on Sixth.   
 
Carolyn Elledge appreciates the beauty of Coronado.  She does hate to see that lessened with bike 
paths.  She thinks that with good training children and bicyclers should be able to follow the regular 
rules.  Also, as she lives on Alameda, and since it was previously stated how busy Alameda is, and 
she doesn’t think the Council is going to put those on Orange Avenue, but she thinks Alameda is 
too busy to have the bike paths.  She thinks it is an invitation to ride on that street.  We have 
emergency vehicles going down there.  We have the Navy traffic.   
 
Cara Clancy showed a picture of a street with some bike markings in another town in San Diego.  
She was appalled to find out that is what we are getting.  It is going to be an awful lot for Olive.  
She asked the Council to reconsider and to think about the people who live on Olive who have 
communicated that they don’t want this.   
 
Brad Gerbel was at the April 21 City Council meeting when so many of these same residents were 
up here speaking and saying that they didn’t want this.  He got the impression that the Council and 
the Engineering Department just looked at them and said to take their medicine as they know what 
is best.  He would like the Council to listen to all these people.  They all make good points.  What 
he hasn’t really heard brought up today is that the whole BMP should be relooked at from the 
beginning.  He also thinks the City needs to take a hard look at the BAC in that he feels like it is 
made up with people from one view point that are pushing one agenda and it is pretty much like 
kids in a free candy store.  They are getting everything they want and the community is tired of it.  
The Council needs to do the right thing and listen to us.   
 
Caroline Murray has heard from staff on and on and on about how safe Glorietta is.  She is an old 
lady.  She rides her beach bike every Saturday and Sunday morning around the island.  She has 
mentioned this to the Council before. It is chaos because it is striped.  She has strollers, in-line 
skaters, bicyclists all coming at her in her lane.  She is just on a beach bike.  She has to dodge and 
go around these people.  It is not just a slam dunk that just because you have striped Glorietta that 
means it is safe.  It is the speed bumps that slow people down.  It is not the bike lanes.   
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Barbara Tiffany commented that whether or not you have the bike lanes she thinks that the cyclists 
have a responsibility, too.  She sees, especially on weekends, a group of 25 to 30 bikes going past 
the house.  They are going at least five abreast.  When she does rarely drive, she will get behind 
people who are riding two abreast and they pay no attention to her.  Even in the bicycle lanes she 
has seen people going two abreast.  Whether or not we have the bike lane in areas it is really the 
responsibility of the bikers to be more careful and to take the responsibility to go single.   
 
Ray De Lagrave is a bicyclist, a motorist, and a grandfather.  As a bicyclist, he can say that when 
the striping went in on Glorietta Boulevard he felt a lot safer when riding his bike down there.  He 
knows that the cars behind him are going to be paying attention.  As a motorist, when they first 
put the striping up, he was surprised at how much slower he went because of the narrowness of 
the driving lane. He always feels much safer there.  He feels much safer driving down Sixth Street 
with all the traffic that is on that street.  He is very happy that our children have a chance to benefit 
from that.  He lives on Alameda and he welcomes bike striping on Alameda Boulevard.  Alameda 
Boulevard has a tremendous amount of traffic and traffic that goes fast.  He is in favor of this on 
Tenth and Alameda and he thinks the sharrows are a good idea where they have been identified.   
 
Jean Gazzo spoke against the plan to stripe bike lanes on Alameda and Olive.  As the Council is 
aware, she strongly believes this discussion should be delayed until the public can examine and 
debate the entire traffic plan.  Additionally, she wants to raise her objection to the whole idea of a 
road diet which is an obnoxious term coined by Federal Highway bureaucrats to describe the 
strangulation of car traffic on roads by narrowing the roads with bike lanes whether the bike lanes 
are necessary or not.  A road diet is a dishonest engineering trick which is also an attempt at social 
engineering.  Putting Alameda and Olive on road diets is completely inappropriate as a means to 
slow traffic.  Even Ann Dough, the influential Federal Highway researcher who studied three and 
four lane highways with bike lanes, and not two lane residential roads like Alameda and Olive, 
stated that road diets should only be used as a last resort after all other methods such as increased 
enforcement, reducing speed limits, flashing speed indicators, etc. had been tried.  Kathy Keehan, 
the former executive director of the San Diego Bike Coalition, a political advocacy group, and a 
Rancho Bernardo resident who was a member of the first Coronado Bike Advisory Committee 
which drew up the initial BMP, said that Coronado was her favorite place to cycle in San Diego 
because, “They have some good infrastructure in Coronado.  They have a good grid network to 
get you where you need to go.  The traffic speeds are slow.  There are enough bicyclists that people 
expect to see bicyclists and that makes it easier.”  Also, Coronado was recently awarded a national 
bicycle friendly designation.  Instead of going on a bike striping frenzy, why don’t we sit back and 
enjoy our success and our beautiful streets as they are with minor adjustments.  As the old saying 
goes, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”   
 
Darby Monger raised three daughters in Coronado without any bicycle incidents.  We’ve all been 
here for a long time and we don’t have that many incidents on bicycles.  She is trying to figure out 
why we are trying to stripe this entire town.  She thinks these may be useful in towns where the 
speeds are 40 mph or something like that.  Our entire town is a neighborhood.  Our entire town is 
25 mph.  She does not think that this striping is necessary.  She thinks they are marking up our 
beautiful town with ugly, distracting bike lanes.  They are distracting and she thinks it makes it 
more confusing for people.  If the Council is agreeing to support this that would be very similar to 
taking all three of her daughters to a tattoo parlor and having them completely body tattooed.   
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Michelle Markakis was browsing over the BMP which she was shocked was huge and she did see 
that they said that the goal was to make a workable implementation strategy that reflects local 
needs.  She is a bicyclist, a dog walker and a motorist.  She thinks that we don’t have that need on 
Olive.  One of the most charming things about her street is that kids do ride four across because 
there isn’t much traffic on their street and they have freedom to ride.  She would be shocked if 
they rode single file like robots down the road.  They aren’t going to ride single file.  People jog 
on their street.  She sees more joggers than bicyclists and she thinks they will be jogging in those 
lanes.  In the summer when everyone parks on their street and you can’t park in front of your own 
house and you go grocery shopping, people will double park so you can bring your groceries in.  
She thinks it needs to be more thought out as to what the local need is on Olive.  She does see a 
benefit of the bike lanes on Glorietta.  She has ridden her bike down Tenth to Glorietta and down 
to the Bay many a time and she thinks it is safer to have it on a busy street.  On Olive she doesn’t 
see the need.   
 
Mayor Tanaka began by saying that five to six years ago, the City Council put together an ad hoc 
Bicycle Committee because there was grant money available to potentially put together a Bicycle 
Master Plan.  That ad hoc committee was made up of a spectrum of people who liked biking.  One 
was a parent who really didn’t have a proclivity towards biking but she was concerned about how 
her kids would get to school and so on.  The ad hoc committee was the one instrumental in putting 
together the BMP.  That BMP was adopted by the City Council in 2011, and after that process of 
having an ad hoc committee and then putting together a BMP, the Council decided it would be a 
smart thing to have a permanent bicycle committee to provide similar advice as the ad hoc group 
had.  We also thought it would be good to have a permanent bicycle committee because now we 
have this BMP and we haven’t really said what we are going to do with it.  He is one of the people 
who voted for the BMP and he wanted to point out something that was obvious to him but was 
perhaps not to his colleagues.  He was okay with having a BMP to give him suggestions for what 
he would do in the future or what the City would do in the future.  Something that occurred on the 
way to this meeting over those five or six years is that the Council said yes to some of the 
recommendations and no to others.  One of the things that was put together was a route for bicycles 
and it was more or less a loop, a circuit around the City.  That loop initially was going to go down 
Alameda and then up Sixth Street and then down Coronado Avenue. 
 
Some of the things that the Council approved had little or no opposition from the community such 
as the bike lane on Sixth.  If you have observed City Councils in Coronado over the years, if there 
is a recommendation and then discussion and no one opposes it, then the Council is probably going 
to be in a position where it decides to take a chance on this as it doesn’t seem like the residents 
will be impacted negatively as they are not speaking out against it and so the Council moves 
forward.  The Council has reaped its own whirlwind.  The Council has selectively implemented 
some aspects of the BMP and selectively not implemented some.  It was suggested to the Council, 
as part of Safe Routes to School, to put in a bicycle lane on Sixth Street and a bicycle lane on H 
Avenue.  The Council put the one in on Sixth and not on H.  Why didn’t the Council put the one 
in on H?  The overwhelming speakers from H said they did not want them and the Council listened 
to them.  There was a different meeting where people from Alameda and Coronado Avenue and 
the Country Club area were adamant that they didn’t want this.  They didn’t want literature coming 
out from the City telling bicyclists to come down their street.  Again, the Council listened and took 
that out of the plan. 
 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  402 
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 15, 2015   
 

402 

We have a number of people here from Olive because Olive was the first group where the Council 
heard the residents speak out against but voted to proceed by a Council majority.  The Council 
said that it felt that the street would improve safety-wise if these lanes were put in.  A number of 
speakers asked about the accident history on Olive.  That is a perfectly valid train of thought but 
is not one that was used by the Council.  The Council’s train of thought was before and after.  If 
you leave Olive exactly the way it is, it will have a certain amount of safety and a certain amount 
of ambience.  The Council voted to put in a bicycle lane on Olive because it felt that the before 
and after would justify it.  If you put that lane in, the after effect would be that the road would be 
safer.  If you aren’t convinced by that argument, he understands that and he is not asking you to 
change your mind but he does want people to understand that was the rationale of the City Council 
at the time.  To some extent, if you polled the Council as citizens and not as Council members, 
they might still feel the same way but they might not.   
 
Mayor Tanaka went on to say that the City Council has created confusion with its actions.  Some 
of this confusion is unavoidable because we have had many public meetings and no matter how 
many public meetings we have there will always be some people who say they are just now hearing 
about this.  No matter what a city council does, there is always going to be the potential for a 
certain amount of backlash.  He wants to be sure that the Council owns the lion’s share of it.  The 
Council owns the lion’s share of the confusion because it has been inconsistent in how this master 
plan has been applied.  He has been on record multiple times saying that the BMP is a piece of 
advice and he can take it or leave it.  He said that a bike lane on H Avenue was not a make or break 
to him so he let it go.  He took the Sixth Street one because he thought it made sense and no one 
opposed it.  The City put the bicycle lanes in on Glorietta and he has no regrets on that.  There is 
a bicycle lane on First Street that he thinks was there before he even joined the Council but he has 
no regrets about the bicycle lane being there.  He is not sure whether he did the right thing when 
he said no to the bicycle lane on Alameda.  He is not sure what the right thing is but he thinks that 
in the end bicycle lanes work.  That leads him to this conclusion.  On the most controversial issues 
that the City has faced, it doesn’t really matter what he thinks.  The Council is certainly elected to 
do the people’s work and to carry out what it thinks the people’s wishes are and to use our best 
judgment to do what we think is best for Coronado.  He doesn’t regret any of those decisions.  He 
does regret that the Council has caused confusion. 
 
The best way to clear up confusion is with a vote of the public.  He thinks the City Council should 
consider an advisory vote.  He will speak to the City Attorney for information on deadlines, etc.  
The advisory vote he would propose would involve the following wording: “Do you approve of 
the City of Coronado painting bicycle lanes on Alameda Boulevard from First Street to Tenth 
Street and on Tenth Street from Alameda Boulevard to Glorietta Boulevard with the purpose of 
creating a bicycle loop to connect with the existing bicycle lanes and routes on Glorietta Boulevard, 
down under the bridge, and around to First Street?”  He would suggest that we have our citizens 
vote on that simple proposition.  Do you want to add bicycle lanes on Alameda and Tenth Street?  
Why?  To create a bicycle loop.  One of the things the City Council has entirely failed at is to 
create a context that everyone understands for why we have put in bicycle lanes or voted for 
sharrows and things like that.  He thinks the Council has not explained itself very well in terms of 
what we are hoping to accomplish and what we think the public benefit is.    He thinks it is a pretty 
easy proposition to ask our residents if they want a bicycle lane loop around the City.  He has heard 
people say to keep Coronado Coronado, too many lanes, graffiti and all of that.   As a private 
citizen, he disagrees with them but it doesn’t really matter what he thinks.  What matters is what 
the public wants.  If a majority of the public agrees with you that putting a sharrow on every street 
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is stupid, then we need to hear from it.  A simple vote on whether or not to put bicycle lanes on 
Alameda and down Tenth – if the public says yes to that proposition, at least we have a backbone 
for what we are trying to accomplish with bike lanes and then he thinks we have the public’s 
approval to try to explore what we want to do in and around that circle.  He wants to be clear that 
if the public votes no on that proposition, he would take that as evidence that everyone who has 
spoken out about bike lanes and everyone who said enough is enough as an indication that the 
majority agrees with them.  The City Council has a very difficult job trying to interpret what it 
thinks the majority wants and the toughest judgment call of all is just to insert your own judgment 
and say that is the best you can do.  He also wants to go on record that at the time he went along 
with the sharrows but he has spoken against sharrows a lot and he is at the point where he doesn’t 
like them.  He thinks we have politically done ourselves a great disservice.  Every speaker who 
says, “Don’t mark every street.” – he can’t rebut that.  He shouldn’t have agreed to the sharrow 
thing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka stated that the staff report lists four alternatives.  The fourth alternative is to install 
none of the bicycle related pavement markings.  Because of the confusion, because of the 
controversy, he thinks that today we certainly should implement #4.  At the earliest possible time, 
we should put an advisory measure on the ballot.  He is not asking for a special election as he does 
not think the City needs to bear that expense.  Going to the ballot and getting some sense of what 
the public wants will then enable this City Council or a subsequent one to have a better sense of 
what the public will support and how to carry out the public’s wishes.  He asked the City Attorney 
what the timeline would be for such a vote.   
 
City Attorney Johanna Canlas explained that our General Municipal Election is the same as the 
State’s.  The next one will be November 2016.  In order to put a Council sponsored initiative, we 
have to have everything called for the vote no later than the second meeting in July.  Nothing 
prevents the Council from taking action sooner but that is the latest possible date.  On June 7, 2016, 
there is going to be a primary election.  While that is a statewide election that would be considered 
a special election for City purposes.  The costs are not the same as a regular special election but it 
is going to be more than the general election in November.  For the June election, the latest that 
the City could take an action to put something on the ballot is the second meeting in February.   
 
Mayor Tanaka has already expressed his feelings but he wanted to share that he thinks that the 
earlier the vote can be held the better.  If it costs a little bit more, he is willing to accept that because 
there is enough controversy.  We are doing the public a favor by settling the controversy if we can.   
 
Councilmember Bailey appreciates Mayor Tanaka’s comments because sometimes he thinks the 
dialogue has been characterized as pro bike versus anti-bike.  The more he listens to the public the 
more he is convinced that that dialogue is really just a symptom of a bigger issue.  Hearing from 
the bicycling community, he hears that they see opportunities to improve safety throughout town.  
Hearing from the general community, he is hearing that people see opportunities to improve safety 
as well but they don’t just want markings for the sake of markings.  To him, that is a dialogue that 
concerns the process.  Nine out of 10 of the proposals the Council is considering today are not 
even included in the BMP.  That is a problem.  Today the question is very simple.  Do we continue 
to move forward with an inconsistent approach or do we take a step back and seek the public’s 
input and approach this from a much broader context, a more comprehensive context, than just 
focusing on bicycling?  He thinks there is a lot of merit to bike lanes.  He thinks that most of what 
is proposed today is overkill or unnecessary.  He would be in favor of an advisory measure but he 
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is not necessarily sure he would want that measure to be focused simply on trying to create a route 
around town.  He would be willing to entertain some type of advisory measure that really sought 
public input before it actually came to a vote.  He actually wouldn’t mind waiting until November 
to give us as much time as possible to receive that input.   
 
Councilmember Downey shares Mr. Bailey’s concerns on the proposed wording.  She has had so 
much great input from the public and she thinks there is a middle ground that most of us are sitting 
in.  She agreed with the folks who asked why they had to have all of the striped hash marks that 
are proliferating in the proposed Olive striping and to some extent are on Glorietta.  She didn’t see 
the need for that and she thought there was some midway that in the streets that need it, and she is 
not convinced Olive does, you could just have the one white line that says this is where bikes go 
on the right and cars go on the left.  She thinks there are a lot of people in town that understand 
that in streets where it is important to designate the places of each of our conveyance methods that 
is safe.  That is good for all of us whether you are in the car or on a bike.  She is not sure saying it 
is because we want to create a loop – that is not why she wants them.  She agreed with the folks 
that said we don’t need to create this loop so that there can be a map that we can hand out to show 
to people who want to come to town to bike.  She is not interested in creating a loop.  One of our 
speakers mentioned earlier that she goes down to bike on Glorietta and she takes Tenth to get there.  
Tenth has more bikes on it than any other street in town.  She has asked her kids why that is and it 
is because they are leaving Starbucks and Clayton’s.  She thinks we need to say Tenth, not because 
we want to put a loop there, but because that is the path that people go to get from one end of town 
down to the other.  Although it is congested, she tells her kids to cross Orange at a light.  This is a 
good discussion and she is interested in going to the people but she doesn’t want it labeled as 
because we want a loop.  She thinks that the input we want is do you see the benefit in marking.  
She was so happy when someone talked about warrants.  That was one of the things she realized.  
We don’t have a nice set of warrants that say when to put in a Class III or a Class II or a particular 
bike marking.  She is not sure what we are asking the people to vote on.  She wants to keep talking 
about it.  Maybe we have a workshop.  She doesn’t know that it needs to get to a vote.  If we all 
agree we want safety but what does safety mean and then work on getting there.   
 
Councilmember Sandke read from an email he received.  The writer said, “I am sad our elected 
officials do not seem to listen to common sense.”  We listen to an awful lot of common sense.  
“The country as a whole is becoming disenchanted with politicians and Coronado is no different.”  
Is that really how you all feel?  A different email read, “A decision affecting the rest of their lives 
is about to be made without their consent.  A decision on this is too important to be left solely to 
the Council.”  That is right in line with Mayor Tanaka’s idea of a vote.  He spoke with a person in 
IB about this problem and he stated that his problem involved getting rid of a drug dealer down 
the street from him.  He is trying to put this in perspective a little bit.  He doesn’t disagree that the 
streets would look different with white lines.  It is hard to not recognize the passion and emotion 
that goes into most of the folks who don’t want to see any additional markings on the streets.  It is 
difficult for him also to ignore the science.  There is a clear recognition that bike lanes work and 
in Coronado we have evidence of that.  Does a combination of the TOC looking at some speed 
bumps to go with a single line bike lane help?  A Class III is as far as he is willing to go on any of 
these streets.  He certainly has a lot of compassion for the folks on Olive.   He feels that, should 
we move ahead with a vote, it would need a little broader scope as Councilmember Downey 
suggested or a little more definition.  If we took it tomorrow the vast passion and the vast emotion 
and the vast prodding along of which hanging chads you would leave on your ballot would rest 
with keeping Coronado the way it used to be.  We are in the wake of the tsunami of the beach path 
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which the Council rightly put to bed and he thinks passions related to all things of what Coronado 
used to be are at an all-time high.  He decided to buy property and live in Coronado and raise his 
family here because of all the things that Coronado still is and not because of what it used to be.  
It is going to be different going forward and we all know that.  The bike lane idea is to bring order 
to the chaos.  If folks on those streets aren’t ready for it, as we have done in the past, we have 
haphazardly applied the BMP so clearly there is a problem there.  Of the four options in the agenda 
today, notwithstanding the fifth that was presented by Mayor Tanaka, he still struggles with how 
to go forward on this.  He does get that there are people upset with it but it is hard for him to look 
at the science, it is hard for him to look at the hard facts of what we have seen already happen in 
Coronado, and say bike lanes are a bad idea.  He agrees with the Mayor that they do work.  He 
agrees that Tenth Avenue is an ideal place for a single lane bike lane and he hates to miss the 
opportunity to make that happen at this juncture however he is not sure what options the Council 
has.  He could certainly throttle back the Olive Avenue markings or even eliminate them entirely 
should we have that as a majority opinion.  He thinks hearing differing testimony on the busyness 
of Alameda cause him to struggle.  He thinks, in the overall, if done to the proper specifications 
specified by federal and state authorities as far as the bike lane markings and the amount of room 
required for them, that a single bike lane would be beneficial to Alameda.  Maybe even going to 
the TOC and adding some sort of speed bump treatment would be helpful.  He wrote down some 
possible motions but none of them seem appropriate at this point in the discussion. 
 
Mayor Tanaka summarized some of the options available to the Council.  We have been haphazard 
in the past and we could continue to be haphazard and make approvals of things today and that 
wouldn’t necessarily be the wrong thing to do.  He still thinks that some kind of an advisory vote 
would be helpful because we are going to have this meeting repeated indefinitely depending on 
how controversial a particular street is and also on whether or not we can explain what public 
purpose we are trying to serve.  While he would like an advisory vote, he would be the first to 
admit that perhaps what he has thrown out isn’t the best one.   He would be ready to pursue some 
things.  He thinks a bicycle lane on Alameda makes sense.  If you decided that Alameda would be 
worth the risk, how much of Alameda?  It eventually connects up with Ocean Boulevard.  Do you 
take it all the way there and terminate the lane?  He wouldn’t vote for a bicycle lane on Ocean 
Boulevard.  He doesn’t even think he would vote for sharrows on Ocean Boulevard but part of it 
is a public policy thing.  He doesn’t think he wants to tell people that the City’s policy is take your 
bike on Ocean.  That should be your decision because you are legally entitled to use Ocean 
Boulevard on your bike but he personally doesn’t think it is the safest spot for bikes.  He thinks 
one option that is left is if there are places you are ready to proceed on today, right now, that is one 
of the alternatives.  Alternative 1 is to just do what we said we were going to do.  Alternative 2 
says to install an alternative combination of markings of the Council’s preference.  He kind of feels 
like that is what he is hearing all of you say.  He hasn’t heard anyone say that they want an advisory 
vote but here is a better wording.  The most he has heard is why don’t we keep working on it.  That 
means that this keeps brewing with no resolution.  He will say, for the record, today, he is ready 
to not vote for bicycle lanes on Olive.  He wants to be clear.  He uses his bike a lot and he wishes 
there was a bicycle lane on Olive.  He can’t say he is applying a very fair standard to that street if 
he allowed other areas to get what they wanted and he can’t really explain that there is a really 
powerful public purpose.  He thinks there is one but we don’t have that in our Master Plan.  He 
can support a bicycle lane on Alameda because he does believe a perimeter approach makes sense.  
He can remember reading dozens of Dunham Reilly letters talking about the need for a perimeter 
road.  He can remember thinking a dozen times that that ship has sailed.  We don’t have the ability 
to create the perimeter he kept asking for but with bicycles we can.  He would vote for a perimeter 
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road immediately because he uses it and it would be nice to have that delineation.  He also thinks 
it is interesting that for the first time the Council can tell a street that it thinks cars can be slowed 
down on their street and that same street is comfortable with their traffic.  He is ready to move 
forward on that and he is ready to continue to keep the possibility of a perimeter alive.  If that is 
not the will of the Council, he would say that maybe the alternative is to pick things you are willing 
to go for today or maybe #4 is the alternative because the Council just doesn’t know what it wants 
to do.   
 
Ms. Downey has an idea and it can be done through discussions here or through a ballot measure.  
One of the things that she takes from all of the input that has come in is that she interpreted the 
BMP as Mayor Tanaka did in that it is suggestions for the Council to look at.  She thought, because 
of the staff input and the experts who helped produce it, that it knew more than she did.  What we 
didn’t ask them to do maybe we should have.  Maybe there should have been a set of warrants that 
said that if your street had this much traffic or it is a thoroughfare to go from the north to the south 
or whatever the warrant system would have been then these are the types of class facilities you 
should have on those.  Maybe that is what we should have done and maybe that is the motion we 
could take to the people.  Should we establish that so that it is not ad hoc.  If the street meets this 
criteria, just like we do now with other traffic controls, this is what will happen.  She thinks people 
would like it not being arbitrary.  They would like someone to say why the City is doing that.  She 
is wondering if that is really what we want.  We want a system so it is not so arbitrary that is fair 
and is also safer.   
 
Mayor Tanaka immediately offered a counter to that.  The reason we have warrants is so that when 
a resident requests something, they can make that request through the TOC and they check if the 
warrants are met.  He does not want to create a system where every street can request a bicycle 
lane.  The whole point of a master plan is to look at the City as a whole and to lay out the plan.  He 
thinks that what Ms. Downey is proposing could possibly work but it is more likely not to work 
because first you have to devise really good warrants that we believe in and then those warrants 
have to stand the test of time.  The community deserves to have a better understanding of what the 
City’s vision is as a whole and then we can decide whether these are hills worth dying on or not.   
 
Ms. Downey asked if we sat and looked at the streets, had we done what the BMP said and did the 
kind of markings that were recommended in there, that they use their own kind of defacto system?   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that Ms. Downey has been on the Council many years.  She has 
observed Mayor Smisek putting a committee together, Mayor Tanaka putting together one, the 
Council putting together one.  He has observed time after time one group recommends one thing 
and then another council sees it differently.  A recommendation for a BMP that the Council 
accepted in 2011 had in it things that he didn’t like but he didn’t sit and line item it.  In 2015, we 
don’t have a clear blueprint for what we want our public policy to be.  Maybe warrants is the way 
to go but he still doesn’t think that fixes our broken system.  Our system is that we’ve said to do 
some of these things and not to do others.  One of the things the Council has intended in the 
piecemeal approach is if we have put in lanes on Sixth and Alameda, we have a little time to sit 
and see if people like it.  A piecemeal approach may give the feedback the Council is looking for 
in terms of whether the public accepts the Council’s actions.  He is doubting himself a little bit.  
He doesn’t know if the public likes the actions we have taken.  That is why he would love to put 
something on the ballot that would give him some idea of what the voters’ preference is and then 
he or a future council could carry that out.   
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Mr. Bailey certainly agrees that the public deserves better than our current piecemeal and 
inconsistent approach.  It does.  There is no question about it.  If we were to go to an advisory vote 
he would want it to be one of a comprehensive plan and to be implemented in its entirety.  That 
would take care of the piecemeal approach.  He would be open to the idea of possibly appointing 
a committee that was more representative of the broader public than simply turning this over to 
the BAC.  Obviously their input should be sought but so should the other groups throughout the 
community.   
 
Mr. Sandke understands that the City has a circulation standard related to pedestrian movement 
coming down the pike.  He has learned from his short time at SANDAG that an overarching goal 
of any community should be an active transportation look or an active transportation plan that 
incorporates bicycles, pedestrians and any other way to move around town other than a car.  He 
wonders if it might not be possible for us to find a way to incorporate a combined review of the 
BMP and an instrumentation of a pedestrian plan which we already have planned in our CIP.  We 
could come up with that plan through additional workshops.  It is a long process but it is one that 
is very complete and, most importantly, it involves a lot more public input than the BMP has had 
so far.  If anything positive can come from this particular exercise, it is that more input from the 
public is important.   
 
Ms. Canlas pointed out that a Council-initiated ballot is subject to CEQA and, depending on how 
comprehensive that plan or that ballot measure is going to be, we need to take the time to do the 
environmental review.   
 
Mayor Tanaka does not believe it is a flawed approach to look at the whole master plan and then 
try to come together with something that the public could vote on.  He doesn’t believe it is flawed 
to give the public more opportunity to give its input.  He does believe the public has had lots of 
opportunity to give input.  He thinks that the people most likely to give input are people who 
perceive that their ox is being gored.  Even though 50 or 100 people might shows up for one cause 
or another, it may not actually be reflective of objective input the Council is seeking.  There was 
a time when you had to state your name and your address and that was helpful for Council 
members.  One of his concerns if you go for the broader approach of researching this package of 
what the BMP is and put it to a vote, is that it will take a while.  He doesn’t know where we are 
on the Gateway thing but we are somewhere.  He doesn’t know where we are on the lights proposed 
by the Traffic Commission but we are somewhere.  The Fehr and Peers study that was mentioned 
is also somewhere.  We are somewhere on a lot of things right now and he is amused that he has 
18 months left.  It is going to take a while to redo what has already been done.  Maybe that is a 
good thing.  Maybe all that input will create a better report.  His prediction is that it will just create 
a big delay and he is also concerned that the more things you put on a ballot measure, the easier it 
is to vote it down.  He thinks it might be easier to try to craft something simple and the simpler the 
proposition the better you might get a sense from whether or not there is support.  He has heard a 
number of times, “…graffiting our streets…” and he does not agree with that but if a majority of 
the residents feel that way then he wants to know it.  If 50 plus one percent says it is graffiti, then 
he is out of the graffiti business.  That is what he is looking for.  He is ready to go and the sooner 
the better.  He doesn’t feel as if that is a big CEQA issue if we make it a smaller question but he 
does agree that there probably will be a better product if you go for reviewing the whole master 
plan.   
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Mr. King wanted to interject a thought in terms of prioritization.  The question before the Council 
right now, though, is the Council has awarded a contract and in that contract there is a lump sum 
proposal to stripe the streets.  We have issued that contract and that contractor is going to begin 
work.  Staff needs to receive direction from the Council whether the City should proceed with the 
contract as is or modify it.  That is the basic question.  The second issue, as Mayor Tanaka has 
pointed out, is that we have talked about the scope of work and he is concerned.  We have a small, 
lean staff.  He knows, coming forward, there is a recommendation from the Coronado 
Transportation Commission on issues related to Third and Fourth Street and there is a project to 
look at the Gateway project.  That is just within the transportation area.  We also have a variety of 
other projects that the Council has tasked staff with that are fairly time intensive.  As the Council 
considers what its options are, he asked that the Council also consider staff’s time as it will have a 
difficult time delivering these larger, bigger projects to the Council with any credible staff analysis.   
 
Mayor Tanaka referred to the four proposals in the staff report.  He added the option of putting 
something to a vote.   
 
Mr. Bailey needs more time to think about this.  He would be in favor of moving that we suspend 
the proposed markings for now and direct staff to come back to the Council at a later date to give 
more information on revisiting the BMP which will already be a future agenda item.   
 
Mr. Sandke could support that; however, if there was a way to move forward on Tenth Avenue 
today he would be happy with that. 
 
Mr. Bailey would rather not move forward with an inconsistent approach. 
 
 MS  (Bailey/Sandke) moved that the City Council suspend the proposed 

markings and set up on a future Council agenda how to move forward 
with the Bicycle Master Plan. 

 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the motion includes making this a high priority.   
 
Mr. Bailey would leave that up to the rest of the Council and is open to discussion. 
 
Mayor Tanaka is not sure he supports the motion but he thinks he does.  He would prefer it be a 
high priority.      
 
 MS  (Bailey/Sandke) moved that the City Council suspend the proposed 

markings and set up on a future Council agenda how to move forward 
with the Bicycle Master Plan and to make this a high priority. 

 
Ms. Downey wants to make sure she understands the motion.  She was going to make a motion 
that says that we agree, for the purposes of the existing contract that is pending to start in the next 
couple of weeks, that we will not be marking what was identified in the agenda.  This motion is 
beyond that and she is trying to understand the difference and what else it is doing.   
 
Mr. Bailey thinks it gives us an opportunity to bring back the BMP.  We all have other questions 
on how we want to address it with future markings but we also see that we are probably going to 
want to suspend the proposed markings and he is trying to accomplish both in the same motion.   
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Mayor Tanaka summarized that Mr. Bailey’s motion is Alternative 4 with the addition of the 
direction to staff to bring this back so that the Council can continue to deliberate on what we might 
do in the future with a high priority.   
 
Ms. Downey still does not understand what staff is coming back to the Council with.   
 
Mr. Bailey wants a future agenda item so that we can deliberate on whether or not we all want to 
come up with a more comprehensive approach to bicycle markings or pedestrian mobility 
throughout town.   
 
 MSUC  (Bailey/Sandke) moved that the City Council adopt Alternative 4 and 

install none of the bicycle-related pavement markings in the contract. 
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  Woiwode 
 
Mr. Bailey asked the City Manager a question.  At a previous City Council meeting, he believes 
the Council asked staff to agendize revisiting the BMP.  Has that already been done? 
 
Mr. King believes that is the case.  It has come up several times and did come up at the last meeting 
as well.   
 
Mr. Bailey continued by saying that perhaps at that meeting, giving it a high priority, we can 
discuss how and whether or not we want to move forward with changing the BMP or taking a more 
comprehensive approach.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if we can, without objection, direct the City Manager in that way.  The 
Council agreed.  
 
 11d. 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.  City Manager Blair King gave the report and offered an 
amendment to the resolution of an additional “Be It Further Resolved” that, in the alternative to 
what is proposed; that is, the $50 for the first offense, $100 for the second offense, and $250 for 
the third offense, that in the alternative that the City Manager is also authorized to set fines with 
the initial violation not to exceed $100 to effectuate the intent of Vehicle Code Section 42001(d).  
Mr. King explained the reason for this amendment. 
 
City Attorney Johanna Canlas provided an example.  If bail is set at $25 for a base bicycle fine, it 
becomes $198 and that is because there is a $31 penalty assessment for every $10 of a fine or 
portion thereof.  There is a $40 court operations assessment.  There is a $35 criminal conviction 
assessment.  There is a $1 fee for night court and a $4 EMAT fee.  So, for a $25 fine it becomes 
$198.   
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Mayor Tanaka asked if he understands the situation clearly that if we use the Davis model, we 
sidestep all of that and if we say the fine is $50 that is basically what the fine is.  If we say the 
second offense is $100 then that is what it will be and we can kind of side step the courts adding 
all these fees.   
 
Ms. Canlas responded that is the case and that basically what is done is it is reduced accordingly.  
There will be a reduction in the court fees and penalties so that everything is included in that $50.  
Right now, because we are the first ones in San Diego County that are doing this, the court is 
working with us and they are trying to get a determination from the state Judicial Council in how 
we can best implement this process.  We had hoped that we would have it in time for today’s 
meeting but that didn’t happen so we are hoping to get this through in time for the October 6 
deadline for next year’s schedule.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if that is why Mr. King is looking for the action he is looking for. 
 
Mr. King agreed and said that he is looking for the moral authority of the Council that it 
understands the principle staff is trying to achieve.  Due to discussions that will take place in 
Sacramento, it could deviate from the actual resolution that is before the Council and that is why 
he would like the additional whereas to give him the authority to set the fee at no higher than $100 
for the first offense in order to achieve that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment.   
 
Eddie Warner commented that with the support of the Coronado MainStreet board, two summers 
ago, she attempted to get started a program to limit the number of people riding bikes in the 
business district on the sidewalks.  She brought it to the BAC and got support from the Police 
Department.  It didn’t quite come across as strongly as we hoped it would.  We were making an 
attempt at giving an incentive for people following the regulations.  This goes along in that vein.  
She heartily suggests that the Council go through with this as a means of doing enforcement in the 
bicycle community.  It will make the officers more comfortable in doing enforcement and she 
thinks it will improve the education of the cyclists as well as the motorists and it will tamp down 
the rising aggravation that seems to be growing between the cycling community and the motorists 
in town.  She hopes the Council approves it.    
 
Carolyn Rogerson pointed out that everyone wants enforcement of the rules and regulations, the 
rules of the road and especially California Vehicle Code 21202(a) which addresses bicycles 
impeding the flow of traffic, riding on the sidewalks, etc.  It is all well and good to say that we 
need more enforcement and she knows the Council realizes this but she doesn’t think the public 
realizes what a yeoman’s job our Police Department is doing.  We consider ourselves a small town.  
We have a small police department for the demands of a 2015 Coronado.  They have to deal with 
everything that goes on from the Ferry Landing all the way down and including the very edge of 
the Coronado Cays.  This is a huge area that needs patrolling and needs law enforcement.  We are 
kidding ourselves if we think that we are going to designate a few policemen who are going to be 
on the main thoroughfares of town just to stop kids who want to ride their bicycles on the sidewalk.  
She really thinks that the Council, as it goes through its budgets, the Council should come up with 
some way to entice and improve the number of police personnel in this City.  They will then be 
able to enforce these rules to make the public happier.  She really thinks this is putting an extreme 
demand on the Police Department.  She doesn’t see how they do all that they do now.   
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Harold Myers thinks we are asking an awful lot of our police force all the time.  He is in favor of 
this proposition but he doesn’t want to send a message to the Police Department that we need more 
enforcement of our school kids.  The Davis plan is because UC Davis is full of college aged 
cyclists.  Our problem is we have a lot of young kids that go to school on their bikes.  Last week 
he took a picture of a skateboarder who received a ticket.  He does not know the circumstances but 
is sure it was justified.  He is not sure, though, that this had a positive impact, in any way, on this 
youth.  It is not going to give him a positive feeling towards the police force, towards growing up 
in Coronado, and it is not going to make him a safer skateboarder.  He thinks we should pass this 
so that we can issue tickets but probably more towards the adults.  After listening to speakers 
before the Council at the last meeting and at this meeting, it is clear to him that it is not the kids 
who need training.  This is a job for a parent and not a police officer.  The adults need training.   A 
lot of people have no idea when it is required for bicycles to use a bicycle path.  People are saying 
they don’t want it but then at the same time they are saying they are all over the road.  A lot of 
people don’t know what the three foot rule is and how to apply it when you are driving down the 
street as a motorist.  When is it legal for cyclists to ride two abreast?  A lot of people don’t seem 
to know about that.  Where is it legal to ride bicycles in Coronado?  When was the last time that 
you, as an adult, had any training on the rules of the road?  He has never seen school children 
honking and finger pointing over the right-of-way.  It is the grown-ups and he thinks we need more 
education for the adults and we should let the adults parent their own school age children.     
 
Brad Gerbel wanted to talk about the enforcement of laws that are already on the books.  The laws 
give us a framework for where we are supposed to operate and if there is no enforcement people 
aren’t going to follow the rules.  He lives at Eighth and E and he sees kids riding to school every 
day.  There is a stop sign there, crossing Eighth.  They don’t stop.  If it was enforced, maybe they 
would stop.  He would also like to see a warning system or a first time offender system where 
maybe they can go to a class and get that wiped away and learn something.  Unfortunately, it falls 
on the police to do some of the parenting job.  He would love to see the rules on the books enforced 
more strictly and he thinks we could get good things out of the community if that was the case.   
 
Christine Donovan thinks she recognizes the officer who was ticketing the skateboarder from the 
photo.  She is a fabulous person and does an excellent job.  She doesn’t necessarily think the kid 
got a bad impression of the police.  One of her concerns when she is reading through all the BAC 
stuff is that no allowance was made for the cost of all this increased biking.  A lot of what BAC 
was doing was going to bring more bikers in.  She is wondering if there can be police employees 
who just monitor bicycling.  She also thinks there needs to be a different penalty for the adults 
who are the really aggravating ones from the 18 and under.  She thinks that needs to be explored 
and she really thinks the adults are the problem.  They should know better and they should pay 
those big fines.  The police need more support.  Our citizens who have been critical of BAC would 
be the first ones to get behind the police and say to start enforcing these rules.  The bicyclists have 
pressured the police to pull back.  We absolutely need more enforcement.  We are letting people 
know that this is a great place to bike.  People are coming here a lot more and they are not being 
monitored and they are adults and if they are going to do what they do she thinks they should pay 
the $300.  Kids she feels totally differently about, even kids on Orange Avenue sidewalks.  She 
doesn’t think they should be treated the same.   
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Pat Callahan, BAC member, explained that the BAC has supported this because it gives the police 
officers more tools to work with, more flexibility.  We know it is difficult but he believes this will 
make their task easier and will make enforcement something that is realistic.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that he will certainly support this.  It will make enforcement more likely 
and more people than not are asking for more enforcement, not less.  He pointed out that you 
cannot selectively enforce.  You cannot direct the police to just hit the kids up any more than you 
can tell them to hit the adults up.  He likes the idea that maybe there is a group only for bikes but 
when he takes a step back his bigger concern is just traffic in general.  If he had to pick between 
the officers doing what they normally do within their normal command structure or from up here 
as Council members saying that we want to change that, he is not going to do that.  He hopes the 
Police Department is hearing loud and clear that there is at least a perception among a great many 
of our residents that bicyclists aren’t being part of the normal queue of enforcement.  He thinks 
the Council said a couple of months ago that it wanted stepped up enforcement on Third and Fourth 
and he thinks part of this item before the Council is saying that the public would like to perceive 
that the bicycle laws are part of what our police officers are routinely enforcing.  He has no idea if 
officers are more or less likely to ticket because it is going to be $350 but he is supporting this 
because he thinks the potential is likely to go up if they feel it is $50 or $100 on the second offense.   
 
Chief Jon Froomin responded that an officer should be unconcerned with what the bail amount is.  
They are sworn to uphold the law and to enforce it to change behavior.  Certainly the pressure 
from the community and the Council regarding complaints because of these fines is real.  As the 
City Attorney pointed out, a $25 bicycle helmet fine turns out to be $198.  If a parent is asking 
their 16 year old to pay that fine that is pretty expensive.  The Department gets a lot of backlash.  
Having the lower bail amount should lead to officers feeling more comfortable because there will 
probably be fewer complaints when the citations are issued.   
 
Councilmember Sandke has every confidence going forward that the police officers will be able 
to use their discretion as to when they give that ticket and when they don’t.  If you gave a ticket 
for every infraction you saw, you would be giving tickets way too often.  It would be impossible 
for them to get much done if all they did was issue tickets.  He would encourage the Council to 
consider adding traffic police who might also be able to double up on enforcement of bicycles.  In 
the downtown area we could even use some senior volunteers.  A uniform presence doesn’t hurt 
and it would be a nice way to ambassadorize some reminders.  He will clearly support the motion.   
 
 MSUC (Sandke/Downey) moved that the City Council adopt 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.   The Resolution was read by title, the 
reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City 
Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8766. 

 
Councilmember Downey commented that in the interest of moving the last item forward she didn’t 
say everything she had prepared to say.  She wants to discuss it because this appears to her as if 
the statement is that we didn’t make it safer by putting in lanes and now we are going to be 
penalizing them.  She will support this because she thinks it will make it safer for everyone but 
she thinks our bike plan needs to have four parts.  It needs to have enforcement but it needs to have 
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education.  It needs to have markings to show people where to go and they know how to follow 
the rules.  And it needs to be based on actual evidence of traffic or safety or those concerns.  She 
does like the option of being able to go to a class for a first ticket.  That is the whole education 
component.  She corrects people all over town.  She would like to see us add that component in so 
that the first time you could go to class instead of paying a fine.  That is the education component 
she was going to talk about in the earlier item.  She was going to ask Mr. Bailey to help her develop 
an easy, online quiz or training module where you could be tested.  We should be adding that as 
part of this fee schedule. 

Mayor Tanaka pointed out that is in the staff report and Mr. King pointed out that there was an 
attempt to work with the School District on it.  He agrees with Ms. Downey that he doesn’t want 
it to be that much staff time.  There are online ways to get rid of your first ticket but they take 
hours.  There are people out there that game systems.  So if you do something online you have to 
do something that is difficult to game.  The alternative is to require seat time.  He thinks that, to 
do this right, it would require staff time.  It would require us to create that diversion program.  He 
agrees with what Ms. Downey is saying and thinks it would be more effective to either require 
someone to go to something or to some sort of program or pay a fine or however that is set up and 
we should accept that some people are just going to pay their fine.  He thinks that might be 
something that is separately considered.  This is pretty straight forward in terms of do we want to 
create this new bail system.  Perhaps on Ms. Downey’s own initiative or in the revision of the 
BMP that is perhaps a better place to do something in terms of a first strike.   

Ms. Downey will support the motion as is but commented that between her and Mr. Bailey they 
can come up with an easy 100 question online quiz that would be sufficient for this.  We should 
leave that option in the future. 

Mr. Bailey is supportive of these new rates and thinks these other conversations have a lot of merit 
to them but they should be considered separately.   

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

12. CITY ATTORNEY:    No report.

13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:  None.

14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 7:01 p.m.

Approved: (Date), 2015 

______________________________ 
Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
City of Coronado 

Attest: 

______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford  
City Clerk 
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10/06/15 

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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ACCEPTANCE OF STREET, CURB  AND GUTTER IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT (D 
AVENUE AND THIRD STREET) AND DIRECTION TO THE CITY CLERK TO FILE 
A NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Street, Curb, and Gutter Improvements project and direct 
the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The Street, Curb and Gutter program is funded every year partly with 
General Fund and partly with TransNet funds.  This particular project segment was completed 
using FY 2013-14 appropriations, $644,000 from the General Fund and $556,000 from TransNet 
for a total project budget of $1.2 million.  The final project cost, including design, construction, 
testing and inspection, and other miscellaneous expenses, was $870,650 as shown below.  The 
remaining General Funds will be returned to the Fund 400 balance and the remaining TransNet 
funds will be transferred to the next Street, Curb and Gutter project.   

TransNet Fund 210 General Fund 400 
Project Budget $556,000 $644,000 

Project Actual Costs: 
Design and Miscellaneous Expenses   $38,635   $39,015 
Construction Budget $355,000 $222,752 
Change Orders $122,248 
Testing and Inspection     $8,000   $18,000 
Construction Support and Inspection   $28,000   $39,000 
Total Project Costs $551,883 $318,767 

Balance    $4,117 $325,233 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The City contracts for an annual street improvement project that typically 
includes repairs to the pavement, curbs, gutters, and cross gutters.  The areas included in the 
project are identified through annual pavement inspections, as well as visual inspections of the 
current roadway surfaces by Public Services and Engineering staff.  The streets included in this 
Street, Curb and Gutter project were D Avenue (First Street to Tenth Street), Third Street 
(Pomona Avenue to Glorietta Boulevard), and the southwestern portion of the intersection of 
Sixth Street and A Avenue. 

ANALYSIS:  PAL General Engineering, Inc. was issued the Notice to Proceed on June 15, 
2015.  The project was completed in accordance with the project plans, specifications, and the 
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City’s direction on August 19, 2015.  Recording of the Notice of Completion is an important step 
in finalizing the construction contract.  It is a written notice issued by the owner of the property 
to notify concerned parties that the work has been completed and it triggers the time period for 
filing of mechanics’ liens and stop notices to 30 days.  Final retention payment is not made to the 
contractor until the 30-day period to file liens and stop notices has lapsed. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Odiorne 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\10-06 Meeting - SR Due Sept. 24\FINAL NOC Street, Curb & Gutter.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA JN NA NA NA CMM NA 
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CONSIDERATION OF AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT REGARDING PRIVATE 
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY ADJACENT TO 1718 
MONTEREY AVENUE 

ISSUE:  To determine whether a picket fence intruding into the public right-of-way in front of 
1718 Monterey Avenue should be removed/relocated or permitted by an encroachment permit. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the encroachment permit, subject to additional conditions, 
and require that the applicant pay twice the typical fee in accordance with Municipal Code 
Section 52.10.110(D). 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. The applicant has paid the City the typical encroachment permit fee 
of $400; if approved, the applicant will be required to pay an additional $400 and maintain the 
encroachment at their expense.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Coronado Municipal Code Section 52.08.030 requires City 
Council approval for structures built over the public right-of-way (i.e., encroachments).  Such 
approval is an administrative action of the City Council.  Administrative decisions, sometimes 
called “quasi-judicial” or “quasi-adjudicative” decisions, involve the application of existing laws 
or policies to a given set of facts.  Courts give less deference to decision makers in administrative 
mandate actions.  The court will inquire (a) whether the City has proceeded without, or in excess 
of its jurisdiction; (b) whether there was a fair hearing; or (c) whether there was any prejudicial 
abuse of discretion. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  For the neighbors’ information, a notice of the encroachment application, 
including a sketch of the encroachment, was sent to property owners and residents within a three-
hundred-foot (300') radius of the address.   

BACKGROUND: It was brought to the attention of the Public Services and Engineering 
Department that a white picket fence was constructed in the public right-of-way without the 
required encroachment or right-of-way permits.  Staff investigated the issue and found a picket 
fence had been constructed within the public right-of-way adjacent to 1718 Monterey Avenue 
without proper permitting.  The owner of the fence was notified of the violation and 
subsequently applied for an encroachment permit.  

ANALYSIS:  The public right-of-way at 1718 Monterey Avenue is located approximately 16' 
behind the top of curb adjacent to the property.  As measured in the field, the 16' wide section of 
the City’s right-of-way consists of an eight-foot wide parkway, a five-foot wide sidewalk, and 
three feet of lawn and driveway area behind the sidewalk.  The picket fence in question at 1718 
Monterey Avenue was constructed approximately one foot behind the public sidewalk, roughly 
two feet within the City’s right-of-way.  The fence extends across the majority of the property 
(approximately 47' out of the 63' property frontage) and is approximately 27" tall. 

No encroachment nor right-of-way permits were processed with the City to authorize the 
location nor the construction of this permanent improvement in the public right-of-way.  A 
review of the property found no reason why the fence could not be fully constructed within the 
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front yard of the private property.  However, a review of neighboring houses along this block of 
Monterey Avenue identified one other property (1700 Monterey) with a block wall and wrought-
iron fence constructed within the public right-of-way (with an approved encroachment permit) 
along a similar alignment as the proposed picket fence at 1718 Monterey.  
 
Picket fences of similar height and design have been previously approved for installation within 
the public right-of-way; however, the introduction of picket-style fencing immediately adjacent 
to the sidewalk may expose pedestrians and bicyclists to potential risk of being snagged (purses, 
handlebars, etc.) by the pickets.  In this case, the landscaping planted between the fence and 
sidewalk, once mature, will likely help prevent this from occurring.  If approved, in accordance 
with typical conditions applied to encroachment permits, the homeowner would be required to 
modify their homeowners’ insurance policy to name the City as additionally insured and the City 
would have the right to direct the homeowner to remove the fence at any time, should it be 
deemed a hazard. 
 
The fence does enclose the base of a guy wire fastening pole for an SDG&E facility.  Staff has 
contacted SDG&E and verified that they are not concerned with the location of the picket fence 
relative to their guy wire pole, but they do require the owner remove the planted vines infringing 
upon the utility pole that will eventually grow up the wire and adjacent structure. 
 
Considering all of the above, staff recommends approval of an encroachment permit with the 
stipulation that the applicant be required to pay double the typical encroachment permit fee in 
accordance with Municipal Code Section 52.10.110(D) which states “Where a work or 
installation is commenced, carried on or completed prior to obtaining a permit required by this 
title, charges prescribed by this section shall be doubled, and such doubled fee shall be in 
addition to any other penalty prescribed by law.” 
 
ALTERNATIVE: The City Council may opt to not approve the encroachment permit and have 
staff direct the applicant to remove the subject fence from the public right-of-way. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Katzenstein 
Attachment:  Draft Encroachment Permit 
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RECORDATION REQUESTED BY: 
 
   City Clerk 
   City of Coronado 
   1825 Strand Way 
   Coronado, CA 92118 
 
ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. E1508-045 
 
An encroachment permit is hereby granted to the Permittee designated in paragraph one, 
Attachment A, as the owner of the Benefited Property described in paragraph two, Attachment 
A, to encroach as detailed in the diagram included as Exhibit A.  Attachment A and Exhibit A 
are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set forth at length. In 
consideration of the issuance of this encroachment permit, Permittee hereby covenants and 
agrees, for the benefit of the City, as follows: 
 

1. This covenant shall run with the land and be binding upon and inure to the benefit 
of the future owners, encumbrancers, successors, heirs, personal representatives, 
transferees, and assigns of the respective parties. 
 
2. Permittee shall use and occupy the City Property only in the manner and for the 
purposes described in paragraph four, Attachment A. 
 
3. By accepting the benefits herein, Permittee acknowledges title to the City Property 
to be in the City and waives all right to contest that title.   
 
4. The term of this encroachment permit is indefinite and may be revoked by the City 
or abandoned by Permittee at any time.  The City shall mail written notice of revocation 
to Permittee, addressed to the Benefited Property which shall set forth the date upon 
which the benefits of the encroachment permit are to cease. 
 
5. City is entitled to remove all or a portion of the improvements constructed by 
Permittee in order to repair, replace, or install public improvements.  City shall have no 
obligation to pay for or restore Permittee’s improvements. 
 
6. Permittee agrees to indemnify, defend and hold the City harmless from and against 
all claims, demands, costs, losses, damages, injuries, litigation, and liability arising out of 
or related to the use, construction, encroachment or maintenance to be done by the 
Permittee or Permittee’s agents, employees or contractors on City Property. 
 
7. Upon abandonment or revocation, Permittee shall, unless otherwise directed by the 
City and at no cost to the City, return City property to its pre-permit condition within the 
time specified in the notice of revocation or prior to the date of abandonment. 
 
8. If Permittee fails to restore the City property, the City shall have the right to enter 
upon the City Property, after sending notice to the Permittee delivered at the Benefited 
Property, and restore the City Property to its pre-permit condition which includes the 
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removal and destruction of any improvements, and Permittee agrees to reimburse the City 
for the costs incurred. 
 
9. If either party is required to incur costs to enforce the provisions of this covenant, 
the prevailing party shall be entitled to full reimbursement for all costs, including 
reasonable attorney’s fees. 
 
10. Permittee agrees that Permittee’s duties and obligations under this covenant are a 
lien upon the Benefited Property.  Upon 30-day notice, and an opportunity to respond, the 
City may add to the tax bill of the Benefited Property any past-due financial obligation 
owing to the City by way of this covenant. 
 
11. Permittee waives the right to assert any claim or action against the City arising out 
of or resulting from the revocation of this permit or the removal of any improvement or 
any other action by the City, its officer, agents, or employees taken in a non-negligent 
manner, in accordance with the terms of this permit. 
 
12. Permittee recognizes and understands that this permit may create a possessary 
interest subject to property taxation and that the Permittee may be subject to the payment 
of property taxes levied on such interest. 
 
13. As a condition precedent to Permittee’s right to go upon the City property, this 
permit must first be signed by the Permittee, notarized, executed by the City and recorded 
with the County Recorder of the County of San Diego.  The recording fee shall be paid 
by Permittee. 

 
14. Permittee will maintain this encroachment at their expense for as long as the 
encroachment remains in existence. 
 
16. The applicant shall have their current general liability insurance policy on file with 
the City, labeling the City of Coronado as Additionally Insured and including the 
Additional Insured Endorsement. 
 
17. Permittee shall keep the sidewalks around this improvement safe, clear and 
unobstructed for pedestrian traffic. 
 
18. If any portion of the improvement is determined to be a pedestrian hazard, public 
nuisance or a public safety hazard in any way, as determined by the Director of 
Engineering and Project Development, then that portion of the facility shall be removed 
by Permittee at the Permittee’s expense or the City shall remove all or any part of it at the 
Permittee’s expense. 
 
19. Any design changes to the encroachment area require the approval of the City 
Engineering Department. 
 
20. Permittee shall keep adjacent public utilities within the right-of-way free from 
vegetation. 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT 
 
 
 
____________________________                          Date________________ 
Ed Walton 
City of Coronado 
City Engineer 
 
 
 
ATTEST:     AGREED AND ACCEPTED: 
  
 
  
By:_________________________ By:___________________________ 
     Mary L. Clifford       Chadwick Baugh 

 City of Coronado  Owner/Authorized Representative for 
  1718 Monterey Coronado, LLC 
 City Clerk       Permittee 

 
Date:________________________                Date:_________________________ 
       

 
 

 -NOTARIZATION REQUIRED- 
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, 
accuracy, or validity of that document. 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

  
COUNTY OF ____________________  
 
On ______________________, before me, ______________________________, Notary Public,  

personally appeared ___________________________________________________________,  

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to 
be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they 
executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), 
and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument, the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) 
acted, executed the instrument. 
 
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of 
the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true 
and correct. 

 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

 

________________________________________________ 

Place Notary Seal Above                                           Signature of Notary Public 
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ATTACHMENT A TO COVENANT REGARDING  

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. E1508-045 
 

PARAGRAPH ONE: 
 

Permittee 
 
 1718 Monterey Coronado, LLC  
 1718 Monterey Avenue 
 Coronado, CA 92118 
  

PARAGRAPH TWO: 
 

Benefited Property 
 
 1718 Monterey Avenue 
 Coronado, CA. 92118 
 A.P.N.: 537-190-05-00 
 

PARAGRAPH THREE: 
 
City Property 
 
The encroachment allows a 27" high wooden picket fence to be placed in the Monterey 
Avenue right-of-way adjacent to 1718 Monterey Avenue.  The fence extends 2'-0" into 
the right-of-way along the length of the front property line 65'-6", for a total 
encroachment area of 131 square feet. 
 

 
PARAGRAPH FOUR: 
 

Purpose 
 
The purpose of this permit is to allow the Permittee to leave the previously constructed 
fence shown in Exhibit A of the encroachment permit, within the public right-of-way 
adjacent to 1718 Monterey Avenue. 
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ADOPTION 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:  Adopt “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:   Adoption 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:  In lieu of the full text of the ordinance being published within 15 days after 
passage, a summary of the proposed ordinance was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on 
September 23, 2015, and a summary will be published within 15 days after adoption. 

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.  

This ordinance was introduced at the September 15, 2015 City Council meeting. 

ANALYSIS: The 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 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 City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment:   1. Ordinance 
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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. 

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

AYES: BAILEY, DOWNEY, SANDKE, TANAKA 
NAYS: NONE 
ABSTAIN: NONE 
ABSENT: WOIWODE 

 
 
             
       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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ACCEPTANCE OF 44 TRAUMA KITS VALUED AT $3,253 FROM THE SAN DIEGO 
COUNTY LAW ENFORCEMENT FOUNDATION  

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize the Police Department to accept the equipment. 

FISCAL IMPACT:   There is minimal fiscal impact associated with receiving this donated 
equipment.  These kits will be assigned to each officer.   At the end of the equipment’s useful 
life, which is expected to be five years, the City will evaluate whether or not to replace the 
equipment.   It is possible that replacement equipment could be purchased with Asset Forfeiture 
funds or other grants. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Acceptance of a grant is a legislative action.  The City 
Council is authorized to approve the receipt of grant funds.  Legislative actions tend to express a 
public purpose and make provisions for the ways and means to accomplish 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 
decision. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The San Diego County Law Enforcement Foundation is a non-profit 
corporation composed of community members dedicated to providing financial support to the 
San Diego County Sheriffs and Police Departments.  Financial support is distributed in the form 
of equipment grants.   No funds are received from this grant as it is an equipment-only grant.  
The Police Department applied and was approved for SONS brand Trauma Kits.   

ANALYSIS:  The acceptance of this grant will allow the Coronado Police Department to receive 
44 trauma kits to be assigned to each sworn officer.    Trauma wounds are one of the leading 
causes of death in the United States.  Quick response in stopping the loss of blood is critical to 
increasing the chances of survival of a trauma wound patient.  Placing the trauma kits in the 
hands of officers in the field will greatly enhance the possibility of survival of members of the 
public or officers with traumatic injuries.  The trauma kit is pocket sized and small enough to fit 
in a jacket pocket or can be worn in a variety of other applications.   

The Police Department is prepared to accept this equipment from the grantor.   

ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council can choose not to accept the kits. 

Submitted by Police Department/Froomin 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L PD PSE R/G 
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ACCEPTANCE OF CALIFORNIA BOARD OF STATE AND COMMUNITY 
CORRECTIONS (BSCC) POLICE GRANT FUNDS IN THE AMOUNT OF $5,462 AND 
AUTHORIZE THE ACCEPTANCE OF ADDITIONAL GRANTS FUNDS FROM THE 
BSCC THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2019-20 

ISSUE: Whether to accept grant funds in the amount of $5,462 provided by the California Board 
of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) and to authorize the acceptance of similar funding 
through Fiscal Year 2019-20, a five-year period, or continue to approve the acceptance of the 
grant amount annually. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept and appropriate grant funds received from the Board of State 
and Community Corrections (BSCC) through Fiscal Year 2019-20, a five-year period. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The City of San Diego will disburse $5,462 from the allocated State Grant 
funds to the City of Coronado upon notification of Council approval.  The funds will be used to 
fund the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) Program in the schools and 
defray overtime costs associated with participating in the regional program described below.  
This is not a reimbursement grant.  Funds are received upfront, before expenses are incurred.  
The Police Department will carry over unexpended funds and use them for similar purposes in 
future years. 

These funds will need to be added to the Fiscal Year budget using revenue code 245-5805 and 
expenditure codes 245235-7012 for personnel costs and 245235-8560 (project code AB109-
BSCC) for G.R.E.A.T. expenses.  There is not an expiration date on the use of these funds, local 
administrative regulations, or requirements for allocation of funds.  There are no reporting 
requirements relative to the expenditure of these funds. 

With the Council’s approval, this grant will be accepted for a five-year period. 

CEQA:  The action contemplated is not a project as defined by CEQA. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of grant funds is a legislative action.  The City 
Council is authorized to approve the receipt of grant funds.  Legislative actions tend to express a 
public purpose and make provisions for the ways and means to accomplish 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 
decision. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  On January 17, 2012, the BSCC provided $24 million in State funds to 
frontline law enforcement as part of AB 109 known as 2011 Public Safety realignment.  Under 
AB 109, the burden of monitoring a significant number of convicted felons shifted from State to 
County law enforcement jurisdictions.  As a result, regional law enforcement agencies have 
collaborated more closely in an effort to monitor those released to “community supervision.”  
The intent of the collaboration is to lessen impacts on local communities.  The framework of 
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how to spend the grant funds has been established by the California Police Chiefs Association 
(CPCA) who lobbied for local funding as part of AB 109.  
 
CPCA has stated that the funds would be used regionally by collaborating police departments to 
address crime impacts in each community.  Each city’s approach will be different depending 
upon unique needs, staffing, and geography.  Local agencies are positioned to make all decisions 
on how funds should be used, consistent with guidelines provided by the BSCC.  In 2014, 
additional uses of the funds were added, including officer training related to dealing with the 
mentally ill and gang resistance training for the community.  The Coronado Police Department 
received its first distribution of these funds in July 2013 from Fiscal Year 2012-13 funding 
allocations. 
 
ANALYSIS:  The City of San Diego is the local agency responsible for distributing funds to 
municipalities in San Diego County and will distribute the allocated funds to each city.  The City 
of Coronado is scheduled to receive $5,462 in the current fiscal year.  It is recommended that 
these funds be used to provide the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) 
Program in our schools.  Expenses for the G.R.E.A.T. program include classroom supplies for 
the officer teaching the program, promotional materials, as well as incentives and recognition for 
the student participants. Additionally, funds will be used for overtime related to officers 
participating in regional crime suppression details, including probation sweeps of primarily AB 
109 subjects to ensure compliance with probation conditions and to send a clear message that 
law enforcement is cooperating to monitor their behavior. 
 
The formula used to equitably distribute these funds to local law enforcement agencies divides 
the total amount of funds granted to the county into two equal parts.  One half is distributed to 
agencies based on the number of probationers living in the community who were released based 
on AB109.  The second half is distributed based on the population of the community.   
 
In an effort to maximize efficiency for staff and the City Council, staff is recommending 
approval of receipt and allocation of these grant funds for the five-year period ending with fiscal 
year 2019/20.  Rather than the alternative of approving the acceptance of the grant annually, staff 
will only return to the City Council during this period if the distribution formula changes or the 
funding is no longer made available.   
 
ALTERNATIVES: 1. The City Council can choose not to accept the funds. 
 2. The City Council can direct staff to return annually to receive 

approval to accept these grant funds. 
 
Submitted by Police Department/Froomin 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L PD PSE R/G 
BK TR BL JNC MLC N/A N/A N/A N/A JF N/A N/A 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO 
EXECUTE A SUCCESSOR MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF CORONADO AND THE ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL, STATE, 
COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES (AFSCME) LOCAL 127 FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2015-16 THROUGH 2017-18 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Memorandum of Understanding Between the City 
of Coronado and the Association of Federal, State, County, and Municipal Employees 
(AFSCME) Local 127 for Fiscal Years 2015-16 through 2017-18, Approving Two Side Letter 
Agreements to Review Certain Classifications, and Approving Corresponding Changes to the 
Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan.”  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The negotiated adjustments to compensation include a non-perpetual 
2% stipend and a base pay increase of 1% for Fiscal Year 2016, a 3% base pay adjustment for 
Fiscal Year 2017 and a 2% base pay adjustment for Fiscal Year 2018.  The net impact of these 
changes in Fiscal Year 2015/16, across all funds, is approximately $113,000 and $54,900 to 
the General Fund.  The FY 2015-16 budget includes funds to cover these pay increases. 

The MOU also provides an increase to the 2016 cafeteria plan contribution of $100 per 
month, equal to other employee groups.  There is a “me too” clause for the 2017 and 2018 
cafeteria plan years as well.   

There are no other economic components to the MOU; however, there is one clean-up item 
contained in a side letter that has a small fiscal impact.   This impact is associated with an 
incentive pay to the Electrician position that was contemplated during the last contract 
negotiations.   The Electrician is assigned to Wastewater/Stormwater and it was contemplated 
that this position would be eligible for the same incentive pays that were provided to the 
maintenance worker positions assigned to Wastewater/Stormwater.  The side letter is intended 
to clean up this oversight from the prior negotiations.     

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  The City Council has broad discretion to determine the 
terms and conditions of employment for the City’s employees. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  AFSCME represents 46 employees in the City’s Public Services and Golf 
Course Operations Departments. Represented classifications perform maintenance functions 
in Streets, Parks, Wastewater, Storm Water, Fleet, Facilities and Golf Maintenance. The 
current collective bargaining agreement expired on June 26, 2015.   

ANALYSIS: The City and AFSCME have reached agreement for a successor MOU within 
the negotiating parameters authorized by the City Council pending ratification and approval 
by both parties.  The AFSMCE membership has voted to approve the revised MOU pending 
City Council approval.   

The MOU covers fiscal years 2016, 2017 and 2018, and is attached as Exhibit 1 to the 
implementing resolution.   Two side letters to the MOU will provide that the City and 

10/06/2015 
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AFSCME will conduct further evaluation of job assignments and compensation associated 
with several classifications to verify whether the work being performed is within the job 
specifications, and to examine the viability and desirability of establishing a separate 
classification for those maintenance workers assigned in Wastewater/Stormwater.  
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter 
 
Attachment: Resolution and AFSCME Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Side 
Letter Agreements. 
 
   
 
I:\as\stfrpt\MOU & Salary\STFRPT AFSCME FYS15-18 09-18-15 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA CMM NA 
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RESOLUTION NO ________ 

 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE CITY OF CORONADO AND THE 
ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL, STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL 
EMPLOYEES (AFSCME) LOCAL 127 FOR FISCAL YEARS 2015-16 THROUGH 
2017-18, APPROVING TWO SIDE LETTER AGREEMENTS TO REVIEW 
CERTAIN CLASSIFICATIONS, AND APPROVING CORRESPONDING 
CHANGES TO THE PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATION AND COMPENSATION 
PLAN 

 
 WHEREAS, the City and the Association of Federal, State, County and Municipal 
Employees (AFSCME) have met  in good faith to discuss a successor Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City and AFSCME reached an agreement on wages, hours, and 
working conditions for the members of AFSCME for fiscal years 2015-18. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Coronado to authorize the City Manager to execute the Memorandum of Understanding 
shown in Exhibit 1 and attached hereto. 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Manager is authorized to execute 
two side letter agreements shown in Exhibit 2 and attached hereto. 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Coronado Personnel 
Authorization and Compensation Plan be amended to reflect the compensation so outlined 
in Exhibit 1. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, this 6th day of October 2015, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
 AYES: 
 NAYS: 
 ABSTAIN: 
 ABSENT: 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
 City of Coronado 
Attest: 
 
___________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford  
City Clerk  

10/06/2015 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

 

Between 

The City of Coronado 

and 

The American Federation of State, County and 

Municipal Employees, Local 127 

 
 
The CITY OF CORONADO and the LOCAL 127 of the AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
STATE, COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES (AFSCME) have reached this 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) pursuant to meeting and conferring in good faith, and in 
accordance with the provisions contained in California Government Code (Section 3500 et seq.). 
 
This MOU is entered into by and between the CITY OF CORONADO, hereinafter referred to as 
the CITY, and LOCAL 127 of the AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY AND 
MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES (AFSCME), exclusive representative for employees covered by this 
MOU, hereinafter referred to as the UNION. 
 
It is the purpose of this MOU to achieve and maintain harmonious relations and full 
communications between the CITY and the UNION, and to establish proper standards of wages, 
hours and other conditions of employment. 
 
The parties mutually agree to the following adjustments in salary, supplemental benefits and other 
terms and conditions of employment with an effective date of June 28, 2015, through June 27, 
2018, unless specified differently.  All provisions in previously ratified MOUs shall remain in full 
force and effect unless amended by this MOU. 
 

ARTICLE 1 DEFINITIONS 

 
A. Year. The term "year" as used in this MOU shall mean "fiscal year" unless it is 

specifically described as "calendar year". 
 
B. The provisions of this MOU do not apply to part-time or temporary employees. 
 

ARTICLE 2 SALARY 

 
A. Effective September 5, 2015,  the following classes shall receive a one percent (1%) base 

salary increase as reflected in the following adjusted salary schedule 
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STEP: A B C D E F G 

CLASSIFICATION        

Electrician 4,510.29 4,735.80 4,972.59 5,221.22 5,482.28 5,756.39 6,044.21 

Engineering Technician II 4,636.46 4,868.28 5,111.69 5,367.28 5,635.64 5,917.42 6,213.29 

Heavy Equipment Operator 3,996.21 4,196.02 4,405.82 4,626.11 4,857.42 5,100.29 5,355.30 

Lead Maintenance Worker 3,996.21 4,196.02 4,405.82 4,626.11 4,857.42 5,100.29 5,355.30 

Lead Pump Mechanic 4,510.29 4,735.80 4,972.59 5,221.22 5,482.28 5,756.39 6,044.21 

Maintenance Worker I 2,978.23 3,127.14 3,283.50 3,447.68 3,620.06 3,801.06 3,991.11 

Maintenance Worker II 3,299.32 3,464.29 3,637.50 3,819.38 4,010.34 4,210.86 4,421.40 

Maintenance Worker III 3,625.59 3,806.87 3,997.21 4,197.07 4,406.92 4,627.27 4,858.63 

Master Mechanic 5,101.45 5,356.52 5,624.35 5,905.57 6,200.85 6,510.89 6,836.43 

Mechanic I 3,827.78 4,019.17 4,220.13 4,431.14 4,652.70 4,885.33 5,129.60 

Mechanic II 4,250.79 4,463.33 4,686.50 4,920.83 5,166.87 5,425.21 5,696.47 

Motor Sweeper Operator 3,761.21 3,949.27 4,146.73 4,354.07 4,571.77 4,800.36 5,040.38 

Special Equipment Mechanic I 3,442.98 3,615.13 3,795.89 3,985.68 4,184.97 4,394.22 4,613.93 

Special Equipment Mechanic II 3,826.10 4,017.40 4,218.27 4,429.18 4,650.64 4,883.17 5,127.33 

Tree Trimmer 3,625.59 3,806.87 3,997.21 4,197.07 4,406.92 4,627.27 4,858.63 

 
 
B. Effective the first pay period in July 2015 all AFSCME represented classifications will 

receive a 2% stipend for all hours worked, paid out in December and July respectively.   
 

C. Effective the first pay period in July2016 all represented employees will receive a 3% base 
pay increase. 
 

D. Effective the first pay period in July 2017 all represented employees will receive a 2% base 
pay increase.   
 

E. Step “Z” of the salary range for any class is hereby defined as any rate of pay in excess of 
the top step of the range for the class.  An employee shall be paid the Step “Z” solely under 
one of the following three conditions: 
 
1. Upon the reduction of the salary range for a class, an employee having other than 

provisional status who immediately prior to the reduction of the salary range was paid 
at a higher rate for such class, then the new maximum rate shall, in the absence of any 
contrary orders by the City Council for economic reasons, continue to be paid at the 
former rate. 

 
2. Any employee whose position is reclassified from a class in which the employee has 

acquired permanent status to a class with a lower range shall, in the absence of any 
contrary orders by the City Council for economic reasons, continue to be paid at the 
former rate. 

 
3. In the event an across-the-board increase is granted to a class held by the employee 

being paid at Step “Z,” the employee shall receive the across-the-board increase less 
one percent (1%), and the employee’s “Z” step increased accordingly.  This across-the-
board increase, applicable to the class less one percent (1%), shall continue from year-
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to-year, as approved, until such time as the top step for the salary range for the class 
exceeds the “Z” Step.  At that time, the employee shall be paid at the top step of the 
class and the “Z’ Step terminated. 

 

ARTICLE 3 SPECIAL ASSIGNMENTS AND CERTIFICATION PAY 

 
A. Qualified Applicator’s Certificate.  Employees who are required to maintain a Qualified 

Applicator's Certificate and are assigned to apply those substances requiring possession of 
a Qualified Applicator's Certificate shall receive a 2.5% differential for the pay period 
during which such assignment is in effect. 

 
B. Arborist’s Certificate.  An employee who possesses an Arborist Certificate from the 

International Society of Arboriculture and performs all corresponding assigned duties for 
the City (one person) will receive $1,088 (one thousand and eighty eight dollars) per year 
paid on the first payday in December.  

 
C. Backflow Prevention Tester’s Certificate.  An employee who possesses a Backflow 

Prevention Tester Certificate and performs all back flow testing for the City (one person) 
will receive $1,088 (one thousand and eighty eight dollars) per year paid on the first payday 
in December.   

 
D. Acting Golf Lead.  The Acting Golf Lead (one person) assigned to an eight (8) hour per 

day weekend assignment will be paid a $137 (one hundred and thirty seven dollar) 
differential for the pay period during which such assignment is in effect.  A Golf employee 
assigned to the four (4) hour per day weekend (one-person) assignment will be paid a 
$68.00 (sixty eight dollar) differential for the pay period during which such assignment is 
in effect.  These differentials are limited to one person in the Golf Unit for the eight-hour 
day weekend assignment and one person in the Golf Unit for the four-hour day weekend 
assignment per pay period.  If two (2) employees work the same eight (8) hour or four (4) 
hour assignment during a pay period, the appropriate differential will be split between the 
two (2) employees.   

 
E. Special Project Pay.  An employee who is assigned to lead a special project by the Director 

of Public Services or the Director of Golf Course Operations will receive a five percent 
(5%) special project premium pay during the period of the special project.  

 

F. Wastewater/Storm Water Certification Pay. Employees who work in Waste Water or Storm 
Water and possess a certification from the California Water Environment Association (CWEA) at 
the level established as the minimum qualification for their classification, will receive 1% of their 
base salary in certification pay.  Employees in Waste Water and Storm Water who exceed the level 
of certification established as the minimum qualification will be eligible to receive an additional 
1.5% of their base pay for a total certification pay amount of up to 2.5% for designated 
certifications. 

 

G. Mechanic Certification Pay. Employees who work in the Mechanic series and possess 
certification from the California State Fire Training Academy and/or ASE Certifications at the level 
established as the minimum qualification for their classification, will receive 1% of their base salary 
in certification pay.  Employees in the Mechanic series who exceed the level of certification 
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established as the minimum qualification will be eligible to receive an additional 1.5% of their base 
pay for a total certification pay of up to 2.5% for designated certifications. 

 

ARTICLE 4 OVERTIME AND COMPENSATORY TIME OFF  
 
A. All overtime will be computed at time and one-half for each hour worked in excess of eight 

(8) hours in one day and/or forty (40) hours in one week.  In a 9-80 work schedule, overtime 
will be for hours in excess of nine (9) hours in one day and/or forty (40) hours in one week.  
Holidays, annual leave, sick leave, floating holiday leave or compensatory time off will be 
included in any time calculated for overtime purposes. 
 

B. In lieu of premium pay (overtime) employees may elect to receive credit to compensatory 
time off (CTO) computed at time and one-half for each hour of overtime. For the purposes 
of this article, "scheduled" shall be defined as posting the work schedule no later than the 
first hour of the workday in which the scheduled work is to consecutively follow.   
 

C. CTO by an employee may be accumulated up to a maximum of one hundred eighty (180) 
hours at the discretion of the employee.  Any employees with existing CTO balances above 
the one hundred eighty (180) hours maximum may maintain those hours, but shall not earn 
additional CTO until the balance falls below one hundred eighty (180) hours. 

 
D. Request for the use of CTO shall be made under the same advance request times as used 

for annual leave.  
 

E. In compliance with requirements of the Health Savings Account (HSA) established 
pursuant to Article 10, the CTO balance for each employee in excess of 80 hours will be 
converted to cash once yearly (1st pay period in June) and deposited into the employee’s 
Health Savings  Account.  As of July 1, 2014 the program has not been established by the 
union. 

 

ARTICLE 5 CALLBACK OVERTIME 
 

A. Callback overtime occurs whenever an employee is ordered to return to duty for 
unscheduled work, typically while on stand-by duty.  Call back does not occur when an 
employee is held over from his/her prior shift or just prior to a regularly scheduled shift.  
An employee called back to duty shall be compensated for a minimum of three hours paid 
at the overtime rate of one and one-half times the employee’s regular rate of pay. 

 
B. In lieu of call back overtime pay, employees may elect to receive credit to CTO computed 

at the above rates. 
 
C. An employee who works more than 16 hours during any 24 hour period as a result of 

overtime or callback overtime may be subject to a required rest period. 
 

ARTICLE 6 STAND-BY AND EMERGENCY STAND-BY DUTY 

 
A. Employees in the Public Services Department designated for standby duty are subject to 

emergency callback on evenings, weekends and holidays and expected to report to work 
within 45 minutes of the callback order.   Employees designated to be on stand-by will be 
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provided a mobile telephone issued by the Department for the designated standby period.  
In consideration of this requirement to remain ready at all times to respond during this 
standby period, employees who have been assigned to standby shall be compensated 
according to the following schedule. 
 
1. Wastewater/Stormwater standby duty  $480 per 14 day assignment 
2. Parks/Beach/Streets/Facilities standby duty  $480 per 14 day assignment 

 
B. The Public Services Department will maintain a set of procedures for the administration 

and scheduling of stand-by and emergency stand-by duty.   Management will consider 
employee input, as provided in Article 31 Communication Between Labor and 
Management, in crafting or modifying the procedures.   

 
C. All bargaining group members in Public Services are expected to be a part of the standby 

rotation assignment with the following exceptions.  
 

1. Exempt Classification:  Employees in the Maintenance Worker I classification. 
2. Medical Restrictions:  An employee who is unable to perform the essential 

functions of their job classification due to work restrictions established by a medical 
professional will be removed from the standby schedule until the restrictions are 
lifted.   

3. Substitution:  An employee may be excused from an individual assignment of 
standby duty if that employee finds another qualified employee to accept their 
standby duty as a substitute.  The assignment of a substitute employee to standby 
duty is subject to prior approval by a Department Supervisor or the Department 
Director. 

 
D. Emergency Stand-by Duty:  On occasion, the Department may be required to assign 

additional stand-by personnel to report for known emergencies (e.g. winter storms) or 
planned outages.  Any employee assigned to emergency stand-by duty (as distinguished 
from the normal weekly assignment) shall be compensated at 10% of their hourly rate of 
pay for each hour in a (12 hour) period.  The Department will seek volunteers for 
emergency stand-by duty but will assign employees if needed. Employees will be excused 
from this assignment due to child care or other obligations as protected by law.  

 
When an employee on emergency stand-by duty is called back to work, minimum call back 
provisions will go into effect and emergency stand-by pay will cease.   

 
E. Employees assigned to stand-by or emergency stand-by duty and required to report to work 

after hours shall meet the following criteria: 
 

1. Be available by telephone; 
2. Remain fit for duty (shall not be under the influence of drugs or alcohol or otherwise 

impaired);  
3. Have no other childcare or other obligation that would prevent the employee from 

responding. 
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ARTICLE 7 OUT-OF-CLASS ASSIGNMENTS 

 
A. Employees working out-of-class assignments of ten days or more during a pay period will 

be recognized.  The CITY shall record, in the employee's personnel file, said out-of-class 
assignments for reference in the event of consideration for future promotions. 

 
B. The CITY shall not use out-of-class assignments to eliminate budgeted positions. 
 
C. Employees shall be compensated for out-of-class assignments when temporarily assigned 

to the same higher level class for more than 80 consecutive working hours.  Employees 
who meet these criteria shall be compensated by an additional 5% of base salary for each 
consecutive hour worked in the out-of-class assignment from the 81st hour to the end of 
the out-of-class assignment. 

 

ARTICLE 8 RETIREMENT BENEFITS 

 
A. The CITY offers the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS)  

3% @ 60 retirement program.  Pursuant to this benefit, the City shall contribute 8% of the 
employees' gross regular salary to CalPERS on behalf of the employee and vested to the 
employee.   

 
B. The retirement benefit for CalPERS miscellaneous members represented by AFSCME 

includes the “One Year Final Compensation” (commonly referred to as “Single Highest 
Year”).  Employees represented under this MOU are also eligible to purchase CalPERS 
service credit through the Military Service Credit option. 

 
C. Effective on the first pay period of the 2010-2011 fiscal year, the City implemented the 

Employer Paid Member Contribution (EPMC) option through CalPERS where the City 
paid and reported the value of the EPMC as compensation.  The full cost of this retirement 
enhancement was paid by each employee beginning the first pay period of the 2010-11 
fiscal year by means of payroll deduction. Effective upon ratification the reporting of the 
EPMC as special compensation shall end and employee payment of the cost shall end.  

 
 Effective December 31, 2011 employees shall assume responsibility for payment of the 

8% (eight percent) employee retirement contribution.  
 
D. The City will comply with the Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act (PEPRA) of 2012. 

 

ARTICLE 9 DEFERRED COMPENSATION 

 
The Employees represented under this MOU may elect to contribute to a 457 Deferred 
Compensation program.  
 

ARTICLE 10  HEALTH SAVINGS ACCOUNTS  

 
The CITY agrees to work with the UNION to implement a method to allow employees to self-
fund health expenses after retirement.  The following funding mechanism will be implemented 
upon the delivery of signed plan documents with ICMA-RC. 
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A. The City will pay the startup costs associated with the creation of a Retirement Health 

Savings Account with ICMA-RC. 
 
B. The City will direct a percentage of the member employee’s salary into the Retirement 

Health Savings Account.  The percentage contributed will be determined in a subsequent 
side letter. 

 
C. Upon separation from service with the City an employee’s Annual Leave and CTO 

balances will be converted to cash on a dollar for dollar basis and deposited into an 
employee’s account. 

 
D. The Retirement Health Savings Account’s administrative costs will be paid by the 

participants in the plan.  
 

ARTICLE 11 CAFETERIA BENEFIT PLAN 

 
A. The CITY shall provide and pay premiums for $25,000 of group term life insurance for 

each employee in the unit. 
 
B. The CITY shall provide and pay premiums for a Short Term and a Long Term Disability 

Program. 
 
C. The CITY and the UNION mutually agree to continue with the CITY's Cafeteria Benefit 

Plan.  The cafeteria benefit plan makes available a variety of options including:  alternate 
health insurance plans, dental and vision plans, option to purchase additional life insurance 
coverage for employee and spouse, and option to purchase additional Long Term Disability 
benefit. 

 
D. Pursuant to Government Code §22892 of the Public Employees’ Medical and Hospital 

Care Act (PEMHCA), effective January 1, 2015, the City shall provide  $122 per month 
for health benefits for all active employees and retirees, effective January 1, 2016 the 
contribution will increase to $125.00 per month.  In addition to that amount, the City shall 
provide to active employees a cafeteria plan which, when combined with that monthly sum, 
shall equal $1.298.00 per month, which is equal to what self-represented, CPOA and CFA 
represented employees will be receiving in 2016. Options available under the program shall 
be as set forth in the Annual Open Enrollment and Cafeteria Benefit Plan memorandum 
from the Director of Administrative Services.  Persons hired during the year shall receive 
a proportionate allowance.  For calendar years 2017 and 2018, the City agrees to provide 
all employees a cafeteria plan benefit allotment equal to the amount provided to self-
represented employees, CPOA and CFA represented employees receive.     

 
E. Any insurance coverage selected which costs more than the Annual Benefit Allotment 

provided by the CITY will be paid for by the employee.  At the discretion of the employee, 
payment shall be accomplished either through deduction withheld from the employee's bi-
weekly paycheck or as a lump-sum deduction from gross salary prior to tax withholding. 
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F. To the extent that Congress enacts tax reform legislation, which impacts the Cafeteria Plan, 
the CITY and UNION agree to meet and confer on the implementation of any mandatory 
changes. 

 

G. Nothing herein shall prevent the CITY and the UNION from mutually agreeing to the 
provision for different health insurance benefits to employees covered by this MOU, during 
the term of the MOU, so long as the benefit levels remain approximately equal. 

 
H. The CITY reserves the right at any time during the term of this MOU to change its 

insurance carriers.  In the event such a change materially affects coverage or benefits, the 
CITY agrees to meet and confer in advance of such change, provided, however, that if such 
a change results in comparable coverage and benefits, no obligation to meet and confer 
shall arise hereunder. 

 

H. In anticipation of changes brought about by the Affordable Care Act and particularly by 
the anticipated Cadillac Tax expected in 2018, the City is evaluating alternative methods 
for delivering health benefits to its employees.   Nothing herein shall prevent the City and 
the Union from mutually agreeing to the provision for different health insurance benefits 
to employees covered by this MOU, during the term of this MOU, so long as the benefit 
levels remain approximately equal. 

I.  

ARTICLE 12 EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 
The UNION and the CITY agree that an Employee Assistance Program (EAP) can be of mutual 
benefit to the CITY and employees.  Employees represented under this MOU have access to a City 
provided EAP program. 
 

ARTICLE 13 TUITION REIMBURSEMENT 

 
Employees represented by AFSCME are eligible to receive $1,000 tuition reimbursement per year 
for both college classes leading to a degree and non-graded classes or short-term seminars that 
benefit the employee in the performance of City work upon written verification of satisfactory 
course work completion, per Administrative Procedure 131.  Reimbursement may be requested, 
up to the annual maximum as specified in the approved salary resolution, for any eligible 
unreimbursed expenses incurred on or after February 1, 2000. 
 

ARTICLE 14 ANNUAL LEAVE 

 
A. Annual leave shall be earned under a program which replaced vacation and sick leave.  The 

provisions of annual leave are set forth in Rule VI, Section 15, of the Civil Service Rules. 
The accrual rate for annual leave shall be: 

 
Equivalent Years 
of Service 

Equivalent Bi-weekly 
Accrual 

Hours Per 
Year 

Eight (8) Hour 
Days Per Year 

    
Hire – 5 5.54 144 18 
6 – 10 7.38 192 24 
11 – 19 8.31 216 27 

20 and over 8.92 232 29 
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B. The following shall apply to requests for the use of annual leave for vacation or other non-

emergency leave, but shall not apply to use of annual leave for emergency sick, family 
emergency or bereavement leave:  Use of annual leave for personal vacation shall require 
submission of a request for leave with the following schedule: 

 
Length of Leave Advance Request Time 

More than one work day 7 calendar days 
One day or less than one work day 4 calendar days 

 
C. Requests turned in to the immediate supervisor prior to 1:00 p.m., the day of the request 

submittal shall count toward one of the calendars days required for the Advance Request.  
All requests turned in after 1:00 p.m., the day of submittal shall not count toward one of 
the calendar days required for the Advance Request.  The advanced request time does not 
preclude the approval of requests submitted with less notice under unusual circumstances 
provided that operational needs are met. 

 
D. Approval or denial of requests will continue to take department operations into 

consideration.  Requests will be approved except where operational needs require 
otherwise.  Requests, whether meeting the advance notification or not, may be denied if in 
conflict with department operations.  Determination of conflict with operations shall be 
made by the Supervisor and/or Director. 

 
E. Employees covered by this MOU may convert up to forty (40) hours of annual leave to 

cash each fiscal year. 
 

ARTICLE 15 HOLIDAYS 

 
The City recognizes eleven (11) fixed paid holidays per year.  They are: 
 

- New Year's Day 
- Martin Luther King, Jr. Day (3rd Monday - January) 
- Presidents’ Day (3rd Monday - February) 
- Memorial Day (Last Monday - May) 
- Independence Day (July 4) 
- Labor Day (1st Monday - September) 
- Columbus Day (2nd Monday - October) 
- Veterans’ Day (November 11) 
- Thanksgiving Day (4th Thursday - November) 
- Day following Thanksgiving 
- Christmas Day 

 

In addition, the City provides two eight-hour floating holidays in lieu of Lincoln’s Birthday and 
Cesar Chavez Day.  The use of this floating holiday time will be governed by Civil Service  
Rule VI, Section 3.  The CITY will work to honor specific employee requests to observe the actual 
Cesar Chavez holiday as a day off. 
 

  

115



 

afscme mou fy 2016-2018 final 12 

ARTICLE 16 BEREAVEMENT LEAVE 
 

A. An employee may use up to twenty-four (24) hours of bereavement leave if he/she is 
required to be absent from duty due to the death of a member of the employee’s immediate 
family, without loss of base pay or deductions from other leave balances.   

 

B. Additional leave of up to two (2) days, utilizing the employee’s leave balances, may be 
authorized by the Department Director or designee.  

 
C. The “immediate family” shall be defined as: spouse, child, parent, sibling, grandparent; the 

aforementioned either natural, legally adopted, step or in-law, or any person over which 
the employee acts as legal guardian; or similar relationships as determined by the City 
Manager or designee. 

 

D. The employee may be required to submit proof of the relative’s death, such as an obituary 
or funeral program. 

 

E. The employee shall provide as much notice to his/her supervisor of the necessity to use this 
leave as is reasonable under the circumstances. 

 

F. The employee’s use of bereavement leave in full compliance with this provision shall not 
be reflected his/her performance evaluation nor shall it result in discipline. 

 

ARTICLE 17 COURT LEAVE 

 
An employee, other than one paid on an hourly or daily basis, who is required to serve as a juror, 
or as a witness who is not a party to a court action, shall be granted leave for such purpose upon 
presentation of proof of the period of his/her required attendance to the appointing authority and 
the Personnel Officer.  The employee shall receive full pay for the time he/she serves on court 
duty.  Request for such leave shall be made upon leave forms.  The provision shall not include 
persons who serve in the capacity as a paid professional or paid expert witness.  Use of such leave 
shall not be deducted from an employee's annual leave bank. 
 

ARTICLE 18 MILITARY LEAVE 

 
CITY officers or employees who are also members of the armed services or militia or organized 
reserves of this state or nation, shall be entitled to the leaves of absence and the employment rights 
and privileges required by the Military and Veterans Code of the State of California and any 
applicable Federal Laws. 
 

ARTICLE 19 WORK SCHEDULES 

 
A. Except in emergencies, all employees covered under this MOU shall receive at least five 

working days notice prior to a permanent or extended work schedule change.  For the 
purpose of this article, an extended work schedule shall mean a change for a period of ten 
working days or longer. 

 
B. During the duration of this MOU, the City’s Public Services Department may assign  

(a) up to two Maintenance Worker I/II employees hired on or after May 15, 2008, and (b) 
one Maintenance Worker III to regular work schedules that include Saturdays and/or 
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Sundays.  If operational needs require that additional staff be assigned to a regular weekend 
work schedule, the City will meet and confer with AFSCME to discuss the impacts of the 
proposed schedule. 

 
C. After the initial assignment to a regular weekend schedule, an employee may request that 

the Director of Public Services relieve him/her from the weekend schedule upon (a) the 
hiring or promotion of a Maintenance Worker of lesser seniority in the same classification 
or (b) upon the request of an existing Maintenance Worker in the same classification to 
voluntarily assume the weekend schedule.  (for the purposes of weekend scheduling, 
Maintenance Worker I and Maintenance Worker II are considered the same classification.)  
The Director may approve the request if he/she determines that the operational needs of 
the department will be met.  The initial Maintenance Worker I/II weekend assignment(s) 
shall be made to the least senior Maintenance Worker I/II. 

 
D. The CITY and the UNION acknowledge the implementation of the 9/80 work schedule for 

employees in the Public Services Department.  The CITY will review, and, if feasible, 
implement a 9/80 work schedule proposal from the UNION for the Golf Course Operations 
Department. 

 

 

ARTICLE 20 MEAL BREAKS AND REST PERIODS 

 
A. It is understood that the meal period is one-half hour (30 minutes) in duration, is unpaid 

and shall be provided midway in the employee’s work day to any employee who works for 
at least 5 hours in a work day.    It is understood that employees are entitled to two 15-
minute, paid, duty-free breaks per 8 or 9 hour day.  Lunch and rest periods may not be 
saved, accumulated, or applied toward compensation in any way.  The parties recognize 
the past practice of combining the afternoon rest period with the lunch period.   

 
B. If an employee’s work day extends beyond 12 hours when the normally scheduled work 

shift is either 8 or 9 hours, the employee will be eligible for an additional lunch and rest 
period for each 8 hours worked in a shift (i.e. for 12 hours of work there are two meal 
periods and three breaks; after 16 hours of work there will be three meal periods and four 
breaks).  The extra meal break(s) and rest period(s) may not be combined. 

 
C. Per Department of Transportation standards, after an employee has been driving for 12 

hours or has been on duty for 16 hours, he/she cannot drive until he/she has had a 10 hour 
rest break between work shifts.  An employee who works 16 or more hours during a 24 
hour period as a result of overtime or callback over time will be required to take a 10 hour 
rest break. If any portion of the required rest period extends into the employee’s normal 
work shift, then the City will pay hour for hour up to a maximum of four hours, that portion 
of the rest period extending into the employee’s normal next day work shift. 

 
D. When employees are required to work extended overtime hours during normal sleep/rest 

periods, but the resulting work during the 24 hour period does not exceed the 16 hour 
amount described in the previous paragraph, the employee will have the option of taking 
leave time or time off without pay from the following day’s regular shift for rest.  Such 
leave shall be considered compliant with Article 14 leave request provisions.   
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ARTICLE 21 VACANCIES AND PROMOTIONS 

 
The CITY will seriously consider promotions from within the organization if qualified personnel 
are available from the existing workforce.  This shall in no way limit the CITY's right to solicit 
qualified applicants from outside of the CITY, if it is deemed by the CITY to be in its best interest 
to do so. 
 
 

ARTICLE 22 MAINTENANCE WORKER TRAINEE PROGRAM 

 
A. Classification:  Candidates hired in the Maintenance Worker Trainee Program will be 

hired at the Maintenance Worker I (MW I) level. 
 
B. Hiring Step:  Candidates may be hired above “A” Step if they have exceptional skills 

required by the class specifications, subject to approval by the Department Director and 
the Director of Administrative Services. 

 
C. Permanent Status:  Candidates must successfully complete all of the items on the “check 

list” within the 24 month probationary period in order to be promoted to Maintenance 
Worker II (MW II).  As with all probationary periods, this may be extended for an 
additional six months at the discretion of the Department Director.  Upon successful 
completion of the items on the department’s check list, the candidate will become a 
permanent employee and will be promoted to MW II.  Failure to successfully pass the 
probationary period will result in the termination of the employee. 

 
D. Early Promotion:  Candidates may be promoted to MW II prior to 24 months if they 

successfully complete all of the tasks on the department’s “check list”.  However, all 
employees hired on the Maintenance Worker Trainee program must serve a probationary 
period for no less than 12 months. 

 
E. Opportunity:  The City will make all reasonable efforts to provide candidates (a) an 

opportunity to complete all of the items on the checklist within 24 months and (b) an equal 
opportunity to complete the checklist through training, operation of various types of 
equipment, and on the job experience. 

 
F. Interdepartmental Transfer:  If a candidate has been promoted to MW II and seeks a 

lateral interdepartmental transfer to the same classification, he/she will not be required to 
complete the check list of the new department. 

 
G. Check Lists:  At the time of hire, the trainee will be assigned a checklist for his/her 

assigned division to be completed during the two year period.  The checklist for that 
employee will not change during his/her trainee period unless the employee transfers to a 
different division.  The established checklists may be adjusted from time to time based 
upon Department needs.  However, any revisions will only apply to trainees hired after the 
effective date of the revision.  

 
H. Applicability of Civil Service Rules:  To the extent that the Civil Service Rules of the 

City of Coronado are not directly contradicted by the provisions of this article, they shall 
remain in full force and effect. 
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ARTICLE 23 MAINTENANCE WORKER SERIES 

 
The City of Coronado agrees to review the existing Maintenance Worker classification series to 
delineate duties associated within the various areas of assignment within the classification. 
 
 

ARTICLE 24 DOCUMENTATION OF CHIPPER OPERATOR EXPERIENCE 

 
The daily work activity card for the chipper operator shall reflect that time spent performing 
activity which could be helpful in qualifying for future promotion to Tree Trimmer. 
 

ARTICLE 25 WORK CLOTHING 
 

A. Employees covered by the MOU will be required to wear and maintain in presentable 
fashion CITY provided work clothes consisting of work shirts and pants.  

 

1. Golf:  All employees in the Golf Course Operations Department covered by this 
MOU shall utilize the selected uniform vendor service. 

 
2. Public Services:  Each Public Services Department member shall elect one of the 

following options: 
 

(a) Full uniform service:  The employee’s uniform is provided by an outside 
uniform service vendor (OUV).  The employee will have sufficient uniforms such 
that while one week’s supply is being laundered, he/she has a second week’s worth 
of uniforms on hand.  Typically, this is equivalent to 9 to 11 sets of uniforms (shirts, 
pants, shorts).  
(b) Partial vendor service:  Under this option, the employee receives any 
combination of 11 sets of uniform provided by the OUV or purchased separately 
through the Department.  A “set” is defined as shirt/pants or shirt/shorts 
combination. 
(c) Non-uniform vendor work clothing:  Under this option, the employee elects 
that all of his uniforms are purchased through the Department.   
The employee will receive nine “sets” of work clothing as described in subdivision 
(b), above.  
 

3. Represented employees working in Departments other than Public Services or Golf 
will continue to have work clothing provided pursuant to current practice. 

 

B. Public Services Department employees wishing to change from one option to another must 
notify the Department by January 31 to effectuate a change for the subsequent fiscal year. 

 

C. During August of each year, all employees in the Public Services Department covered by 
this MOU and who choose options A.2. (b) or A.2. (c) above may submit to the department 
director or his/her designee any items of clothing that they believe are no longer 
serviceable.  The director or his/her designee shall determine whether the item is no longer 
serviceable and should be replaced.  The replacement clothing will be ordered as soon as 
reasonably possible at the conclusion of the August review period. 
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D. For Public Services Department employees electing options A.2. (b) and A.2. (c) above:  
If such work clothes or uniforms are unserviceable, through no fault of the employee, while 
the employee is conducting CITY business, the department shall replace said work clothes 
with a serviceable replacement that will be ordered will be ordered as soon as reasonably 
possible at the conclusion of the August review period.  Determination of serviceability 
shall be a right retained by the department.   

 

E. If an employee who is authorized to wear short pants incurs an injury that could have been 
prevented by wearing long pants, the department director reserves the right to require that 
employee to wear long pants in the future. 

 

F. Employees are responsible for items (clothing, safety gear, etc.) issued by the CITY for 
use by the employee in performing CITY work.  Any such items that are lost or damaged 
outside of the work environment or through negligence or improper use by the employee 
must be replaced by the employee to the specifications required by the department.  
Employees are required to have at work, produce upon request and use such items that are 
provided by the CITY. 

 
G. A Uniform Advisory Committee, two individuals appointed by the Director of Public 

Services and two chosen by the UNION, shall make recommendations to the Director to 
ensure clean, pressed uniforms, including shorts and polo shirts, are provided within the 
existing budget.  The department would maintain a reasonable stock of uniforms. 

 
H. Work Shoes 

 
1. Each covered employee shall be entitled to replacement of his/her work shoes 

whenever they become unserviceable.  This determination shall be made by the 
Department Director or his/her designee. 

2. The maximum amount available for any one pair of shoes shall be $175 unless pre-
approval is received from the Department Director based upon job requirements 
and determination that the employee cannot obtain adequate footwear under $175. 
Under no circumstances shall the amount exceed $200. 

3. The City and AFSCME shall jointly develop and implement a work shoe credit 
program with a local vendor. 

4. Work shoes shall be considered an item of work clothing and part of their personal 
protective equipment. 

5.  Work shoes shall meet safety footwear requirements for an employee’s specific 
work assignment. 

6. Specialty work shoes for the Tree Trimmer to be provided by the department if 
determined to be necessary by the Director. 

 

ARTICLE 26 CALIFORNIA DRIVER’S LICENSE REIMBURSEMENT 

 
The City shall reimburse employees for the incremental costs, over and above a Class C California 
Drivers License, associated with obtaining a Class A or B California Driver’s License and 
appropriate endorsements or classes, if such license is required or deemed desirable by the City.  
Employees shall be able to be reimbursed from their tuition reimbursement account (See Article 
13) for the costs associated with any training, testing, or incremental license fee for a Class A or 
B License. 
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ARTICLE 27 STEWARDS 

 
A. The employees represented by this MOU may designate Stewards to represent them in their 

general dealings with Management.  A maximum of three Stewards shall be designated for 
this purpose, at least one of whom shall be from the Public Services Department and one 
of whom shall be from the Golf Course Operations Department.  When acting as a Steward, 
a so designated employee shall complete his affairs in an expeditious manner. 

 

B. The employees represented under this Memorandum of Understanding will designate as 
Stewards only employees assigned in a full-time permanent position for the City of 
Coronado.  In addition, the designation of Steward shall be made only to an employee who 
is covered under this Memorandum of Understanding. 

 

C. When requested by an employee who has a grievance, the Steward, with permission of his 
or her Supervisor, may assist that employee in the investigation, preparation and 
presentation of the grievance.  Upon notification of the immediate Supervisor, the Steward 
may be allowed reasonable time off without loss of time or pay to attend these duties.  Such 
time off will be granted upon mutual agreement between the Supervisor and the Steward.  
Such permission shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

 
D. The member designated as Coronado’s Executive Board representative may be released to 

attend AFSCME Local 127 Executive Board meetings by requesting leave in accordance 
with Article 14. Union stewards will be allowed to attend trainings and executive board 
members to attend executive board meetings utilizing unpaid time off or their paid leave 
banks and subject to normal time off approval processes.  

 

ARTICLE 28 UNION ACCESS TO WORK LOCATIONS 

 
Authorized UNION representatives, and the President of the UNION, shall be granted access to 
work locations in which employees covered under this MOU are employed for the purpose of 
conducting grievance investigations and observing working conditions.  Authorized UNION 
representatives desiring such access to such work locations shall first inform the appropriate 
Department Director or his designee of the purpose of the visit.  Representatives have the right to 
meet with the employee(s) during rest or lunch breaks.  The UNION representative shall not 
interfere with the operations of the department during a visit.  Meetings with employees during 
working hours must first be approved by the Department Director or his designee.  Permission for 
access, upon reporting to the Department Director or his designee, shall not be unreasonably 
withheld. 
 

ARTICLE 29 BULLETIN BOARDS 

 
The CITY agrees to furnish a bulletin board at Public Services and the Golf Course to be used 
exclusively by the employees.  Employees shall not be limited as to the type of material posted so 
long as it is neither vulgar, offensive, nor illegal.  UNION representatives shall have access to such 
bulletin boards.  Employees shall be responsible for maintaining said bulletin boards. 
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ARTICLE 30 UNION DUES AND SECURITY 

 
The CITY will provide to the UNION a list of the classifications represented by AFSCME, the 
number of people in those classifications and their names.  The CITY agrees to implement a 
process for changing UNION dues deductions based upon notification from UNION that dues have 
been changed by a majority vote process.  The City recognizes the Union as an agency shop 
pursuant to Government Code Section 3502.5. 
 

ARTICLE 31 COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN UNION AND MANAGEMENT 

 
A. The CITY recognizes the necessity for good communications among the employees 

represented by the UNION and the various levels of management.  Non-grievance requests, 
identification of problems and recommendations from an employee are entitled to final 
response from the appropriate level of authority, within a reasonable time from submission.  
Such input can be written or oral and shall be submitted to the immediate supervisor for 
processing. 

 
B. A determination of reasonableness of the response time requires an analysis of the content 

of the written input initially submitted.  An employee who submits a written request shall 
be allowed a written response from the appropriate level of authority.  A response to oral 
input shall be conclusively presumed to have been made in a reasonable time. 

 
C. The Director of Public Services agrees to meet quarterly with the designated shop steward 

of Local 127 and one additional individual to discuss items that have been submitted but 
are unresolved. 

 
D. The Director of Golf Course Operations agrees to meet quarterly with the designated shop 

steward of the Golf Course Operations to discuss problems or areas of concern. 
 
E. In relation to the quarterly meetings, coordination between the Golf Course representative 

and any representative from Public Services shall be a UNION responsibility and shall not 
be undertaken at the expense of the CITY. 

 

ARTICLE 32 DEPARTMENT WORK RULES 

 
The CITY shall continue to make reasonable efforts to acquaint employees with work rules.  The 
CITY will continue to apply work rules uniformly.  Department work rules, once established, shall 
be posted on the bulletin boards five days prior to their effective date, except in emergency 
situations or situations requiring immediate action. 
 

ARTICLE 33 APPEAL OF AN EMPLOYEE EVALUATION 

 
Every employee receives regular performance evaluations, which are generally prepared and 
delivered by the employee’s supervisor (“Rater”).  Upon receipt of a performance evaluation, an 
employee may appeal the results of that performance evaluation within five (5) calendar days 
following the delivery of the evaluation.  The evaluation shall be appealed through the chain of 
command within the employee’s Department, with the appeal being heard initially by the Rater’s 
supervisor and continuing through the chain of command, if necessary, terminating with the 
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Department Director.  There shall be no appeal beyond the Department Director.  The parties to 
this MOU agree that this provision may be included in the Civil Service Rules, if necessary. 
 

ARTICLE 34 GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

 

A. REVIEWABLE AND NON-REVIEWABLE GRIEVANCES 

 
1. A grievance is any dispute concerning the interpretation or application of this 

MOU, the City’s Civil Service Rules, or of other rules or regulations governing 
personnel practices or working conditions or of the practical consequences of a City 
rights decision on wages, hours and other terms and conditions of employment. 

 
2. To be reviewable under this procedure, a grievance must: 
 

a) Concern matters or incidents that have occurred. 
b) Result from an act or omission by management regarding working 

conditions or other aspects of employer/employee relations over which the 
Director of the Department has control. 

c) Arise out of a specific situation, act or acts complained of as being unfair 
which result in inequity or damage to employee. 

d) Specify the relief sought, which relief must be within the power of the 
Director of the Department to grant in whole or in part. 

 

3. A grievance is not reviewable under this procedure if it is a matter which would 
require the modification of a policy established by the City Council or by law, or it 
is reviewable under some other administrative procedure and/or rules of the Civil 
Service Commission such as: 

 

a) Applications for changes in job title, job classification or salary; 
b) Appeals from formal disciplinary proceedings; 
c) Appeals arising out of Civil Service examinations; 
d) Appeals from work performance evaluations. 
 

B. SPECIAL PROVISIONS OF THE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
 

1. Procedure for Presentation:  In presenting a grievance, the Employee shall follow 
the sequence and the procedure outlined in Section C of this Grievance Procedure. 

 
2. Prompt Presentation:  The Employee shall discuss the grievance with the 

employee’s immediate supervisor promptly after the act or omission of 
management causing the grievance.  The requirement that the employee discuss the 
matter with his/her immediate supervisor may be waived by the Department 
Director. 

 
3. Statement of Grievance:  The grievance shall contain a statement of: 
 

a) The specific situation, act or acts complained of as being unfair; 
b) The inequity or damage suffered by the employee; and 
c) The relief sought. 
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4. Employee Representation:  The employee may choose someone to represent the 
employee at any step in the procedure.  No person hearing a grievance need 
recognize more than one (1) representative for any employee at any one time, unless 
the person hearing the grievance so desires. 

 
5. Handled During Work Hours:  Whenever possible, grievances will be handled 

during the regularly scheduled working hours of the parties involved. 
 
6. Extension or Reduction of Time:  The time limits within which action must be 

taken or a decision made as specified in this procedure may be extended or reduced 
by mutual written consent of the parties involved. 

 
7. Consolidation of Grievances:  If the grievance involves a group of employees or 

if a number of employees file separate grievances on the same matter, the 
grievances shall be handled as a single grievance, unless the Department Director 
agrees to hear them separately. 

 
8. Settlement:  Any grievance shall be considered settled at the completion of any 

step if all parties are satisfied or if neither party presents the matter to a higher 
authority within the prescribed time. 

 
9. Reprisal:  The grievance procedure is intended to assure a grieving employee the 

right to present the employee’s grievance without fear of disciplinary action or 
reprisal by the employee’s supervisor, superior or department head, provided that 
the employee observes the provisions of this Grievance Procedure. 

 

C. GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE STEPS 
 

The following procedure shall be followed by an employee submitting a grievance pursuant 
to the terms of this Article: 

 

1. Discussion with Supervisor:  The employee shall informally discuss the 
employee’s grievance with the employee’s immediate supervisor.  Within ten 
working days, the supervisor shall verbally give the supervisor’s decision to the 
employee. 

 
2. Written Grievance to Superior:  If the employee and supervisor cannot reach an 

agreement as to a solution of the grievance or the employee has not received a 
decision within the ten working days’ limit, the employee may within ten working 
days present the employee’s written grievance to the employee’s supervisor, who 
shall endorse the supervisor’s comments thereon and present the written grievance 
to the supervisor’s superior within ten working days.  The superior shall hear the 
grievance and give the superior’s written decision to the employee within ten 
working days after receiving the grievance. 

 
3. Grievance to Department Director:  If the employee and superior cannot reach 

an agreement as to a solution of the grievance or the employee has not received a 
written decision within the ten working days’ limit, the employee may within ten 
working days present the employee’s written grievance to the employee’s 
Department Director.  The Department Director shall hear the grievance and give 
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the Department Director’s written decision to the employee within ten working 
days after receiving the grievance. 

 
4. Failure to Reach Agreement: If the employee and Department Director cannot 

reach an agreement as to a solution of the grievance or the employee has not 
received a decision within the ten working days’ limit, the employee may, within 
ten working days present the employee’s written grievance to the City Manager.  
The City Manager shall, within ten (10) working days after receipt of the grievance, 
hear the grievance and render a written decision. 

 
5. Grievance to Civil Service Commission:  If the employee is not satisfied with the 

decision or recommendation of the City Manager, the employee may, within ten 
(10) working days, appeal, in writing, to the Civil Service Commission.  The 
Commission shall within thirty (30) days after receipt of the appeal, hear the appeal 
and render a final decision. 

 

ARTICLE 35 CIVIL SERVICE RULES 

 
The Civil Service Rules as existing on the date of the execution of this agreement, are now in force, 
agreed upon, and shall become, by reference, part of this MOU.  In addition, those clarifications 
to the Civil Service Rules and Administrative Procedures Manual, as proposed by the CITY and 
attached to past Memorandum of Understanding, have been incorporated.  It is agreed that in any 
instance where there is a conflict between material covered in this MOU and the Civil Service 
Rules, this MOU shall take precedence. 
 

ARTICLE 36 EMPLOYEE SAFETY 

 
A. The CITY shall continue its current policy to apprise employees of all OSHA,  

CAL-OSHA, and all other Federal and State practices and procedures it expects employees 
to follow. 

 
B. Each Department will maintain on site appropriate Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS).  

In addition, the respective department, with the assistance of that department's shop 
steward, will assist an employee to ascertain like information regarding any substance 
which the employee reasonably feels poses a health threat to him/her. 

 
C. The CITY shall abide by all OSHA, CAL-OSHA and all other applicable Federal and State 

codes relating to employee on the job safety. 
 
D. No employee will be disciplined for reasonably refusing to perform an unsafe act or job. 
 
E. In conformance with the City of Coronado Hepatitis B Exposure Control Plan, the CITY 

shall provide, at CITY expense, Hepatitis B inoculations to all bargaining unit members. 
 

ARTICLE 37  POLICY ADDRESSING OMNIBUS TRANSPORTATION TESTING 

ACT OF 1991  

 
On July 1, 2006, the CITY created and implemented a written policy, entitled Controlled Substance 
and Alcohol Misuse Policy and Procedures, to address the requirements of the Omnibus 
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Transportation Testing Act of 1991.  The provisions of the Omnibus Transportation Testing Act 
of 1991 and policy are applicable to positions represented by the UNION. 
 

ARTICLE 38 DRUG FREE WORKPLACE STATEMENT 

 
A. The CITY adopted a Drug Free Workplace Policy in compliance with the Drug Free 

Workplace Act of 1988, which applies to all City employees. 
 
B. The CITY’s Civil Service Rules allow for a Last Chance Agreement as a type of 

disciplinary actions available under Civil Service Rule VIII, Section 1 (f). 
 
 

ARTICLE 39 NON-DISCRIMINATION 

 
It is agreed that neither the CITY nor the UNION shall discriminate against any employee because 
of race, national origin, age, sex, religion disability, medical condition, political affiliations or 
opinions, sexual orientation, or UNION membership or lawful UNION activity or for any other 
unlawful reasons.  Further, no employee will be discriminated against because of exercising his/her 
rights specified in the Employer-Employee Relations Policies of the CITY, rights specified in this 
MOU and rights granted by the laws of the State of California or the United States. 
 

ARTICLE 40 CITY RIGHTS CLAUSE 

 
A. The purpose of the City Rights Clause is to confirm the existing rights and responsibilities 

of the City as provided by law.  This is to enable the City to organize and manage services 
to the community as determined by the City. 

 
B. The CITY does not intend to interfere with any right of the UNION to meet and confer 

pursuant to the Meyers-Millias-Brown Act, Government Code Sections 3500, et seq.  The 
CITY agrees to continue to meet and confer on all subjects that are subject to meet and 
confer pursuant to the Meyers-Millias-Brown Act. 

 
C. Nothing in Section D is intended to abrogate or to conflict with the Civil Service Rules as 

approved by the Civil Service Commission and adopted by the City Council. 
 
D. The CITY reserves, retains, and is vested with, solely and exclusively, all rights of 

Management which have not been expressly abridged by specific provision of this MOU 
or by law, to manage the CITY, as such rights existed prior to the execution of the MOU.  
The sole and exclusive rights of Management, as they are not abridged by this agreement 
or by law, shall include, but not be limited to, the following rights: 

 
1. To manage the CITY generally and to determine the issues of policy. 
2. To determine the existence or non-existence of facts which are the basis of the 

Management decision. 
3. To determine the necessity or organization of any service or activity conducted by 

the CITY and expand or diminish services. 
4. To determine the nature, manner, means, and technology, and the extent of services 

to be provided to the public. 
5. Methods of financing. 
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6. Types of equipment or technology to be used. 
7. To determine and/or change the facilities, methods, technology, means, and size of 

the work force by which the CITY operations are to be conducted. 
8. To determine and change the number of locations, relocations and types of 

operations, processes, and materials to be used in carrying out all CITY functions. 
9. To assign work to and schedule employees in accordance with requirements as 

determined by the CITY, and to establish and change work schedules and 
assignments. 

10. To relieve employees from duties for lack of work or other legal non-disciplinary 
reasons. 

11. To establish and modify productivity and performance programs and standards. 
12. To discharge, suspend, demote, or otherwise discipline employees for proper cause 

in accordance with the provisions and procedures set forth in CITY disciplinary 
procedures. 

13. To determine job classifications and to reclassify employees. 
14. To hire, transfer, promote, and demote employees for legal non-disciplinary 

reasons in accordance with this MOU. 
15. To determine policies, procedures, and standards for selection, training, and 

promotion of employees. 
16. To establish employee performance standards including but not limited to quality 

and quantity standards; and to require compliance therewith. 
17. To maintain order and efficiency in its facilities and operations. 
18. To establish and promulgate and/or modify rules and regulations to maintain order 

and safety in the CITY, which are not in contravention with this MOU. 
19. To take any and all necessary action to carry out the mission of the CITY in 

emergencies. 

 

ARTICLE 41  EMPLOYEE RIGHTS CLAUSE 

 
The CITY acknowledges the following employee rights: 
 
A. To receive a copy of this Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
B. That the CITY recognizes State and Federal laws that forbid harassment or discrimination 

based on sex, sexual orientation, race, religious creed, national origin, ancestry, physical 
handicap, mental condition, marital status or age. 

 
C. To not be subject to searches or seizures of employee personal possessions without just 

cause, employee knowledge and UNION representation if requested.  Personal possessions 
shall be described as privately owned vehicles, purses, briefcases, lunch boxes, and their 
person. 

 
D. To file a grievance free from harassment or retaliation. 

 

E. To have management commence disciplinary and corrective actions within a reasonable 
period of time. 

 
F. The CITY agrees to continue to provide free parking to employees. 
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G. As available, the CITY agrees to provide access to employee purchase programs that may 
be offered through its service or equipment providers.  

 
H. The CITY agrees to review any submitted information from a represented employee to 

verify that the employee is properly classified.  
 

ARTICLE 42 CONCLUSION OF NEGOTIATIONS 

 
A. The parties acknowledge that during the negotiations which preceded this MOU each had 

the unlimited right and opportunity to make demands and proposals with respect to any 
subject or matter not removed by law from the area of negotiations. 

 
B. The parties further acknowledge that the negotiations are now concluded and that the 

understandings and agreements arrived at by the parties after the exercise of that right and 
opportunity are set forth in the MOU and represent the entire agreement of the parties. 

 

ARTICLE 43 SAVINGS CLAUSE 

 
If any provision, section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this MOU is for any reason held 
by a court of competent jurisdiction to be illegal or unconstitutional, the remaining portion of the 
MOU shall not be affected and shall remain in full force and effect.  The parties agree to meet and 
confer on the effects of such a ruling on matters within the scope of negotiations. 
 
 

For the City of Coronado:  For the American Federation of State County 
and Municipal Employees, 

 Local 127: 
   

Blair King, 
City Manager  

Adam Acosta, 
Business Representative, AFSCME Local 127 
 

Leslie Suelter,  
Director of Administrative Services  

Armando Moreno, 
AFSCME Local 127 Steward, City of 
Coronado  

 
 
Kirk Duhala,  
AFSCME Local 127 Steward, City of 
Coronado 
 
 

Dated:  

 

Dated: 

 
 
 

 

128



I:\labor relations\AFSCME\2014 negotiations\side letter agreement for fy15 re reclass ww sw 09-14-15 

SIDE LETTER AGREEMENT BETWEEN AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, 

COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES LOCAL 127 AND THE CITY OF 

CORONADO REGARDING THE CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION STUDY 

FOR WASTEWATER AND STORM WATER  

The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, Local 127 (hereafter 

AFSCME) and the City of Coronado agree to the following during the term of the Memorandum 

of Understanding (MOU): 

Following conclusion of negotiations on a successor MOU (for the year beginning July 2015), 

the City proposes to continue meeting and conferring with AFSCME for the purposes of 

establishing a separate Maintenance Worker classification for Wastewater/Storm Water.     

This proposal is in consideration of the higher level of skill required of staff and the City’s 

exposure to fines and penalties for failures in Wastewater and Storm Water.     

Upon meeting and conferring, and if there is sufficient evidence to support separate 

classifications for the Maintenance Workers (I/II/III) in Wastewater / Storm Water, the City will 

agree to a re-opener of the contract to bargain in good faith on appropriate compensation.  

As part of this proposal, the City and AFSCME agree to meet and confer to update the 

Electrician classification minimum requirements and associated incentive pays.  

___________________________________  __________________________________ 

Adam Acosta, Business Representative Blair King, City Manager 

AFSCME Local 127    City of Coronado 

___________________________________ ___________________________________ 

Date  Date 

Exhibit 2
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2015 

SIDE LETTER AGREEMENT BETWEEN AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, 

COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES LOCAL 127 AND THE CITY OF 

CORONADO REGARDING THE CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION STUDY 

FOR THE MAINTENANCE WORKER II IN FACILITIES AND BEACH AS WELL AS 

THE TREE TRIMMER  

The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, Local 127 (hereafter 

AFSCME) and the City of Coronado agree to the following during the term of the Memorandum 

of Understanding (MOU): 

The City agrees to rigorously review and study the job descriptions of the Maintenance Worker 

II and the Tree Trimmer and compare the job descriptions against the scope of work performed 

by the Tree Trimmer and the Maintenance Worker II assigned to the Facilities and Beach 

Division.   

The City agrees to review its findings with AFSCME.  The City agrees to review data and or 

facts provided by AFSCME during the analysis process. 

The purpose of this review will not be to evaluate or ascertain the skills, abilities, or performance 

of the incumbents in the current positions and/or assigned to the Facilities & Beach divisions, but 

whether the job descriptions fairly represent the tasks performed or required of the above job 

assignments.  

The City will meet and confer in good faith over any impacts of its decision(s) to amend the job 

description(s) or reclassify the assignment to a different classification.   If a pay adjustment 

results from this analysis, it will be addressed during the normal budgetary process.  

Both parties recognize that an agreement to study a classification may or may not result in a 

reclassification and/or pay adjustment.  

This analysis will need to be accomplished within the fiscal year of 2015/16, accommodating 

time considerations of the Administrative Services and Public Services department(s).    

___________________________________  __________________________________ 

Adam Acosta, Business Representative Blair King, City Manager 

AFSCME Local 127    City of Coronado 

___________________________________ ___________________________________ 

Date  Date 

Exhibit 2
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A PURCHASE 
AGREEMENT FOR AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $750,000 THROUGH A 
COOPERATIVE PURCHASING PROGRAM FOR A 2016 PIERCE TRIPLE 
COMBINATION PUMPER FIRE APPARATUS AND APPROVE $150,000 FROM THE 
VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT FUND TO FULLY OUTFIT THE 
APPARATUS  

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase agreement for an 
amount not to exceed $750,000 from the FY 2015-16 Vehicle and Equipment Replacement 
(VER) Fund 135 for a 2016 Pierce Triple Combination Pumper Fire Apparatus and approve 
$150,000 from the VER Fund to fully outfit the new apparatus.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  There are sufficient available funds in the VER Fund to support this 
purchase. These VER Funds can either be addressed at FY 15/16 midyear budget review or be 
included in the FY 16/17 budget submission.  The table below compares the amounts budgeted 
for the cost of the vehicle and equipment, as well as their outfitting costs.   

VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT (VER) FUND 135 

Description Budget Cost of Vehicle 
Cost of 

Outfitting 
Vehicle* 

Total Cost 
Cooperative Purchase 
Agreement Source and 

Number 

2016 Pierce 
Triple 
Combination 
Pumper 

$750,000    $750,000 $150,000* $900,000 HGACBuy Contract 
#FS12-13  

*Because of a desire to maintain two fully equipped Fire Pumper Apparatus in reserve given
reliability issues with the Crimson-Spartan Tiller, the cost of outfitting the new 2016 Pierce is 
greater than expected, as existing equipment on the second reserve Fire Pumper Apparatus will 
not be available to transfer onto the new apparatus.  However, funding exists in the VER Fund to 
cover this additional expense.   

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

PUBLIC NOTICE: No public notice is required. 

BACKGROUND:  Coronado Municipal Code Section 8.04.060 requires the approval of the 
City Council for the purchase of goods, supplies and/or equipment above $30,000.  The 
Municipal Code has a provision for purchases of supplies and equipment to be accomplished 
through cooperative purchasing (CMC 8.04.070).  Cooperative purchasing is a national- and 
State-approved tool used by government agencies to join with other jurisdictions to buy similar 
products.  When purchasing cooperatively, a “lead agency” is the central purchaser for several 
jurisdictions.  Because these contracts tend to be for purchases of large quantities, the lead 
agencies are able to negotiate for lower unit costs.  Staff will be able to purchase the proposed 
fire apparatus, at competitive pricing, from an existing contract between the City of San Diego 
and HGACBuy, a cooperative purchasing program.  
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ANALYSIS:  2016 Pierce Triple Combination Pumper (Unit 5345):  Pierce Fire Apparatus 
has set the standard for quality and workmanship in the fire apparatus field.  This has been 
recognized by surrounding agencies as evident through their election to purchase identical 
apparatus.  As a result, Automatic Aid responses into Coronado from neighboring agencies are 
accomplished in a safer and more efficient manner due to “like apparatus.” 
 
The City of Coronado is faced with ingress/egress issues at certain roadways and alleys, angle of 
departure at intersections, and areas that present tight turning radiuses.  The Pierce Fire 
Apparatus is able to safely and efficiently operate with these conditions based on its overall 
length, angle of departure/approach, and wheel base. 
 
Pierce Manufacturing provides necessary service and manual information for repairs performed 
by the City of Coronado Public Services Department and a local Pierce owned and operated 
Service Center located in Vista.  All of the components of this apparatus are built by Pierce, 
unlike other manufacturers who single source different components.  This provides more 
consistency and reliability for the life of the apparatus.  The apparatus is designed with 
specifications that meet the needs of Coronado with its ability to carry the necessary equipment 
for mitigating incidents that include Fire, Medical, Rescue, Public Service, and Hazardous 
Material responses.   
 
As described above, the Pierce Triple Combination Pumper is designed to meet the needs of the 
residents of Coronado and the firefighters that staff it.   
 
The 2015-16 VER Fund 135 includes $750,000 to replace a 2000 Pierce Quantum 1250 Pumper 
(Unit 5345).  The 2000 Pierce Quantum was used in the Fire Services Department as a frontline 
vehicle from 2001 through 2011.  It is now the City’s reserve fire apparatus.  Subsequent to the 
receipt of the new Pierce Pumper in 2017, the 2010 Crimson Pumper (Unit 5340), the City’s 
current frontline pumper truck, will be used as a reserve vehicle until it reaches 20 years of age, 
which is consistent with the City of Coronado’s Vehicle Replacement Schedule (Attachment A).  
In addition, the 2000 Pierce Quantum will also be used as a reserve piece of fire apparatus for as 
long as it remains economically serviceable, but not to exceed 2021, due to the poor operational 
availability track record of the City’s Crimson-Spartan Tiller.  The Pierce Triple Combination 
Pumper fire apparatus is available for purchase through the HGACBuy Contract #FS12-13, 
which is a cooperative purchasing agency (Attachment B).  The list of equipment necessary to 
outfit the new pumper truck, with estimated costs, is provided as Attachment C. 
 
ALTERNATIVE: The City Council could choose to not authorize the purchase of the fire 
apparatus described above, and could recommend that staff use the Request for Bids (RFB) 
process instead. 
 
Submitted by Public Services and Engineering/Maurer  
Attachments: 

A. Coronado Vehicle Replacement Schedule  
B. HGACBuy Contract #FS12-13   
C. Outfitting List & Estimated Costs 

 
N:\Staff Reports\Vehicles\Fire Pumper 10.06.15 
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AWARD OF A CONTRACT FOR RESTORATION OF THE FERRY LANDING 
TICKET BOOTH TO SAN DIEGO CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC. IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $68,176 AND AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE 
CONTRACT  

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with San Diego 
Construction Company, Inc. in the amount of $68,176 for the restoration of the Ferry Landing 
Ticket Booth.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The lowest bid for the restoration of the Ferry Landing Ticket Booth 
($68,176). Sufficient funds are budgeted in the FY 2014-2015 Facilities Division, Contract 
Services account (100315-8030).  

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Coronado Municipal Code Chapter 8.07.010, “Bid Procedures in Public 
Works Contracts,” requires that the notice inviting bids for public works projects shall be 
published at least once and no fewer than ten days before the bid opening date.  Notices were 
published on the City of Coronado’s website for public bids on July 23, 2015, in the San Diego 
Daily Transcript on July 24, 2015, and in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on July 29, 2015. 

BACKGROUND:  On May 5, 2015, the City Council authorized staff to advertise the Ferry 
Landing Ticket Booth Restoration Project for bid.  On August 13, 2015, the City received one 
bid in response to the Ferry Landing Ticket Booth Project Request for Bids (RFB) for $68,176 
from San Diego Construction Company, Inc.   

ANALYSIS:  The bid opening for the Ferry Landing Ticket Booth Restoration Project was held 
August 13, 2015.  This project was solicited using full and open competition.  The scope of the 
project includes the repair, painting and finishing of both the interior and exterior of the iconic 
Coronado Ferry Ticket Booth to a condition representative of its original time period, which will 
be near museum quality.  The specifications were crafted to rehabilitate the structure using 
materials and methods that will have initial higher costs, but save resources over the facility’s 
life-cycle by reducing maintenance costs.  Despite efforts to encourage contractors that typically 
compete for vertical construction work in Coronado, only one bid, for $68,176, was received 
from San Diego Construction Company, Inc.  Staff’s review found this bid to be responsive, fair 
and reasonable.  The Ferry Landing Ticket Booth Restoration Project is a small, unique project. 
There are inherently low profit margins on a small project.  This, coupled with the elevated risk 
of working on an old, iconic structure in a high visibility, public location, is why most 
contractors do not want to pursue this type of work.  San Diego Construction Company, Inc. has 
worked on unique projects for the City of Coronado in the past; they have consistently met or 
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exceeded expectations.  Therefore, staff’s recommendation is to award the Ferry Landing Ticket 
Booth Restoration contract to San Diego Construction Company, Inc.  
 
ALTERNATIVE:   The Council may elect to reject this bid and not award the contract based on 
the results of this RFP process. 
 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR BL JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA CMM NA 
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PUBLIC HEARING: CONSIDERATION OF AN APPLICATION FOR A HISTORIC 
RESOURCE PRESERVATION (MILLS ACT) AGREEMENT FOR THE PROPERTY 
ADDRESSED AS 815 ALAMEDA BOULEVARD (HP 2015-01 CITY OF CORONADO) 
AND PROVIDE DIRECTION TO STAFF REGARDING ANNUAL PRIORITIZATION 
OF NEW MILLS ACT AGREEMENT APPLICATIONS  

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve a Mills Act Agreement for 815 Alameda Boulevard; and 
provide direction to staff regarding annual prioritization of new Mills Act Agreement 
applications. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  If the City Council approves the first Mills Act agreement on the waiting 
list, which is within the $15,000 fiscal cap established in the Mills Act Program Implementation 
section of Resolution 8524 (Attachment 6). The estimated fiscal impact would be a first year 
reduction in property tax revenues to the City and Successor Agency of approximately $6,380.   

Attachment 3 contains the Cumulative Fiscal Impact Report, which provides an order of 
magnitude review of all the Mills Act Agreements to date.  The City has previously authorized 
Mills Act Agreements for 76 properties, resulting in an annual property tax revenue decrease to 
date of approximately $698,412 and an estimated cumulative property tax revenue decrease of 
$4,063,682. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  State legislation adopted in 1972 allows for a reduction in 
property taxes on historical property when the owner agrees to preserve and, when necessary, to 
restore and rehabilitate his/her property.  The legislative body of a local government must first 
agree to allow Mills Act contracts (it is optional for a local government).  In 2000, the City 
Council adopted Resolution No. 7736 implementing the Mills Act Program; and in 2011, the 
City Council adopted Resolution 8524 implementing changes to the Mills Act Program.  Local 
governments have complete discretion regarding implementation of the program and determining 
which properties to approve for Mills Act agreements.  Coronado’s program limits contracts to 
residential properties, establishes a fiscal cap on the program, and limits the property tax savings 
realized by a property owner. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Section 84.10.100 of the Historic Preservation Ordinance requires that the 
City Council consider Mills Act agreement requests at a noticed public hearing.  A public notice 
was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on September 23, 2015, and was mailed to all 
property owners within 300’ of the subject property (See Attachment 7).   

BACKGROUND:  The Mills Act Program was adopted by the City Council in 2000 by 
Resolution No.7736.  A fiscal cap was placed on the program to control the lost property tax 
revenue to the City and former Community Development Agency.  The City Council authorized 
a maximum property tax loss of $15,000 for the “Program Start” and $5,000 additional property 
tax losses per year for “Program Growth” up to 2005 at which time the program would be re-
evaluated.  In August 2004, the City Council voted to increase the annual increment to a $10,000 
per year increase, and in 2007, the City Council voted to increase the dollar amount of new Mills 
Act Agreements approved annually to $15,000.  In order to address the lengthy Mills Act waiting 
list, the City Council directed staff to process seven Mills Act applications based upon the 
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current prioritization ranking of homes on the waiting list in 2009 and 2010, exceeding the 
$15,000 fiscal cap in each of those two years.   
 
At its October 4, 2011 meeting, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 8524 implementing a 
change to the Mills Act Program that sets the maximum savings that a property owner receives 
with a Mills Act Agreement at 50% of the current property tax for Mills Act applications 
received beginning January 1, 2012.  When the City Council adopted this new policy, it was 
noted that there would be an effort to authorize the contracts already on the Mills Act waiting list 
in approximately four years (seven contracts per year), rather than only authorizing contracts that 
comply with the $15,000 fiscal cap.  In 2014, the City Council completed that four year effort by 
directing staff to process the first seven applications on the Mills Act Agreement waiting list for 
approval. There are now 31 Mills Act applications on the waiting list for approval, and five 
applications that have been submitted this calendar year that have not yet been prioritized by the 
Historic Resource Commission and added to the waiting list. 
 
ANALYSIS:  The Mills Act Program Implementation section of City Council Resolution 8524, 
which was adopted in 2011, states that the City will incur a maximum property tax revenue 
decrease of $15,000 every year in association with new Historic Resource Preservation (Mills 
Act) Agreements, unless otherwise changed or waived by the City Council. Based upon this, 
staff has brought forward one Mills Act Agreement application, 815 Alameda Boulevard, for 
formal consideration by the City Council at this public hearing. According to estimates provided 
by the County Assessor’s office, approval of a Mills Act Agreement for 815 Alameda Boulevard 
will total approximately $6,380 of reduced property tax income for the City in the first year. The 
next application on the list, a condominium complex at 721-727 D Avenue, has an estimated first 
year property tax revenue decrease of $13,701. Because adding this to the estimated impact of 
815 Alameda Boulevard would exceed the $15,000 fiscal cap, staff has not recommended 
approval of a Mills Act Agreement for the 721-727 D Avenue condominium complex in this 
calendar year. Estimates for first-year reduced property tax income for the City for all properties 
on the waiting list is included in Attachment 1.  It should be noted that these estimates do not 
include any exclusions that may be written into the agreements. Exclusions recommended by 
staff generally include non-historic elements of the property such as additions or accessory 
buildings.  When an exclusion is written into a Mills Act Agreement, the County Tax Assessor 
gives the property a blended Mills Act valuation, which results in a lower tax savings for the 
property owner and a lower fiscal impact to the City. 
 
A sample Mills Act Agreement for 815 Alameda Boulevard is included as Attachment 5.  If the 
City Council should choose to waive the $15,000 fiscal cap and consider approval of additional 
Mills Act Agreements, those properties would need to be noticed and considered at a subsequent 
noticed public hearing, as required by Section 84.10.100 of the Coronado Municipal Code. An 
estimated timeline for approval of applications currently on the waiting list is included as 
Attachment 2. Agreements for any additional properties would be identical to the agreement for 
815 Alameda Boulevard, with the exception of the owner and address information; section 6 of 
the agreement, related to implementation of City Council Resolution 8254; section 7 of the 
agreement, related to exclusions to the Mills Act valuation; and Exhibits A and B, legal 
description and List of Improvements. Photographs of all properties on the waiting list for 
approval are included as Attachment 4. 
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DIRECTION REGARDING PRIORTIZATION OF APPLICATIONS: In addition to 
approval of Mills Act Agreements for this calendar year, staff is requesting that the City Council 
consider whether it would still request that the Historic Resource Commission prioritize 
applications received each year before they are added to the Mills Act waiting list. The 
prioritization process was implemented early in the life of the Mills Act program, prior to the 
policy change limiting property tax savings to 50% (Resolution 8524), in order to allow those 
properties that are most historically significant to be considered for a Mills Act agreement more 
quickly than those that may be less historically significant.  Now that all applications on the 
waiting list are subject to Resolution 8524, the City Council may wish to consider whether the 
prioritization method is still needed given that, theoretically, more applications may be approved 
each year due to the lower amount of forgone revenue seen by the City as a result of limiting 
property tax savings to 50%.  
 
CONCLUSION: The City Council should consider whether to approve a Mills Act Agreement 
for 815 Alameda Boulevard, and provide direction to staff regarding continued annual 
prioritization of Mills Act Agreement applications each year. If the City Council approves a 
Mills Act Agreement for 815 Alameda Boulevard, staff will finalize the agreement, it will be 
signed by the City and property owner in front of a notary, and will be recorded at the County 
Recorder’s Office by the end of this calendar year.  
 
Submitted by Community Development/Olsen 
Attachments: 

1. Mills Act waiting list with proposed exclusions and estimated first year impact to City 
2. Estimated timeline for approval of applications on the waiting list 
3. Cumulative Fiscal Impact Report 
4. Photographs 
5. Mills Act Agreement for 815 Alameda Boulevard 
6. City Council Resolution 8524 
7. Public Notice 

 
I:\City Council, Boards, and Commissions\HR\HP Staff Reports\2015\HP 2015-01 2015 Mills Act Approvals\CD - Mills Act Approvals 
2015.doc 
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MILLS ACT WAITING LIST Attachment 1

HRPA # ADDRESS Proposed Exclusions

Estimated 

savings to 

owner

Estimated 

Impact to 

City
1 2012-10 815 Alameda HRC and Staff - Rear enclosed garden room constructed in 1969 10,127$            6,380$         
2-7 2012-02 to 07 721-727 D None 21,747$            13,701$       
8 2013-01 631 A None 2,877$              1,813$         
9 2012-14 1015 Alameda None 13,117$            8,264$         
10 2012-08 576 E None 7,401$              4,662$         

11 2012-12 824 Adella 
HRC and Staff - Improvements in 2012 including addition of 784 square feet 

(Permit B1112-018)
6,271$              3,950$         

12 2013-03 301 Alameda None 4,024$              2,535$         
13 2012-11 416 Ninth None 5,486$              3,457$         
14 2012-13 826 Tolita None 7,331$              4,619$         

15 2013-06 708 A 

HRC - None

Staff - improvements related to the 2012 addition and remodel (Permit B1203-

026).

38,252$            24,098$       

16 2013-02 1126 Loma None 8,632$              5,438$         

17 2014-01 1127 F 
Staff and HRC - Improvements associated with HAP 3-09 which is approved but 

not yet constructed.
35,189$            22,169$       

18 2013-04 516 I None 6,521$              4,108$         

19 2013-05 720 J 

HRC - None

Staff - improvements related to the 2005 addition of 2,540 square feet, and a 600 

square foot garage (permit 0511-073).

16,617$            10,469$       

20 2013-08 1202 Glorietta 
HRC and Staff -  improvements related to 1982 2nd story addition (Permit 

B000836)
8,307$              5,233$         

21 2013-07 738 B 
HRC and Staff - improvements related to 2005 1st and 2nd story addition, garage 

and decks (Permit 0504-096)
6,618$              4,169$         

22 2014-03 1212 Sixth 
HRC and Staff - existing non-historic accessory building constructed in 2002 

(Permit 0207-021).
14,500$            9,135$         

23 2014-02 200 Palm HRC and Staff - addition of 446 square feet in 2013 (Permit B1211-008). 8,533$              5,376$         

24 2014-05 1003 Alameda HRC and Staff - Improvements associated with 2014 remodel  (Permit B1403-012). 15,682$            9,880$         

25 2014-06 819 First None -$                  -$             

26 2014-04 1045 Loma 
HRC and Staff -existing non-historic additions in 1991, 1993, and 2006, (Permits 

7243, 7227, 5755, and 0608-030).
56,939$            35,872$       

27 2012-09 1000 Adella

HRC - None

Staff - Improvements associated with 2013 improvements and all future additions 

(Permit NC1304-009)

14,109$            8,889$         

28 2014-09 940 Country Club None -$                  -$             

29 2014-07 555 Alameda 

HRC - None

Staff - Improvements associated with 1999 addition and remodel (Permit 9901-

0043).

4,759$              2,998$         

30 2014-08 825 Olive 
HRC and Staff - addition of garage, second dwelling, and addition constructed in 

1987 (permit B2447).
10,869$            6,847$         

31 2014-10 1027 F HRC and Staff -additions from 1997 and 1999  (Permits 9704-013 and 9902-027) 4,011$              2,527$         

Applications submitted in 2015 that have not yet been prioritized:

2015-01 320 Seventh Street HRC and Staff - Improvements from 2010 (Permits B1004-005 and B1006-007) 10,081$            6,351$         

2015-02 535 Ocean 

HRC and Staff - improvements from change of front façade windows in 1999 

(Permit 9910-100). Staff also recommends excluding shed constructed in 2000 

(permit 0008-003).

27,500$            17,325$       

2015-03 1010 Glorietta None 10,123$            6,378$         

2015-04 545 Palm/544 D HRC and Staff - 104 square feet of bathroom and closet space (Permit B1501-003) 5,685$              3,582$         

2015-05 1004 Tenth

HRC Recommends denial of the contract. 

Staff recommends that if CC approves the contract, all improvements related to 

HAP 2014-15 be excluded.

5,610$              3,534$         

County Tax Assessor disclaimer:

Note that these estimates do not include exclusions that may be written into the Mills Act Agreements. Exclusions would result in a lower estimated impact to the City, as well 

as a lower estimated savings to the property owner. 

This Mills Act estimate is specifically for the 2016 tax year only. The estimated calculated Restricted (“Mills Act”) value should not be relied upon as indicative of what the 

actual 2016 calculated Restricted value or annual assessed value will be. The actual calculated Restricted value depends on market conditions and other factors at time of 

actual valuation which may not be available and/or known at time of estimate. As a result, actual calculated Restricted value may be higher or lower than the estimate.  

Furthermore, this estimate does not imply or reflect what the property’s actual calculated Restricted value will be in future years; The calculated Restricted value may change 

significantly (higher or lower) from year to year, or over the years, based on market conditions & other factors at time of valuation. The annual assessed value is based on a 3-

Way Value comparison and does not necessarily reflect the calculated Restricted value. However, current state law mandates that the annual assessed value of a property 

under the Mills Act will not be higher than the property’s factored Base year (“Proposition 13”) value.
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MILLS ACT WAITING LIST 

ESTIMATED TIMELINE FOR APPROVAL

ATTACHMENT 2

Address

Est. 1st Year 

Forgone 

Revenue

1 815 Alameda Boulevard $6,380 $6,380 Year 2015

2-7 721-727 D Avenue $13,701 $13,701 Year 2016

8 631 A Avenue $1,813

9 1015 Alameda Boulevard $8,264 $14,739 Year 2017

10 576 E Avenue $4,662

11 824 Adella Avenue $3,950

12 301 Alameda Boulevard $2,535 $14,561 Year 2018

13 416 Ninth Street $3,457

14 826 Tolita Avenue $4,619

15 708 A Avenue** $24,098 $24,098 Year 2019

16 1126 Loma Avenue $5,438 $5,438 Year 2020

17 1127 F Avenue** $22,169 $22,169 Year 2021

18 516 I Avenue $4,108

19 720 J Avenue $10,469 $14,577 Year 2022

20 1202 Glorietta Boulevard $5,233 $9,402 Year 2023

21 738 B Avenue $4,169

22 1212 Sixth Street $9,135

23 200 Palm Avenue $5,376 $14,511 Year 2024

24 1003 Alameda Boulevard $9,880

25 819 First Street* $0 $9,880 Year 2025

26 1045 Loma Avenue** $35,872 $35,872 Year 2026

27 1000 Adella Avenue $8,889

28 940 Country Club Lane* $0

29 555 Alameda Boulevard $2,998 $11,887 Year 2027

30 825 Olive Avenue $6,847

31 1027 F Avenue $2,527 $9,374 Year 2028

TOTAL $206,589

2015 Applications not yet prioritized:

320 Seventh Street $6,351

535 Ocean Boulevard** $17,325

1010 Glorietta Boulevard $6,378

545 Palm/544 D Avenue $3,582

1004 Tenth Street $3,534 Note that the HRC did not recommend approval of this Mills Act Agreement.

** denotes applications which, on their own, exceed the $15,000 fiscal cap adopted by the City Council and should be considered per 

Resolution 8524, Program Implementation Part E: Should extraordinary circumstances arise, such as an extremely unique, valuable, and 

important resource is in jeopardy of demolition; in those rare cases, the City Council may waive the fiscal cap due to the signifcance of 

the resource and the overwhelming community impact and loss that would occur if the resource were demolished.

* denotes applications that may not see any reduction in their property taxes because the Prop 13 tax base is lower than what can be 

achieved with the Mills Act.

Apply $15,000 Fiscal Cap
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Attachment 3

Foregone and Reduced Property Taxes from Current Mills Act Agreements      

Yr. 1 - Yr. 5 Yr. 6 - Yr. 10 Yr. 11 Yr.12 Yr.13 Yr.14 Yr. 15

2000-2004 2005-2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Fiscal Year  Impact 2001-2005 2006-2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

1027 G Avenue 26,177 27,100 5,291 5,736 5,378 5,476 5,775
848 Glorietta Blvd 9,952 11,780 2,175 2,207 2,377 2,500 2,716
1022 Adella Avenue 9,873 11,826 2,306 2,341 1,548 1,676 1,874
279  C Avenue 7,904 9,188 1,795 1,831 0 0 566
611 A Avenue 25,864 37,192 7,374 6,525 7,663 18,873 19,456
1015 Ocean Blvd 159,918 375,945 76,298          77,759          77,923          78,820          81,185          
600 Glorietta Blvd 2,774 8,381 1,516 1,534 1,856 3,181 3,428
1116 Loma Avenue 5,126 14,629 2,842 2,890 2,736 2,831 3,009
801 Tolita 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
757 Alameda 6,323 18,754 3,628 3,687 3,469 3,598 3,836
1241 Alameda 12,350 31,107 5,793 5,873 5,893 6,066 5,754
1111 Loma Ave. 388 2,969 627 655 183 321 332
520 B Ave. 4,766 28,476 5,756 5,862 5,659 5,761 5,986
765 C Ave. 4,615 24,901 5,017 5,111 4,475 5,241 4,242
550 B Ave. 5,137 54,635 14,839 15,169 13,684 13,852 14,241
1005 Adella 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
625 A Avenue 16,723 3,340 3,402 3,280 3,347 3,491
526 A Avenue 7,085 1,338 13,418 12,797 13,064 13,432
941 G Avenue 0 0 0 0 0 0
1015 Loma Avenue 0 0 0 0 0 0
1125 G Avenue 18,467 3,711 3,780 3,495 3,563 3,711
633 Alameda Boulevard 19,368 3,759 3,828 3,781 3,870 4,054
1704 Visalia 4,175 964 974 0 257 881
629 A Avenue 41,970 10,707 14,244 13,415 13,556 13,943
1033 Adella Avenue 16,139 4,127 4,200 4,161 4,270 4,542
350 D Avenue 0 0 0 5,545 5,647 5,865
1710 Visalia Row 0 0 0 0 0 0
1244 Alameda Boulevard 0 0 0 0 0 0
1313 10th Street 53,442 17,978 17,443 18,254 18,866 19,543
1015 Flora Ave. 1,387 324 325 440 489 567
1043 Ocean Blvd 108,845 39,886 39,122 38,865 24,913 26,351
605 Tenth Street 28,855 14,290 14,553 14,146 12,415 12,869
930 I Avenue 3,632 1,765 1,796 1,001 1,957 2,076
1504 Glorietta Boulevard 11,142 11,191 11,400 10,277 10,429 10,783
536 A Avenue 18,637 18,749 19,119 18,169 18,591 19,103
1125 Flora Avenue 5,001 14,492 14,746 13,164 13,339 13,814
1118 Loma Lane 8,280 8,326 8,484 7,270 7,386 7,644
300 Ninth Street 17,573 17,670 18,017 16,887 16,973 17,490
1718 Visalia Row 5,338 5,353 5,454 4,288 4,397 4,616
777 G Avenue 11,409 11,473 11,697 10,756 10,886 11,223
1022 Park Place 0 0 0 0 0
1013 Adella Avenue 2,225 2,264 1,190 1,332 1,888
744 B Avenue 9,216 9,391 8,943 8,753 9,106
1010 Olive Avenue 20,271 20,666 20,717 20,956 21,593
1111 Flora Avenue 4,020 4,086 3,397 3,493 3,904
541 Ocean Boulevard 3,459 35,456 35,154 35,271 35,205
909 J Avenue 5,829 5,936 6,032 6,098 6,277
471 G Avenue 4,955 5,051 4,452 4,519 4,677
566 B Avenue 10,839          10,510          10,615          10,912          
1112 Churchill Place 11,921          11,373          11,526          17,327          

Cal. Yr Approved 
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Attachment 3

Yr. 1 - Yr. 5 Yr. 6 - Yr. 10 Yr. 11 Yr.12 Yr.13 Yr.14 Yr. 15

2000-2004 2005-2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Fiscal Year  Impact 2001-2005 2006-2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Cal. Yr Approved 

465 Palm Avenue 5,996            5,864            6,031            6,342            
623 A Avenue 9,537            9,890            10,003          10,315          
940 Glorietta Boulevard 4,360            3,612            3,749            4,000            
740 J Avenue 3,171            3,051            3,137            3,305            
329 G Avenue 4,748            4,740            4,801            4,954            
975 B Avenue 13,951          14,357          15,168          
561 C Avenue 9,932            10,053          10,389          
848 D Avenue 52,228          53,277          55,456          
450 A Avenue 6,441            6,387            6,599            
928 H Avenue 2,592            2,179            2,350            
1021 Adella Avenue 2,583            2,867            3,062            
803 Adella Avenue 17,001          19,521          20,147          
1205 E Avenue 2,874            3,043            
160 G Avenue 12,586          12,930          
465 G Avenue 4,627            4,809            
731 C Avenue 3,594            3,760            
300 First Street 11,104          11,459          
1000 Glorietta Boulevard 0 0
1427 Fifth Street 1,864            1,944            
1807 Monterey 17,752          
941 J Avenue 16,462          
1306 Sixth Street 1,537            
723 A Avenue 8,101            
754 B Avenue 622                
760 B Avenue 5,757            
200 H Avenue 8,862            
Annual  Total 281,167                 1,054,351       374,675        476,604        566,488        611,985        698,412        
Fiscal Cap 130,000                 365,000          115,000        130,000        145,000        160,000        175,000        

555,020                 4,109,782       1,710,193     2,186,797     2,753,285     3,365,270     4,063,682     Cumulative Total
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RECORDING REQUESTED ) 
City of Coronado ) 
Community Development Department ) 

) 
For the Benefit of City of Coronado ) 
No Recording Fee Gov. Code 27383 ) 

) 
AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO: ) 

Office of the City Clerk ) 
City of Coronado ) 
1825 Strand Way ) 
Coronado, CA 92118 ) 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Space Above for Recorder’s Use Only 

HISTORIC RESOURCE PRESERVATION (MILLS ACT) AGREEMENT 

THIS HISTORIC RESOURCE PRESERVATION AGREEMENT is made and entered into by 
and between the City of Coronado, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as the “City”), 
and Joan F. Adessa, Trustee of the Joan F. Adessa Revocable Trust, dated April 2, 2004, 
(hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Owner”). 

Recitals 

1. WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 50280, et seq. (“Mills Act”)
authorizes cities to enter into contracts with the owners of qualified historical property to provide 
for the use, maintenance and restoration of such historical property so as to retain its characteristics 
as a property of historical significance. 

2. WHEREAS, the Historic Resource Preservation Agreement procedures are set forth in
Chapter 84.20 of the Coronado Municipal Code. 

3. WHEREAS, on December 20, 2011, the City Council of the City of Coronado adopted
Resolution 8524 that limits the City in incurring a maximum property tax revenue decrease of 
$15,000 every year in association with new Historic Resource Preservation Agreements, unless 
otherwise changed or waived by the City Council. 

4. WHEREAS, Resolution 8524 limits the maximum property tax savings realized by a
property owner in association with a Historic Resource Preservation Agreement to 50% of the 
regular property taxes.  The restricted value of the Historic Property is the value of the property 
for which the property owner cannot receive a tax savings pursuant to a Historic Resource 
Preservation Agreement. 

5. WHEREAS, Owner possesses fee title in and to that certain real property, together with
associated structures and improvements thereon, bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number 537-211-02-
00, located at the street address of 815 Alameda Boulevard, Coronado, California (hereinafter such 
property shall be referred to as the "Historic Property").  A legal description of the Historic 
Property is attached hereto, marked as Exhibit "A" and is incorporated herein by this reference. 
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6. WHEREAS, On March 7, 2012, the City of Coronado Historic Resource Commission 
adopted Resolution Number HR 7-12 thereby declaring and designating the single family 
residence on the Historic Property as a Historic Resource pursuant to the terms and provisions of, 
and as defined in, Chapter 84.10 of the City of Coronado Municipal Code. 
 

7. WHEREAS, both the City and Owner, for their mutual benefit, now desire to enter into 
this agreement both to protect and preserve the characteristics of historical significance of the 
Historic Property and to qualify the Historic Property for an assessment of valuation pursuant to 
the provisions of Article 1.9 of Chapter 3, of Part 2, of Division 1 of the California Revenue and 
Taxation Code. 

 
 

Agreement 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, both the City and Owner, in consideration of the mutual covenants 
and conditions set forth herein and the substantial public benefits derived therefrom, do hereby 
agree as follows: 
 

1. Applicability of Government Code and Revenue and Taxation Code.  This 
Agreement is made pursuant to Article 12 (commencing with Section 50280) of Chapter 1 of part 
1 of Division 1 of Title 5 of the California Government Code and Article 1.9 (commencing with 
Section 439) of Chapter 3 of part 2 of Division 1 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code 
and is subject to all of the provisions of these statutes. 
 

2. Compliance with Historic Preservation and Zoning Laws.  Owner shall comply 
with any applicable federal, state or local historic preservation and zoning laws, including but not 
limited to Chapters 84.10 and 84.20 of the Coronado Municipal Code regulating Historic 
Resources and Title 86 of the Coronado Municipal Code pertaining to zoning regulations.  
 

3. Preservation of Property.  The Owner agrees to preserve and maintain the 
designated Historic Resource on the Historic Property, and when necessary, to restore and 
rehabilitate the Historic Resource to conform to the rules and regulations published by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings.  In particular, the Owner agrees to make all of the improvements identified in 
Attachment "B" during the initial term of this Agreement.  The Owner shall obtain a Historic 
Resource Alteration permit from the Historic Resource Commission prior to obtaining a building 
permit for any addition to, or alteration to the exterior of the Historic Resource. 
 
 4. Inspections.  The Owner agrees to permit the periodic examination of the Historic 
Property by the City, the County Assessor, the Department of Parks and Recreation, and the State 
Board of Equalization as may be necessary to determine the Owner’s compliance with this 
Agreement including an inspection upon execution of this Agreement and every five years 
thereafter pursuant to Government Code Sections 50281(b)(2) and 50282(a). 
 
 5. Visibility of Property.  The Owner agrees to allow for the visibility of the Historic 
Resource on the Historic Property from the public right-of-way(s).  
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6.  Annual Income to be Capitalized. In order to accomplish the purpose set forth in 
City Council Resolution 8524 and as provided in Section 439.2(a) of the Revenue and Taxation 
Code, the income to be capitalized when valuing a restricted historical property is the Historic 
Property’s fair rent less allowed expenditures, or allowed expenses.  Both the City and Owner 
agree to stipulate a minimum annual income to be capitalized, in which the income to be 
capitalized may not be less than the stipulated amount.  Both the City and the Owner agree that 
the minimum annual income to be capitalized for the Historic Property is $108,000 if the Historic 
Property is the property owner’s primary residence, and $132,000 if the Historic Property is not 
the property owner’s primary residence. Additionally, both the City and the Owner agree that, each 
year, the minimum annual income to be capitalized shall be calculated such that the restricted value 
of the Historic Property shall be equal to or greater than half of the Factored Base Year Value. 
 
 7. Exclusion from Agreement.  Any new addition or structure completed on the 
property, shall be considered “unrestricted” for the purposes of determining the Mills Act restricted 
value, resulting in a mixed valuation. 
 
 8. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall be effective and shall commence on the 
date this Agreement is approved by the City Council and shall remain in effect for a term of ten 
(10) years thereafter.  
 
 9.  Automatic Renewal.  Each year on the anniversary of the effective date of this 
Agreement (hereinafter referred to as the "renewal date"), a year shall automatically be added to 
the initial term of this Agreement unless notice of non-renewal is mailed as provided herein.  
 
 10. Notice of Nonrenewal.  If either Owner or City desires in any year not to renew the 
Agreement, that party shall serve written notice of non-renewal on the other party.  If the Owner 
elects to serve a notice of nonrenewal, the notice must be served on the City at least ninety (90) 
days prior to the renewal date, otherwise one (1) additional year shall automatically be added to 
the term of this Agreement.  Conversely, if the City elects to serve a notice of nonrenewal, the 
notice must be served on the Owner at least sixty (60) days prior to the renewal date, otherwise 
one (1) additional year shall automatically be added to the term of this Agreement.  Upon receipt 
by the Owner of a notice of nonrenewal from the City, the Owner may make a written protest of 
the nonrenewal.  The City may, at any time prior to the renewal date, withdraw its notice of 
nonrenewal.  
  
 11. Effect of Notice of Nonrenewal.  If, in any year, either party serves a notice of 
nonrenewal as provided in Paragraph 8 above, this Agreement shall remain in effect for: (1) the 
balance of the period remaining under the initial term of this Agreement; or (2) the balance of the 
period remaining since the last automatic renewal, whichever the case may be.  
 

12. Cancellation.  The City may cancel this Agreement if the City determines the 
Owner has breached any of the conditions of this Agreement or have allowed the Historic Resource 
to deteriorate to the point that it no longer meets the standards for a qualified historic property.  
The City may also cancel this Agreement if it determines that the Owner has failed to restore or 
rehabilitate the Historic Resource in the manner specified in this Agreement.  In the event of 
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cancellation, Owner shall pay a cancellation fee as set forth in the California Government Code 
Section 50286 (fees are currently equal. to 12.5% of the current fair market value of the property). 
 
 13. Notice of Cancellation.  Notwithstanding the above, this Agreement cannot be 
canceled until after the City has given notice and has held a public hearing as required by California 
Government Code Section 50285.  Notice of the hearing shall be mailed to the last known address 
of each owner of properties within the same historic zone as the Historic Property and shall be 
published in accordance with California Government Code Section 6061. 
 
 14. Enforcement of Agreement.  In lieu of and/or in addition to any provisions to cancel 
the Agreement as referenced herein, City may specifically enforce, or enjoin the breach of, the 
terms of this Agreement.  In the event of the default under the provisions of this Agreement by 
Owner, City shall give written notice to Owner by registered or certified mail addressed to the 
address stated in this Agreement, and if such a violation is not corrected to the reasonable 
satisfaction of the City within thirty (30) days thereafter, or if not corrected within such a 
reasonable time as may be required to cure the breach or default if said breach or default cannot 
be cured within (30) days provided that acts to cure the breach or default may be commenced 
within thirty (30) days and must thereafter be diligently pursued to completion by Owner, then 
City may, without further noticed, declare a default under the terms of this Agreement and may 
bring any action necessary to specifically enforce the obligations of Owner growing out of the 
terms of this Agreement, apply to any court, state or federal for injunctive relief against any 
violation by Owner or apply for such other relief as may be appropriate. 
 

City does not waive any claim of default by Owner if City does not enforce or cancel this 
Agreement.  All other remedies at law or in equity which are not otherwise provided for in this 
Agreement or in City’s regulations governing historic properties are available to the City to pursue 
in the event that there is a breach of this Agreement.  No waiver by City of any breach or default 
under this Agreement shall be deemed to be a waiver of any other subsequent breach thereof or 
default herein under. 
 

15.  Binding Effect of Agreement.  The Owner hereby subjects the Historic Property 
described in Exhibit "A" hereto to the covenants, conditions and restrictions set forth in this 
Agreement.  City and Owner hereby declare their specific intent that the covenants, conditions and 
restrictions set forth herein shall be deemed covenants running with the land and shall pass to and 
be binding upon the Owner’s successors and assigns in title or interest to the Historic Property.  
Each and every contract, deed or other instrument herein executed, covering on conveying the 
Historic Property, or any portion thereof, shall conclusively be held to have been executed, 
delivered and accepted subject to the covenants, conditions and restrictions expressed in this 
Agreement regardless of whether such covenants, conditions and restrictions are set forth in such 
contract, deed or other instrument. 

 
 16.  City and Owner hereby declare their understanding and intent that the burden of 
covenants, conditions and restrictions set forth herein touch and concern the land in that Owner’s 
legal interest in the Historic Property is rendered less valuable thereby.  City and Owner hereby 
further declare their understanding and intent that the benefit of such covenants, conditions and 
restrictions touch and concern the land by enhancing and maintaining the historic characteristics 
and significance of the Historic Property for the benefit of the public and Owner. 
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17. Notice.  Any notice required to be given by the terms of this Agreement shall be 
provided at the address of the respective parties as specified below or at any other address as may 
be later specified by the parties hereto. 
 

To City: City Clerk 
 1825 Strand Way                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
 Coronado CA 92118 

  
 To Owner: Joan Adessa 
   815 Alameda Boulevard   
   Coronado CA 92118 
   

18. General Provisions. 
 
a. None of the terms, provisions or conditions of this Agreement shall be deemed to 

create a partnership between the parties hereto and any of their heirs, successors or assigns, nor 
shall such terms, provisions or conditions cause them to be considered joint ventures or members 
of any joint enterprise. 
 

b. Owner agrees to and shall hold City and its elected officials, officers, agents and 
employees harmless from liability for damage or claims for damage for personal injuries, including 
death, and claims for property damage which may arise from the direct or indirect use or operations 
of Owner or those of its contractor, subcontractor, agent, employee or other person acting on his 
behalf which relate to the use, operation and maintenance of the Historic Property. Owner hereby 
agrees to and shall defend the City and its elected and appointed officials, officers, agents and 
employees with respect to any and all actions for damages cause by, or alleged to have been caused 
by, reason of Owner’s activities in connection with the Historic Property.  This hold harmless 
provision applies to all damages and claims for damages suffered, or alleged to have been suffered, 
by reason of the operations referred to in this Agreement regardless of whether or not the City 
prepared, supplied or approved the plans, specifications or other documents for the Historic 
Property. 
 
 c. All of the agreements, rights, covenants, conditions and restrictions contained in 
this Agreement shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties herein, their heirs, 
successors, legal representatives, assigns and all persons acquiring any part or portion of the 
Historic Property, whether by operation of law or in any manner whatsoever. 
 

d. In the event legal proceedings are brought by any party or parties to enforce or 
restrain a violation of any of the covenants, conditions or restrictions contained herein, or to 
determine the rights and duties of any party hereunder, the prevailing party in such proceeding 
may recover all reasonable attorney's fees to be fixed by the court, in addition to court costs and 
other relief ordered by the court. 
 

e. In the event that any of the provisions of this Agreement are held to be 
unenforceable or invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, or by subsequent preemptive 
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legislation, the validity and enforceability of the remaining provisions, or portions thereof, shall 
not be effected thereby. 
 

f. This Agreement shall be construed and governed in accordance with the laws of 
the State of California. 

 
19. Recordation.  No later than twenty (20) days after the parties execute and enter into 

this Agreement, City shall cause this Agreement to be recorded in the office of the County 
Recorder of the County of San Diego. 

 
20. Amendments.  This Agreement may be amended, in whole or in part, only by a written 

recorded instrument executed by the parties hereto. 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, City and Owners have executed this Agreement as of the date 
set forth below. 
 
CITY OF CORONADO, a, Municipal Corporation 
 
 
Dated:  ___________________ By:  ____________________________ 
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
      ________________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, City Clerk   Date 
 
 
OWNER 
 
Dated:  ___________________   By:______________________________   
      Joan F. Adessa, Trustee 
      Joan F. Adessa Revocable Trust dated 

April 2, 2004 
 

 
 
(Notarization “General Acknowledgment” statement of Owner signature is required to be 
attached.) 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
 
 
Lots 23 through 25 in Block 56 of Coronado Beach, South Island, in the City of Coronado, County 
of San Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 376 filed in the office of the 
County Recorder of San Diego County November 12, 1886. 
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EXHIBIT B 

 
LIST OF IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The following improvements are identified to be completed during the first ten years of the 
Agreement. 

1. General maintenance and upkeep 
2. Restore Maid’s Room above garage 

a. Structural repairs to stairs 
b. Replace garage door per original plans 
c. Stucco 
d. Paint 

3. Exterior Front Elevation 
a. Restore/repair/replace brick planter boxes 
b. Paint wood trim 
c. Restore/repair garden gate 
d. Paint concrete path 
e. Reconstruct French door, balcony, and wrought iron planters according to historic 

photographs. 
4. Exterior Rear Elevation 

a. Paint wood trim 
b. Restore/repair/replace three garden gates 
c. Paint concrete walkways 
d. Repair pergola 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

175



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

176



Attachment 6

177



178



179



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

180



Attachment 7

181



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

182



183

11a



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

184



185



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

186



ITEM 11b - TIME CERTAIN:  5 p.m. 

RECEIVE REPORT ON THE POTENTIAL RANGE OF IMPROVEMENTS TO STATE 
ROUTE 75/282 (THIRD AND FOURTH STREETS) AND PROVIDE DIRECTION TO 
STAFF  

ISSUE:  Receive the report on the potential range of improvements to State Route 75/282 (Third 
and Fourth Streets) prepared by Fehr and Peers and consider directing staff to commence further 
evaluation of any of the improvements recommended in the Study.  These proposed 
improvements are summarized in the “Summary of Recommended Improvements” attached to 
this report. 

CORONADO TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (CTC) RECOMMENDATION:  The 
CTC voted 7-0 in favor to take any actions necessary to proceed with preliminary engineering, 
including analysis to identify solutions that will limit diversion of traffic to existing levels from 
the major/minor arterials onto collector/local streets, for projects contained in Group Priority 1 
and Group Priority 2 as contained in their Working Group report (see below and attached) with 
Commissioner Tato recused on Group 1, Item G.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  Receive the report and provide direction to staff on whether 
to commence further evaluation of any or all of the improvements recommended in the Fehr and 
Peers Study.   

FISCAL IMPACT:  There is no fiscal impact to accept the study and provide direction to staff. 
Should the Council elect to further evaluate an improvement, there will be costs associated with 
the preliminary engineering and Initial Study to start the environmental review process 
(estimated at $130,000).  These costs will vary significantly depending on what is to be included 
in the project.  The staff-recommended improvements (see Analysis section below) are estimated 
to cost $1.8 million to fully engineer and construct. 

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

CEQA:  Should the Council elect to initiate a project based on the recommendations of the 
study, the project will be subject to an Initial Study to determine if the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment and to help determine the level of environmental document 
required under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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PUBLIC NOTICE:  Extensive public outreach, community workshops/meetings, and 
Commission meetings have been held in the development and outreach for this Study.  As part of 
that process, interested parties have been encouraged to sign up for notices, resulting in an email 
notification list with 430 contacts.  All the persons on this list were notified of this meeting via 
email. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The City Council created the Coronado Transportation Commission, a 
seven-member volunteer board in 2011.  The duties of the Commission include, but are not 
limited to: explore potential short-term and long-term methods to reduce the impact of traffic 
congestion; investigate methods to calm and slow traffic; maximize the efficiency and safety of 
the current circulation system for all participants including cyclists, pedestrians, and public 
transportation; identify quantifiable measures to assess effectiveness of new programs; conduct 
hearings and such other things as necessary to address traffic congestion in the City; and forward 
suggestions to the Council for its review and potential implementation. 
 
SR 75/282 (Third and Fourth Streets and Alameda between NASNI and the Bridge) became a 
state highway as a result of the completion of the San Diego-Coronado Bridge in 1969.  As a 
state highway, SR 75/282 is the responsibility of Caltrans which owns and operates the roadway.  
Given Caltrans’ limited resources and many competing priorities, the City has in the past 
initiated projects that would normally be the sole responsibility of Caltrans.  In 2014, 
understanding the speeding, safety, and congestion concerns along the Third and Fourth Streets 
Corridor, the CTC requested that the Council appropriate $50,000 for a conceptual study of 
possible improvements.  The main goals of the study were to find solutions that:  (1) reduce 
vehicle speeds to 25 mph; (2) improve access, mobility, and safety along the corridor; and (3) 
reduce congestion.  The Public Services & Engineering Department issued a Request for 
Proposals to solicit qualified professional traffic engineering firms to provide proposals to 
perform the study.  Fehr and Peers was selected and was awarded a professional services 
contract.  Fehr and Peers conducted two public workshops and two online surveys to gauge the 
community’s concerns regarding corridor traffic and reactions to potential solutions.  Three 
alternative conceptual plans were developed with:  (1) a traffic signal focus; (2) a traffic calming 
focus; and (3) a pedestrian/active transportation focus.  After analyzing each of the alternatives, 
gauging their effectiveness in dealing with auto performance, pedestrian and bicycle access and 
circulation, safety enhancement, and quality of life measures, Fehr and Peers developed a 
recommendation consisting of several individual elements to be considered for advancement – 
from the conceptual plan to preliminary engineering.  Click here to view Third & Fourth Streets 
Study.  Click here to view Third & Fourth Streets Study Appendices. The preliminary 
engineering phase would start to look at design criteria such as warrants, drainage, alignments, 
etc.  Plans must be taken to at least a preliminary engineering level before Caltrans will consider 
a formal review.  Consultant Dawn Wilson, PE, TE, will be making a presentation on her 
findings and recommendations.   
 
ANALYSIS:  The Final Fehr and Peers report recommends a conceptual corridor system that 
would provide a comprehensive approach to calming traffic, improving mobility, and enhancing 
safety.  Although the study looked at the corridor and the conceptual improvements as a system, 
each element can be looked at individually.  The geographical areas identified in the Final Study 
are as follows: 
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 Chapter 7 ‒ Alameda Boulevard to I Avenue 
 Chapter 8 ‒ I Avenue to E Avenue 
 Chapter 9 ‒ E Avenue to B Avenue 
 Chapter 10 ‒ B Avenue to Glorietta Boulevard 
 Chapter 11 ‒ Near Glorietta Boulevard 
 
As stated in the Recommendation section of the report, both staff and the CTC have reviewed 
and evaluated the conceptual improvements recommended in the Fehr and Peers Study.   
 
Staff Evaluation of Conceptual Improvements Recommended in the Fehr and Peers Study:  Staff 
recognizes that Fehr and Peers is a renowned traffic engineering firm that has developed a 
system of improvements that, if implemented, would achieve the objectives defined for the 
Study.  While this may be the ultimate goal, it is recommended to prioritize the components by 
focusing on the elements that help improve the most critical intersections and areas.  Therefore, 
it is recommended to initiate a project with the following elements to be further analyzed by 
performing preliminary engineering and an Initial (environmental) Study.  The geographic zone 
of each of the improvements is identified by the chapter where it is discussed in the Study (see 
above for defined areas); the improvements are identified by letter (see Summary of 
Recommended Improvements). 
 

Recommended for Further Review 
A. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard (Chapter 7) 
G. Traffic signals on Third and Fourth Streets at F Avenue (Chapter 8) 
J. Traffic signals on Third and Fourth Streets at B Avenue (Chapter 10) 
K. Modification to the intersection of Pomona Avenue and Third Street (Chapter 10) 
P. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard with cul-de-sac of 

Glorietta Boulevard south of Fourth Street (Chapter 11) 
 

Should the Council elect to move forward with any of the improvements, it should (1) clearly 
identify the components of a project; (2) direct staff to initiate the environmental review; and (3) 
begin preliminary engineering of the selected items.   
 
Transportation Commission Recommendation:  The Transportation Commission has prepared its 
own report, which is attached to this staff report.  The CTC recommends proceeding with 
preliminary engineering on their Priority One and Priority Two proposed improvements and 
deferring action on improvements prioritized as Three and Four (see attached CTC minutes from 
the June, 11, 2015 meeting) in the following manner: 
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CTC MOTION (APPROVED 7-0 IN FAVOR) 
1. Adopt the report of the Mobility and Traffic Calming Working Group; and 
2. Forward this report to the City Council; and 
3. Recommend to the City Council that it take any actions necessary to direct City staff to 

proceed with preliminary engineering for the projects contained in Group 1 and Group 2 
contained in the Working Group report, including: 
a. Procure required outside consulting engineering services, specifically including 

analyses to identify solutions that will limit diversion of traffic to existing levels from 
the major/minor arterials on to collector/local streets; 

b. Maintain ongoing and close liaison by City staff with Caltrans to ensure coordination, 
feedback, and other actions necessary to obtain permits and other agreements that 
would be required to effectuate the improvements; 

c. Establish a formal and ongoing public involvement process (with TAF and other 
interested community groups) to ensure that those most affected by the improvements 
receive timely updates and have opportunities to provide input and feedback; 

d. Prepare a timeline showing a project schedule with critical path activities and due 
dates, with the staff providing monthly updates to the CTC and City Council; 

e. Direct that the CTC continue to monitor developments in the Third and Fourth Streets 
corridor as well as the progress of the implementation of the Groups 1 and 2 
improvements; report its findings to staff and the City Council on a regular basis; and 
continue to assess the merits of the Group 3 and Group 4 improvements with the 
possibility of recommending selected implementation actions to the City Council in 
the future. 

 
CTC PRIORITY ONE  

A. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard (Chapter 7) 
G. Traffic signals on Third and Fourth Streets at F Avenue (Chapter 8) 
J. Traffic signals on Third and Fourth Streets at B Avenue (Chapter 10) 
K. Modification to the intersection of Pomona Avenue and Third Street (Chapter 10) 

 
CTC PRIORITY TWO 

B. Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at H and I Avenues at Fourth 
Street (Chapter 8) 

D. Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at I Avenue and Third Street 
(Chapter 8) 

H. Speed table on Third Street west of D Avenue (Chapter 9) 
M. Curb extensions (bulb-outs) on Fourth Street at A and C Avenues (Chapters 9 and 

10) 
O. Speed tables on Fourth Street east of A Avenue and west of Glorietta Boulevard; 

and on Pomona Avenue west of A Avenue (Chapter 10) 
 

CTC PRIORITY THREE (defer) 
C. Modification (cul-de-sac) to intersection of Palm Avenue and Third Street 

(Chapter 8) 
E. Modification (cul-de-sac) to intersection of Palm Avenue and Fourth Street 

(Chapter 8) 
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F. Traffic signal at H Avenue and Third Street (Chapter 8) 
I. “Keep Clear” pavement markings at Third Street and C Avenue; and at Fourth 

Street and D Avenue (Chapter 9) 
L. Partial closure of A Avenue and Pomona Avenue to prohibit left turns onto A 

Avenue (Chapter 10) 
N. Modification to the intersection of Pomona Avenue and Glorietta Place (Chapter 

10) 
R. Modification to intersection of Pomona Avenue at Fourth Street (Chapter 10) 

 
CTC PRIORITY FOUR (defer) 

O. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard with cul-de-sac of 
Glorietta Boulevard south of Fourth Street (Chapter 11) 

P. Traffic circle (mini-roundabout) at Third Street and Glorietta Boulevard (Chapter 
11) 

 
Hard copies of the Third & Fourth Streets Study have been distributed to the City Council under 
separate cover.  Hard copies are available for review at the Library and in the City Clerk’s office. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Walton 
Attachments: 1. Summary of Recommended Improvements 
 2. Map of Recommended Improvements 

 3. CTC’s Report to the City Council regarding the Third and Fourth Streets 
Study dated June 11, 2015 

 4.   CTC Responses to Frequently Asked Questions related to Third and Fourth 
Streets Corridor 

5. Minutes of June 11, 2015 CTC Meeting 
6. Report to the CTC regarding the Third and Fourth Streets Traffic Study 

 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\10-06 Meeting - SR Due Sept. 24\Third & Fourth Streets Traffic 
Calming Study\FINAL Third & Fourth Streets Staff Report.doc 

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 1 

THIRD AND FOURTH STREETS STUDY 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING – OCTOBER 6, 2015 
 

The following is a list of the conceptual improvements recommended in the Fehr and Peers 
Third and Fourth Streets Study:   
 
 

A. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard 
B. Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at H and I Avenues at Fourth Street 
C. Modification to intersection of Palm Avenue and Third Street (cul-de-sac) 
D. Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at I Avenue and Third Street 
E. Modification to intersection of Palm Avenue and Fourth Street (cul-de-sac) 
F. Traffic signal at H Avenue and Third Street 
G. Traffic signals at Third and Fourth Streets at F Avenue 
H. Speed table on Third Street west of D Avenue 
I. “Keep Clear” pavement markings at Third Street and C Avenue; and Fourth 

Street and D Avenue 
J. Traffic signals on Third and Fourth Streets at B Avenue 
K. Modification to the intersection of Pomona Avenue and Third Street 
L. Partial closure of A Avenue and Pomona Avenue to prohibit left turns onto A 

Avenue 
M. Curb extensions (bulb-outs) on Fourth Street at A and C Avenues 
N. Modification to the intersection of Pomona Avenue and Glorietta Place 
O. Speed Tables Fourth Street east of A Avenue and west of Glorietta Boulevard; 

and on Pomona Avenue west of A Avenue 
P. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard with cul-de-sac of 

Glorietta Boulevard south of Fourth Street 
Q. Traffic circle (mini-roundabout) at Third Street and Glorietta Boulevard 
R. Modification to intersection of Pomona Avenue at Fourth Street 
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Report to the Coronado City Council regarding the Third & Fourth Streets Study 

 

 

 
 
ISSUE 
 
At issue is whether the Coronado City Council 
(“City Council”) elects to support all, some or 
none of the findings, and/or amend certain of 
the findings, advanced herein by the Coronado 
Transportation Commission (“Commission”) 
relative to the Third & Fourth Streets Study 
(“Study”) prepared by the transportation 
planning and engineering firm of Fehr & Peers 
(San Diego, CA). 
 
FINDINGS AND FISCAL IMPACT 
 
In addition to the findings contained in this 
report, it is anticipated that the Commission will 
consider a formal motion at its meeting on June 
11, 2015 to endorse some, all or none of the 
recommended improvements proposed by Fehr 
& Peers, and pending the adoption of such a 
motion, will append it to this report for 
transmittal to the City Council for its 
consideration and possible action. 
 
The total estimated cost of all eighteen 
improvements recommended by the consultant 
is $3.82 million.  For consistency, the 
improvements are identified herein and in the 
Study as “A” through “R”.  The Third and Fourth 
Streets issues and potential solutions have been 
debated for decades in Coronado.  The 
Commission and the community hope that the 
time is right for action and moving forward with 
solutions. 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
An executive summary of this report can be 
found on pages 10 and 11. 
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT 
 
Per City staff, an analysis under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) will be 
required once the scope of the authorized 
improvements is determined.  However, under 
CEQA guidelines (Exemptions – Sec 15301 (c)), 
traffic signal installation may be exempt. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Study was prepared at the request of the 
Commission and authorized by the City Council.  
The challenges faced by residents, visitors, 
pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists along the 
City’s Third and Fourth Streets corridor date 
back in one form or another to August 3, 1969 – 
the opening day of the San Diego-Coronado 
Bridge.  Over the years, there have been many 
studies and improvements that have attempted 
to address the traffic issues experienced in the 
corridor.  The Study (on page 2-2) contains a 
partial listing of some of these efforts that date 
back to 1984. 
 
In addition, the City Council conducted a Town 
Hall meeting on September 8, 2011, and many 
of the suggestions and ideas offered by the 
community and by the City Council continue to 
influence the Commission’s thinking on how to 
best address and improve conditions in the 
corridor. 
 
PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
The goal of the Study was to identify and 
recommend a concept plan that addresses 
traffic and mobility concerns along Third and 
Fourth Streets.  The Study identifies the corridor 
as extending from the toll plaza to Alameda 
Blvd. between Second and Fifth Streets. 
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The main objectives to accomplish the goal 
included: 
 

• Identify feasible solutions to improve 
access and mobility along the corridor. 

• Identify solutions that, at minimum, 
would not deteriorate operating 
conditions in the corridor during the 
hours of peak traffic. 

• Identify solutions that would reduce the 
non-peak traffic speeds to the posted 
25-mph speed limit.1 

• Identify solutions that could be 
supported by Caltrans, and steps that 
would have to be taken for Caltrans to 
approve non-standard solutions. 

 
PROJECT APPROACH 
 

 
 

In order to develop a “Recommended Concept 
Plan”, the consultant: 
 

• Evaluated existing conditions within the 
corridor including: traffic counts and 
speeds, pedestrian and bicyclist 
facilities, intersection delays and levels 
of service during peak-traffic hours, 
collision history, traffic signal operating 
conditions, diversion patterns, queue 
assessments, travel time runs, and 
presented a baseline of existing 
conditions in the Study (Section 4 of the 

1 Subsequent to the completion of the Study, Caltrans 
proposed speed limit increases on Third and Fourth 
Streets east of Orange Ave. to 30 mph. 
 

Study).  In addition, the consultant 
made projections of the impacts on 
existing conditions when there would 
be two and three carriers in port. 

• Developed three alternatives to: 
o Reduce traffic speed and noise 
o Maintain acceptable levels of 

service, and 
o Improve access across the 

corridor for pedestrians, 
bicyclists and motorists. 

• Conducted two workshops and one on-
line survey to gauge community 
support and identify concerns. 

• Met with Caltrans and presented a 
project overview, the three alternatives 
and discussed the community outreach 
process. 

• Made several presentations to the 
Commission, and will make a final 
presentation (under the scope of the 
consultant’s original agreement with 
the City) to the City Council following 
the Commission’s formulation of its 
recommendations. 

 
CONSULTANT’S RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The consultant presented a “Recommended 
Concept Plan” (Section 7 of the Study) that is 
comprised of eighteen improvements 
(identified as “A” through “R”). 
 
The recommended improvements and their 
respective total estimated cost are presented in 
Table 1 of this report.  The total estimated cost 
for each improvement includes allowance for 
preliminary and design engineering, 
construction, permit processing, environmental 
and contingency. 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
 
In addition to the two public workshops and the 
on-line survey, community outreach was 
maintained prior to, during and after the formal 
Study period by way of the following: 
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• Written and e-mail communications 
from the community to the City and to 
the Commission. 

• Oral communications at Commission 
meetings 

• Outreach by Commission members and 
City staff during 2015 to the following 
groups: 

o Rotary Club (Feb. 18) 
o Optimist Club (May 21) 
o Third & Fourth Streets Planning 

Community2 (May 26) 
o Naval Base Coronado (May 27) 
o Coronado MainStreet (June 2) 
o Chamber of Commerce (June 9) 

• In addition to meetings held to date, 
the Commission is still desirous to meet 
with the Board and/or staff of the 
Coronado Unified School District 
(relative to a number of the 
consultant’s recommended improve-
ments), and with businesses (i.e., 
Coronado Island Marriott Resort and 
Spa and Sharp Coronado Hospital) and 
residents of the City’s northeast 
quadrant (relative to recommended 
Improvements “P” and “Q”). 

• The Commission desires to outreach to 
any neighborhood, civic or business 
group that has an interest in knowing 
more about the Study and the 
“Recommended Concept Plan” or any 
group having a general interest in 
knowing more about what is being 
done to address the City’s 
transportation-related issues. 

 
PRIORITIZATION OF IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The traffic calming and mobility working group 
(a Commission subcommittee) met to consider 
how the consultant’s recommendations should 
be further analyzed, prioritized and presented 
to the full Commission, and subsequently to the 
City Council.  The working group settled on a 

2 A number of residents of A, B and C Avenues between 
Fourth and Tenth Streets were also in attendance. 

subjective evaluation of how the eighteen 
recommended improvements would: 
 

• Align with the Study’s goals and 
objectives; 

• Provide for ease of implementation 
(i.e., whether or not they would be 
viewed as ‘standard’ solutions or would 
require additional special engineering 
studies for eventual approval by 
Caltrans; 

• Met with community support; 
• Total estimated cost; and 
• Other factors. 

 
Accordingly, the eighteen recommended 
improvements were evaluated and assigned to 
one of four groups, as follows: 
 
GROUP 1 RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS 
 
This group of four improvements (ID’s “A”, “G”, 
“J” and “K”) consists of five new traffic signals 
and one intersection modification, as shown 
herein in Table 2.   [Note: Proposed 
improvements referenced herein use the same 
identifying tags (“A”, “B”, etc.) as used in the 
Study.]  The total estimated cost to implement 
these improvements is $1.45 million.  The 
locations of the proposed new traffic signals 
would be: 
 

• Fourth St. & Alameda Blvd. (“A”) 
• Third and Fourth Streets at F Ave. (“G”) 
• Third and Fourth Streets at B Ave. (“J”) 

 
The consultant coupled the proposed 
modification of the intersection of Pomona Ave. 
and Third St. (ID “K”) with the traffic signal at 
Third St. & B Ave. (ID “J”).  For this reason 
recommended alternative “K” is also included in 
Group 1. 
 
The improvements in this group are defined by 
the following principal characteristics: 
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Sketch of proposed traffic signal at Third St. & B Ave. and 

intersection modifications at Pomona Ave. & Third St. 
 

• Traffic signals represent the best 
method of stopping motor vehicles, and 
will better promote protected mobility 
across the corridor for pedestrians, 
bicyclists and motorists.  Of note, the 
proposed traffic signals at Third & 
Fourth Streets and F Ave. would 
improve one of the City’s designated 
safe routes to school. 

• Traffic signals (synchronized to 25 mph) 
would support the recommended 
Group 2 improvements that are aimed 
at calming most vehicles to the posted 
speed limit on Third and Fourth Streets. 

• Traffic signals at the above-noted five 
intersections should meet traffic-
warrant criteria, and this should help 
facilitate and expedite Caltrans’ review 
procedures as ‘standard devices’. 

 

  
                 Proposed signal at Fourth St. & Alameda Blvd. 

 
• The proposed traffic signal at Fourth St. 

& Alameda Blvd. would serve to 
“meter” the traffic exiting NASNI, and 
provide consistent flow across the 
length of the corridor since the signal 

would be synchronized with the existing 
signal at Orange Ave. and with the 
proposed signals at F and B Avenues. 
The signal would also serve to establish 
“platoons” of vehicles moving easterly 
toward the bridge, and this would allow 
for gaps in traffic flow enabling 
improved cross-corridor mobility for 
pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists. 

• The proposed traffic signals at Third and 
Fourth Streets and B Ave. would be 
particularly critical because Third and 
Fourth Streets east of Orange Ave. 
experience the highest off-peak 
vehicular speeds in the corridor. 

 
Additional benefits of the recommended Group 
1 improvements as identified by the consultant 
include: 
 

• Reduction of vehicular queues at 
Orange Ave. 

• Slight reduction in travel time along 
Fourth St. versus existing conditions. 

• Reduction in diversions through 
neighborhoods as traffic exiting the 
base would be more likely to remain on 
Fourth St. 

 
The consultant identified one disadvantage of 
the proposed traffic signal at Fourth St. & 
Alameda Blvd. that queue delays may be higher 
on the base.  The base is aware of this possible 
impact, and in a letter to the Coronado City 
Manager, the base’s Commanding Officer 
confirmed the Navy’s “strong” support for the 
proposed Fourth St. & Alameda Blvd. signal. 
 
The consultant coupled the recommended 
traffic signal at Third St. and B Ave. with the 
proposed intersection modifications at Third St. 
and Pomona Ave.  This proposed intersection 
modification would correct an existing skewed 
intersection that can result in vehicles 
attempting to make dangerous merges onto 
westbound Third St., and then attempt to cross 
two and three lanes of traffic to make left turns 
on to B and C Streets and to Orange Ave.  The 
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modifications would eliminate the potential of 
making this problematic merge, and it would 
also eliminate an intersection that has poor 
visibility of oncoming traffic due to the acute 
angle of the intersection. 
 
The proposed intersection modifications would 
result in a nominal increase in traffic volumes 
on A Ave. and Glorietta Blvd., and would 
necessitate the conversion of the alley in the 
200 block between A and B Avenues to one-
way. 
 
Throughout the community involvement 
process, a number of residents in the 
neighborhood south of Fourth St. between 
Orange and A Avenues have addressed their 
concerns that the proposed traffic signals at 
Third and Fourth Streets and B Ave. could result 
in significant traffic diversions through their 
neighborhood.  The Commission has advised 
these residents that while there may be an 
increase in vehicles attempting short-cuts 
through the neighborhood, the travel time 
studies show there would be no time saving by 
taking B Ave. over Orange or Pomona Avenues.  
In fact, the travel time studies show that due to 
the presence of stop signs at every intersection 
along B Ave. between Fourth St. and Tenth St., a 
diversion along B Ave. would be the most time 
consuming when compared with the alternative 
routes along Orange or Pomona Avenues. 
 
The Commission is sensitive to the concerns of 
these residents, and has pledged that all 
potential solutions would be explored to 
exclude traffic diversions from Coronado’s 
major and minor arterials on to collector and 
local streets.  The Commission has made a 
preliminary examination of possible new 
turning restrictions to prevent unwanted traffic 
diversions through this neighborhood.  The City 
staff has had discussions with SANDAG 
regarding its specialized computer model that 
can evaluate the potential impact of traffic 
diversions in response to the installation of new 
traffic control devices. 
 

GROUP 2 RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS 
 
This group of five improvements (ID’s “B”, 
“D”, “H”, “M” and “O”) includes three raised 
crosswalks, four speed tables and curb 
extensions at two intersections, as shown herein 
in Table 3.  These improvements would involve 
engineered solutions that would create vertical 
roadway deflections (i.e., speed tables, raised 
crosswalks) and/or narrowing of the roadways 
(i.e., raised crosswalks, curb extensions) to calm 
traffic to the posted speed limit. The total 
estimated cost to implement these improvements 
would be $0.58 million. 
 
The consultant’s “Recommended Concept Plan” 
would implement these improvements in 
concert with the traffic signals identified in 
Group 1.  In the absence of traffic signals, the 
Group 2 improvements would have to be re-
evaluated for the inclusion of additional 
roadway design features (i.e., speed tables, 
raised crosswalks, etc.) to ensure the mobility 
and traffic calming goals could still be attained. 
 
The proposed Group 2 improvements would 
include the following features: 
 

• Raised crosswalks with rapid flashing 
beacons west of the intersections of H 
and I Avenues and Fourth St. (“B”) 

• Raised crosswalk with rapid flashing 
beacons east of the intersection of 
Third St. and I Ave. (“D”) 

• Speed table with advanced signage and 
pavement markings on Third St. west of 
D Ave.  (“H”) 

• Speed tables with advanced signage 
and pavement markings on Fourth St. 
east of A Ave., Fourth St. west of 
Glorietta Blvd., and Pomona Ave. west 
of A Ave.  (“O”) 

• Curb extensions at the intersections of 
C and A Avenues and Fourth St.  (“M”) 
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Sketch of proposed speed table 

 
The underlying strategy for the Group 2 
improvements is that they represent the 
potential application of engineered non-
standard solutions for state highways.  Their 
ultimate acceptability to Caltrans is presently 
unknown.  The Commission has been advised 
that Caltrans has never before approved some 
of these types of engineered traffic calming 
devices (i.e., speed tables) for use on state 
highways in California. 
 
Given that SR-75 and SR-282 pass through 
densely populated residential neighborhoods 
and with Caltrans having issued its “Complete 
Streets3 Implementation Action Plan No. 2.0”, 
there is the potential that Caltrans could 
favorably consider the use of the 
aforementioned traffic control devices for use 
in Coronado’s densely populated Third & Fourth 
Streets corridor.  The first paragraph of 
Caltrans’ January 15, 2015 news release for the 
Action Plan states: 
 
“In a continuing effort to further its new mission 
to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and 
efficient transportation system to enhance 
California’s economy and livability, Caltrans has 

3 Caltrans defines that “a complete street is a 
transportation facility that is planned, designed, operated, 
and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users, 
including bicyclists, pedestrians, transit vehicles, truckers, 
and motorists, appropriate to the function and context of 
the facility. Every complete street looks different, 
according to its context, community preferences, the types 
of road users, and their needs.” 

released the “Complete Streets Implementation 
Action Plan 2.0”, an updated strategy on how 
the department will work to continue to address 
the safety and mobility needs for all modes of 
transportation.” 
 
The consultant determined that these 
engineered traffic calming features (i.e., raised 
crosswalks, speed tables, etc.) are appropriate 
for use in the Third & Fourth Streets corridor, 
and will be effective to calm traffic to the 
posted speed limit – as previously stated, in 
conjunction with the traffic signals identified 
herein under the Group 1 improvements.  
Caltrans, in its review comments to the City and 
the consultant on October 14, 2014, stated that 
this type of new infrastructure must be built in 
accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual and Standard Plans. This could indicate 
that the City would be required to submit its 
engineering drawings to Caltrans for review in 
accordance with the latter’s design exception 
review process, and the City would likely have 
no up-front guarantees of eventual approval. 
 

 
Sketch of proposed curb extensions at 

the intersection of Fourth St. and C Ave. 
 

The principal benefits to the City of the 
recommended Group 2 improvements would be 
as follows: 
 

• In concert with the improvements 
recommended in Group 1 (traffic signals 
synchronized to 25 mph), raised 
crosswalks with rapid flashing beacons 
and speed tables with advanced signage 
and pavement markings represent the 
best approach to calm traffic and limit 
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most of the vehicles to the posted 
speed limit on Third and Fourth Streets. 

• Raised crosswalks and speed tables 
would utilize engineered vertical 
deflections in the roadway to slow 
traffic to the posted speed limit of 25 
mph. 

• A review of the literature indicates that 
most agencies implement speed tables 
with a height of 3.0 to 3.5 inches and a 
travel length of 22 feet. Speed tables 
generally consist of a 10-ft plateau with 
6-ft approaches on either side that can 
be straight, parabolic or sinusoidal in 
profile. The longer lengths of speed 
tables provide a gentler ride than speed 
humps, and generally result in vehicle 
operating speeds ranging from 25 to 30 
mph on streets depending on the 
spacing between speed tables. 

• Raised crosswalks, while similar in 
design to the speed tables, incorporate 
curb extensions on each end which 
serve to both increase the visibility of 
pedestrians and bicyclists as well as 
reducing the length and thus the time 
of their exposure to oncoming traffic.   

• The height of raised crosswalks should 
be consistent throughout the 
community’s street network in order 
for citizens to get a better grasp of the 
design speeds and operations of the 
measure.  A typical height for a raised 
crosswalk with a standard 6-ft ramp 
would be about 3 inches, and this could 
change according to the length of the 
ramp. 

• The curb extensions (ID “M”) as well as 
those incorporated with the raised 
crosswalks would reduce the distance 
for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross 
from 48 ft. to 33 ft. – a 30% exposure 
reduction. 

 
Raised crosswalks and speed tables may result 
in a minor increase in response time by Fire 
Dept. and other emergency vehicles.  The 

designs of these features require that allowance 
be made for proper street drainage since by 
definition they involve constructing a vertical 
deflection in the roadway.  Some parking spaces 
may be lost. All vehicles (especially low-profile 
vehicles) would need to slow down, but there 
would be flashing beacons (in the case of raised 
crosswalks) and advance signage and pavement 
markings (in the case of speed tables) to alert 
oncoming motorists. 

 
GROUP 3 RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS 
 
This group of seven improvements includes six 
intersection modifications (ID’s “C”, “E”, “I” “L”, 
“N”, “R”, and a new traffic signal at H Ave. and 
Third St. (ID “F”), as shown herein in Table 4.  
The total estimated cost to implement these 
improvements is $1.23 million.  The proposed 
improvements include the following features: 
 

• Coupled improvements “C”, “E” and “F” 
would greatly reduce the complexity of 
traffic flow through two intersections, 
reduce traffic turning speeds, and 
would significantly reduce the exposed 
crossing length for pedestrians and 
bicyclists from up to 130 ft. to 48 ft. – a 
reduction of over 60%. 

• The modifications would result in the 
creation of two cul-de-sacs that would 
eliminate the two skewed intersections 
at Third and Fourth Streets at Palm Ave.  
In the process, vehicular exposure to 
the two parks at Third St. and I Ave. and 
at Fourth St. and F Ave. would be 
reduced.  Some additional green space 
and landscape opportunities would be 
created. 

• There would be a likely increase in on-
street parking. 

• The new traffic signal at Third St. and H 
Ave. would result in many of the 
benefits that were previously identified 
for the traffic signals included in the 
Group 1 improvements.  This improve-
ment would also require a thorough 
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turn-restriction analysis to ensure that 
the new traffic signal would not result 
in increased diversions of traffic from 
the major arterials (Third and Fourth 
Streets) on to the intersecting local and 
collector streets. 

• The proposed intersection modification 
at Pomona Ave. and A Ave. (ID “L”) 
would prohibit motorists making left 
turns from Pomona Ave. on to A Ave.  
This would eliminate southbound 
queuing in the 300 block of A Ave.  This 
modification is already being 
implemented on a trial basis by the City 
with the placement of traffic cones 
preventing left turns from Pomona Ave. 
on to A Ave. between the hours of 5:00 
and 8:00 AM. 

• The proposed intersection modification 
at Fourth St. and Pomona Ave. (ID “R”) 
would reduce the speeds of vehicles 
making right turns from Fourth St. to 
Pomona Ave.  In conjunction with a 
proposed median, the curb extensions 
would reduce the distance for 
pedestrians to cross.  It would improve 
the visibility of pedestrians to 
motorists, and would offer pedestrians 
refuge via a constructed median.  The 
narrowed roadway on Pomona Ave. as 
it intersects Fourth St. would serve to 
help calm traffic. 

• The proposed curb extensions at the 
intersections of Fourth St. and A and C 
Avenues (ID “M”) were recommended 
by the consultant to aid in both 
reducing traffic speeds along Fourth St. 
(east of Orange Ave.) as well as to 
enable pedestrians who choose to cross 
at these locations to have a shorter 
crossing distance and to be more visible 
to the motorists.  Some on-street 
parking places may be lost due to the 
curb-extension improvements.   

 
The proposed Group 3 improvements would 
prevent mobility across Third and Fourth 
Streets along Palm Ave.  The modifications 

would alter access to some private residences.  
Traffic volumes on H Avenue (for improvements 
“C” and “E”) and on B and C Avenues (in 
connection with improvement “L”) could be 
avoided by implementing new turn restrictions 
that would require further analysis. 
 
GROUP 4 RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The two proposed improvements (ID’s “P” and 
“Q”) would provide for a new traffic signal at 
Fourth St. and Glorietta Blvd., a partial cul-de-
sac on the southbound side of Glorietta Blvd. 
immediately south of its intersection with 
Fourth St., and a new traffic circle at the 
intersection of Third St. and Glorietta Blvd.  The 
total estimated cost of these improvements 
would be $0.56 million, as shown in Table 5. 
 
The proposed improvements are included in 
Group 4 as the City and the Commission have 
not yet had sufficient time to vet the 
acceptability of these proposals with the 
residents and businesses in the City’s northeast 
quadrant – including the Coronado Island 
Marriott Resort and Spa and Sharp Coronado 
Hospital or engage Caltrans in a preliminary 
discussion.  It is anticipated that the proposed 
traffic signal at Glorietta Blvd. could entail a 
lengthy review and queuing analysis by 
Caltrans. 
 

 
Peak-hour traffic volumes (with two carriers) at Glorietta 

Blvd. and Pomona Ave. after proposed improvements 
 

Coronado Transportation Commission – June 11, 2015 Page 15 
 

207



Report to the Coronado City Council regarding the Third & Fourth Streets Study 

 

The consultant’s recommendation for these 
improvements was based on the following 
considerations: 
 

• The proposed traffic signal would 
greatly improve access to eastbound 
Fourth St. and the San Diego-Coronado 
Bridge for the City’s residents and 
businesses in the northeast quadrant as 
well as for visitors to Tidelands Park. 

• The new intersection would provide for 
improved egress for emergency vehicles 
from Sharp Coronado Hospital to the 
bridge. 

• The proposed intersection would be 
designed to prohibit all traffic from 
accessing Glorietta Blvd. south of 
Fourth St. with the construction of a 
partial cul-de-sac.  Northbound 
Glorietta Blvd. would still be connected 
to the approach to the bridge. 

• The traffic signal would be synchronized 
with the proposed other new corridor 
traffic signals (see Group 1 
improvements) for mobility, and would 
support traffic calming along Third and 
Fourth Streets. 

• The proposed traffic circle would aid in 
reducing pedestrian crossing distances 
at the Third St. and Glorietta Blvd. 
intersection while managing traffic 
flow. 

• The traffic signal proposal would not 
include pedestrian crossings or 
crosswalks across Fourth St. along 
Glorietta Blvd. 

 
The principal adverse consequence of the 
proposed traffic signal would be the potential 
for backing up traffic across the full span of the 
bridge to Interstate 5.  There is history of these 
backups when more than one carrier has been 
in port and/or when the Navy conducts 
enhanced vehicle security checks at its three 
NASNI gates.  The timing for the proposed new 
signal would have to be set so there would be 
no deterioration of queuing of bridge traffic 
approaching Coronado. 

 
In addition, design engineering would need to 
mitigate any possible adverse impacts of the 
proposed new traffic signal, partial cul-de-sac 
and traffic circle on adjacent and nearby 
residences. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS BY 
GROUP 
 
A summary of the recommended improvements 
by group is as follows: 

 
Group Improvement Total 

Est. Cost 
1 Traffic Signals (Five) 

(ID’s “A”, “G”, “J”, “K”) 
 
$1.45 mil 

 
2 

Engineered Roadway 
Design Modifications 
(ID’s “B”, “D”, “H”, 
“M”, “O”) 

 
 
 
$0.58 mil 

 
 

3 

Intersection 
Modifications and Traffic 
Signal at Third St. & H 
Ave. 
(ID’s “C”, “E”, “F”, “I”, 
“L”, “N”, “R”) 

 
 
 
 
$1.23 mil 

 
4 

Traffic Signal at Glorietta 
Blvd. & Fourth St. 
(ID’s “P”, “Q”) 

 
 
$0.56 mil 

Total $3.82 mil 
 
The five recommended Group 1 traffic signals 
would:  
 

• Stop vehicles and provide improved 
protection and mobility for pedestrians, 
bicyclists and motorists crossing the 
corridor at B Avenue, F Avenue (a safe 
route to school), and to a limited extent 
along Alameda Blvd. 

• Be synchronized to the 25-mph speed 
limit and better manage traffic flows 
along Fourth St., result in reduced 
queuing at Orange Ave., reduce slightly 
the travel times along Fourth St. versus 
existing conditions, and result in less 
diversions into the neighborhoods in 
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conjunction with new turn restrictions 
(to be further evaluated). 

• Comply with Caltrans design standards 
and warranty criteria thus enabling a 
reasonably expeditious Caltrans design 
review process. 

 
The recommended Group 2 engineered 
roadway design modifications would: 
 

• Calm the traffic along Third and Fourth 
Streets to the posted speed limit by the 
use of vertical deflections if imple-
mented in conjunction with the five 
traffic signals (Group 1). 

• Require re-evaluation if implemented 
without the five proposed traffic signals 
– with the potential outcome that 
additional speed tables and raised 
crosswalks would be required to 
achieve the same extent of traffic 
calming. 

• Increase the visibility of pedestrians to 
oncoming motorists in the case of 
raised crosswalks with rapid flashing 
beacons. 

• Potentially be acceptable to Caltrans for 
application on Third and Fourth Streets 
in Coronado given Caltrans’ recently 
promulgated “Complete Streets 
Implementation Action Plan 2.0”.  
[Caution: This matter has not been 
addressed with Caltrans by the 
Commission.] 

 
The recommended Group 3 intersection 
modifications would improve selected 
intersection designs that would yield a number 
of benefits, including: 

 
• Significantly reduce the exposed 

distances at several pedestrian 
crossings 

• Reduce vehicle turning speeds 
• Reduce the complexities of traffic flows 
• Reduce vehicular exposure at two parks 

• Provide pedestrian refuge via a 
proposed median for traffic turning 
right from Fourth St. on to Pomona Ave. 

The proposed Group 3 traffic signal at Third St. 
and H Ave. would provide for most of the 
benefits ascribed to the proposed Group 1 traffic 
signals.  This traffic signal was identified by the 
consultant to be coupled with the proposed 
intersection modifications at Third St. and Palm 
Ave. 
 
The recommended traffic signal at Glorietta 
Blvd. and Fourth St. would: 
 

• Provide for improved egress for 
residents and businesses in the City’s 
northeast quadrant to the bridge. 

• Provide for improved egress to the 
bridge for visitors at Tidelands Park as 
well as for emergency vehicles from 
Sharp Coronado Hospital transporting 
patients to other hospitals and trauma 
centers. 

• Be synchronized with other existing and 
proposed traffic signals in the corridor 
for smoother traffic flows. 

• Would preclude pedestrians crossing 
Fourth St. and would further preclude 
traffic entering the southbound side of 
Glorietta Blvd. by the creation of a 
partial cul-de-sac. 

• Would continue to allow northbound 
Glorietta Blvd. traffic to merge on to 
the eastbound access lanes to the 
bridge.
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TABLE 1 
TOTAL COST ESTIMATE OF “RECOMMENDED CONCEPT PLAN” 

 

ID Improvement Tot Est. 
Cost 

A Traffic signal at the intersection of Fourth St. and Alameda Blvd. $236,250 

B Raised crosswalks with rapid flashing beacons west of the intersections of H and I 
Avenues and Fourth St. $177,930 

C Modification of the intersection of Palm Ave. and Third St. $386,775 

D Raised crosswalk with rapid flashing beacons east of intersection of Third St. and I 
Ave. $88,965 

E Modification of the intersection of Palm Ave. and Fourth St. $353,295 
F Traffic signal at the intersection of H Ave. and Third St. $236,250 
G Traffic signals at the intersections of Third and Fourth Streets and F Ave. $472,500 

H Speed table with advanced signage and pavement markings on Third St. w/o D 
Ave. $41,108 

I "Keep Clear" pavement markings at intersections of Third St. & C Ave. and Fourth 
St. & D Ave. $2,700 

J Traffic signals at the intersections of Third and Fourth Streets and B Ave. $472,500 
K Modification of the intersection at Pomona Ave. and Third St. $273,375 

L Modification of the intersection of A Ave. and Pomona Ave. to prohibit left turns 
on to A Ave. $65,070 

M Curb extensions at the intersections of C and A Avenues and Fourth St. $150,660 
N Modification of the intersection of Glorietta Place and Pomona Ave. $130,309 

O Speed tables with advanced signage and pavement markings on Fourth St. east of 
A Ave., Fourth St. west of Glorietta Blvd., and Pomona Ave. west of A Ave. 

$123,323 

P Traffic signal at Fourth St. and Glorietta Blvd. and a cul-de-sac on Glorietta s/o 
Fourth St. $285,416 

Q Traffic circle at the intersection of Third St. and Glorietta Blvd. $270,000 
R Curb extensions at the intersection of Fourth St. and Pomona Ave. $56,498 
  TOTAL $3,822,924 

 
TABLE 2 

GROUP 1 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 
 

ID Improvement Total Est. Cost 
A Traffic signal at the intersection of Fourth St. and Alameda Blvd. $236,250 
G Traffic signals at the intersections of Third and Fourth Streets and F Ave. $472,500 
J Traffic signals at the intersections of Third and Fourth Streets and B Ave. $472,500 
K Modification of the intersection at Pomona Ave. and Third St. $273,375 

 TOTAL $1,454,625 
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TABLE 3 
GROUP 2 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

 
ID Improvement Total Est. Cost 

B Raised crosswalks with rapid flashing beacons west of the intersections of H 
and I Avenues and Fourth St. $177,930 

D Raised crosswalk with rapid flashing beacons east of intersection of Third St. 
and I Ave. $88,965 

H Speed table with advanced signage and pavement markings on Third St. w/o D 
Ave. $41,108 

M Curb extensions at the intersections of C and A Avenues and Fourth St. $150,660 

O Speed tables with advanced signage and pavement markings on Fourth St. east 
of A Ave., Fourth St. west of Glorietta Blvd., and Pomona Ave. west of A Ave. $123,323 

 TOTAL $581,986 
 

TABLE 4 
GROUP 3 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

 
ID Improvement Total Est. Cost 
C Modification of the intersection of Palm Ave. and Third St. $386,775 
E Modification of the intersection of Palm Ave. and Fourth St. $353,295 
F Traffic signal at the intersection of H Ave. and Third St. $236,250 

I "Keep Clear" pavement markings at intersections of Third St. & C Ave. and 
Fourth St. & D Ave. $2,700 

L Modification of the intersection of A Ave. and Pomona Ave. to prohibit left 
turns on to A Ave. $65,070 

N Modification of the intersection of Glorietta Place and Pomona Ave. $130,309 
R Curb extensions at the intersection of Fourth St. and Pomona Ave. $56,498 

 TOTAL $1,230,897 
 

TABLE 5 
GROUP 4 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

 

ID Improvement Total Est. 
Cost 

P Traffic signal at Fourth St. and Glorietta Blvd. and a cul-de-sac on Glorietta 
south of Fourth St. $285,416 

Q Traffic circle at the intersection of Third St. and Glorietta Blvd. $270,000 
 TOTAL $555,416 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

Coronado Transportation Commission 
Answers to questions from Workshop(s) regarding the Third/Fourth Streets Corridor 

 
1. Why not prohibit right turns on red from Orange to Fourth – as this will provide some 

gaps for people to cross the street? 
 
Answer:  Due to the number of vehicles that need to turn onto Fourth, eliminating that 
turning movement will likely cause vehicles to divert onto other streets, resulting in more 
vehicles attempting to cross and/or merge onto Fourth at a non-signalized intersection. 

 
2. Why not add a pedestrian overpass or tunnel at Glorietta or other location along 

Third/Fourth?   
 
Answer:  Due to ADA requirements, a significant amount of land would be needed to 
create the required slope or the addition of an elevator on both sides of any overpass or 
underpass.  This also would not completely resolve concerns for vehicles crossing the 
corridor. 

 
3. What effect does the public vote on removing the semi-diverters on A, B, and C Avenues 

have on any future turn restrictions on these streets? 
 
Answer:  Proposition M was the vote to remove permanent barriers (semi-diverters) that 
restricted turning/through movements.  Any restriction that would amend or repeal 
Proposition M would require a new vote by the electorate.  

 
4. Why not install signs that direct people to cross Third and Fourth at Orange Avenue? 

 
Answer:  As a result of City Council direction, there is now signage directing pedestrians 
to cross the corridor at the crosswalk at Orange; however, due to the distance (several or 
more blocks in both directions), it is likely that some pedestrians and bicyclists will 
continue to cross.  In addition, this would not impede or improve the ability of vehicles 
crossing the corridor.   

 
5.  Why not put a toll back on the bridge to reduce traffic congestion? 

 
Answer:  The authority to place a toll on the bridge is the purview of SANDAG (San 
Diego Association of Governments) and the State of California.   
 

6. Why not slow traffic with the use of speed humps only as is done on Pomona and 
Glorietta? 
 
Answer: Speed tables/humps could reduce the speeds along the corridor.  However, they 
are not as effective as signalized intersections in improving the ability of pedestrians, 
bicyclists, or vehicles to safely cross the corridor.  In addition, emergency responders, 
especially fire trucks, are hindered by speed tables/humps.  
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7. Why not install speed cameras? 
 
Answer:  Currently, only cameras that issue tickets for violating a red light are allowed in 
the State of California.  Statewide or special legislation would be necessary to install 
cameras that could issue citations for speeding.   
 

8. Why not install a HAWK (High-intensity Activated cross-WalK beacon)?  
 
Answer:  The installation of HAWK signals has been proposed by the City and rejected 
by Caltrans.  HAWK signals are typically installed mid-block.  Along the Third and 
Fourth Streets corridor, there are alleys at the mid-block locations.    

 
9. Why not lower the speed limits even further? 

 
Answer:  Speed limits that are set near the 85th percentile speed of free-flowing traffic are 
safer and produce less variance in vehicle speeds.  Law enforcement cannot use radar to 
enforce the speed of vehicles if the speed limit is not set in compliance with an approved 
engineering and traffic survey.    

 
10.  Who is responsible for the Third and Fourth Streets corridor? 

 
Answer:  Caltrans is the owner of the Third and Fourth Streets roadways (aka SR 75 and 
282, from the bridge to NASNI, which includes that portion of Alameda between Third 
and Fourth), and is responsible and has authority over these roadways.     
 

11. Why are there no speed bumps on Third as you come off the bridge at B Avenue?  They 
have them on other parts of Third and Fourth.  
 
Answer:  The consultant’s report recommends speed tables on Pomona Avenue west of A 
Avenue and on Fourth Street west of Glorietta Boulevard as part of a comprehensive set 
of proposals.   

 
12. Left turn only onto Fourth from B.  How does that help bikes? 

 
Answer:  While motor vehicles traveling south could be required to turn left onto Fourth 
Street from B Avenue, bicycles may be exempted and allowed to proceed south on B 
Avenue.  The ability to restrict the movement of motor vehicles but not bicycles would 
need to be investigated.  
 

13.  If a light is put on B, will it be no left turn onto B from Third? 
 

Answer:  The consultant’s study did not analyze the signal with a left-turn prohibition 
from Third onto B.  Restricting left turns onto B Avenue may be feasible during the rush 
hour.  This option could be further explored if the signal is advanced to preliminary 
engineering; however, this would need to be confirmed since the diverters that restricted 
turns onto B Avenue were removed as the result of a ballot initiative,    

214



ATTACHMENT 4 

 
14. Traffic lights will increase traffic on H, F, and B where four neighborhood schools are 

making those locations less safe.  Has this been addressed? 
 

Answer:  The results of the consultant’s study do not indicate that there would be a 
significant increase in traffic on H, F, and B Avenues.  The point of the traffic lights is to 
allow for protected crossings of Third and Fourth Streets for motorists, bicycles, and 
pedestrians. 

 
15. Why is there no pedestrian crossing on Glorietta and bridge when it is the least distance 

across at that location? 
 

Answer:  The potential for a grade-separated pedestrian crossing at Glorietta Boulevard is 
being explored as part of the City’s “Gateway Project.”  In addition, there is an existing 
grade separated crossing under the bridge along the bay that can be used for safe 
crossings. 

 
16. How can we close A when there was a past vote that forced A to open? 

 
Answer:  The consultant’s report recommends not allowing traffic to turn onto A Avenue 
from Pomona.  This change may require a new vote of the electorate. 

 
17. If Caltrans increases the speed, can the changes recommended be used at 30 or 35 mph?  

Or do they need to re-design? 
 

Answer:  The Fehr and Peers Study recommended conceptual improvements that could 
be installed.  The actual improvements in the study have not been designed; however, it is 
not anticipated that the design would change remarkably based on the increased speed 
limit of 30 mph  

 
18. If most of the accidents occur on Fourth, why put lights on Third? 

 
Answer:  The lights at both Third and Fourth Streets are required to promote the efficient 
movement of vehicular traffic, bicycles, and pedestrians from north of Third Street to the 
other side of the City, south of Fourth Street.   

 
19. Who made the decision to not enforce the 25 mph speed limit?  The higher speeds 

reflected in the speed study suggests that cars are traveling at higher rates of speed, and in 
large part, because the police rarely ever ticket.  It also stands to reason that slower cars 
are markedly quieter than faster ones. 

 
Answer:  The previous speed survey expired earlier this year, which limited the ability of 
the police to write enforceable speeding tickets based on the use of LIDAR and radar.  A 
new speed survey has been completed and provides the required basis for issuing 
speeding tickets based on the use of LIDAR and radar and the Police Department has 
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been instructed by the City Council to step up enforcement along Third and Fourth 
Streets, which it has.   

 
20. Maximum length trucks/buses can be around town, restricted to what roads? 

 
Answer:  The State of California controls the size of vehicles allowed on the roads.  
Local jurisdictions cannot impose additional length restrictions. 

 
21. Do you have an indication of what Caltrans is planning? 

 
Answer:  Caltrans was briefed during the course of the study.  They indicated that 
preliminary engineering studies need to be prepared for the recommended improvements 
before they can offer an opinion on their acceptability.   

 
22. It seems that a lot of the traffic comes from people heading south on I-5 and cutting 

through Coronado via Glorietta to the Strand to avoid the I-5 traffic.  Why not close A 
and B again since you now have two left-turn lanes open to take them back over the 
bridge? 

 
Answer:  Any restriction that would amend or repeal Proposition M would require a new 
vote by the electorate.  
 

23.  Rather than traffic lights on B Avenue, why don’t we use signs to direct pedestrians and 
bicyclists to cross Third and Fourth Streets at Orange or use the bike path near the golf 
course?  There is no need to cross at B when we already have these safe alternatives 
already in place. 

 
Answer:  There are temporary signs directing pedestrians to use Orange Avenue to cross 
Third and Fourth at A, B, and C Avenues.  This signage, however, does not address 
bicycles and such a restriction would need to be explored  Also, cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians, including students, often do not choose to drive, bike, or walk out of their 
way to cross a street, even if there is a safer alternative. 

 
25. It seems each action has some consequence.  Why are these proposed lights, etc., better 

than the current situation? 
 

Answer:  The proposed recommended improvements would reduce the speed of the 
traffic and improve north-south access across both Third and Fourth Streets. 

 
26. Fourth and B does not have the highest rate of accidents (per Fehr &Peers), so why is this 

intersection always pointed out as the one in need of a light? 
 

Answer:  The goal of the study was to analyze potential improvements to help reduce 
vehicle speeds, improve mobility and safety, and reduce congestion.  A traffic signal at B 
helps accomplish these goals.  Also, B Avenue is a designated “collector” street, which 
means it is intended to carry a heavier volume of traffic than the surrounding local streets.  
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27. Why not put an all-way stop at Fourth and Orange?  If it causes cars to proceed down 

Fifth and Sixth, why is that not OK?  Aren’t all streets to be used? 
 

Answer: There is too much traffic volume on Fourth Street for a four-way stop to work 
effectively.  Regarding the diversion of traffic onto Fifth and Sixth Streets, it is the stated 
policy of the City that traffic should be confined to the major and minor arteries, collector 
roads, and local streets in that order of precedence.   

 
29. What assurances can you give that pouring traffic on to the lettered streets won’t ruin the 

character of living in the Coronado Village? 
 

Answer:  The consultant’s analysis indicates that there would be lower speeds in the 
corridor and a slight improvement in the level of service of the traffic lights at 
Third/Fourth and Orange.  Any project that is derived from the Third and Fourth Streets 
Study is subject to CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) review.  This review 
will evaluate what potential impacts the project may have on the environment. 
 

30. Why not install speed bumps/flashing lights at C, B, A and Third and Fourth? 
 

Answer:  Speed bumps and flashing signals do not provide regulatory control of the 
intersection like a traffic signal.  With the speed and volume of traffic, a signal is 
recommended to improve the crossing and provide controlled access across the couplet 
for all modes of transportation.   

 
31. Will there be a traffic study done for the diverted commuter traffic impact if it is diverted 

off the Third and Fourth Streets corridor?   
 

Answer:  The extent that traffic would be diverted onto other streets was assessed, at least 
conceptually, in the study.  If the traffic signals are advanced, possible diversion onto 
other streets would be further evaluated in the preliminary engineering and the 
environmental review. 

 
32. How about a no right turn on A for south/eastbound Fourth Street traffic 2-5 pm? 
 

Answer:  The study did not analyze a right-turn prohibition onto A; it would have to be 
investigated. 

 
33. There is no separation between traffic and pedestrians on Third or Fourth from Pomona 

on toward the bridge.  Issue:  Cars routinely have ridden up on the sidewalk and this 
places homeowners and pedestrians at risk.  Are there any plans that resolve that risk in 
the traffic study? 

 
Answer: The traffic study did not address this specific issue.   
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34. Can we start with conservative methods to calm traffic before signal lights?  What about 
pedestrian crossings between alleys and streets? 

 
Answer:  Non-signalized mid-block crossings do not offer the regulatory control that is 
recommended for the speed and volume of traffic.  See question #30 above. 

 
35. How long will it take to implement the traffic lights – is there an interim solution? 
 

Answer:  The study was undertaken to identify potential projects that may be 
implemented to meet the stated goals:  to reduce vehicle speeds, improve safety and 
mobility, and relieve congestion.  If any project(s) are approved, they would first go 
through preliminary engineering and an environmental review.  An initial study would 
identify any significant impacts the project would have on the environment.  Depending 
on the type of environmental document required, the length of time required to have the 
traffic signal designed and installed would take somewhere between 1-2 years. 

 
37. When will the CEQA report be published?  Loss of property value.  Increase in light, 

noise, and air pollution. 
 

Answer:  Should any project be identified from the study for implementation, it will be 
subject to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. 
 

38. Why are we moving a study ahead when community input did not support lights as 
written in the study? 

 
Answer:  The study was conducted by a professional traffic engineering firm with 
recommendations based on their technical analysis and experience.  Community input 
was solicited to gather the degree of support for conceptual improvements that could be 
implemented to improve the traffic conditions along the corridor.  The various surveys 
conducted before and during the study showed that, depending on their location, traffic 
signals are supported by the residents of the Third and Fourth Streets corridor on either 
side of Orange Avenue to varying degrees. 

 
39. If a decision was made today using common sense and logic, what would you decide if 

you were able to consider pending plans side-by-side with the original report done when 
the bridge was built?  It should be considered. 

 
Answer:  Circumstances have changed since the bridge was built.  In particular, the 
volume of the traffic that enters and leaves Coronado via the bridge has increased 
substantially.  In 1973, an average of 33,000 vehicles entered and left the City via the 
bridge on a daily basis.  By 2013, this number had grown to 73,500 per day.  Also, the 
results of previous studies of Third and Fourth Streets were provided to the consultant for 
consideration in preparing the study. 

 
40. Caltrans is too slow and does not respond to residents in a timely fashion.  City should 

take control of Third and Fourth between A Avenue and Alameda Boulevard. 
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Answer: The possibility of Caltrans relinquishing Third and Fourth Streets to Coronado 
was not part of the study.  Caltrans was briefed during the course of the study.  They 
indicated that preliminary engineering studies need to be prepared for the recommended 
improvements before they can offer an opinion on their acceptability.  As noted above, 
additional engineering is required to obtain Caltrans’ feedback.  Performing this 
additional engineering is being recommended to the City Council by the Transportation 
Commission.  Regardless of ownership, proper roadway design is regulated by a set of 
traffic engineering standards which should be adhered to. 

 
42. Have you reached out to moms’ groups, Coronado Moms FB page?  Good readership 

input. 
 

Answer:  The Transportation Commission has reached out to several community 
organization, but not explicitly to the Coronado Moms FB page.  

 
44. Does the Coronado Police Department need additional funds to improve police presence 

and ticketing on Third and Fourth Streets? 
 

Answer:  The City Council has directed the Police Department to step up enforcement on 
Third and Fourth Streets, including the use of overtime as needed. 

 
45. Will an Environmental Impact Report be required? 
 

Answer:  Any project(s) identified in the study for implementation will be subject to 
CEQA review.  An initial study will determine the level of environmental analysis 
needed based on the size and scope of the project. 

 
46. What legal machinery exists to compel Caltrans to consider community input re:  public 

safety? 
 

Answer:  In regard to speed limits, Caltrans has established procedures and guidelines for 
performing and interpreting the results of the speed surveys that are used to set speed 
limits.  These procedures govern how speed limits are set.  The procedures require 
Caltrans to consider community input before issuing their final report.  Ultimately, a 
Caltrans traffic engineer will have to sign off on any traffic control device or speed limit 
based on sound engineering practices and established guidelines.   

 
48. What will happen to this plan if it doesn’t get approval from Caltrans? 
 

Answer:  Any proposed project within Caltrans’ jurisdiction is subject to their approval.  
Should Caltrans reject the project, the project can be modified to something that is 
acceptable, the City could elect to table the project, or the City could seek control of the 
state highway by the relinquishment process. 
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REPORT TO THE CORONADO TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
REGARDING THE THIRD AND FOURTH STREETS TRAFFIC CALMING STUDY 

(includes pro and con analysis) 
 
 
 

Note:  Anticipated daily traffic projects contained in the Report to the Coronado Transportation 
Commission regarding the Third and Fourth Streets Traffic Calming Study are “rule-of-thumb” 
projections based on anticipated peak hour traffic and are assumed to be the worst case scenario.  
More accurate traffic projections would be developed in the preliminary engineering phase if the 
City Council elects to move forward with a project based on the recommendations contained 
within the Study. 
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REPORT TO THE CORONADO TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION REGARDING 

THE THIRD AND FOURTH STREETS TRAFFIC STUDY 

 

ISSUE:  Whether to receive the report and provide direction to staff.  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Receive the report and provide direction to staff regarding any 
additional study or public outreach including neighborhood and/or community service 
organizations meetings.  Bring report back to the Transportation Commission for consideration 
once any additional study or public outreach has been completed.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  There is no fiscal impact in receiving the report.  Fehr and Peers was 
contracted to perform the study with a contract amount of $50,000.  These funds have been 
exhausted except for a small amount of money retained for the final presentation to the City 
Council.  The cost to advance this conceptual plan to the preliminary engineering phase is 
approximately $130,000 (environmental reviews).  If fully engineered and constructed the 
estimated cost of the Consultant’s recommendation is $3.32 million dollars. 
 
CEQA:  An analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act will be required once the 
scope of the improvements is determined. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  Parties who have provided their email addresses at previous workshops or 
have submitted comments were notified of the meeting. 

 

BACKGROUND:  Based on a request from the Transportation Commission (CTC), City Council 
authorized staff to retain a consultant to perform a study of the Third and Fourth Street corridor 
and make recommendations on improvements that could help reduce vehicle speeds to the posted 
25 miles per hour, improve mobility and safety, and reduce congestion.  Engineering staff issued 
a “Request for Proposals” and awarded a contract to Fehr and Peers to perform the study.  Fehr 
and Peers conducted two public workshops and two on-line surveys to gauge the community’s 
concerns regarding corridor traffic and reactions to potential solutions.  Three alternative 
conceptual plans were developed:  (1) Alternative with a traffic signal focus; (2) alternative with 
a traffic calming focus; and (3) alternative with a pedestrian/active transportation focus.  After 
analyzing each of the alternatives, gauging their effectiveness in dealing with auto performance, 
pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation, safety enhancement and quality of life measures, 
Fehr and Peers developed a recommendation consisting of 26 elements to be considered for 
advancement – from the conceptual plan to preliminary engineering.  This preliminary engineering 
phase would start to look at design criteria such as warrants, drainage, alignments, etc.  
 
ANALYSIS:  Fehr and Peers provided a recommendation for a conceptual corridor system that 
would provide a comprehensive approach to calming traffic, improving mobility and enhancing 
safety.  Each element in the system augments other elements.  Although the study looked at the 
corridor and the conceptual improvements as a system, each element can be looked at individually; 
however, in doing so, the synergy of the elements working together systematically is lost. 
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The following analysis looks at each element proposed in the study; identifies the “pros” and 
“cons” associated with each improvement at the proposed location and identifies if that particular 
improvement can work independently or should be considered in association with other elements. 
 
1.  Traffic Signal at Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard 
 

Pros Cons 

• Provides breaks in Fourth Street traffic 
which would aid north/south crossings 

• Provides protected north/south crossing at 
Alameda Boulevard 

• Provides protected pedestrian crossings 
across both Fourth Street and Alameda 
Boulevard 

• If combined and sequenced with other 
downstream signals, signal progression 
could be set to move vehicle platoons at 25 
mph  

• Alameda Boulevard is classified as a 
Minor Arterial  

• May receive neighborhood opposition 

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• May cause additional delay on NASNI  

• Was previously rejected by City Council 

 
The traffic signal proposed at Fourth and Alameda could be installed independently of other 
improvements; however, the traffic calming effects of a 25 mph progression would not be as 
realized. 
 
2. Raised crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at Fourth Street and I 

Avenue with bulb-out curb extensions 
 

Pros Cons 

• Improves pedestrian visibility 

• Designed for 25 mph speed 

• Narrows roadway and distance pedestrians 
must cross 

• Creates additional noise 

• Design must consider drainage 

• May lose on-street parking spaces 

• Not well received by motorists with low 
profile vehicles 

 
The raised crosswalk and RRFB on Fourth Street at I Avenue should be used in conjunction with 
the raised crosswalk proposed at Third Street and I Avenue to improve pedestrian crossing of the 
SR-282 couplet. 
 
3. Raised crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at Fourth Street and H 

Avenue with bulb-out curb extensions 
 

Pros Cons 

• Improves pedestrian visibility 

• Designed for 25 mph speed 

• Creates additional noise 

• Design must consider drainage 
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• Narrows roadway and distance pedestrians 
must cross 

• May lose on-street parking spaces 

• Not well received by motorists with low 
profile vehicles 

 
The raised crosswalk at this location should be considered in association with the proposed traffic 
signal at Third Street and H Avenue and intersection modifications on Palm Avenue at Third 
Street. 
 
4. Removal of the marked crosswalk at Fourth Street at G Avenue 

 

Pros Cons 

• Shifts pedestrians to H Avenue where 
signal is proposed at Third Street. 

• Pedestrians may not walk a block out of 
their way to go to the raised crosswalk at H 
Avenue  

 

Removal of the marked crosswalk should be done in conjunction with the traffic signal at Third 
and H and raised crosswalk at Fourth Street and H Avenue. 
 
5. Intersection modifications to Palm/G Avenues and Fourth Street 

 

Pros Cons 

• Creates a standard four leg intersection 
with standard 90 degree angles 

• Reduces/eliminates pedestrian crossing 
distance of Palm Avenue 

• Provides additional opportunity for 
landscaping 

• Lessens vehicle exposure to the adjacent 
park 

• Reduces turning speeds onto/off of Palm 
Avenue 

• Prevents access across Fourth Street from 
Palm Avenue in both directions 

• Design alters access to some private 
residences 

 
The intersection modifications to Palm/G Avenue could be considered independently. 
 
6. Traffic Signal at Fourth Street and F Avenue 

 

Pros Cons 

• Provides breaks in Fourth Street traffic 
which would aid north/south crossings 

• Provides protected north/south crossing at 
F Avenue 

• Provides protected pedestrian crossings 
across both Fourth Street and F Avenue, a 
designated school crossing 

• May receive neighborhood opposition 

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• F Avenue is classified as a local street 
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• If combined and sequenced with other 
downstream signals, signal progression 
could be set to move platoons of vehicles 
at 25 mph  

 

The traffic signal proposed at Fourth Street and F Avenue should be considered in combination 
with the signal proposed at Third Street and F Avenue to provide a controlled pedestrian crossing 
of the SR-282 couplet. F Avenue north of Sixth Street is a designated pedestrian route to and from 
the school campus. When combined with other signals proposed, this signal could help with the 
progression of platoons of vehicles at a 25 mph speed. 
 
7. “Keep Clear” pavement markings at Fourth Street and D Avenue 

 

Pros Cons 

• Reminds motorists to keep the intersection 
clear 

• Provides better north/south access during 
most congested periods 

• Considered by some as unsightly and 
unnecessary 

 

The “Keep Clear” pavement marking can be done independently of any other improvements. 
 
8. Curb extension/bulb-outs at Fourth Street and C Avenue 
 

Pros Cons 

• Improves visibility of the pedestrian 

• Shortens the distance pedestrian must cross 
while exposed to traffic 

• Narrows the roadway which can slow 
traffic 

• May eliminate on-street parking 

• Design must consider drainage 
 

 
The curb extension /bulb-out can be considered independently. 
 
9. Traffic Signal at Fourth Street and B Avenue 
 

Pros Cons 

• Provides breaks in Fourth Street traffic 
which would aid north/south crossings 

• Provides protected north/south crossing at 
B Avenue 

• Provides protected pedestrian crossings 
across both Fourth Street and B Avenue 

• If combined and sequenced with other 
downstream signals, signal progression 
could be set to move platoons at 25 mph  

• B Avenue is classified as a Collector Street 

• Strong neighborhood opposition  

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• May increase traffic on B Avenue 
(projected at 1350 vehicles per day +/- 
between Third and Fourth Streets, 350+/- 
vehicles north of Third and 1000 vehicles 
+/- south of Fourth Streets ) 
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A traffic signal on B Avenue at Fourth Street should be considered in combination with a traffic 
signal at B Avenue and Third Street to complete a protected crossing of the SR-75 couplet. 
 
10. Curb extension/bulb-outs at Fourth Street and A Avenue 
 

Pros Cons 

• Improves visibility of the pedestrian 

• Shortens the distance pedestrian must cross 
while exposed to traffic 

• Narrows the roadway which can slow 
traffic 

• May eliminate on-street parking 

• Design must consider drainage 
 

 
The curb extension /bulb-out on A Avenue at Fourth Street can be considered independently. 
 
11. Speed Table on Fourth Street between A and Pomona Avenues 
 

Pros Cons 

• Designed for 25 mph speed • Creates additional noise 

• Not well received by motorists with low 
profile vehicles 

 
The speed table can be considered independently. 
 
12. Curb extension/Bulb-outs with refuge island on Pomona Avenue at Fourth Street 
 

Pros Cons 

• Improves visibility of the pedestrian 

• Shortens the distance pedestrian must cross 
while exposed to traffic 

• Narrows the roadway which can slow 
traffic 

• Reduces turning speed from Fourth Street 
onto Pomona Avenue 

• Provides a pedestrian refuge 

• May eliminate on-street parking 

• Design must consider drainage 
 

  
The curb extension/bulb out on Pomona Avenue at Fourth Street can be considered independently. 
 
13. Traffic Signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard with partial cul-de-sac 

 

Pros Cons 

• Provides bridge access to the northeast 
quadrant of the City including Tidelands 
Park, Marriott Hotel and the Coronado 
Hospital 

• May cause increased traffic on Second 
Street and Glorietta Boulevard (projected 
at 1450 vehicles per day +/- on Second 
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•  Signal timing could be adjusted for 
weekend volumes 

• Glorietta Boulevard is classified as a 
Collector Street 

Street and 1600 vehicles per day +/- on 
Glorietta Blvd.)   

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• May have neighborhood opposition 

• Affects access to private property 

 
A traffic signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard can be considered independently. 
 
14. Roundabout at Third Street and Glorietta Boulevard 
 

Pros Cons 

• Controls traffic speeds along Glorietta 
Boulevard with stopping all vehicles 

• Somewhat removed from the corridor 

 
The roundabout may improve traffic flow along Glorietta Boulevard if used in conjunction with 
the traffic signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard. 
 
15. Speed Table on Pomona Avenue between Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard at the split. 
 

Pros Cons 

• Designed for 25 mph speed • Creates additional noise 

• Not well received by motorists with low 
profile vehicles 

 
The speed table can be considered independently 
 
16. Speed Table on Fourth Street between A and Pomona Avenues 
 

Pros Cons 

• Designed for 25 mph speed • Creates additional noise 

• Not well received by motorists with low 
profile vehicles 

 
The speed table can be considered independently 
 
17. Intersection modifications to Glorietta Place at Pomona Avenue 
 

Pros Cons 

• Shortens the distance pedestrian must cross 
Glorietta Place while exposed to traffic 

• Narrows the roadway which can slow 
traffic 

• Alters driveway access to three properties 
placing them onto the heavily traveled state 
highway 
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• Reduces turning speed from Pomona 
Avenue onto Glorietta Place 

 
The modifications to Glorietta Place can be considered independently 
 
18. Modifications to A Avenue at Pomona Avenue (prevents left turns from Pomona) 
 

Pros Cons 

• Eliminates the fast turning movement from 
Pomona Avenue to A Avenue 

• Eliminates queueing from Fourth Street 
back to Pomona Avenue 

• Motorist will likely take B Avenue as an 
alternative; increasing volumes on B 
between Third and Fourth Streets 

 
The modifications to A Avenue should be considered along with the traffic signals at Third and 
Fourth Streets at B Avenue. 
 
19. Intersection modifications (closing off Third Street) at Pomona (SR-75) 
 

Pros Cons 

• Eliminates the unorthodox maneuver of 
making a left turn onto B Avenue from 
Third Street (City controlled section) 

• Eliminates lane conflicts with the motorists 
crossing Third Street (SR-75) at B Avenue 

• Eliminates entering the state highway with 
poor visibility due to the acute angle of 
intersection from the City controlled 
section of Third Street 

• Increase traffic volumes on A Avenue and 
Glorietta Boulevard 

• Makes alley in the 200 Block between A & 
B Avenues one-way 

 
Modifications to the locally controlled portion of Third Street should be considered in association 
with the traffic signal at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard to provide the NW quadrant better 
access to the bridge. 
 
20. Traffic Signal at Third Street and B Avenue 
 

Pros Cons 

• Provides breaks in Fourth Street traffic 
which would aid north/south crossings 

• Provides protected north/south crossing at 
B Avenue 

• Provides protected pedestrian crossings 
across both Fourth Street and B Avenue 

• If combined and sequenced with other 
downstream signals, signal progression 
could be set to move platoons at 25 mph  

• Strong neighborhood opposition  

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• May increase traffic on B Avenue 
(350+/- vehicles north of Third) 
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• B Avenue is classified as a Collector Street 

 
A traffic signal on B Avenue at Third Street should be considered in combination with a traffic 
signal at B Avenue and Fourth Street to complete a protected crossing of the SR-75 couplet. 
 
21. “Keep Clear” pavement markings at Third Street and C Avenue 

 

Pros Cons 

• Reminds motorists to keep the intersection 
clear 

• Provides better north/south access during 
most congested periods 

• Considered by some as unsightly 

 

The “Keep Clear” pavement marking can be done independent of any other improvements; in fact, 
Caltrans has a work order to install the marking in the near future. 
 
22. Speed table on Third Street between D and E Avenues 
 

Pros Cons 

• Designed for 25 mph speed • Creates additional noise 

• Not well received by motorists with low 
profile vehicles 

 
The speed tables can be considered independently. 
 
23. Traffic Signal on Third Street at F Avenue 

 

Pros Cons 

• Provides breaks in Third Street traffic 
which would aid north/south crossings 

• Provides protected north/south crossing at 
F Avenue 

• Provides protected pedestrian crossings 
across both Third Street and F Avenue a 
designated school crossing 

• If combined and sequenced with other 
downstream signals, signal progression 
could be set to move platoons at 25 mph  

• May receive neighborhood opposition 

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• May increase traffic on F Avenue 
(projected at 150 vehicles per day +/-) 

• F Avenue is classified as a local street 

 
The traffic signal proposed at Third Street and F Avenue should be considered in combination with 
the signal proposed at Fourth Street and F Avenue to facilitate the crossing of the SR-282 couplet.  
When combined with other signals proposed, this signal could help with the progression of 
platoons at a 25 mph speed. 
 
24. Traffic Signal at H Avenue on Third Street 
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Pros Cons 

• Provides breaks in Third Street traffic 
which would aid north/south crossings 

• Provides protected north/south crossing at 
H Avenue 

• Provides protected pedestrian crossings 
across both Third Street and H Avenue, a 
frequent school crossing 

• If combined and sequenced with other 
downstream signals, signal progression 
could be set to move platoons at 25 mph  

• H Avenue is classified as a Collector Street 

• May receive neighborhood opposition 

• Some consider signals unsightly and too 
“urbanistic” for Coronado’s small town 
atmosphere 

• May increase traffic on H Avenue 
(projected at 150 vehicles per day +/-) 

 
The signal proposed at Third Street and H should be considered with the intersection modifications 
at Palm Avenue and Third Street; this is needed to for proper signal operation. 
 
25. Intersection Modification on Palm Avenue at Third Street 

 

Pros Cons 

• Creates a standard four legged intersection 
at 90 degree angles 

• Reduces/eliminates pedestrian crossing 
distance of Palm Avenue 

• Provides additional opportunity for 
landscaping 

• Lessens vehicle exposure to the adjacent 
park 

• Reduces turning speeds onto/off of Palm 
Avenue 

• Possible increase of on-street parking 

• Prevents access across Fourth Street from 
Palm Avenue 

• Design alters access to some private 
residences 

 
The modifications to Palm Avenue at Third Street can be considered independently; however, 
would be required if the signal at Third and H is advanced. 
 
26. Raised crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at Third and I with bulb-

out curb extensions 
 

Pros Cons 

• Improves pedestrian visibility 

• Designed for 25 mph speed 

• Narrows roadway and distance pedestrians 
must cross 

• Creates additional noise 

• Design must consider drainage 

• May lose on-street parking spaces 
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The raised crosswalk and RRFB should be used in conjunction with the raised crosswalk proposed 
at Fourth Street and I Avenue to improve pedestrian crossing of the SR-282 couplet. 
 
Conclusion:  The Fehr and Peers study developed conceptual plans to address vehicle speeds, 
improve mobility and safety, and reduce congestion.  Staff concurs that the consultant’s 
recommended concept plan would achieve those goals.  However, the conceptual plan also 
implements new traffic control and calming measures that will change traffic patterns along the 
corridor that will be seen as a benefit or burden depending on the neighborhood.   
 
As this is only a conceptual plan additional engineering would be necessary to advance any of the 
elements to the preliminary engineering phase.  Caltrans has reviewed the conceptual plans and 
has commented that many of the recommended elements require additional study and possible 
design exceptions.  These additional studies would be part of the preliminary engineering phase.  
Currently, Caltrans has not made a determination if any of the elements would be allowed or 
disallowed on the state highway; they require more specific design information to make that 
determination. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: A) Recommended Traffic Calming Plan Strip Map  
 
 

Submitted by Engineering & Project Development/Walton 
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO FILL ONE VACANCY ON THE STREET 
TREE COMMITTEE 

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint an individual to serve a three-year term to expire October 31, 
2018. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:   The Government Code provides that the Mayor is responsible 
for appointments to most commissions or committees, with the approval of the City Council. 
Appointment to a vacancy on a City commission, 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:  This vacancy was advertised 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:  City of Coronado Administrative Procedure #204 and Council policy limits the 
time an individual may serve on a board or commission to a maximum of two terms or eight years, 
whichever is less.  City Council Policy #23 sets forth the process for reappointing an eligible 
incumbent on a City board, commission or committee. 

Committee member Caroleen Williams has served on the committee for two full terms, and is not 
eligible for reappointment.   

The following individual has submitted an application for the City Council’s consideration: 

Steven Kim Moreno 

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

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment:  Application 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO FILL TWO VACANCIES ON THE PARKS 
AND RECREATION COMMISSION  

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint two individuals from the list below to serve out the 
remainder of the two current terms, both of which expire January 31, 2017. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

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

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

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

ANALYSIS:  Commissioner Jeff Alison III resigned his position in September 2015.  There are 
one and one-half years remaining in his term.  Dr. Suzanne Popp, who was appointed on August 
18, 2015, to fill the remaining one and one-half years of Scott Chasin’s first term, has decided not 
to accept the position.  In her email to the City Council, she stated her belief that there are 
conflicts of interest which preclude her from serving. 

The following individuals had submitted an application for the Council’s consideration when Mr. 
Chasin’s seat was available.  They have indicated their continued interest in serving on this 
commission. 

Norman C. Funk 
Grace C. Lowenberg 
Akshay Sateesh 

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 email dated September 15, 2015 

2. Grace Lowenberg application
3. Akshay Sateesh application

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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RECEIVE 2015 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN AND CONSIDER FORMALIZING THE 
CITY’S STRATEGY AND CRITERIA FOR A FACILITIES REPLACEMENT FUND  

ISSUE: The City recently received the consultant (GHD) prepared, final 2015 Asset 
Management Plan. The plan was assembled over a one-year period, working closely with City 
Staff.  This report analyzes the City’s plant property for current condition and business risk 
exposure; effectiveness of operations and maintenance (O&M) efforts; and projects future costs 
to rehabilitate, recapitalize and modernize these assets over the next 70 years.  From this data and 
analysis, recommendations can be made to adjust annual O&M efforts to ensure City 
infrastructure fulfills its planned service life; and the annual commitment of funds to a sinking 
fund necessary to ensure planned component replacements, and ultimately, asset 
replacement/modernization, can be accomplished from a positive cash position.   

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
1) Receive 2015 Asset Management Plan,
2) Affirm the City Council’s December 6, 2011 direction that $8.6 million of future

Community Development Agency (CDA) Loan Repayments be allocated to the Facilities
Replacement/Refurbishment Fund 136,

3) Confirm Fund 136 will remain a perpetual component of the City’s annual budget,
4) Direct staff to develop an index based formula for annual General Fund contributions to

the Facilities Replacement Fund, and
5) Direct staff to develop and present specific criteria for expensing funds from the

Facilities Replacement Fund.

FISCAL IMPACT:  In 2011, the City Council first took up the issue of funding for the future 
replacement of its facilities.   On December 6, 2011, the City Council directed that the first $8.6 
million of loan repayments from the CDA be placed in the Facilities Replacement/Refurbishment 
Fund 136.    The $8.6 million was equal to 10% of the plant replacement value at that time.  In 
FY 2015-16, the City is receiving its first loan repayments from the Successor Agency to the 
former Community Development Agency that can fulfill the prior direction.  $5.8 million of 
unspent CDA Loan Proceeds has been released from dispute with the State Department of 
Finance.  These funds can now be assigned to Fund 136.   In addition to the $5.8 million, the 
City is expecting to receive $3.3 million of loan repayments in FY 2015-16 which can also be 
assigned to Fund 136.  The City Council could choose to assign only the $8.6 million that was 
originally contemplated or it could assign the full $9.1 million available.   

The present value, based on projected replacement costs, of the City’s General Fund 
infrastructure (facilities, roads) is $ 74,366,000 for facilities and $288,091,000 for roads.  The 
recommended annual operational expenditure (OpEx), above the current operations and 
maintenance (O&M) spend, to operate and maintain these assets to a level sufficient to achieve 
their full service life is $283,000/year over the next 60 years for facilities.  The targeted amount 
of set-aside funds needed to fund capital expenditures (CapEx), including major component 
replacements, recapitalization and/or modernization and ultimate replacement is $1,355,000/year 
for facilities over the next 60 years.  Barring damage from unforeseen events (fire, major 
accidents, vandalism, acts of God), the disciplined set aside of the recommended OpEx and 
CapEx funding will ensure the City is in a positive cash position to meet facility requirements. 
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The GHD report recommends $6,915,000 per year be set aside for road rehabilitation and 
replacement over the next 30 years.  The staff disagrees with this recommendation for the 
following reasons: GHD’s report indicates that 88% of Coronado’s roads have a condition index 
of new or excellent (rating 1 or 2) and 93% of Coronado’s roads have a business risk exposure 
(BRE) of 10 or less, which is a low risk.  All the roads that fall outside these highly favorable 
ratings are alleys.  No roads in Coronado are new; these excellent ratings are a result of the 
current street maintenance and rehabilitation program the City has implemented over the past 
three decades.  It is logical to conclude that continuing the current programs will maintain the 
above average condition of the City’s pavement infrastructure.  However, some complete road 
reconstruction will still be required (Pomona Avenue is next major road reconstruction planned). 
Set-aside funds beyond external funding sources are necessary if the City desires to rehabilitate 
all roads from a positive cash position and is willing to commit General Funds to roads.   
 
The City currently has three available funding sources which provide between $1.1 million and 
$1.4 million annually to offset General Fund support of its road infrastructure operations and 
capital improvements: Highway User Tax Account (HUTA) I and II  funding of approximately 
$600,000 - $700,000 per year, and San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) TransNet 
funding of approximately $600,000 - $700,000 per year; and one fixed revenue source: the 
Bridge Toll revenue account, which has approximately $6.4 million remaining.   
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: This is an administrative action, which does not implicate 
any fundamental vested right.  In such decision, a reviewing court will examine the 
administrative record to determine whether the City Council complied with any required 
procedures and whether the decision is supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: No public notice is required. 
 
BACKGROUND:   In 2011, the City Council approved a Facilities Replacement Fund Policy 
based on a rudimentary, in-house, Facilities Replacement Study.  The FY 2013-14 and 2014-15 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) budgets included appropriations of $100,000 and $50,000, 
respectively, to contract for the development of an expert Asset Management assessment, 
analysis and recommendations.  On June 3, 2014, the City Council approved the award of this 
contract to GHD.  Their objective was to establish a comprehensive asset management baseline 
for the City.   
 
The City built a majority of its major facility inventory (Police Station, Public Services Facilities, 
Community Center, City Hall, Library expansion) between 1996 and 2005 using one-time 
available redevelopment funds.  The City enjoys the relative “newness” of these facilities today, 
but stands to be in the precarious position of these facilities aging on a parallel path which will 
present the City with multiple, large financial commitments for major component replacement, 
and ultimately, building recapitalization, coincident with each other. 
  
ANALYSIS: Following are the key points taken from GHD’s analysis: 
 

1. Generally, the City’s assets are in very good condition.  The relative low age of most of 
the City’s facilities is a positive.  Fleet assets are well maintained and replaced on a 
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schedule that avoids costly, major repairs and minimizes non-availability for operational 
support.  Roads are maintained well above the average for cities in the State of 
California. The assets associated with the City’s parks and beaches are in average 
condition.  Many of the items, (e.g., fences, gates, playground equipment, signage, 
railings, drinking fountains, bike racks) are high usage items with constant exposure to a 
corrosive near shore environment. The wastewater and storm drain systems are both fully 
functional and compliant with regulatory requirements; however, major repairs and 
maintenance activities are required. 

 
2. There is a need for improved data collection, consistency in the manner in which data is 

recorded and analyzed, and a consolidated City-wide data storage system. 
 

3. Of the City’s 469 building systems, 388 are rated as New/Excellent or Good (Valued at 
$63,187,000), 36 building systems are rated as Satisfactory (Valued at $331,000), and 45 
are rated as Unsatisfactory/Poor (Valued at $647,000).  A few facilities (Senior Activity 
Center, Public Restrooms [Central Beach, Spreckels Park], and both Fire Stations) are at, 
or exceed, fifty percent consumption, of which, the Senior Activity Center and both 
restrooms have replacement projects currently under design.   
 

4. Facilities are managed in a reactive manner.  The City’s facilities efforts (in-house 
workforce and contract actions) have focused on deficiency response over the past 5-10 
years.  A majority of the City’s primary facility assets are less than 15 years old; 
therefore, the lack of proactive maintenance has not yet been problematic.  As newer 
constructed facilities age beyond their initial commissioning phase, a greater commitment 
of resources (time and funds) should be made to long-term sustainment actions.  The lack 
of a fully integrated asset and work management software system is a significant shortfall 
for the Public Services and Engineering Department.  Routine facility sustainment 
activities (e.g., interior/exterior painting, carpet replacement, relamping, termite 
inspection/eradication, corrosion control, roof inspections and rehabilitations, minor and 
intermediate dynamic equipment component replacement) should be pre-scheduled and 
budgeted.  It is anticipated that significant facility maintenance and repair activities on 
the following assets will be required in the next five years: pool area stadium lighting; 
cooling generating systems at City Hall, Community Center, and Library; Vernetti 
Stadium roofing and fixtures; CNG fuel system; exterior doors, roll up doors, and vehicle 
access gate at the Police Department; and multiple building systems at both Fire Stations.   
The recommended increase in the annual facilities budget of $283,000 would go to 
support these types of maintenance activities. 
 

5. Streets and sidewalks are well managed.  Current annual preventive maintenance, 
pavement rehabilitation and resurfacing, sidewalk repairs and upgrades, are keeping City 
streets in a condition well in advance of other municipalities.  The GHD report states that 
of Coronado’s 55 miles of roadway, only 2 miles are designated as poor condition, none 
are failing.  Of the 53 miles at satisfactory or higher, more than half are designated in 
new or excellent condition.  No roadways are designated as poor, and all in the 
satisfactory and unsatisfactory categories are alleys.  The City has a practice where 
conditions of alleys are accepted at lower service levels.  Typically, alley resurfacing, or 
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reconstruction, is deferred to align with underground utility replacement.  This helps to 
ensure new alley pavement structures will go undisturbed by utility repair cuts for the 
greatest length of time, and minimizes costs by only breaking through the pavement 
structure once in a cycle.  
 

6. More than half of assets in the City’s parks and beaches have a condition rating below 
satisfactory; however, this only represents 15% of the parks and beaches asset total value.  
This is generally due to the high usage these assets experience and the fact that they are 
always exposed to a corrosive near shore environment.  The business risk exposure for 
these assets is minimal.  The urban forest, approximately 9,000 trees, is well managed.  
The age spectrum of the urban forest trees follows a bell curve, as it should.  However, 
there are a disproportionate number of trees that will approach the end of their life cycle 
following year 2035. 
 

7. The City has nearly $10 million in Fleet assets, for which it spends approximately 
$350,000 per year for maintenance and repair.  The City’s vehicle replacement plan 
monitors vehicle performance and ensures sufficient funds in the Vehicle Replacement 
Fund of approximately $1 million per year which, on average, ensures the City’s rolling 
stock has a 10 year replacement rate.  Maintaining this discipline ensures vehicles have 
high levels of operational availability and avoids costly repairs. 
 

8. The GHD Asset Management study assessed the physical condition of the City’s 
wastewater and storm drain assets.  They did not analyze the operational functionality, 
which was done under separate contracts.  The general condition of the WW/SW assets 
are satisfactory.  There are near-term deficiencies in both systems that require further 
analysis and incorporation in the City’s capital improvements plan (CIP).  These will be 
further addressed by the staff as part of the specific master plans developed for these 
assets. 

 
Hard copies of the 2015 Asset Management Plan have been distributed to the City Council under 
separate cover.  Hard copies are available for review at the Library and in the City Clerk’s office. 
 
ALTERNATIVE: The City Council could choose to not provide direction to staff at this time. 
 
Submitted by Public Services and Engineering/Maurer  
Attachments: Link to: City of Coronado, 2015 Asset Management Plan  

Link to: Asset Management Plan Appendices  
 
 
N:\Staff Reports  
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RECEIVE REPORT AND PROVIDE DIRECTION IN RESPONSE TO THE REQUEST 
TO INSTALL LEFT TURN RESTRICTIONS ON A, B, AND C AVENUES, AND 
EXPAND THE HOURS FOR LEFT TURNS ONTO THE 300 BLOCK ALLEYS OF A, B, 
AND C AVENUES 

RECOMMENDATION: Receive the report and provide staff with direction as may be 
needed. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The fiscal impact will be determined based on direction received. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Providing direction to staff is a policy matter and an 
advisory action reflective of the Council’s legislative role.  Therefore a person that would 
challenge such a legislative action must prove that the decision was “arbitrary, capricious, 
entirely lacking in evidentiary support, or unlawfully or procedurally unfair” per the California 
court decision of Fullerton Joint Union High School District v. State Bd. of Education [(1982) 32 
Cal. 3d 779, 786]. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

BACKGROUND: On July 21, 2015, the City Council approved the placement, on a 
subsequent agenda, of Councilmember Bailey’s request to discuss instituting left turn restrictions 
onto A, B, and C Avenues.  Specifically, Councilmember Bailey requested the following actions 
for consideration: 

1. “Direct staff to report on restricting left turns from 3rd St onto the 300 blocks of A, B, and
C Ave from 5-9 a.m. and 2-6 p.m. on weekdays and direct staff to report observations of
the change in traffic patterns to the CTC and the City Council for further consideration
after 3 months.

2. Direct staff to report on restricting left turns from 3rd St onto the 300 block alleys of A, B,
and C Ave from 5-9 a.m. (current time is 5-8 a.m.) and afternoons from 2-6 p.m. (current
time is 2-5 p.m.) and, additionally

3. File a report with various map providers such as Google, TomTom, Apple, etc. listed on
gps.gov requesting traffic be navigated down the main thoroughfares instead of down
residential streets when popular destinations such as the Hotel Del, Coronado beach,
Silver Strand State Park, etc. are the final destinations.”

Councilmember Bailey’s request is attached as Attachment 1. 

ANALYSIS:  

1. Restricting Left turns from Third Street onto the 300 blocks of A, B, and C Avenues

At the November 2, 2004 General Municipal Election, Coronado voters passed Proposition M. 
Proposition M was a citizens’ ballot initiative requiring the City to remove the traffic semi-
diverters located at the intersections of A Avenue and Third Street, B Avenue and Third Street, 
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and C Avenue and Third Street.  Once passed, Proposition M may be amended or repealed only 
by a majority vote of the electors.  The language of the measure is attached as Attachment 2. 
 
As proposed, additional left turn restrictions from Third Street onto the 300 blocks of A, B, and 
C Avenues arguably amends the previously voter-approved Proposition M.  As a result, a 
separate ballot measure allowing for the additional left turn restrictions needs to be submitted to 
the voters prior to implementation.   
 
It is worth noting that the existing left turn restrictions for the morning hours from Third Street 
onto the 300 blocks of A, B, and C Avenues predated Proposition M and were originally adopted 
on May 15, 1979, by Resolution 5838 (Attachment 3).  It was then amended on July 1, 1986, by 
Resolution 6533 (Attachment 4) to reflect the current morning time restrictions of 5 a.m. to 8 
a.m.  
 
The next Municipal General Election is on November 8, 2016.  The latest regular meeting of the 
City Council to include a ballot measure for the November 2016 General Election is July 19, 
2016.  Should the City Council sponsor the ballot measure instituting the additional left turn 
restrictions as requested, it is a “project” as defined under CEQA.  As such, completion of the 
environmental review would be required prior to the measure being placed on the ballot.  
 
2. Restricting left turns from Third St onto the 300 block alleys of A, B, and C Ave 

from 5-9 a.m. (current time is 5-8 a.m.) and afternoons from 2-6 p.m. (current time 
is 3-6 p.m.) 

 
Resolution #8404 (Attachment 5) adopted on March 16, 2010, restricts left turns from SR-75 into 
the alleys between A and B Avenues, B and C Avenues, and C and Orange Avenues between the 
hours of 5 a.m. and 8 a.m. and between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m.  A review of the turn prohibitions 
reveals that turn restrictions in the morning hours are fairly consistent between the hours of 5 
a.m. and 8 a.m. with the exception of two left turns off of Glorietta Boulevard onto San Luis Rey 
and Jacinto/Cajon Place, which are restricted between the hours of 6 a.m. and 8 a.m.  In the 
afternoon, the turn prohibitions are not as consistent but typically range between the hours of 2 
p.m. to 6 p.m.; to be more uniform, it is recommended that the Council direct staff to initiate 
discussions with Caltrans and prepare a resolution for the City Council to consider changing the 
afternoon restriction from 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. to 2 p.m. to 6 p.m.  No changes in the morning 
restrictions are recommended.   
 
The Council request also suggested that staff file a report with various map providers such as 
Google, TomTom, Apple, etc. listed on gps.gov requesting traffic be navigated down the main 
thoroughfares instead of down residential streets when popular destinations such as the Hotel 
Del, Coronado beach, Silver Strand State Park, etc. are the final destinations 
 
Providing suggestions for preferred travel routes to Internet map providers has been an ongoing 
task for several City departments for several years.  The Police Department has submitted all 
existing turn restrictions in the Third and Fourth Street corridor to the appropriate GPS providers 
via contact with GPS.gov.  An employee, using his personal GPS unit, has verified that the GPS 
providers have responded (as of the date of this meeting).    
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Submitted by City Manager King/City Attorney Canlas/City Engineer Walton 
Attachment: 1. Councilmember Bailey’s request dated June 5, 2015 

2. Resolution No. 8011 Proposition M ballot language 
3. Resolution No. 5838 
4. Resolution No. 6533 

  5. Resolution No. 8404 
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CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FROM COUNCILMEMBER DOWNEY THAT CITY 
STAFF BE DIRECTED TO AGENDIZE A DISCUSSION THAT THE CITY EXPAND 
THE SUMMER SHUTTLE BUS SERVICE YEAR ROUND 

Please see attached request from Councilmember Downey. 
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