
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 20, 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 LEGAL COUNSEL –
ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Government Code section 54956.9(d)(2) 
One (1) Potential Case

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 
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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 October 6, 2015. 

4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:  None.

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

a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on
this Agenda.  (Pg 1)
Recommendation: Approve the reading by title and waive the reading in
full of all Ordinances on the agenda.

*b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency
Treasurer, are all Correct, Just, and Conform to the Approved Budget for FY
2015-2016.  (Pg 3)
Recommendation: Approve the Warrants as certified by the City/Agency
Treasurer.

*c. Adoption of a Resolution of the Successor Agency to the Community
Development Agency of the City of Coronado Approving the Long-Range
Property Management Plan Prepared Pursuant to California Health and Safety
Code Section 34191.5(b) and Acknowledgement of the Successor Agency’s
Desire to Continue the Hospital Lease Agreement and Acquisition as an
Enforceable Obligation.  (Pg 57)
Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the Successor Agency to the
Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado Approving the
Long-Range Property Management Plan prepared pursuant to California
Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(b)” and Acknowledgement of the
Successor Agency’s Desire to Continue the Hospital Lease Agreement and
Acquisition as an Enforceable Obligation.

d. Authorize the City Manager to Renew the Lease Agreement with Eric A. Dupree,
Doing Business as Dupree Law, APLC, for Office Space in the Glorietta Bay
Marina Building for an Additional Three Years.  (Pg 75)
Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to renew the Lease
Agreement with Eric A. Dupree, doing business as Dupree Law, APLC, for
office space in the Glorietta Bay Marina building for an Additional Three
Years.
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e. Authorize the City Manager to Execute Agreement Extensions for As-Needed 
Geotechnical Professional Services with Ninyo & Moore and Kleinfelder for a 
Period of One Year.  (Pg 89) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute agreement 
extensions with Ninyo & Moore and Kleinfelder for as-needed geotechnical 
professional services for a period of one year. 

 
f. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute Purchase Agreements for an 

Amount Not to Exceed $269,600 Through Cooperative Purchasing Programs for 
Two  Pickup Trucks; One Diesel Ride-Along Mower; and One Honda 
Motorcycle.   (Pg 107) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase 
agreements for an amount not to exceed $269,600 in order to replace two 
pickup trucks, one motorcycle, and one riding lawn mower which are 
programmed for replacement in the current FY 2015-16 Vehicle and 
Equipment Replacement (VER) Fund 135. 

 
g. Adoption of a Resolution to Designate a Blue Curb Parking Zone at 1216 Fourth 

Street.  (Pg 131) 
 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 

Coronado to Designate a Blue Curb Parking Zone in front of the Residence 
at 1216 Fourth Street” provided Caltrans also approves the installation. 

 
 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:  Adoption of a Resolution Approving a Two-Lot Tentative Parcel 

Map to Allow for Condominium Ownership of Four Residential Units for the 
Property Addressed as 532-538 Orange Avenue in the R-4/OACSP (Multiple 
Family Residential/Orange Avenue Corridor Specific Plan) Zone (PC 2015-14 J 
& K EQUITIES INC.).  (Pg 139) 
Planning Commission Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado Approving a Two-Lot Tentative Parcel Map 
to Allow for Condominium Ownership of Four Residential Units for the 
Property Legally Described as Lots 11 and 12, Block 108, Map 376 CBSI, 
Addressed as 532–538 Orange Avenue, Coronado, California.” 
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b. Public Hearing:  Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing the Filing of an
Application to the County of San Diego for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Community
Development Block Grant Funding for Centennial Park ADA Improvements.  (Pg
151) 
Recommendation:  Approve the project and adopt “A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado Authorizing the Filing of an Application to 
the County of San Diego for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Community Development 
Block Grant Funding for Centennial Park ADA Improvements.” 

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 163)

b. 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 167)
Recommendation:  Receive the report and provide staff with direction as
may be needed.

c. Receive the Interim Financial Report for Year Ending June 30, 2015; Approve
Transfers Totaling $440,200 from Various Operating Funds to the CalPERS
Pension Stabilization Trust Fund and Direct the Allocation of Excess Revenues
over Expenditures General Fund Balances to Specific Purposes; Approve the
Write-Off of the General Fund Line of Credit Loan to the Storm Drain Fund as of
June 30, 2015; and Consideration of Future Contributions for Storm Drain Fund
Activities.  (Pg 183)
Recommendation:  Receive interim financial report for the year ending June
30, 2015, and approve the following actions:  1) Approve the transfer of
$440,200 from multiple operating funds to the PARS Public Agencies Post-
Employment Benefits Trust; 2) Approve the General Fund write-off of June
30, 2015, Storm Drain Line of Credit Loan Balance, principal and interest
totaling $7,101,994; 3) Direct that all remaining line of credit proceeds in the
Storm Drain Loan Fund 165, previously set aside from the General Fund to
support Storm Drain activities, be applied, on an as needed basis, as a
contribution to the Storm Drain Enterprise; and 4) Confirm the commitment
of $5.85 million in unspent loan proceeds reinstated from the former
Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado for facilities
replacement in Fund 136.
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d. Approval of the Major Special Events Calendar for the Year 2016 and Adoption 
of a Resolution Approving Those Major Special Events in Excess of Eight 
Events.  (Pg 195) 

 Recommendation:  Approve six (6) traditional events; approve seven (7) non-
traditional, previously approved events; deny the request of KOZ Events to 
waive the alcohol prohibition and time frame restrictions for consumption of 
alcohol in Tidelands Park to hold a beer garden following the Valentine’s 
Day 10K; deny the request of the San Diego Padres for a bridge bicycle 
event, Pedal the Cause, on Sunday, November 6; and adopt “A Resolution of 
the City Council of the City of Coronado, California Approving those Major 
Special Events for Calendar Year 2016 in Excess of Eight Events.” 

 
e. Adoption of a Resolution Redesignating the Intersections of E and Flora Avenues 

at Isabella Avenue as Stop Controlled.  (Pg 233) 
 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 

Coronado designating the yield-controlled intersections of E Avenue and 
Flora Avenue at Isabella Avenue as stop controlled intersections.” 

 
f. Provide Direction to the City Manager on Whether to Continue Efforts toward 

Reestablishing the Library Coffee Cart Concession.  (Pg 245) 
 Recommendation:  Provide direction to the City Manager on whether to 

continue efforts toward reestablishing the Library Coffee Cart Concession. 
 

12. CITY ATTORNEY:  No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:  None. 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 

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

OUR WEBSITE AT 
www.coronado.ca.us 

 
 
 
 
Writings and documents regarding an agenda item on an open session meeting, received 
after official posting and distributed to the Council for consideration, will be made 
available for public viewing at the City Clerk’s Office at City Hall, 1825 Strand Way, 
during normal business hours.  Materials submitted for consideration should be forwarded 
to the City Clerk’s Office at cityclerk@coronado.ca.us.  
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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, October 6, 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: (5) Mike Woiwode; Bill Sandke; Casey Tanaka; Carrie Downey; 
Richard Bailey 

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:  None.

The meeting adjourned to Closed Session at 3:30 pm. 

The meeting reconvened at 3:39 pm.  Mayor Tanaka announced there was no reportable 
action. 
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Mayor Tanaka called the regular meeting to order at 4 p.m.    
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

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

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

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

 
2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.   Floyd Ross provided the 
invocation and Mayor Tanaka led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
3. MINUTES:   Approval of the minutes of the Regular Meeting of the City Council/the City 
Council Acting as the Successor Agency of September 15, 2015. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved to approve the minutes of the Regular Meeting 

of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor Agency of 
September 15, 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: Woiwode 
   ABSENT:  None 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   
 
 4a. Proclamation:  Coronado Lions Club White Cane Days.  Mayor Tanaka 
presented the proclamation to Councilmember Downey, Floyd Ross and members of the Coronado 
Lions Club.   
 
 4b. Proclamation:  Rideshare Month 2015.  Mayor Tanaka presented the 
proclamation to SANDAG iCommute Program representative Deborah Jones.   
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5j. 
 
Councilmember Bailey proposed the addition of Items 11c, 11e, 13a. 
 
Councilmember Downey commented on Item 11e.  The direction of $8.6 million of future 
development agency loan repayments being allocated to the facilities refurbishment/replacement 
fund means that we won our lawsuit against the Department of Finance and so all of the loans that 
the City had made to its former Community Development Agency are now being repaid to us.  The 
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City is using those funds in this new refurbishment fund for building replacement and 
refurbishment.    

Councilmember Woiwode requested the removal of Item 5d.  He commented on Item 5i.  He wants 
to be sure he has this correct.  The allocation of the $750,000 for the fire apparatus was already in 
the budget.  What is different is the additional funds outfitting it because we are going to use it as 
a second backup vehicle.   

City Manager Blair King responded that the purchase of this pumper has been programmed and is 
a part of our vehicle replacement program.  The only thing that is outside the norm is that we are 
keeping the vehicle that this vehicle is replacing in reserve.  Normally we would be trading it in 
and transferring the equipment from one to the other.  Because of reliability issues dealing with 
the quint, staff wants to keep this vehicle in reserve and is asking for another $150,000 to fully 
outfit it.  We then would have two fully outfitted pieces of equipment in reserve along with the 
front line vehicles.   

Susan Keith commented on Item 5j by saying that this is a historic structure in town and it has 
never been designated by the City but it is something that the HRC has wanted to bring forth to 
the Council to have designated.  She asked if anyone from the HRC is going to be involved with 
the repairs, construction, etc.  Is there anyone that knows about historic preservation who is going 
to be working on this structure? 

Mr. King responded by saying that staff was concerned that the public would respond to the high 
price to rehabilitate the ticket booth.  The reason why it is such a high price is because it has been 
spec’d out to be restored as historically accurate as we know it to be.  The intention is not to change 
the historic integrity of the building but to replace it as is.  It is in poor condition now. 

Mayor Tanaka invited Mr. Maurer to come forward to speak to this and repeated that the question 
is whether we have the expertise on staff to oversee a contractor with this reputed type of expertise. 

Cliff Maurer, Director of Public Services and Engineering, explained that San Diego Construction 
Company has been selected to do this work and has done very meticulous work for the City in the 
past.  This structure is not designated historic and, in fact, some of the features within the structure 
are not original.  The company is going to do its best to replace those to get those back to as close 
to original as possible.  For example, the cash register is not an appropriate cash register for the 
time.  The contractor has found one, should he be awarded the contract, that he will put in that is 
more representative of the time.  In addition, the current structure is termite ridden with a lot of 
termite damage and rot.  It needs to be reconstructed in place.  A lot of very meticulous artisan 
work will be done at that location.   

Mayor Tanaka added that there are still opportunities for the HRC to become involved. 

Ms. Keith would feel better if historic preservation is involved with this.  We don’t know anything 
about this company that has been chosen and either the Historical Association or the City’s own 
arm of historic preservation, the Historic Resource Commission, should be involved in this project. 
We have no idea what they are planning to replace.  Are they going to reconstruct the whole thing? 
Before the City Council approves this money, she thinks they ought to see the plan.   
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Councilmember Bailey commented that, with the Council’s support, he would like to change the 
recommendation on 5j to 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 and work with CHA and HRC to ensure that historic integrity is maintained.   
 
Mr. Woiwode is okay with that language as long as the contractor will accept it. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5j with the exclusion of 5d and the addition 
of 11c - Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the 
Street Tree Committee (Steven Kim Moreno); 11e - Receive 2015 Asset 
Management Plan and Consider Formalizing the City’s Strategy and 
Criteria for a Facilities Replacement Fund; and 13a - 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.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  Bailey, on Item 5h 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   
 5a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  The City Council waived the reading of the full text and approved the reading 
of the title only.  
 
 5b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer, are all Correct and Just, and Conform to the Approved Budget for FY 2014-2015.   
The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10109041 thru 10109387.   The City 
Council approved the warrants as certified by the City/Agency Treasurer.   
 
 5c. 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.   The City 
Council accepted the Street, Curb and Gutter Improvements project and directed the City 
Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
 5d. Consideration of an Encroachment Permit Regarding Private Improvements 
within the Public Right-of-Way Adjacent to 1718 Monterey Avenue.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode does not see why we should grant this.   
 
Ed Walton, Director of Engineering and Capital Projects, provided a brief report.   
 
Councilmember Sandke asked if the house at 1700 is designated historic or has any other special 
reason that it received that earlier encroachment permit.   
 
Mr. Walton does not know if it is designated historic.  The encroachment permit was granted many 
years ago.   
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Mr. Woiwode commented that this is one foot from the sidewalk and then there are plantings 
between the fence and the sidewalk.  Essentially this is going to be growing up and overhanging 
the sidewalk.  There is no such fence on the adjacent properties.  If we allow this because there is 
one, three, or four properties away, then what we are doing is setting the stage for all those 
properties that are adjacent to this to develop in the same location.  He doesn’t think there is any 
intrinsic reason why it needs to be where it is.  It can be properly located and that would set the 
stage for the rest of the block to develop as the City intended.   

Councilmember Sandke drove by the property.  The more concerning issue for him is that they did 
not get a permit to start with.  It is a $400 versus an $800 permit so cost really shouldn’t have 
entered into it.  He has trouble with this particular fence and with granting a permit for it.   

Councilmember Downey wanted to let Mr. Sandke know that, before his time, the Council has 
granted others around town.  Sadly, these are often after the fact because the person didn’t realize 
it was required.  She gets a lot of questions about the encroachment.  People want to know why 
they pay taxes on land they cannot use.  One of the reasons the City has the encroachment area it 
has is because the City has to put in the sidewalk, do maintenance on those ways, and do things 
that a city has to do.  That is why we did not allow someone who tried to put a six-foot cement 
wall within the encroachment.  In the past she has voted to allow these very small types of fences 
that she did not feel would interfere with City business.  She does not like the fact that someone 
didn’t do the permitting right but she thinks this allows the City to have the access it needs to get 
to that property should it need to.  She doesn’t want to open up a floodgate and is not saying that 
is a good thing but as we look back to understand why we have that encroachment area, it is simply 
because it may need access to some of that area and she does not see this fence preventing it.   

Councilmember Bailey is okay in moving forward with the staff recommendation.  As indicated 
in the staff report, a review of the property found no reason why the fence couldn’t be fully 
constructed within the front yard of the property and if the City deems this a hazard, it has the right 
to have it removed at any time.   

Mayor Tanaka could go either way on this but thinks the point that has persuaded him that this one 
is a little different and should be denied is that in addition to the fence being in the wrong place, 
there are plantings in front of it and one of the things the staff report mentioned is the reason for 
the encroachment rules as they exist is it doesn’t just have to be emergency vehicles being able to 
do their thing.  It is just someone walking on the sidewalk.  Theoretically there could be some 
liability for the City if someone bumps into that fence or gets snagged on a picket or now something 
happens with those plantings.  He doesn’t think it would be a disaster to go either way but he thinks 
he will lean to the side of denying this encroachment permit.  If it is done properly and it maintains 
the amount of space, then there won’t be as much of an issue or likelihood of a problem.  Again, 
the plantings are in front of the fence and that is what is going to sway him to deny this.   

Ms. Downey commented that the plantings are why staff said people wouldn’t get stuck on the 
fence. 

Mayor Tanaka said that would be after it grows for a while.  That may be true but he is not sure 
that the plantings won’t create a similar problem.       
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MSC  (Woiwode/Sandke) moved to deny the encroachment permit.   
 

   AYES:  Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  Bailey, Downey 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 5e. 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.  The City Council adopted 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, having been placed on First Reading on September 15, 2015, was read by Title, 
the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by Council as Ordinance  No.  
2053.  The vote at the introduction of the ordinance was unanimous.     
 
 5f. Acceptance of 44 Trauma Kits Valued at $3,253 from the San Diego County 
Law Enforcement Foundation.  The City Council authorized the Police Department to accept 
the equipment. 
 
 5g. Acceptance of California Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) 
Police Grant Funds in the Amount of $5,462 and Authorized the Acceptance of Additional 
Grants Funds from the BSCC through Fiscal year 2019-2020.  The City Council accepted 
and appropriated grant funds received from the Board of State and Community Corrections 
(BSCC) through Fiscal Year 2019-20, a five-year period.   
 
 5h. Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a 
Successor Memorandum of Understanding Between the City of Coronado and the American 
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) Local 127 for Fiscal 
Years 2015-16 through 2017-18.   The City Council adopted 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 AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 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.  The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its entirety 
unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8767. 
 
 5i. 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.  The City Council 
authorized the City Manager to execute the purchase agreement for an amount not to exceed 
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$750,000 from the FY 2015-16 Vehicle and Equipment Replacement (VER) Fund 135 for a 
2016 Pierce Triple Combination Pumper Fire Apparatus and approved $150,000 from the 
VER Fund to fully outfit the new apparatus.   
 
 5j. 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.  The City Council authorized 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 and work with CHA and HRC to ensure that 
historic integrity is maintained.   
 
6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. Jeff Tyler, Cultural Arts Commissioner for Public Art, announced, on behalf of the CAC 
and in celebration of Coronado’s 125th anniversary, that the CAC would like to provide the 
City Council with commemorative 125th anniversary nametags.   

b. Christine Donovan thanked the City Council for the vote on that fence.  The rest of us in 
town have to give up our three feet next to the sidewalk and everyone should have that 
same rule.  She attended the BAC meeting yesterday when members, once again, discussed 
the idea of renaming the committee something along the lines of Committee on Active 
Transportation.  It seems that grant money for bike centric committees has dried up and 
grant givers are now focused on the expanded concept of active transportation which 
includes both cyclists and pedestrians.  In that the BAC was formed to, “…advance the 
cause of bicycling…” per its inaugural meeting on December 5, 2011, she believes it would 
be deceptive to change the committee’s name without changing its mission and its 
membership both of which embrace bicycle advocacy with no mention of pedestrians.  If 
the purpose of a Coronado Bike Committee is no longer relevant, it should be dismantled 
and an authentic active transportation committee should be formed according to established 
municipal guidelines with opportunity for public input along the way.  At that point, more 
relevant community objectives can be identified and committee members can be appointed 
to reflect this expanded focus.  The alternative to allow the BAC to rename itself so it can 
ostensibly represent the interest of Coronado’s pedestrians would not only deny rightful 
City participation, it would misrepresent this lack of proper process in Coronado’s grant 
applications.  Please do not allow this to happen. 

c. Susan Keith thought it was a little shocking to see Coronado advertised on Channel 7.  She 
saw this twice and understands it was on at least three times.  The CTID, with authorization 
from the City Council, now is spending $1.3 million to advertise Coronado.  She thinks we 
have plenty of tourists in town.  This is the time of year when the residents can really enjoy 
Coronado.  Network advertising has to be expensive.  The City Council has authorized the 
CTID to spend this money.  She thinks the CTID should be dissolved.  We don’t need to 
be spending that kind of money to bring more tourists into this town.  You are supposed to 
be representing the residents.  You are not supposed to be representing the tourists.   

d. Andy Hanshaw, San Diego County Bicycle Coalition, spoke about the now famous bike 
lanes in Coronado.  The decision and discussion related to bike lanes at the last meeting 
raised a lot of eyebrows on a local and national level.  He spoke to address a letter that was 
submitted to the City Council asking the Council to follow up on that item and not to delay 
implementing the Bicycle Master Plan too long to increase the safety for bicyclists in 
Coronado.  We know that bike lanes are good for many things, including bicycle and 

420 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  421 
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 October 6, 2015   
 

pedestrian safety, businesses, drivers, traffic calming, property values, and increasing the 
quality of life for everyone.  Nearly 70% of the kids in the City of Coronado bike or walk 
to school.  That is a really important number and a really high one.   

e. Mike Donovan spoke about bullying.  It seems that this term has come up in the last few 
months on a lot of the hot button issues that have come before the City Council.   A couple 
of meetings ago a former Council member was up at the podium and provided his feedback 
and his position on one of these contentious issues.  He was listening and he didn’t agree 
with what the person was saying but did understand where he was coming from.  The 
former Council member’s final comment to the City Council was not to be bullied into 
changing or reassessing its position.  At the time, he thought about that and wondered if 
the former elected official was saying that anyone who dares to forward their position on a 
contentious issue is labeled a bully.  He thought that was kind of odd.  But then as the 
weeks followed and we started to become involved with the media with articles on the 
Internet and in newspapers, social media, late night TV, that word kept coming back.  
People are bullies.  They don’t want bike lanes.  He also found out that not only are those 
people on that side of the issue bullies but they are also elderly white women.  His point is 
that just because some of the residents don’t agree with what the City Council is doing or 
with other people’s positions, they certainly shouldn’t be called bullies.  What he does 
think is bullying is when people come to Coronado, people with special interest groups and 
such, and try to tell us how to run our City.  That is wrong.  Most of these people don’t 
know anything about Coronado.  They don’t live here and they don’t give a darn about the 
quality of life.  He thinks the Council should be listening to the majority of residents, no 
matter what their positions are, and give them some additional weight and priority when 
making decisions.   

f. Ann Sonne was interested to hear about the amount of money the CTID is spending.  She 
is unsure of the process for things.  Has a decision been made?  Has the Council approved 
the expenditure of these funds?  She doesn’t know what happened or if it can be stopped 
or if the Council wants it stopped.   

g. Carolyn Rogerson thanked the City Council and staff on behalf of grateful residents for 
providing government of the people, by the people and for the people.  Thank you for 
listening and encouraging all voices to come forward with their needs, concerns, requests, 
and opinions.  Thank you for not kowtowing to a few people representing a very special 
interest group who apparently have quick access to big media.  Their efforts to quash free 
speech from those who do not march in lock step and support their narrow agenda has 
failed to shut us up.  Hyperbole and humor beat out ridicule every time.  We all want a safe 
and sane and loving Coronado.   

h. Norm Funk commented about the tourists.  This town exists because of commercial draw.  
We are a destination whether we like it or not.  The Hotel Del is a very important part of 
that destination.  He owns a small business and appreciates the image that the CTID can 
create.  He is in favor of marketing Coronado on a business level.  The tourists are 
necessary and we just need to manage them.   

i. Phil Monroe hoped to bring clarity to one issue.  The $1.3 million that was referred to as 
what the CTID spends does not come from the City’s treasury at all.  It is collected from 
the tourists that come here.  The four largest hotels charge a total of one percent on the bills 
the tourists pay and that is the money that is being spent.  The result from that is a lot of 
TOT that the City Council gets a chance to spend.  It is not Coronado’s money that is doing 
that.   

Mayor Tanaka pointed out that the City saves some of that TOT as well as spends it.   
421 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  422 
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 October 6, 2015   
 

j. Councilmember Downey wants the public to understand that it can send her anything it 
wants but it is a public record.  Someone could put in a public record act request and she 
would be required to produce that information.  Some people want to know why the 
Council does the blue sheeting.  What does that mean?  If a communication was sent after 
the agenda was published, then it is copied and added to the agenda on a blue sheet so it is 
seen as new.  It does not get any more weight than the email that was sent before the agenda 
was published.  She encouraged the public to send emails earlier than right before the 
meeting so that Council members can give them a little thought.  She commented that the 
City Council received great emails on both sides of today’s issue and she respects both 
sides.  There are a lot of legitimate, honest concerns whether you support wanting to do 
more or whether you want to do nothing.  Let’s all agree that we have to talk about this as 
a whole.  She talked about bullying.  At least three times for this agenda we were threatened 
to the point where she almost spoke to the Chief of Police about it.  All those emails are 
public records.  The City Council is doing its best and she is sorry if they don’t agree with 
it.  Keep it productive.  Keep it positive.   As we talk about options for what we can do 
going forward, people gave great ideas some of which were so great we are already doing 
them.  That means we have done a bad job of publicizing what has already been done.  She 
wishes the iCommute representative from SANDAG had reported that one of the leading 
entities in the San Diego County region for iCommute and encouraging carpooling and 
vanpooling and mass transit is actually Naval Base Coronado.  Every year for the past 
many they have gotten the Diamond Award for being the top in the region.  Approved on 
the consent calendar was her request for the Council to talk about offering the free summer 
shuttle year round.  As we talk about alternatives to traffic, one of the best ways we can 
help deal with traffic is to get some people out of their cars and out of all the parking by 
getting on the bus.   
 

7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  City Manager Blair 
King reported on two items.  Mr. King introduced Jesse Brown, the City’s new Senior Planner, 
who has filled the position previously held by Ann McCaull.  As Councilmember Downey stated, 
he wanted to also mention that the City reached another milestone with regard to the 
redevelopment property tax trust fund involving redevelopment.  Last week, the City did receive 
an additional $2.5 million of what is a disputed amount of money that is referred to as the 
sequestered money that was at the Auditor Controller’s office.  The lawsuits have resulted in one 
award of $5.8 million and this award of $2.5 million so we are now over $8 million that has been 
recovered through these legal actions and there is a third act to go through.   
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None. 
 
 8a. 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.  Tricia Olsen, Associate Planner, 
provided the staff report.   
 
Mayor Tanaka referred to page 153 and the Mills Act waiting list and asked if that is reflective of 
the 50% cap.   
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Ms. Olsen responded by saying that it is reflective of the 50% cap but the proposed exclusions are 
not included in the estimated impact to the City.  Once that is factored in by the County Assessor, 
the estimated impact to the City would, in theory, go down a bit because the property owner would 
not be receiving a tax break for the value of those improvements.   
 
Councilmember Sandke commented that it has been discussed a couple of times that the 
calculation for what it costs the City is probably overstated in that once one of these properties that 
has been granted a Mills Act changes hands, the reevaluation of the property that takes place by 
the County during that transaction bumps up that value.  So you might still have 50% but it might 
be 50% of a bigger number.  Is it just simply too hard to calculate and anticipate and is that why 
we go with this simple straightforward formula?  It is not quite as dire, from a financial standpoint, 
as it seems and when we talk about $10,000, $20,000, $30,000 or $40,000 per year, he thinks that 
nobler goal of producing historic preservation in our Coronado built environment is pretty darn 
good.  If we can promote that through a different look of what it will “cost” the City, maybe that 
does us all a little favor.   
 
Ms. Olsen explained that the way that we calculate the impact to the City is using the current value 
as given to us by the County tax assessor.  They provide an estimate for the City.  We use the 
estimated impact to the City as the percentage that the City foregoes of the property tax revenue 
based upon the current assessed value of the property. 
 
Councilmember Downey followed up on Mr. Sandke’s comments.  She thanked Ms. Olsen for 
everything that was included in the packet as it was exactly what she was looking for.  She 
understands using the current value for the ones going forward because we don’t know when it 
will change hands.  As far as she can tell, we have never gone back and looked at the impact for 
the ones that have already been approved.  We know what the impact was at the time but we don’t 
know if that has changed. 
 
Ms. Olsen explained that the numbers shown for the previously approved properties are shown in 
real numbers that she receives from the County tax assessor.  The numbers show the actual 
restricted value and the impact to the City.  Attachment 3 is all actual numbers.  Each property is 
reevaluated each year and she receives new numbers each year.   
 
Ms. Downey asked if we have ever compared whether or not we were accurate with what we said 
the expected impact to the City would be and what it actually was to find out if it cost us as much 
as we thought.   
 
Ms. Olsen commented that there are a few places in the report where you may be able to see that 
in action.  Usually you can tell as it will be a pretty low number in one year followed by a pretty 
big jump.  She referred to 611 A Avenue as an example.  In 2013, the impact to the City was 
$7,663.  In 2014, the impact was $18,873 because it changed hands in that year.   
 
Ms. Downey added that it would not be possible to know whether the sale of the property was 
affected by the fact that there is a Mills Act contract on the property.   
 
Mayor Tanaka began by suggesting that the City move 815 Alameda into the Mills Act. 
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 MSUC (Sandke/Woiwode) moved that the City Council approve a Mills Act 

Agreement for 815 Alameda Boulevard. 
 
Councilmember Downey understands the $15,000 fiscal cap and wanted the public to know that 
the City has raised it several times.  She has been happy to raise it because the City has the funds 
and she is happy to encourage historic preservation.  She doesn’t like the fact that 1027 F Avenue 
is not going to be able to participate until 2028 and she is trying to figure out what we could do.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that Ms. Downey is leading into the next discussion.  This motion will just 
decide whether this one home goes into the Mills Act.  He would like to do the one that staff has 
listed to get it out of the way procedurally.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka continued by saying there have been several past practices.  One was a cap of 
$5,000 in terms of lost revenue, then $10,000, then $15,000.  By the time we got up to $15,000 as 
a cap, there was a bigger problem as there were too many homes queued up and we weren’t 
processing them fast enough with a dollar cap and so we moved away from a fixed cap.  We had 
35 homes and we said we would do seven a year and over five years we pushed all 35 through.  
Right now, there are 31 homes and then there are an additional five more that have applied but still 
need to finish the application process.  One way of going forward is doing the same kind of math 
and saying seven a year was a prudent way as you don’t fully know what it is going to cost in the 
future.  Some people have a greater comfort level that maybe those concerns are being overstated.  
Do we want to keep going with the number seven?  Do we want to move these homes faster?  The 
most aggressive thing would be to move 31 of them through in a year or two years and he would 
say that he is not convinced that is the right way to go.  His preference would be to start at the 
discussion of keeping the number at seven or are there three Council members that want to move 
more aggressively than seven per year.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode thinks the progress we have made in the past is a good template for the 
future.  Seven would take us to about $40,000 if we took them in the sequence in which they are 
listed.  Another thing the Council is being asked is to determine whether that is the right sequence.  
If we assume that it was, it seems like a manageable bite and he would be happy to see the City do 
seven again this year.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if anyone is opposed to continuing with first come, first served.  The 
alternative would be to let HRC prioritize the list.  He thinks that earlier on, when the City was 
newer to this, there was a desire to prioritize.  We are not early on anymore and have put 70 
something through the Mills Act.  We are at a point now where we are trying to process people.   
 
Ms. Downey thinks that HRC is currently providing the list in a prioritized order.   
 
Ms. Olsen offered clarification.  Prioritization has been in place as long as she has been here.  The 
way it works is applications submitted within a calendar year are given to the HRC for 
prioritization regarding various aspects of historic significance.  A property could move ahead of 
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properties from other years.  There is a weighted application date value that sort of keeps them 
down toward the bottom but it is not unheard of for an application to jump ahead of one submitted 
the year before.   
 
Mayor Tanaka stands corrected.  Are we comfortable keeping the process that is in place?   
 
Councilmember Sandke feels seven is a good number.   He was under the impression that we were 
still doing some type of dollar limit.  He thinks predictability would be nice, though.  Maybe that 
is something the Council wants to look at.  Predictability in government is a good thing.  He 
understands both sides of that discussion.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks it is a good thing that the City hasn’t heard complaints or at least not many 
complaints about the current process.  Hopefully that process has created some of that 
predictability.   
 
Ms. Downey agrees with seven.  That is exactly what she was thinking as it worked in the past.  
She understood Mr. Sandke’s concern and that is why the HRC does it independent of anyone else 
because we trust that they are the experts.  She is comfortable leaving it up to HRC.   
 
Councilmember Bailey thinks that the question is how much the City really values historic 
preservation.  He thinks this Council, in general, really does value historic preservation.  He thinks 
the community values historic preservation.   The Mills Act serves as an incentive to preserve our 
historic homes.  Because of that, he thinks the community would support the Council if it wanted 
to get more aggressive in terms of processing these applications sooner.  He would be in favor of 
becoming more aggressive with that, whether that is increasing the cap or increasing the number 
of homes we allow each year.  It doesn’t sound like the rest of the Council would necessarily 
support that but if anyone is open to discussing that further, he would be supportive of that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka likes the number seven. 
 
Mr. Woiwode thinks the seven Mayor Tanaka described is different than the seven he had in mind.  
Ms. Downey agreed.  Mayor Tanaka asked if the Council wants to count Items 2-7 as one property, 
which they agreed.   There seemed to be agreement on Items 1-12.   
 
 MS  (Woiwode/Downey) moved that the City Council approve Mills Act 

Agreements for properties 2-12 on the Mills Act Waiting List.  
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the motion includes the idea that Council policy is to try to move seven of 
these at a time through the Mills Act. 
 
Mr. Woiwode is not sure the Council is being asked that question. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks staff has asked for direction.  The City Attorney suggested that these items 
could be bifurcated.   
 
Mr. King commented that there is one issue.  With regard to this year, pursuant to Municipal Code 
section 84.10.10, a public hearing is required.  This public hearing was advertised for this one unit, 
815 Alameda.  If the Council wishes to consider the others without announcing its intention with 
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regard to how it might vote, as that has to be preserved for the public hearing, staff could be 
directed to place the next six houses for a public hearing to be heard by the Council as soon as the 
public notification is completed.   
 
 MSUC  (Woiwode/Downey) moved that the City Council direct staff to 

agendize a public hearing to consider Mills Act Agreements for 
properties 2-12 on the Mills Act Waiting List. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka reported that the City Attorney was wondering whether the Council wanted to make 
a motion for future direction to staff on Mills Act Agreements. 
 
Councilmember Downey likes predictability and the number seven but the next seven happen to 
have some large numbers associated with them.  She knows it doesn’t help with predictability but 
we almost might want to come back and look at them.  The next seven become real money.  The 
Council might want to think about that.  She likes getting away from the $15,000 cap but she 
doesn’t want to tie the next Council’s hands.   
 
Mayor Tanaka suggested that perhaps there is consensus to just leave this as it is. 
 
Mr. Woiwode offered the idea of saying seven, provided they don’t go over some certain number.  
Would that be sufficient guidance to give staff something to shoot for?  He suggested seven 
provided that the number does not go over $50,000.   
 
 MSUC  (Woiwode/Bailey) moved that the City Council direct staff to target 

seven properties per year for inclusion in the Mills Act program 
provided that the fiscal impact to the City does not exceed $50,000. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing and seeing no one wishing to speak on the item, 
the public hearing was closed.   
 
9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None. 

 
11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.   No 
reports. 
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 11b. Receive Report on the Potential Range of Improvements to State Route 75/282 
(Third and Fourth Streets) and Provide Direction to Staff.  Ed Walton, City Engineer, 
introduced Dawn Wilson, consultant on the project.   
 
Dawn Wilson, registered traffic engineer and civil engineer, Fehr and Peers, provided the report. 
 
Councilmember Bailey talked about the no right turn on red.  Ms. Wilson mentioned that might 
cause backup further down Orange, which might lead to further diversion on other streets.  Mr. 
Bailey asked how many people are turning right currently when the signal is red? 
 
Ms. Wilson will look that number up and get back to Mr. Bailey. 
 
Councilmember Downey was hoping to see some kind of modeling to figure out how to count 
diversion.  She wanted to be clear that from Ms. Wilson’s educated opinion there is not a current 
model in existence that could count that diversion, both what currently exists as diversion and what 
would or would not be caused by some of these proposed changes.   
 
Ms. Wilson explained that there are ways we can monitor existing traffic patterns.  It is not a traffic 
model.  It is actually taking data that we can collect from Bluetooth-type technology that can show 
exactly paths people take every day on the island.  What we can then do is use that to change how 
people’s travel times might differ if we implemented different traffic calming measures.  We have 
a lot of data that can support what kind of delay would be imposed based on the things that we are 
suggesting.  With that we can then go ahead and reroute traffic.  It is not necessarily going into a 
computer software.  We use a mathematical algorithm to redo that.  She doesn’t know if that is 
going to give any better results than human nature understanding how humans reallocate their trips.  
There are ways we can get a ton of data to do that but she doesn’t think the model is the right way 
to do that.   
 
Ms. Downey commented that, if at the end of today the Council agrees on something and wanted 
further study, that is something Ms. Wilson could study for us.  She could show us that, based on 
these two things, this is what she would predict would happen.   
 
Ms. Wilson agreed and said that they could tell exactly how people are travelling and where they 
are going and there is months and months of data that can be collected for that and presented.   
 
Ms. Downey continued by saying that she would be able to tell us what would be predicted to 
happen if we put a stop light in.  
 
Councilmember Woiwode referred to the use of the term road diet.  How did she look at that?  He 
didn’t see a discussion of reducing the number of lanes anywhere, from three to two for instance.   
 
Ms. Wilson explained that as part of the alternatives analysis process they looked at reducing the 
lanes on the west side of Orange from three down to two.  In particular, we took the parking lane 
and allowed that to be a flex lane so that during peak periods you could use that as travel and 
during off peak periods that would be used as parking.  When we presented that back to the 
community and they did micro simulation modeling to see what the types of delays would be and 
what the queues would be with that kind of a situation, they received very negative responses back 
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to that type of a treatment.  Therefore, they did not proceed with that as part of their 
recommendations that are being presented this evening.   
 
Mr. Woiwode asked, if you have two lanes instead of three, would any of the crossing devices 
function differently or would that present an opportunity, for instance, for a refuge. 
 
Ms. Wilson responded that a refuge island would need to be placed in the center of a two-way 
roadway and not in a one-way roadway.    
 
Mr. Woiwode referred to the report where it talks about the traffic calming measures being done 
in conjunction with the signals.  If they are not done in conjunction with the signals, then additional 
analysis would be needed and potentially extra measures would be needed.  He asked Ms. Wilson 
to talk to that a little further. 
 
Ms. Wilson explained that in the recommendations they have put forth, one thing that they looked 
at was the spacing of the different devices.  As you go along the corridor, their objective is every 
two to three blocks for there to be a treatment.  What that will do is create this constant and 
consistent 25 mph speed.  If we take out the signals, for example, which is one of the measures we 
can use through the coordination of the traffic signals to maintain that 25 mph speed, other devices 
may be recommended whether they are speed tables or curb extensions or other measures to help 
maintain that speed because one of those devices will come out of the overall plan. 
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that taking the signals out would not necessarily mean you couldn’t still 
do the traffic calming measures but you may need additional ones.  What would suffer would be 
the crossing ability.   
 
Ms. Wilson agreed and commented that is their greatest benefit to the community – the north-south 
connectivity.   
 
Mr. Woiwode summarized that they are less about traffic calming and more about crossing. 
 
Mr. Bailey asked to see the slide that spoke to the service level west of Orange along Third and 
Fourth.  What jumped out to him is obviously the service level is better, not great but better, on 
Third Street than Fourth Street.  He is guessing that is because of the traffic signal that exists 
currently on Orange Avenue. 
 
Ms. Wilson responded that it is primarily because in the afternoon peak, the levels of service they 
are presenting on Third are for the morning peak and on Fourth for the afternoon peak and the 
delay on the side streets for vehicles trying to cross Third and Fourth exceed the acceptable delay 
for crossing.  It is the queues that form along Fourth and the lack of gaps in traffic when the queue 
isn’t there that is making it hard for the cars to get across.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if there are more gaps along Third Street because of that signal on Orange 
Avenue. 
 
Ms. Wilson explained that part of the situation on Third is that the traffic actually clears through 
before the morning peak actually occurs and when the morning peak is at its greatest, there is not 
a lot of crosstown traffic because it is very early in the morning so the two are not coinciding with 
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one another.  Mr. Bailey does have a point that at Orange it is holding the traffic every 160 seconds.  
When it is resting and green, you get a good 30 to 40 second gap between the next platoon of 
vehicles that head down Third.  That does create some gaps in traffic.  It is probably a balance of 
the two.   
 
Patrick Garahan, CTC Chairperson, also provided a report on the CTC recommendations.   
 
Councilmember Sandke asked why Mr. Garahan’s comment about a light at Fourth and B wasn’t 
included in the recommendations.  If you went left on B from Third and you got to that Fourth and 
B light, you would be prohibited from going straight.  You would have to turn left.  That is not 
included in any of the analysis here. 
 
Mr. Garahan commented that they decided they did not want to reengineer…it is included in their 
report.  There is a picture of what the sign would be.  That wasn’t in the Fehr and Peers report but 
it is in the CTC report.  He did that specifically because he wanted to respond to the constraints of 
those people.  It is certainly true that they are aware that there are people who are not happy with 
their recommendations but they think this is the right thing to do to proceed.  If we don’t proceed, 
we are right back where we began and it would be a waste of two and a half years.  That is not the 
most important part but what is are the problems here that have to be addressed and he thinks if 
we proceed with the engineering maybe there are things we haven’t thought of.  HAWKS didn’t 
used to exist.  Maybe someone can create something new.    
 
Mr. Walton offered additional comments. 
 
The City Council went into recess at 6:40 pm. 
 
The City Council reconvened at 6:51 pm.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked for a count of those supporting the recommendations.  There were 14 in 
support. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked for a count of those opposing the recommendations.  There were 61 opposed. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked for a count of those in favor of all but the traffic signals.  There were 36 in 
support of all but the traffic signals.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
Claudia Holman commented that if you go over to the high school, you will see literally hundreds 
of bikes parked by the office.  You think this is awesome.  It is great that hundreds of kids can 
safely ride their bikes to school.  They must feel safe, too, because only about half of those bikes 
have helmets hanging off the handlebars.  What is being presented here today will unleash 
something on these unsuspecting kids that they are not prepared for.  Adding stoplights to the Third 
and Fourth Street corridor will not make our neighborhood streets safer.  It is misleading to claim 
enhanced safety on the highway if there is increased endangerment on the side streets.  The 
experience and caution necessary to negotiate with a stream of commuter drivers who are in a 
hurry to beat the light and find a short cut around it will be a challenge for kids on bikes.  We are 
told that synchronizing the lights will keep the traffic on the highway.  So, the motorcyclist exiting 
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from the base who cannot even keep to his lane but has to squeeze between lanes in his haste to 
get over the bridge is going to patiently wait at a red light.  She doesn’t believe it.  We are also 
told to look at the Grape/Hawthorn Street corridor downtown as an example of synchronization 
that works.  We are asked to compare it with our Third and Fourth Street corridor; however, 
according to SANDAG, the Grape/Hawthorn area has a daily average of only 20,000 cars 
compared to Coronado’s daily average of 70,000 or more.  Have you ever picked up your college 
student at the airport on the Wednesday afternoon before Thanksgiving?  That is what it will be 
like in Coronado every day and diverted traffic is not a problem in the downtown business corridor. 
They welcome it.  It has been great for the businesses in Little Italy.  One can find an expert to 
defend almost any point of view; leaving this decision of traffic lights to yet another study is 
avoiding the responsibility that this City Council has to keep our kids safe.  Bicycle lobbying 
groups who want a green light from the ferry to the Hotel Del have been heard.  It is understood 
that their idea of a bike friendly town means more bike tourism.  But a bike friendly town to some 
of us means save our streets for the residents, young and old.  Save it for biking to Von’s, to school, 
to the library or to a doctor’s appointment.  More traffic lights will not serve the interests or the 
safety of Coronado residents and that should be the primary concern of the City Council.  Recently, 
a late night TV comedian said that Coronado is like a utopia.  If it is a utopia, it is due to a City 
Council willing to listen to residents who care enough to speak up.   
 
Jason Pettit wants to keep his children safe and his neighborhood quiet.  Before we go too far into 
public comment, he would like to remind everyone that we have dealt with several emotional 
issues over the past few Council meetings – save the beach, bike lanes and now the traffic study.  
Each case has been a civics lesson on how representative government should and does work.  He 
thanked the members of the Council for upholding their oath to represent the interests of the 
majority of Coronado.  Today is another one of those days when the Council will be tested by 
informed and misinformed opinions.  Today, you consider the recommendations of the Third and 
Fourth Street Traffic Study.  Not all the recommendations in the study reflect the consensus of the 
community that participated in the workshops.  This is a very important point as many believe that 
the study is solely the result of community input at these workshops.  It is not.  The study 
documents as fact, on page 1.1, “…it should be noted that although there was a lack of support for 
traffic signals along the corridor, the recommended concept plan does include new traffic signals 
on both the east and west side of Orange Avenue.”  The community expressed a concern that if 
traffic signals are installed the traffic along north and south streets would increase and affect the 
quality of life for residents who own property along the streets affected.  Nothing has changed.  By 
definition, the study reflects some of the input of the community and some recommendations made 
by the experts.  It is the Council’s job today to direct staff to take actions that do represent the 
wishes of the citizens of Coronado.  He has lived in Coronado for most of his life.  Over the years, 
most steps we have taken as a community, with regard to traffic, have been designed to redirect 
traffic onto Third, Fourth and Orange and keep traffic out of our residential neighborhoods.  Now 
we want to make Third and Fourth obstacle courses.  He does not believe this is the right solution 
and will be counterproductive to the steps already taken to direct traffic onto these streets.  Please 
also keep in mind the official name of the study is the Third and Fourth Streets study.  Proponents 
of the study refer to it as the traffic calming study.  This serves to manipulate the psychology of 
the audience.  Calming is a good thing.  How could anything in a calming study be wrong?  This 
is exactly what is intended and meant to make you think less critically of the recommendations in 
the study.  He does not want lights.  He does not want more traffic in our neighborhoods.  He wants 
his family to be safe and his neighborhood to be quiet.  If you direct staff today to pursue any of 
the recommendations in the study, please also direct them to apply the following principles:  work 
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with Caltrans to design the lights so that they let pedestrians and the cars of residents transit Third 
and Fourth safely and design them so that traffic from Third and Fourth are not redirected into our 
neighborhoods.   
 
Phil Monroe commented that he can’t believe that the Council was presented a professional 
summary of traffic and you had a bunch of data points as one single number like the time it takes 
to go from Fourth to the Hotel Del is six minutes.  He has 90 data points and the Council should 
be presented a control chart that shows the average, the upper, and lower control limits so that the 
Council has an idea of what the variation is there.  That is just not six minutes.  It varies by four 
minutes in the summer, it varies by the time of day, and to have that show up as six minutes is just 
not a professional presentation.  They referred to Grape and Hawthorn.  It does move fast once 
you get on Grape.  But look at the queue to get to Grape.  That queue to get to Grape is sometimes 
a quarter mile or a half-mile.  The last two times he came from the airport the taxi driver got over 
on the right hand lane and went down Harbor so he didn’t have to wait to get on Grape.  He thinks 
that is a fallacious summary to be presented to the Council.  Finally, they talk about sequencing 
lights coming off the base coming down Fourth.  What they forget about is the traffic that comes 
down First, goes over Orange and then turns left and goes down to B.  What is going to happen?  
All of Fourth Street goes, the sequence changes, B Street goes red and what happens?  First Street 
traffic comes and goes and they fill the queue up all the way back to Orange Avenue.  Do you need 
a computer to tell you that is going to happen?  Then it goes green at Orange for Fourth and guess 
what?  The lanes are all full.  It is a tough story.   
 
Mona Kelley pointed out that nobody has addressed the EPA of the noise and the pollution that 
these cars will create stopping and going.  In 1994, some residents of Third and Fourth Street sued 
Caltrans and the City of Coronado.  They won.  It was based on the noise that the cars were creating 
based on EPA standards.  This is public record.  She appreciates all the studies but it is so simple.  
It is a state highway.  The Highway Patrol cars are idled at the tollbooth.  They can monitor that 
state highway for the speed.  She is not in favor of the traffic lights because it will just pollute our 
neighborhoods and that is what she is concerned about.   
 
Candy Tyler is against the traffic lights.  She referred to the statements that were made about 
flooding and diversion.  At the corner of Fifth and Pomona, on any given afternoon, she welcomes 
you to come and sit in her front yard because the traffic is backed up nine, ten, twelve cars deep.  
If there are any incidents on the bridge, it is a parking lot in front of her house.  If you put traffic 
lights on Third and Fourth, it will make it worse.  She has been accused of being one of those 
people who say “not in my backyard.”  All of Coronado is her backyard and it is everyone’s 
backyard and we need to protect it.  Keep it on Third and Fourth and get it out of here as fast as 
you can.   
 
Nigel Barker commented that we heard how traffic lights improve safety.  We can look at two state 
highways, Orange and Third and Fourth Street as a combination, and compare Orange Avenue 
with its eight sets of traffic lights between First and Pomona and compare it with the two traffic 
lights on Third and Fourth.  He got the data from the annual traffic reports, 2009-2012, and also 
some correspondence on 2013 and 2014.  If you look at this data, you will find that Orange, in 
those six years, saw 338 accidents. On Third and Fourth combined, there were 244 accidents.  
There are 39% more accidents on Orange with its eight sets of traffic lights than there are on Third 
and Fourth.  That simple data isn’t really the easy answer either because if you look at traffic 
density, we know that Third and Fourth is much higher.  East of Orange, Third and Fourth have 
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two and a half times the traffic density of Orange.  West of Orange it is 20% greater.  He did a 
little bit of factoring to try to get some sort of average.  When you do that normalized against 
traffic density what you find is you had greater than twice the chance of being in an accident on 
Orange than you did on Third and Fourth over those six years.  There are accidents and then there 
are accidents and we have heard about injury accidents.  He only had data for 2013 for injury 
accidents.  When you look at 2013, there were 41 injury accidents on Orange and 30 injury 
accidents on Third and Fourth.  Again, that is 37% more and when you normalize you get the same 
result.  You were two and a quarter times more likely to be injured in an accident on Orange in 
2013 than you were on Third and Fourth.  That doesn’t tell you the level of injury.  We have heard 
about deaths on these streets.  Between 2004 and 2012, there were nine fatalities in Coronado.  The 
locations of four of them show three on the Strand and one on Glorietta.  Traffic lights really have 
not improved traffic safety where they have been placed.   
 
Pat Cantelme voiced his support for a light at the very least at Fourth Street and Alameda where 
the base exits mainly based on the fact that the amount of traffic noise created by the vehicle noise 
constantly braking and accelerating is problematic.  There is a great deal of noise caused by that 
and he believes that a smoother flow of traffic caused by a light that would, during the peak hours 
such as shift change, give preference to those vehicles exiting east onto Fourth Street would reduce 
the overall noise for the residents that do live in that area.  That is a very high volume area for 
traffic.  Based on the reports that we have seen, he does believe that is a place where it really does 
make sense to install a traffic light.   
 
David Fairbank spoke about the folks on Third and Fourth Street who were complaining about the 
speeding and the traffic on Third and Fourth and you folks responded to that by commissioning 
this study for traffic calming.  As a result of the study, from our Police Department and all, we 
have learned that speeding is not really the problem.  It is the congestion and the crossing that is 
the problem.  If you ask the wrong question, you are going to get the wrong answer.  We asked for 
a traffic calming study and that is what we got, which is traffic lights and narrowed lanes and 
bulbouts and it will slow traffic down.  It will make it more congested and you will get side effects 
of it as leakage around the edge into the adjacent streets, the increased noise, the increased 
pollution.  You sort of get what you asked for.  Perhaps we should have asked a better question.  
The better question would be crossing for pedestrians along the Third and Fourth corridor and can 
we do this without lights.  It is a difficult question but it is the question that is now being posed to 
the Council because democracy is raising its ugly head here and we don’t want the traffic lights.  
He hopes the Council will be responsive to that.  It is a difficult question but should the Council 
accept the traffic report of the committee?  Of course it should.  Should the Council accept all their 
recommendations?  That is a tough one.  As the report is sent onto staff that should be done with 
some direction based on the values of the community.  The values of the community are we need 
safe pedestrian crossings and we are learning that we really don’t want the traffic signals.  That is 
not the route we want to take.  If you ask the right question, you are more likely to come up with 
the right answer.   
 
Valerie Barker raised three issues with the Council.  First of all, although calls for the synchronized 
lights on Third and Fourth are based on a desire for safety, there is no empirical evidence that 
supports the value of those lights, especially when you examine what happens with lights on 
Orange Avenue where there are many more accidents and less traffic.  The second thing she wanted 
to mention is that as a community, obviously, we want to facilitate crossing on Third and Fourth 
Streets and make them safer.  She did share with a Council member, some months ago, a Federal 
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Highway Commission study regarding the value for crossings, showed diminished accidents and 
less injuries because of those.  We also have one of those on Bear Boulevard in south San Diego.  
Please support that idea.  It seems to work.  Third, she would like to ask, respectfully, if the Council 
members would consider directing some pointed questions to the CTC.  It seems to her that the 
study they commissioned was so narrow in its parameters that the findings were totally 
unsurprising.  She would ask why it is that the commissioners, knowing every year that this City 
produces a traffic report, didn’t consider the wider picture and consider what is already happening 
in the town instead of focusing something in a vacuum essentially.  Therefore, she would suggest 
to the Council that Caltrans will be studying those traffic reports very carefully and they will be 
studying what Chief Froomin has said about the traffic accidents in this town, one of them being, 
as someone said, that often speed is unrelated to the number of accidents that take place.  That is 
not to say that we like speed but we have to be realistic and look at the empirical evidence instead 
of coming from a knee jerk position.   
 
Michael Schmid wanted to voice his opposition to all the traffic lights.  He could not find a study 
anywhere that linked traffic safety and calming to having traffic signals.  The biggest thing, as we 
started this whole process, was the safety and reducing speed.  What we seemed to get out of it 
was raising the speed limit to 30 mph.  He thinks that the best thing that could be done would be 
to try to reexamine getting Caltrans to either lower the speed limit or make them responsible for 
calming the traffic with their resources.   
 
John Campbell has been following this for the last couple of years.  Tonight he heard these studies 
and these recommendations but he never heard what the goal of this whole thing is.  He knows 
that seems to be a concern of a lot of the residents.  He also noticed that there was a 
recommendation for a traffic light outside his bedroom window.  In the morning, it is bumper to 
bumper going into the base.  He accepts the traffic going in and out of the base.  He is just not sure 
what the goal is of this.  There are laws about speed limits and ordinances about noise.  To do all 
these traffic lights and add all this unknown to the City of Coronado is a step in the wrong direction.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked what Mr. Campbell thought about the proposals concerning cul-de-sacs that 
would be near his house. 
 
Mr. Campbell saw the study and saw that it takes 50 or 80 feet to cross the street.  The kids walk 
in the crosswalk and he has never seen a near accident. The only near accident he saw was when 
they do the annual bike ride around town and he saw them shooting up H and turning onto Third 
without even stopping.  Putting a light on F and Third and H and Third outside his house…he 
doesn’t think it would make a difference.   
 
Councilmember Bailey asked a question about his kids crossing Fourth Street.  He asked what 
kind of gaps they experience when they are crossing the street.  Are there significant gaps? 
 
Mr. Campbell responded that there aren’t the same gaps crossing Fourth as Third because Third 
has the Orange Avenue light, as the study pointed out.  But coming down Fourth, you have people 
stopping, going, stopping, going, at the four-way stop sign at Alameda so there is not a consistent 
gap.  The kids go to Palm and Fourth where the crosswalk is and even though there is not a 
pedestrian walking sign there they will stand there and the people will eventually stop and they 
will get to cross.  That is a little tricky spot for them in the morning but coming back after school 
there is no light needed because it is bumper to bumper.  They go to the crosswalk and the cars are 
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stopped anyway all the way back to H and I and then they cross and come back.  The other concern 
is that his in-laws live on the 400 block of B.  They grew up crossing there and sometimes they 
would cross B and Fourth but you have to be smart and you have to walk over to Orange to cross, 
especially if you are a pedestrian.  If there is a traffic light on Fourth, past Orange, his concern is 
people racing to try to get through that light.   
 
Scott Seggerman pointed out that Ms. Wilson referenced data and public input representing over 
125 people that had attended her meeting.  He pointed out that represents less than one half of one 
percent of the residents of Coronado.  Therefore, 99 1/2 % or more of the residents of Coronado 
had zero input into her statistics.  He complimented Mr. Sandke on his observation that per her 
findings, if people were to choose B Avenue as a route to get to the Hotel Del, and save 30 seconds 
to do so, wouldn’t that, in effect turn B Avenue into another Orange Avenue?  In relation to that, 
he hasn’t traveled the entire street of B but he has a close friend who owns a house there.  He drove 
down the street yesterday and just between Fifth and Fourth on B he believes there are between 16 
and 18 residences.  He only counted 5 yards that did not have a ‘no traffic lights’ sign in their yard.  
He doesn’t know what it is like between Third and Fourth.  We have a wonderful town and one of 
the most charming aspects of this town is the guarded cross walks that we provide for the school 
children at Third and Fourth during rush hour so they can get to school safely.  It is a wonderful 
thing.  It is far more warm and enchanting than traffic lights ever will be and he thinks it is a lot 
safer.  He would encourage the City to stay with those.  It is a cheaper alternative to putting traffic 
lights in.  He spoke to the person who spoke who lives near Fourth and Alameda.  He lives on 
Alameda.  He wouldn’t be against a light there but he would request that the City strongly consider 
having that an all stop outside of rush hour.  If you want to put a traffic light there with green and 
yellow and red, please limit that to rush hour.  He referred to Jim Newhall who has an email that 
has been reproduced.  He points out what has been done in Santa Barbara for underpass and 
overpass tunnels.  Please read that recommendation to consider a tunnel if you really want 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic across Fourth.   
 
Morgan Miller lives near Fourth and E.  He thinks everyone has learned a lot through this process.  
He voted in favor of the lights but he really is not against the lights.  He really liked the idea of the 
light just at Alameda and Fourth and just at certain times because our situation is very dependent 
on when that traffic is.  He is against the cost of lights and he thinks that there are a lot of costs 
beyond money that are associated with lights and that is what we are hearing from the public.  The 
lights may solve one problem but they may cause three other problems.  He thinks that the problem 
really is crossing.  He, too, would like to reference Jim Newhall’s email.  He doesn’t know the 
cost of putting a tunnel under a road but if you didn’t have a cost associated with it and that weren’t 
a factor that would be an awesome way to alleviate the whole problem.  You wouldn’t need these 
lights because the real problem is crossing these roads during certain times when the traffic is 
extremely busy so he does like the Santa Barbara and Jim Newhall’s idea.  You could just put the 
one light at Fourth and Alameda because the stop sign is ineffective and there is no gap to cross.  
That is why you see the difference between Third and Fourth.   
 
Michael Channick has a very strong concern about the deceptive nature of lights on Fourth, 
particularly, in protecting our children.  He thinks they will give the children a false sense of 
security, particularly as was just mentioned, when people come off that base and they know if they 
can get through the light at B after they leave Orange they are off the island.  He thinks people will 
go through that stop sign or through that traffic light, particularly as it goes from yellow to red, 
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and he thinks there are going to be kids who are just going to be heading out there because they 
want to get home.  He thinks that is something we need to think about very carefully.   
 
Brad Gerbel thanked Ms. Wilson and F & P for their report.  They put a lot of work into it and 
there are some good things in it.  He doesn’t think anyone has mentioned that there are really good 
things in that report. He thinks it would be great if we did raised crosswalks on Third and Fourth.  
He thinks it would be great if we did a light on Fourth and Alameda that was a red and green light 
during the busy time of the day and a flashing red light on all sides for the rest of the day.  He also 
thinks speed tables on Third and Fourth would be a wonderful thing.  They are raceways.  It would 
be wonderful if cars had to slow down a little bit.  He doesn’t think the whole report should be 
thrown away as there are good things in it.  He is opposed to the lights but all of those other things 
are great.   
 
Toni McGowan thinks we have all learned a lot together.  We have been talking about this for a 
couple of years.  She certainly doesn’t know everything but she does know that everyone here has 
worked hard.  All in all, she would like to say is that what people forget is that Third and Fourth 
Streets is a neighborhood.  To say something like the cars should just get in and out as fast as they 
can is so disrespectful.  She lives on that street.   It is not just a state highway.  It is a residential 
district.  One of the problems about crossing at the light on Orange is that it has an F rating.  For 
anyone to direct children there and say that this is where you should cross is irresponsible for adults 
to do.  Those are things that need to be fixed.  She doesn’t have a position on the lights.  She never 
has.  We are at the point now where if we have to throw out some of it then we can do that but we 
all have a responsibility to do something.  To leave it as it is now is not leaving a good future for 
our children.  She understands the position of the B Avenue residents.  We can’t do nothing 
anymore.  The volume won’t allow that and we are just going to get more.  She hopes that when 
the Council makes its considerations, it remembers that first of all it needs to represent her safety 
as much as B Avenue.   She pays the same amount of taxes and she deserves the Council’s 
representation as well.  She’d like the Council to think about the creative aspects in that study that 
are good and that add some beauty to our neighborhood, some safety to our cars.  She has the 
bulbout.  Her car has not been hit since it was put it.  It really is protective.  We need our cars 
parked there.  Everyone wants our cars to stop parking there so they can see to jet across but the 
cars protect the homes there.  She trusts the Council with this.  They worked hard to get it to the 
Council so that the Council can piece it out and wrestle it out and come up with something that 
does work for everybody.  She totally believes in the creativity of human beings.  She wants 
everyone to remember that Third and Fourth Streets are a neighborhood and they want to be 
recognized just like every other one.   
 
Betsy McKee began by saying that they have had a pretty idyllic life in many ways but they have 
worked hard for it.  From a young age they taught their kids that crossing Third and Fourth Streets 
was completely off limits.  If they had activities which required crossing these streets they had two 
choices – cross at the light on Orange Avenue or ride their bike, with a helmet, on the bike path 
under the bridge.  This was non-negotiable.  Now, 20 years later, we are faced with the possibility 
of traffic lights at Third and Fourth Streets at B Avenue.  City engineering staff has stated that if 
lights are constructed, we can expect an increase of conservatively 1,400 additional vehicles.  Why 
would you consider diverting heavy commuter traffic to a pedestrian-friendly residential street 
where many families with young children bike and walk to parks and local schools?  We have 
already experienced a dramatic increase in truck traffic since the Pomona roundabout, which many 
large vehicles cannot negotiate.  Since the inception of GPS which directs drivers to turn left on B 
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Avenue, we have had an increase in traffic.  Diverting Third and Fourth Street corridor traffic onto 
less traveled streets is a bad idea.  Those of us who are opposed to traffic lights have been vilified 
by those with opposing views.  Her skin has thickened over the past months.  She is comfortable 
being called a NIMBY. You’d be one too if your street was under siege.   
 
Jonathan Dabbaeri has heard that the traffic lights will divert traffic onto B Avenue until the street 
is so burdened that it no longer makes sense for a driver to divert onto B Avenue.  He does not 
want to see B Avenue become so burdened that it is no longer a useful way for people to get across 
town.  He wants it to be restricted to those people who are using it as a residential area.  The 
statement that as more cars use B fewer cars will use B because it will take longer to get past the 
stop signs made no sense to him.  It is an oxymoron.  The lights will divert people onto B until it 
is too busy and people won’t go there anymore.   
 
Kirstin Hedzinski commented that every car that enters into Coronado passes her house, her sister’s 
house, and her mother’s house.  If she thought that traffic would get any worse by this program, 
she couldn’t even imagine it.  If she felt lights would work, she would be the first one to accept 
them but she doesn’t see how making a roundabout in front of the hospital is going to improve 
anything.  She doesn’t see how lights stopping the traffic so she can have stop and go traffic every 
morning at 5 and 6 and 7 a.m. is going to improve anything.  She is only speaking for her small 
corridor.  She is not speaking on the other side of Orange.  She is only speaking about from the 
toll plaza to Orange.  Like Mrs. McKee, she raised two children at that location and accepted traffic 
there when she moved in.  Her rule is the same as for Mrs. McKee.  That is a state freeway. You 
do not cross that road.  It is not safe to cross a freeway.  You can go to Orange, which was her less 
preferred.  Her children went to Sacred Heart and she made them go through Tidelands Park on 
their bikes and go the only safe way that she believes is possible.  Most of the traffic accidents on 
A, B and C going across Third and Fourth are caused by people who think they can shoot across 
Fourth Avenue which is an impossibility and Mr. Sandke was exactly right.  If you prevented 
people from crossing Fourth off of those couplets, you would solve most of the problem.  A, B and 
C should only allow left turns off the island.  You would solve that problem.  She considers it a 
small price to pay to walk up to Orange Avenue for a fairly safe crossing.  Adding stoplights won’t 
make it any safer.  She agrees with the gentleman who said that if you do that people are going to 
shoot those lights to get off the island even faster and it will just create another impossible situation 
on Third and Fourth. 
 
Mr. Bailey asked her what route she takes to go home.   
 
Ms. Hedzinski goes around that corner. She has concerns about the bus stopping there and what 
the bulbout is going to do to the traffic and the people getting on and off there.  That is also a 
problem. The people trying to cross there, lots of times, are people getting off the bus there.  She 
has mixed feelings about the whole thing.  She leaves her house at 6 a.m. as she has to be at work 
at 6:30 a.m. She does see the base traffic coming on every day.  Some days it is really easy to 
merge onto Third coming off of there and some days it is bumper to bumper and she literally has 
to roll her window down to ask to let her get across.  Her only way off the island is to go to Orange, 
make the left turn, and make the left turn off the island.  She is happy to do that.   
 
Fern Nelson appreciates everyone’s work.  She had the opinion in the past that sometimes the 
people whose homes were close to the affected areas were looked at a little more skeptically than 
the others and she wanted to emphasize that she knows that the City looked at everyone’s views 
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equally.  She is against street lights for a lot of reasons she has said before.  She has not been a 
huge fan of the F & P study for a number of reasons that have been stated, one of which was that 
there would be no additional cars down B and then our own engineer said that there would be 
1,400 cars down B so it does give one a little pause.  She has also been concerned because the very 
nature of the F & P study was to study Third and Fourth.  That totally dismissed the rest of the 
island and we are certainly a community.  We are all in this together.  She thinks we have worked 
fairly well together.  She would prefer to see the Council not send this through to look at further.  
She really would hate to waste what she would call waste engineering studies looking at this.  She 
is a little confused as to why we don’t see what Caltrans will allow first in terms of speed tables, 
etc. as opposed to this way which she supposed had to be done.  She really doesn’t see us spending 
more money to engineer things that we are all going to argue about later.  If we could possibly 
come up with some other solutions.  She loves the underpass idea.  Or let’s have some more 
creative ideas.  All we had were turnabouts and signal lights.  She thinks our community is worthy 
of a lot more than that.   
 
Steve Brower thanked everyone for the hard work that has gone into the study.  He wanted to speak 
to the safety situation east of Orange on Third and Fourth and, specifically, to the one item 
Councilmember Sandke brought up about the change at Pomona at Third.  The engineer stated at 
the second of the feedback sessions and the surveys related to it that the particular change had no 
objections to it.  He thinks, when we think about the safety of the weave, we live here and we see 
the people cutting across Third to make the left at B.  He thinks that the closure, irrespective of 
whether a light goes in, would be a very important safety enhancement.  Secondly, he wanted to 
speak to the two questions that all of us have on that part of the island.  Those are two concerns 
about speed and about safety.  The AAA foundation for traffic safety did a number of studies on 
pedestrian safety and found that pedestrians face a 25% chance of severe injury if they are hit by 
a car driving 25 mph.  When the car is going 39 mph, the risk of severe injury rises to 75%.  There 
is an imperative for calming and better speeds east of Orange.  There is also an imperative for a 
safe crossing of Third and Fourth north and south across the island.   
 
Jack Monger drew the Council’s attention to a couple of items in the packet that included some 
petitions, one in particular from the Fight the Lights which has over 300 Coronado residents in 
opposition to the lights.  He also thought it was rather interesting that there are other petitions in 
here supporting the lights.  It is good that there are people from as far away as Auburn, Fresno, 
Mesa AZ, London, etc. who all have signed in support of the lights.  He thinks there is some good 
and some bad in this plan.  He wouldn’t just classify it as all good or all bad.  One of the items he 
would like to comment on is the lights.  If the light is put in at Alameda and if the Navy cooperates 
with the idea of synchronizing their lights that light could be positive.  If not, it ought to be 
reconsidered as it might not have the effect that the consultants are hoping for.  One thing he 
believes that Coronadans know is that stop lights encourage scattering.  All you have to do is look 
at Fourth Street to see what happens when those lights are red at Orange and the cars are sitting 
there for a few minutes.  The temptation to hang a quick right and go over to Fifth or to go around 
and cut up an alley is all there and it happens all the time.  That is one of the biggest concerns that 
those of us who are opposing the lights have about the impact of locating similar lights in other 
sections on Third and Fourth Streets.  He heard the consultant make a recommendation of taking 
the crosswalk off of G so that people could walk a couple of blocks to a light so that people could 
cross more safely.  That is the very same suggestion he would offer with regard to B.  Do not allow 
crossing there.  Request that pedestrians walk up to Orange, particularly those that are visiting our 
City and are staying over on First Street and don’t know that, although it may be the most direct 
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route, it is not the safest.  He closed by saying that he does not think the enemy here tonight is the 
people who disagree with each other; the people who have raised a lot of questions and made a lot 
of accusations of people being selfish or NIMBY’s or anything.  The enemy is traffic and he hopes 
we can stay focused on that.  That is always going to be a challenge in Coronado.  As the Council 
looks at the recommendations, he hopes it will ask if those really do benefit Coronadans.  If they 
don’t have an adverse impact then maybe they are good suggestions but if they do and they just 
push the problem off into another neighborhood and another side street, then that is not a good 
thing.   
 
Bob Bruce would be opposed to lights.  He guesses the idea is to slow down traffic and make that 
a little bit safer but also have safe crossings for pedestrians and bicycles.  He did like the idea of 
maybe doing underground tunnels at two different spots, perhaps B and F, just for pedestrians and 
bicycles so that you could get underneath and go across Third and Fourth safely that way.  As far 
as maybe slowing traffic down, he thought about maybe boosting the City budget a little bit and 
give out hundreds of tickets and just start giving tickets out and that will slow people down a little 
bit.  He knows it is a problem.  If you did stop lights at B and at F, you are going to impact people 
that live there severely because a lot of people have their values and their net worth in their homes 
and when those streets have stop lights there, they are going to be used as cross streets and they 
are going to become very busy and the values of those homes will drop dramatically.  We need to 
keep that in mind for those people that do live there and those are your residents that live in 
Coronado and are most affected by this.   
 
Jan Cook spoke in opposition to the stop light at Alameda and Fourth.  The people are very good 
about alternating going through there.  There is no problem getting across.  They stop to let you 
go.  One of the reasons for it is supposedly it breaks the traffic up on Fourth if you have a light 
there.  If you have a light and the traffic is stopped on Alameda, the traffic is going to stack up on 
Alameda.  Those people either turn left or right to go to Fourth to go out so you aren’t going to 
have much of a break anyway and if the traffic is heavy, the people on Fourth stop and let people 
cross.   
 
Tom Slattery can see the intersection of Third and B from his bedroom window.  He is awoken 
every morning by screeching motorcycles and braking vehicles as they come roaring off of the 
Bridge.  Let’s not pretend that the traffic is not a major problem in this City.  What makes Coronado 
so desirable is the very thing that makes it somewhat of a challenge and that is the Bridge.  Property 
values were a fifth of what they are today before the Bridge was there.  That is what made the 
property values rise the way they did because the island suddenly became accessible and we have 
now got four and a half times more traffic coming over that Bridge than its designers and builders 
ever anticipated.  That is preposterous.  We don’t live in Mayberry.  This is not the village hall.  
The City Council members are elected representatives in a 21st century city that has tens of 
thousands of inhabitants.  People want to throw statistics about how 125 people is meaningful but 
it is not.  We can dismiss all of those numbers as meaningless.  What the Council is being asked 
to do is the worst thing it can ever be asked to do and that is lead.  Obviously, people don’t want 
the lights.  He doesn’t want the lights in some sense.  It would be much nicer if they were not 
necessary.  He accepts the need for the lights and that is what everyone in here needs to do.  If not 
the lights, then whatever the next most appropriate level of action should be is necessary.  After 
50 years of nothing, do something.   The CTC and City staff has recommended that the Council 
adopt this plan in most of its meaningful components.  Listen to the experts rather than the people 
speaking from their emotions.   
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Darlene Lovell-Parker wants to just give a perspective from someone who owns a piece of 
property, as small as it may be, right on the corner of F and Third.  She leaves her house every day 
between 7:30 and 8:30 a.m.  Her husband goes out for a walk at 5:30 a.m.  She heard from the 
study and the CTC that their major concern was the crossings and people being able to pass across 
on Third and Fourth.  When you have bumper to bumper traffic, you don’t have a problem crossing.  
There are times when they block the intersections but more signage saying not to block the 
intersections would be great.  That is the easy part.  There are times when you don’t have that 
ability and there is constant traffic going through.  She is thankful for the City-paid crossing guard 
for the kids.  It is a neighborhood.  Whether it is 50 years later or 90 years later, it is still a 
neighborhood.  That doesn’t change and they don’t want it to change.  Do we need a light there?  
No.  Does she need sailors to be racing to work because they are late?  No.  They go on base in an 
orderly fashion and it is at a specific time. Does she need a light to stop them?  No.  That just 
means that it will elongate the time of traffic on our streets.  Her whole block has signs except for 
a couple that say no lights.  She asked the Council to really look at this before making a decision.  
The bulbout works.   
 
Brian Wamsley thanked Ms. Wilson for her honesty and clarifying that almost their entire tasking 
was directed at Third and Fourth Street and according to the pie chart she showed there was 
actually very little input from the potentially mostly adversely affected neighborhoods.  He wanted 
to add his voice to that of his fellow Coronado citizens who agree that the CTC recommendation 
for traffic lights is horribly misguided and offers little beyond an empty pledge.  Quoting from the 
CTC’s own report, they use words like they are sensitive to the situation and they also make mostly 
rush hour only turn restrictions to address his neighbors’ other concerns.  His neighborhood, south 
of Fourth, is already struggling with conditions running counter to what he believes all members 
of the City Council have dedicated themselves to and that is protecting our village atmosphere.  
There is little to no street parking now.  His neighbors tell him about the tour buses that go up and 
down our street, the commercial trucks going up and down the street, and now there is a proposal 
for traffic lights and these lights practically shout out, “Hey, why get stuck on Orange Avenue 
when you can divert through this beautiful tree lined avenue?”  His neighbor tells him that he has 
actually chatted with the restaurant delivery folks.  They report that they can’t wait for traffic 
lights.  The existing and proposed signs prohibiting southbound turns during the morning rush 
hour will not protect his neighborhood from the dramatically increased non-rush hour traffic and 
the evening northbound traffic seeking to exit the island.  The assertions regarding the existing 
stop signs and all the fancy computer modeling are, at best, non-persuasive and they defy common 
sense.  Secondly, he wanted to thank Councilmember Bailey for recently reemphasizing that this 
is hopefully not an all or nothing situation and that the CTC made other recommendations that 
deserve the City’s careful attention.  It is his sincere hope that while the folly of traffic lights and 
their well known adverse consequences will not come to fruition, it his equally sincere hope that 
other roadwork, engineering solutions, crossing guards, police department presence, and other 
appropriate solutions can be brought to bear to increase the safety and quality of life for our 
neighbors who live on Third and Fourth Street but that we all share on an almost daily basis.  
Ultimately, he would hope for an integrated solution that includes projects such as the gateway, 
and getting help from the state and federal government that we require and he thinks that we 
deserve.   
 
Cordell Parker feels that everything has been said but he would like to add a thought about force 
protection on a military base.  They can slow traffic as long as they want.  When they are waving 
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cars on and they aren’t taking the little scanner and scanning ID cards that is a second to get on 
base.  If they scan that adds ten seconds to every car and there are 20,000 cars coming on.  They 
can affect all kinds of traffic.   
 
Quelene Slattery would be doing any future victims of car accidents, either pedestrians or cyclists, 
a disservice if she didn’t get up here.  She didn’t want to speak and feels like she is in a room full 
of very angry and animated people and this is extremely uncomfortable for her.  She promised 
herself that she would not stay in the shadows and that she would do everything she could to send 
the message to everyone to hopefully prevent any more accidents, any more deaths like the 
gentleman that was killed or any more injuries like the one her son sustained.  A lot of people in 
this room find this very amusing.  She doesn’t find anything amusing about it at all.  She 
appreciates the show of hands at the beginning of the comment period.  She wants to be clear that 
is the pulse of the room and not the pulse of the community.  Most of the people in this room, 
probably if you took a show of hands, don’t have children at home that they need to be home 
serving dinner to this evening.  There is a large number of people in the community who have 
children at home and can’t be here to voice their opinions today.  Please keep them in mind.  There 
are a lot of very callous attitudes, too.  She has been attacked and vilified and called an 
irresponsible mother because she has a 16 year old son who was on his way to a job interview at a 
local business and was hit by a car.  She has been attacked for numerous reasons as has her son.  
She has been attacked in the newspaper.  She knows many of the Council members have as well.  
The reality is that these are children.  We do our best to parent and teach our children but children 
make mistakes, as do adults.  She has been called an irresponsible mother.  Does that make the 
gentleman who was killed have an irresponsible mother, too?  He wasn’t wearing his helmet either.  
How about the vet in the wheelchair that she saw crossing the other day?  Did he have an 
irresponsible mother?  We are supposed to tell him thank you for your service but wheel your chair 
down to Orange Avenue, cross and then come back?  How many people in this room have actually 
stood at the corner of Fourth and A?  You can’t even see the signal at Orange.  The tourists who 
come off of the ferry and walk down B don’t know there is a signal at Orange.  And that signal has 
an F rating.  She asked the Council to do what is right.  It is about safety.  It is not about what 
people want.  The Council has to do what is right for safety.   
 
Barb Anderson hears the big, mammoth trucks in the mornings and they drive right through the 
stop sign because they are heading for Alameda as they have to get to the base.  They don’t bother 
going down Orange or Third.  They go through her residence at Ninth and I.  They are like ants 
and are trying to get through our community any way they can.  She thinks we need to invite the 
military to stop having these kids, one in every car.  We need to go back and say to please carpool 
and please leave your vehicle over on the other side of the bridge.  These guys will stay off the 
residences if you put a four-way stop sign at every intersection. 
 
Patty Bingham commented that the problem is the commuter traffic.  She loves the Navy.  Her 
husband was in the Navy.  Her daughter lives in San Francisco and takes a beautiful coach bus, 
with Wi-Fi, to Cupertino every day.  They have bus stops all over the city.  It is the future.  We 
need to try to work with the Navy and see if we can do something like that.  That would really help 
the traffic in Coronado and solve everyone’s problems.   
 
Susan Blanco is against the lights.  She has been before the Council before to say the same thing.  
There are children crossing on F and to invite cars on the street with children is not safe.  She likes 
the idea of having some kind of other metering to calm traffic.  She likes the drainage dips.  They 
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slow traffic down.  She likes the raised pedestrian crossings.  She likes the automatic lights at the 
crossings, too.  She knows we have brought that up before about the HAWK lights but what about 
the ones that just come on, the ones you press or are in the street.  She thinks you could get them 
through.  She knows Caltrans has been an issue.  She thinks the City could work with them or with 
the state legislature.  She also thinks that civilian control at Alameda and Fourth would also work.  
She knows there was some discussion about lights at Fourth and Alameda but if you have someone 
there just during that time of traffic, just as we have the guards at the time of traffic, why do you 
need anyone or anything at any other time.  There has been mention of having the platooning of 
cars using the signal lights like Hawthorn and Grape but Hawthorn and Grape have signal lights 
at every intersection.  If that is what you are recommending, she is really against that, too.  She 
loves the gateway project.  She thinks it is a great idea.  Those are ways to have access to both 
sides of the corridor without having signal lights.  You know how we have the bridge where we 
narrow it down depending on the traffic?  She thinks if we have one of those arrow lights on Third 
or Fourth you could narrow it down to where you only have two lanes which narrows traffic 
without having to do a lot of anything else other than that arrow that says not to go any further in 
that lane.  She thinks that is a fabulous idea.   They were doing construction on Third and Fourth 
and it narrowed the lanes and slowed down the traffic.   
 
Doug Brandt commented that the basic thing he is concerned with is what happens next.  He went 
through all the documents and there were at least ten quotes concerning CEQA.  He wants CEQA 
to be part of this process.  He thinks not many people truly understand what that means but the 
main contention he has with respect to this is that going forward, the City needs to look at the 
environmental impacts to our community.  That means noise and all kinds of different pollution 
studies and things like that.  To short circuit that in a cynical way, which he knows many towns 
do to just get it by and sneak it through, is not the way this should go.  You are interested in what 
we have been talking about.  There are ideas here that are going to go forward.  He wants it to be 
done in a transparent, open way and use CEQA.  Coming forward, too, he would like to know who 
is going to be the advocate for the people in these rooms as things evolve.  How is this going to 
happen?  He is against the traffic lights.   
 
Mike Donovan is neither angry nor a bully and he just wanted to give his opinion on Third and 
Fourth Street.  He believes calling Third and Fourth Streets residential streets is a non-starter.  We 
need to be realistic.  Third and Fourth Streets have not been residential streets since the bridge was 
built.  You don’t have 90,000 plus cars going down streets like that every day and call it anything 
but a highway.  He thinks the key thing that we should be talking about here is the safety of trying 
to cross the street with pedestrians and bicycles.  You don’t need stop lights to be able to do that.  
He has heard a handful or more of other alternatives to safely get people across Third and Fourth.  
He has heard people say that they are able to get across Third and Fourth now with no changes 
whatsoever but we can certainly improve.  Caltrans’ view of Third and Fourth is the mission is to 
get cars on and off those streets as efficiently as possible.  Get them to the base in the morning and 
get them off in the evening.  Calling those residential streets with that many cars going up and 
down those streets is not right.  He is an advocate of focusing on the safety aspect of how to cross 
Third and Fourth but we don’t need stop lights to slow the traffic down, cause more congestion.  
It just is not going to work.   
 
Tim Smith feels it was a bit harsh to hear the speaker say that it is not a residential street.  That is 
clearly a very odd thing to say.  A lot of us live on Third and Fourth Streets.  Must he be the only 
one to address the elephant in the room?  This is a non-problem.  He is from England.  They have 
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speed limits for a reason.  The people observe them.  It is not a choice.  Where he is from people 
simply obey the law.  He knows people may find that hard to imagine.  The reason they obey the 
law is they get very healthy fines if they do not.  Anyone who has been to England or travels as 
much as he does will know that is true.  Please do not put traffic lights outside his house because 
there are other means to deal with this problem.  We have to enforce the law.  We have to enforce 
the noise laws.  Will we look the Navy in the eye and tell them to take responsibility for some of 
your people, for some of their actions?  Will someone back him up on that?   
 
Kim Schmid takes a little offense to the statement that it is not a neighborhood.  Third and Fourth 
Street corridors are still neighborhoods.  Yes, she chose to buy a house on Fourth Street and yes, 
she thought the speed limit was 25 mph.  The average speed in front of her house, as shown in the 
reports, is 39 mph.  That was always her drive and her passion with this report – to calm the traffic 
so that the speeds could be 25 mph.  Yes, she is very concerned for her children.  Her main concern 
is to calm the traffic and get the speeds down and then people would be more courteous and would 
be more apt to be able to cross if people were going slower.  If people could drive respectfully on 
her corridor from Orange to the Bridge, it would be an entirely different world.  But everyone has 
been taught to drive like it is a highway there.  That it is allowed to be 40 mph without getting a 
ticket and so people don’t stop.  Her husband is in a wheelchair and when he crosses the street, 
people honk at him if they have to hit their brakes for a man in a wheelchair.  The attitude of the 
people who are driving that street in front of her house is appalling.  Between 1 p.m. and 7 p.m. 
she cannot back out of her driveway because there is no space, people are rude, they won’t stop, 
they won’t slow down.  There are so many issues and they are all based around speed.  If the speeds 
would slow down and people’s attitudes would come to look at that as a residential street, which 
it is, then she thinks that so many of these problems with crossing and safety and bicycles and 
whatever would solve themselves.   
 
Councilmember Downey stated that she will be recusing herself.  The way we have structured the 
meeting today there are several groups of recommendations.  Two of the recommendations that 
the Council will be considering would require her to recuse herself and so, under California law, 
what we are doing is we are basically segmenting those two areas so she will leave the dais and 
the Council can talk about the two.  The two issues are one of the recommendations was to put that 
“stay clear” on the roadway on Fourth and D.  She personally doesn’t think painting that on the 
street has anything to do with the value of a house she owned where she raised her children but 
someone in the State of California thinks it might raise the value or decrease the value of her house 
so she has to step out for that and, to avoid anyone suing the City because there was a conflict of 
interest when we discussed it, she will be leaving the room just for that discussion.  The second 
one is the recommendations for the speed table that is on Third near D Avenue.  Again, they think 
somehow that will raise or decrease the value as she owns a house on D between Third and Fourth.  
She will recuse herself.  The Council will talk about those and do whatever they want to do and 
then she will come back to do the rest of the discussion going forward.   
 
Mayor Tanaka explained that the State of California presumes that we have a conflict financially 
if we live within 500 feet of an improvement.  In this case, Ms. Downey has property within 500 
feet of two of the recommendations so we will go only to those two.  He asked the Council to refer 
to page 193, Items H and I are the two items.  Item H is a suggestion that there be a speed table on 
Third Street west of D Avenue.  Does anyone have a problem with that?  Council consensus was 
to keep that in the mix for something to look at.  Does anyone have anything stronger in terms of 
what they want to do with Item H?  Item I is “Keep Clear” pavement markings at Third Street and 
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C, Fourth Street and D.  We have already done “Keep Clear” at Orange and Second.  He feels like 
those are working.  He can’t imagine we would have a problem with Item I.  Does anyone have a 
problem with I?  Council consensus was to keep that in the mix of things that we want looked at 
and worked on in the future.   
 
Mr. Sandke asked if we need a separate motion to move those forward.   
 
 MSUC  (Sandke/Bailey) moved that the City Council direct staff to commence 

with further study of Item H – Speed table on Third west of D Avenue 
and Item I – “Keep Clear” pavement markings at Third Street and C 
Avenue; and Fourth Street and D Avenue. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   RECUSED:  Downey 
 
Councilmember Downey returned to the dais. 
 
Mayor Tanaka referred to the comment that the Bridge went in in 1969.  He thinks that is a fair 
place to start historically.  Obviously before the Bridge, there was ferry service.  People would line 
up on Orange Avenue all the way up to Orange and First.  He has been told that people kind of 
enjoyed it.  He has been told that when there was talk about putting a bridge in in the 1960s, many 
of Coronado’s best citizens didn’t want the Bridge and they weren’t real excited about the idea but 
we got it anyway and something we all can agree on is that when the Bridge came in, the Bridge 
and the traffic planning for Third and Fourth – Coronado has never been the same on those two 
streets.  His story with Coronado goes back to 1983.  He remembers Coronado the same way he 
has heard other people describe it.  We have the Bridge on one side of town and NASNI on the 
other.  Third and Fourth Streets each have three lanes.  They each have a primary objective of 
moving people from the Bridge to the base or from the base to the Bridge.  We have heard the 
number of, at our worst, the bridge gets 90,000 trips per day.  He wants to be clear that 90,000 
doesn’t mean 90,000 individual different drivers.  It probably means to divide that by two.  People 
who drive in drive out.  Nonetheless, we have a huge number of cars that come in and out of 
Coronado every day and he likes to tell people that it is like our own Padre or Charger game and 
it happens every morning and every afternoon.  Coronado is not like Jack Murphy stadium or Petco 
Park where there are many avenues of approach to get in and get out of an event like that.  That is 
one big leg of the City of Coronado’s traffic grid and traffic plan – getting people in and out on 
Third and Fourth.  Orange Avenue has four lanes of capacity and it intersects Third and Fourth.  
Orange Avenue hurts that little grid.  Orange Avenue puts a stop right in the middle of the trip 
from the bridge to the base and the base to the bridge.  All of us fit in there somewhere because 
we all take the bridge with some frequency each week or maybe even each day.  As far as traffic 
planning goes, he has an obligation to support a traffic plan that efficiently moves people in and 
out of Coronado and does it at the safest speeds possible.  Adding five traffic lights does not 
improve that traffic system.  Adding five traffic lights degrades the system and makes it harder to 
move people in and out.  Putting in five additional lights creates five new places for people to 
avoid a straight line in and out and instead to divert around and to create new problems where 
problems didn’t exist.  Streets get certain designations or titles that are based on a circulatory 

443 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  444 
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 October 6, 2015   
 
system.  He is a big believer that if we put these lights in we are going to create hemorrhaging.  
We are going to start bleeding cars into areas where we don’t have a concerted plan to move them 
out.  He can’t support these lights that are proposed in this plan.  He understands the thinking 
behind it.  He respects the motives behind it but he can’t vote for a plan that he thinks is inferior 
to the current one so that is a dead issue to him. 
 
The most important page in the Fehr and Peers report for him is page 10-8.  When we saw the 
statistics that if you cut through town you save 30 seconds and then they calculated those times.  
That plan shows seven new lights and not five.  This plan is dead because at the heart of it are the 
lights.  He doesn’t say that to hurt anyone’s feelings or to impugn expertise.  Lights, more of them, 
is not the answer for him.  He has heard that this is built around creating a better opportunity to 
get 25 mph as an average speed and he wants that but he does not believe in this plan creating that.  
He believes that this plan is going to create people moving around many of the items that are put 
in and he believes that many of the non-light items that are proposed are depending conceptually 
on those lights going in.  He can’t support that. 
 
He wants to talk briefly about the proposed light at Alameda and Fourth because he hears support 
for it.  He stated that he uses that intersection a lot and it works.  He also pointed out that there 
used to be a waver at that intersection that the Navy provided.  They feel that puts their own 
personnel at risk and they won’t do it.  If they won’t do it, that is fine, but he will say to keep the 
stop signs.  Every time he tries to cross there he has no problem.  He doesn’t understand the 
metering concept there because there are already three stop lights on base metering that aren’t 
synchronized.  Something else he has noticed is that every time someone tells him lights are going 
to be synchronized, they are not.  We only need to look at Orange Avenue to know that our lights 
aren’t synchronized.  He could promise that they are going to be synchronized for his remaining 
14 months but we all know they are not.  He doesn’t know why.  It isn’t a lack of commitment.  
We would like to.  We haven’t made it happen.  We have observed our own tendencies.  Most 
people he knows don’t try to use the light at Orange and Sixth or the light at Orange and Eighth.  
We all get a lot of complaints about Orange and Tenth but he thinks it has gotten a little better and 
people are using it more again.  Those people who say that where we have put lights and where 
they exist that are not getting used or are often avoided – we are all probably guilty of that to some 
extent.  Why, in good conscience, would he put in five more lights or maybe seven?  Another thing 
he has to point out is if we put in any lights now, it is going to beget more lights.   If we put lights 
in at Third and Fourth and B, Third and Fourth and F, we are probably going to get scenarios where 
we have to put in more nearby.  That is what he learned about the Hawthorn and Grape couplet.  
There are lights everywhere.  They have no choice but to put more lights in to create more safety.  
He does want to say that the situation we have isn’t great.  He is not bragging about the current 
situation we have.  He doesn’t know what the City has really done to make those streets safer but 
he also doesn’t know how many things it can do to make it safer.  If the greatest minds in 1969 
thought it was going to be 24,000 Average Daily Trips (ADTs) and we have hit 90,000, he doesn’t 
have any proposals for how to get the volume down.  He is not going to look the Navy in the eye 
and say to carpool more.  He wants them to but there is a reason those sailors do the same thing 
we do.  We don’t carpool a whole lot.  As soon as you start carpooling more, he will try to chew 
out an admiral for no reason and say we should all carpool more.  He believes in it but he cannot 
honestly look you in the eye and say he is going to lecture the Navy on that.  We all have work to 
do on that. 
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The number one thing that he will always be disappointed in himself over is that he campaigned 
on more enforcement.  He hasn’t delivered more enforcement to the people.  To everyone who 
said that is one of the tricks, he does think that is something we need to do.  A very difficult 
decision that faces this Council and the next Council and so on is the easiest thing he could do is 
say to hire more police.  But you can only put so many at a time and you can only write so many 
tickets so if we doubled the police budget would that really result in double the safety in Coronado?  
He doesn’t think it would.  We are going to have to talk about that some other time and figure out 
if our police staffing is adequate and what we can afford and what would another million dollars 
of new expenditure buy us and would it actually buy us any more safety. 
 
The stretch of Orange Avenue to the bridge on Third and Fourth – that is the area we need to come 
up with something.  He does not think the lights are the answer.  We do need to keep working on 
finding some other solutions whether that is more crossing guards, more police – somehow we 
need to do a better job of correcting the freeway mentality.  It is just not acceptable for any of us 
to think it is okay to just keep going 45 mph because you are a block away from the bridge.  And 
there is a downhill slope there, too.  There is a lot we need to do to try to try to figure out how to 
make this traffic grid we have safer.  He thinks a lot of those recommendations assume lights going 
in.  A lot of them assume one at Glorietta.  He also pointed out that in 2004 our residents voted 
against the diverters on A, B and C.  They voted 68% to not do that.  Unless something has changed 
in the last 11 years that is the survey he cares about.  He really doesn’t care about the survey that 
is in the Fehr and Peers report.  He appreciates that it is there but he has no confidence that it 
represents anything accurate.  The 68% number from 2004 represents something accurate to him.  
That same year we voted on whether or not to open Glorietta and 56% said no.  Maybe things have 
changed but the only survey he is going to look to is a vote of the public.  If we want to do 
something radical, let’s make sure the public wants to support something radical.  This is a Hail 
Mary attempt.  He likes Hail Mary attempts but no one caught the pass.  It is too radical.  Our 
citizenry would freak out if we implemented most of this.  The only thing he thinks would be 
productive is to talk about the non-light options to see which of those we might be able to 
implement.  To the City’s credit, we have tried to implement bulbouts and things like that and we 
have not been met with any assistance from Caltrans.  He hopes Complete Streets means something 
to them but he is not convinced that it means something to them yet. 
 
Councilmember Bailey has followed this process for the last two years.  He attended the 
workshops, read the report, heard the public’s feedback, and reflected back on his experience 
having lived in the corridor at Fourth and J and Fourth and B.  He is convinced that there is a 
combination of elements contained within this report that would significantly improve the safety 
of the corridor without negatively impacting the surrounding neighborhoods.  He thinks that in an 
effort to help guide us there, it would be important to come up with some principles that we follow 
as we pick and choose which ones make the most sense.  Some of those principles he jotted down 
were that commuter traffic is safest when it is contained on our major thoroughfares.  Traffic on 
the major thoroughfares should be calmed to the greatest extent possible without violating that 
first principle.  He can say, having lived on the eastern side of Orange, speed is a huge concern 
over there.  Having lived on the western side of Orange, closer to the base, speed is not as much 
of a concern because the traffic hasn’t really gotten going once it has left the base to gain a lot of 
speed.  Closer to Orange and on the west side of Orange, it is more of a concern.  The status quo 
for Third and Fourth Streets is unacceptable.  We have gone too long without doing enough to help 
calm traffic in that area without diverting it to other streets.  There are recommendations contained 
within this report that he would like the Council to consider that follow those three principles.  He 
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doesn’t want to throw the baby out with the bath water on this entire report but he does agree that 
he is against the signals.  He would be able to entertain a discussion about a signal at Fourth and 
Alameda, provided that certain conditions were met if we were to move forward with that.   
 
Councilmember Downey was recused because she lived on D Avenue, raised her children on D 
Avenue, had to cross Third and Fourth, had to try to get in and out of her alley during rush hour 
on the alley between D and Orange, and so she understood what the issues were.  Now she lives 
on H near the schools and we have a different issue.  She has experienced all sides of town and 
what it means.  For the folks that don’t understand why a light at Alameda and Fourth might help, 
the way platooning works, and the last time this came up she voted against putting a light at 
Alameda and Third and Fourth because the residents in the area said they didn’t want it, but she 
tried to explain to them that there are some benefits.  The way the platooning works, that light at 
Orange is the only reason she could ever get out of her alley behind D Avenue.  It stopped the cars, 
whether it was rush hour or not.  We all talk about it being great when it isn’t rush hour but some 
of us actually have to go somewhere when it is rush hour and platooning actually causes the cars 
to stop in enough time.  It is just like when it is a gridlock.  It is the same concept.  The cars are 
stopped so people can get through.  The reason they are suggesting that we look at the Fourth and 
Alameda light is even without it coordinating on the base, once it gets past Alameda on Fourth, 
there will be enough time that it will get to wherever the next thing is.  After that stop happens, 
then there is going to be space behind it.  That is the platooning.  People can cross.  She will say 
that she agrees with the speakers that said we really don’t have an issue crossing on that side of 
Orange.  It is the other side.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked why do it. 
 
Ms. Downey responded that if we aren’t going to do the other ones, she doesn’t know that we need 
to.  She agrees that we have done nothing since 1969.  The study listed all the things the City has 
tried to do and looked at and haven’t done in Coronado to address traffic.  That is fine.  We don’t 
want to do any of them but then every election people ask why nothing is done about traffic.  If 
we do nothing today, the people will all be back here asking why nothing was done about traffic.  
She does think there are some good things in this report.  The next step isn’t to vote to institute 
them.  At this point, all the CTC asked the Council to do is send some items on so the engineering 
work can be done.  Caltrans has told us that they will not answer us for any of these until an 
engineering study has been done.  There are two reasons for that.  They have a lot of people that 
would like them to give their official opinion on things but they aren’t going to waste their time 
unless they know someone is serious about it.  If we are going to do CEQA on it, you have to have 
the engineering study to find out what the environmental consequences are.  That is why the order 
is what it is.  She agrees with Mr. Bailey that the Council should pick and choose and see what we 
want to move forward so we can at least do the engineering so Caltrans can at least tell us whether 
we can or not.  She wants to send them something and make them say officially yes or no.  She 
does think safety in the area from Orange to the bridge needs to be addressed somehow.  This 
report gives us seven different ways to do it.  If we aren’t going to look at any of them, then we 
have resigned ourselves that we are never going to look at it.  There are lots of great ideas coming 
through but a lot of them were looked at.  The idea of underpasses and ways to go under Third and 
Fourth were actually studied.  You all voted.  Anyone who voted in the election that said they 
didn’t want to finish the SR 75 study because someone said it was a tunnel study and that was all 
we were studying.  That was not correct.  There actually was some further engineering study work 
about going under Third and Fourth.  To suggest that it won’t be expensive – it will be hugely 
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expensive because of the water table and earthquake and all of that.  When you are looking at what 
is a feasible thing, she thinks we should find the items in here that we like, send them on for 
engineering work so we can get Caltrans to give us an answer.  She actually was willing to look at 
just seeing what the effects would be for a signal at B.  She wanted a traffic study to tell her if it 
would send traffic down somewhere and how we would divert it.  She agrees with Mayor Tanaka 
that there was a vote already that said that people didn’t want diverters.  That was then and it didn’t 
have a light or any purpose.  She would have liked to have seen those engineering studies and 
whether or not it could be done without diverting traffic because she doesn’t want to divert traffic 
either.  She doesn’t want that leaving the corridor but she does want a safe way to cross Third and 
Fourth and she doesn’t see any other way.  If we decide we are not going to have a safe way to 
cross Third and Fourth that is okay but as she stated at the beginning of the meeting, at least half 
of the people in this town want the Council to find something to do.  She is open to go through this 
to find areas that we are at least willing to send for some engineering work so we can get Caltrans’ 
answer on things that could help us.   
 
Mayor Tanaka referred to the list on page 93.   
 
Councilmember Sandke isn’t quite as pessimistic about the document.  He applauds not just Fehr 
and Peers for their complete report but also the work of the CTC.  The process has been one of the 
most laudable things that has come from this.  There is a lot to like in this study except the lights.  
When he campaigned he did so on an incremental approach to handling the traffic situation on 
Third and Fourth and he continues to take that stance.  He did not get here to preside over the 
urbanization of Third and Fourth.  He doesn’t want Grape and Hawthorn running through the 
center of his town.  He recognizes that our small town ambience is indeed under assault and to 
those who think it is gone you don’t need to look any further than late night TV to prove yourselves 
right.  We are the envy of cities worldwide.  Whatever we do we cannot be focusing on the Naval 
commuter.  We have to focus on our residents.  Contrary to Mr. Donovan’s assertions, he does 
consider Third and Fourth Streets residential streets and he applauds several examples of trying to 
make that residential neighborhood back into what it was pre-bridge.  The Avenue of Heroes flag 
program is fantastic and is doing what it can to make the place feel better.  It is very troubling for 
him to think about these lights and to hear the consultant say that we have Bluetooth ways to 
measure traffic and we have studies that might be able to tell us about diversions but he is just not 
willing to bet his town on that.  He hopes the folks who are really in favor of the lights understand 
that.  He agrees that there are some things in the report that he would like to move forward with.  
They are the non-light alternatives.  He recalls that the Navy used to have a crossing guard and he 
thinks the guard went away during sequestration.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that there was a light in the works for Third and Fourth and Alameda.  
Before that discussion, there was a waver.  When the Council voted not to put in those lights that 
had been planned, even with Caltrans approval, the Navy said that the waver wasn’t a good idea 
anymore.   
 
Mr. Sandke added that there have been a couple of references to pursuing legislative remedies for 
our problem.  We do have a very unique situation with a state highway running through a 
residential neighborhood.  He thinks that unique situation warrants some consideration at the state 
level for speed cameras.  He would love to see those things.  There are 139 communities throughout 
Maryland, Oregon, Washington, and Illinois that use them even as we speak.  They have been 
prohibited in California but there may be a way to use those, particularly in the most dire part of 
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our problems from Orange to the bridge.  He would like to see larger usage of crossing guards at 
particularly troublesome intersections and more times of day.  He is intrigued by the pedestrian 
underpasses and recognizes the cost issues that Ms. Downey brought up.  He would ask Caltrans 
what it would take to get a HAWK at B.  We want one.  Tell us what it would take to get one.  If 
it means closing B on both sides of Fourth, it is something we might want to think about.  A couple 
of people mentioned the need to pressure the Navy more.  He does think a few admirals could be 
talked to and there might be a way to at least get some things going.  One of the most compelling 
arguments he heard against the lights are some of the people who are most profoundly affected by 
the problem in this corridor, the Schmids.  Both he and she shared their desire to not have traffic 
lights on their street.  They are the ones most personally affected by them.  The bottom line of the 
study brought several things to light.  One was speed.  We can work on that with the physical 
changes in the engineering of the street, which is the only way to make any change to the speed in 
the corridor.  We are presented with some of those tonight.  Another is safety.  It has not been 
proven to him that the lights are the key to safety although he believes strongly in doing what we 
can to promote crossing.  The signals are promoted more as crossing then they are as safety or 
traffic calming.  He thinks we have other ways to accomplish those goals.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode thinks that Chairman Garahan did a good job of explaining how we got 
to where we are.  We have set the stage for this.  We, in the wake of the tunnel vote, asked the 
public what they wanted and we enshrined that in a mission for the CTC.  They turned around and 
came up with an approach and hired a consultant to do exactly what we think the public told us 
they wanted done which was traffic calming, making the place more bike and pedestrian friendly.  
It is important that we recognize that this is what we asked for.  We approved the statement of 
work that funded this study.  He thinks Fehr and Peers and the CTC have done an excellent job of 
what they were charged to do.  He agrees that he would want to go as far as we can without getting 
to traffic lights with one exception which is the one at Fourth and Alameda.  The idea of whether 
or not cars are platooning up to that point is irrelevant.  The fact remains that they stack up at that 
intersection and then they go.  The traffic light builds in gaps.  It can be set so that you don’t have 
cars backed all the way from Orange up to the base.  The problem with having them backed up to 
the base is that then they bleed over and we won’t let them go on Alameda to turn left on Fifth, 
Sixth and Seventh.  One of the consequences of not putting that light in is that we had them going 
over to Fifth, Sixth and Seventh and turning left to go past the schools.  We put in no left turn 
signs.  Now they go down I and J to turn left on Fifth, Sixth and Seventh to go past the schools.  
There should be timing in that light that requires that the queue can never get to the point where it 
comes up to I and J.  That can be done with a light.  It is very hard for a traffic waver to do that 
and the Navy even spoke to the City about that at the time.  He is standing there under a lot of 
pressure to let cars go.  They can see they have two or three blocks to go and sooner or later he 
lets them go, probably sooner than he should.  The traffic light can do stuff that the waver can’t 
do.  The waver is not going to come back.  Two of them got hit.  That is why the Navy pulled 
them.  Their lawyers said they couldn’t put guys out there after they got it and the Navy made it 
clear that they weren’t going to be coming back.  There may be an additional precaution that needs 
to be taken to keep cars that are stopped at that light from turning right onto Alameda.  That can 
be done.  The idea of stacking the cars on the base instead of stacking them on Orange is in the 
interest of all of our residents.  He sees no reason not to do that.  He would like to see the City go 
ahead with that.  He believes that also helps a great deal with some of the crossing issues 
downstream.  The things that we see in the morning, if you are crossing Third and Fourth regularly 
during rush hours, you can get across Third.  There is going to be a gap.  The gap comes with the 
light change.  It is pretty simple.  He can cross Fourth when the traffic is so backed up that it is not 

448 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  449 
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 October 6, 2015   
 
moving but that is not a desirable outcome because it is pushing traffic to the adjacent streets.  He 
wants that gap to be built in by the traffic signal.  He wants to go ahead with putting in the traffic 
signal at Fourth and Alameda. 
 
The rest of this stuff that is traffic calming goes to the point raised by Ms. Schmid.  He feels she 
was the most on point speaker tonight.  We want the traffic east of Orange to go 25 mph.  That is 
not going to happen with enforcement.  It is not going to happen with traffic signals.  It happens 
with engineered solutions and what is going to be the capstone is the toll plaza project.  That will 
be the thing that makes all the rest of this stacking up in both directions coming onto the island, 
the big change and now we have calmer traffic from that point on.  Getting off the island, you are 
not going to be speeding to the entrance to the bridge after the light changes at Orange because 
there is going to be stuff built in at the toll plaza that keeps that from happening.  We want to set 
the stage for that.  We want all the speed tables, whatever else we can put in between Orange and 
the toll plaza in anticipation of that next thing that is going to come to us.  He would like to see us 
go forward with all the traffic calming ideas and he would like to see us go forward with the signal 
at Alameda and Fourth.   
 
Mayor Tanaka concluded that it sounds like the Council wants to look at a light at Fourth and 
Alameda.   
 
Mr. Sandke asked if that idea includes restrictions for right hand turns and the off time blinking 
red.   
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that one of the things he didn’t get to is Caltrans.  Caltrans is going to 
say that you can’t do that.  We are going to give Caltrans a whole menu of things that they say you 
cannot do.  That is what we are doing tonight.  We are saying that we are going to study these 
things enough that we can hand them off to Caltrans and either they do a project study report and 
they come back with a result or they take our information and they act on it.  We are attempting to 
force Caltrans’ hand.  This is not our decision.  We are trying to tell them what we want to see.  
Yes, he agrees that we should include that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that the City will include its best wisdom but if the group says to pursue 
the light at Fourth and Alameda, let’s also be realistic that the Council saying that might mean it 
becomes a permanent light.  It might mean that it is always going to be there and he hears that we 
are ready to die on that hill.   
 
Mr. Woiwode stated that we are not at that point.  We are not making a forever decision tonight.  
We are making a decision on what we want to study further.   
 
Mayor Tanaka reviewed the list and incorporated Council comments as follows: 
 

A. Traffic signal at Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard.  Restrictions on right hand 
turns; all way stop during off peak hours. 

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); option of 

keeping Palm open. 
D. Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at I Avenue and Third Street. 
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E. Modification to intersection of Palm Avenue and Fourth Street (cul-de-sac); option of 
keeping Palm open. 

F. H and Third Street: speed table and crosswalks. 
G. Third and Fourth Streets at F Avenue: speed table and crosswalks. 
J. Third and Fourth Streets at B Avenue: speed table and crosswalks; HAWK; Rapid 

Flashing Beacon. 
K. Modification to the intersection of Pomona Avenue and Third Street; still allow traffic 

to go through. 
L. Partial closure of A Avenue and Pomona Avenue to prohibit left turns onto A Avenue. 
M. Curb extensions (bulbouts) on Fourth Street at A and C Avenues and wherever feasible 

along the corridor.   
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.  Eliminated by the Council. 
Q. Traffic circle (mini-roundabout) at Third Street and Glorietta Boulevard.  Eliminated 

by the Council. 
R. Modification to intersection of Pomona Avenue at Fourth Street.   

 
 MSUC  (Bailey/Downey) moved that the City Council receive the report and 

direct staff to commence with further study on the recommendations 
as directed. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
  11c. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Street Tree 
Committee.   Under Consent, Steven Kim Moreno was appointed to fill a vacancy on the 
Street Tree Committee. 
 
 11d. Consideration of Appointment to Fill Two Vacancies on the Parks and 
Recreation Commission.   Mayor Tanaka explained the process to be used for the nomination. 
 
Norman Funk introduced himself to the City Council and the public. 
 
Akshay Sateesh introduced himself to the City Council and the public.   
 
The City Clerk read the names and recorded the votes for the first round of voting as follows: 
 
 Norman C. Funk  five votes 
 Grace C Lowenburg  five votes 
 Akshay Sateesh  five votes 
 
The City Clerk read the names and recorded the votes for the second round of voting as follows: 
 

450 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  451 
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 October 6, 2015   
 
 Norman C. Funk  five votes 
 Grace C Lowenburg  three votes 
 Akshay Sateesh  five votes 
 
 MSUC  (Tanaka/Bailey) moved that the City Council appoint Norman Funk 

and Akshay Sateesh to serve out the remainder of two terms on the 
Parks and Recreation Commission to expire January 31, 2017. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 11e. Receive 2015 Asset Management Plan and Consider Formalizing the City’s 
Strategy and Criteria for a Facilities Replacement Fund.  Under Consent, the City Council: 
1) received the 2015 Asset Management Plan; 2) affirmed the City Council’s December 6, 
2011, direction that the $8.6 million of future Community Development Agency (CDA) Loan 
Repayments be allocated to the Facilities Replacement/Refurbishment Fund 136; 3) 
confirmed Fund 136 will remain a perpetual component of the City’s annual budget; 4) 
directed staff to develop an index-based formula for annual General Fund contributions to 
the Facilities Replacement Fund; and 5) directed staff to develop and present specific criteria 
for expensing funds from the Facilities Replacement Fund. 
 
 11f. 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.  This item was continued. 
 
12. CITY ATTORNEY:    No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:   
  
 13a. 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.  Under Consent, the request was approved. 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 9:11 p.m.  
 
       Approved: (Date), 2015 
 

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

The City Council waives the reading of the full text of every ordinance contained in this agenda 
and approves the reading of the ordinance title only.   
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING THE LONG-RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED 
PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 34191.5(b) 
AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY’S DESIRE TO 
CONTINUE THE HOSPITAL LEASE AGREEMENT AND ACQUISITION AS AN 
ENFORCEABLE OBLIGATION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado approving the Long-Range Property Management 
Plan prepared pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(b)” and 
acknowledgement of the Successor Agency’s desire to continue the Hospital Lease Agreement 
and acquisition as an enforceable obligation. (Attachment 1)  

FISCAL IMPACT:  Approval of the Long-Range Property Management Plan (Attachment 2) 
does not, in itself, obligate the Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency of the 
City of Coronado (Successor Agency) to any additional financial obligations beyond those 
already considered and approved by and/or assigned to the Successor Agency. 

AGENCY BOARD AUTHORITY:  Adoption of a resolution 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 Successor Agency Board of Directors is 
deemed to have “paramount authority” in such decisions.  The Oversight Board is required to 
approve the LRPMP prior to submittal to the Department of Finance.  

BACKGROUND:  On June 28, 2011, Assembly Bill No. X1 26 (AB 26) was signed into law by 
the Governor of California which, among other matters, froze redevelopment activities, called 
for the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies in California on February 1, 2012, and 
established the procedures for the expeditious wind down of the business and fiscal affairs of the 
former redevelopment agencies.  On December 29, 2011, AB 26 was upheld by the California 
Supreme Court.  On February 1, 2012, as a result of the Supreme Court’s decision, all California 
redevelopment agencies, including the Community Development Agency of the City of 
Coronado (“CDA”), were dissolved and successor agencies were established.  Successor 
agencies were tasked with winding down the affairs of the former redevelopment agencies. AB 
26 has since been amended by various assembly and senate bills enacted by the California 
Legislature and signed by the Governor.  AB 26 as amended is hereinafter referred to as the 
“Dissolution Laws”.  Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(b) of the Dissolution 
Laws, once the California Department of Finance (DOF) issues a Finding of Completion to the 
Successor Agency, the Successor Agency is required to prepare a Long-Range Property 
Management Plan (LRPMP) that addresses the disposition and use of certain real properties of 
the former CDA.   

The only real property asset of the former CDA to be addressed in the LRPMP is the undivided 
2/15 interest in the Coronado Hospital property located at 250 Prospect (Hospital Property).  The 
2/15 interest in the Hospital Property was identified in the DDR prepared pursuant to Health and 
Safety Code Section 34179.5(c)(5)(C) of the Dissolution Laws (i.e., Procedure 7 of the DDR).  
All other properties of the former CDA were transferred to the City of Coronado (City) serving 
as the Successor Housing Entity to continue the housing obligations of the former CDA as 
required by the Dissolution Laws. 
10/20/15 
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The attached LRPMP provides that the Successor Agency’s 2/15 undivided interest in the 
Hospital Property currently leased to CHF under the 2009 Lease Agreement, and any additional 
interest acquired by the Successor Agency in the Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 
Acquisition Agreement, be retained and leased to CHF for the purposes of fulfilling the 
enforceable obligation of the 2009 Lease Agreement and preserving the availability of quality 
health care within the community.  Thus, the Successor Agency will continue leasing its 2/15 
undivided interest in the Hospital Property, and lease any additional interest the Successor 
Agency acquires in the Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, to CHF 
pursuant to the 2009 Lease Agreement, an enforceable obligation, as required under the 2009 
Lease Agreement, in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2) of the 
Dissolution Laws. 
 
For background purposes, on January 9, 2009, the former CDA and the CHF entered into an 
“Agreement for Acquisition of Real Property” (2009 Acquisition Agreement) for the CDA’s 
acquisition of the Hospital Property.  Pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, the former 
CDA agreed to acquire the Hospital Property over a 15-year period in annual undivided interest 
increments for the purpose of preserving the availability of quality health care within the 
Coronado community.  The former CDA agreed to pay CHF $1,338,928 annually until 2023, for 
its purchase of a 1/15 undivided interest per year for 15 years.  The first increment purchase 
payment for 1/15 undivided interest occurred in November 2009.  The second increment 
purchase payment for another 1/15 undivided interest occurred in November 2010.  Since the 
enactment of AB 26, no additional increment purchases have occurred. 
 
On December 3, 2009, the former CDA and the CHF entered into a “Real Property Lease 
Agreement” (2009 Lease Agreement) for the CDA’s lease of its 2/15 undivided interest in the 
Hospital Property, and any additional interest acquired in the Hospital Property, to CHF for one 
dollar ($1) per year, for the purposes of operating a hospital on the Hospital Property.  Pursuant 
to the 2009 Lease Agreement, the term of the lease expires on June 30, 2024, which lease term is 
subject to extension for two (2) additional terms of ten (10) years each for a potential lease term 
expiring on June 30, 2044.  
 
The LRPMP shall be submitted to the Oversight Board and the DOF for approval no later than 
six (6) months following the issuance of the Finding of Completion to the Successor Agency.  
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.3, the statutory authority for the DOF to 
review and approve a LRPMP expires on January 1, 2016.  On September 2, 2015, the DOF 
issued the Finding of Completion to the Successor Agency (Attachment 3).  In order to provide 
its LRPMP to the DOF for review and approval before the January 1, 2016 expiration date, the 
Successor Agency is processing the LRPMP for Oversight Board consideration and submittal to 
the DOF in November 2015. 
 
Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(a) of the Dissolution Laws provides for the 
establishment of a Community Redevelopment Property Trust Fund (Trust) to be administered 
by the Successor Agency which serves as the repository of real property of the former CDA 
identified in the Due Diligence Review (DDR) prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 34179.5(c)(5)(C) of the Dissolution Laws (i.e., Procedure 7 of the DDR).  Pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code Section 34191.4(a) of the Dissolution Laws, upon the approval of the 
LRPMP by the DOF, all real property and interests in real property identified in the DDRs 
prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179.5(c)(5)(C) of the Dissolution Laws 
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(i.e., Procedure 7 of the DDRs) shall be transferred to the Trust, unless such property is subject 
to the requirements of any existing enforceable obligation. 

ANALYSIS: Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2) of the Dissolution Laws requires the 
LRPMP to address the use or disposition of all properties in the Trust.  Permissible uses of real 
property identified in the Trust include (i) the retention of the property for governmental use 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34181(a) of the Dissolution Laws; (ii) the retention 
of the property for future development; (iii) the sale of the property; or (iv) the use of the 
property to fulfill an enforceable obligation. 

The LRPMP shall separately identify and list properties in the Trust dedicated to governmental 
use purposes and properties retained for purpose of fulfilling an enforceable obligation (i.e. (i) 
and (iv) above).  With respect to the use or disposition of all other properties (i.e. (ii) and (iii) 
above), all of the following shall apply: (a) if the LRPMP directs the use or liquidation of the 
property for a project identified in an approved redevelopment plan, community plan, or 5-year 
implementation plan, the property shall transfer to the City.  In such case, the DOF or the 
Oversight Board may require approval of a compensation agreement(s) with the other taxing 
entities, to provide payments to them in proportion to their shares of the base property tax for the 
value of the property retained, prior to any transfer of property but allowing for the compensation 
agreement(s) to be developed and executed after DOF’s approval of the LRPMP; and (b) if the 
LRPMP directs the liquidation of the property or the use of revenues generated from the 
property, for any purpose other than to fulfill an enforceable obligation or other than described in 
(a) above, then the proceeds from the sale of the property shall be distributed as property tax to 
the taxing entities.   

The Successor Agency’s 2/15 interest in the Hospital Property is currently leased to Coronado 
Hospital Foundation, a California nonprofit corporation (CHF) for operation of a hospital 
pursuant to the 2009 Lease Agreement (defined below).  The remaining 13/15 undivided interest 
in the Hospital Property is owned by CHF.  CHF leases its 13/15 interest and subleases the 
Successor Agency’s 2/15 interest in the Hospital Property to Sharp Coronado Hospital and 
Healthcare Center (Sharp Hospital) for operation of a hospital.  CHF and Sharp Hospital are 
governed by separate boards of directors made up of local citizens and members of Sharp 
Hospital’s medical staff.   

Upon expiration of the lease term provided in the 2009 Lease Agreement (which expiration 
could potentially be June 30, 2044), the Successor Agency will be subject to the option rights of 
purchase set forth in the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, an enforceable obligation, and may be 
obligated to sell its 2/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property, and any additional interest 
that it may have acquired in the Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, 
as required by the 2009 Acquisition Agreement.  However, if the interests in the Hospital 
Property are not sold pursuant to the option rights of purchase set forth in the 2009 Acquisition 
Agreement upon expiration of the lease term provided in the 2009 Lease Agreement, then the 
Successor Agency will transfer its interests in the Hospital Property to the City pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(i) of the Dissolution Laws for use as identified 
in the 5-Year Implementation Plan approved by the former CDA on December 15, 2009.  The 5-
Year Implementation Plan, at Page 12, provides that the Hospital Property be used to preserve 
and improve health care facilities that serve the Redevelopment Project Area residents, 
businesses and visitors.  If the Successor Agency transfers its interests in the Hospital Property to 
the City for use as identified in the 5-Year Implementation Plan, then, if required by the then 
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applicable law and by order of the DOF or Oversight Board pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(iii) of the Dissolution Laws, the City will negotiate compensation 
agreement(s) with affected taxing entities to provide payments to them in proportion to their 
shares of the base property tax for the value of the property interests retained for use as identified 
in the 5-Year Implementation Plan. 
 
The above-listed information required by Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c) of the 
Dissolution Laws is provided in the attached LRPMP forms consisting of the Long-Range 
Property Management Plan Checklist and the Property Inventory Data, which are in the format 
provided by the DOF.  The LRPMP is required to be approved by the Oversight Board prior to 
submittal to the DOF for review and approval. 
 
Submitted by Community Development Director Rachel Hurst 
Attachment: 1) Resolution 
  2) Long-Range Property Management Plan Forms 
  3) DOF Letter – Finding of Completion 
 
  
N:\All Departments\CDASA\Staff Reports\10.20.15\SR-Approval of LRPMP & Adoption of Resolution for LRPMP.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC RAH N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF CORONADO APPROVING THE LONG-
RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED PURSUANT TO 
CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 34191.5(b) 

WHEREAS, the Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado (CDA) was a 
redevelopment agency in the City of Coronado, duly created pursuant to the California Community 
Redevelopment Law (Part 1 (commencing with Section 33000) of Division 24 of the California 
Health and Safety Code) (Redevelopment Law); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council for the City of Coronado adopted a redevelopment plan for 
Coronado’s redevelopment project area, which redevelopment plan was amended from time to 
time; and 

WHEREAS, the CDA was responsible for the administration of redevelopment activities 
within the City; and 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill No. X1 26 (2011-2012 1st Ex. Sess.) (AB 26) was signed by 
the Governor of California on June 28, 2011, making certain changes to the Redevelopment Law 
and to the California Health and Safety Code, including adding Part 1.8 (commencing with Section 
34161) (Part 1.8) and Part 1.85 (commencing with Section 34170) (Part 1.85) to Division 24 of 
the Health and Safety Code; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to AB 26 as modified by the California Supreme Court on 
December 29, 2011, by its decision in California Redevelopment Association v. Matosantos, all 
California redevelopment agencies, including the CDA, were dissolved on February 1, 2012, and 
successor agencies were designated and vested with the responsibility of paying, performing and 
enforcing the enforceable obligations of the former redevelopment agencies and expeditiously 
winding down the business and fiscal affairs of the former redevelopment agencies; and  

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado adopted Resolution No. 8525 on 
January 10, 2012, pursuant to Part 1.85 of AB 26, electing for the City to serve as the successor 
agency to the CDA upon the dissolution of the CDA on February 1, 2015 under AB 26; and 

             WHEREAS, on February 1, 2012, the CDA was dissolved by operation of law, and the 
Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado (Successor 
Agency) was established pursuant to AB 26; and 

WHEREAS, AB 26 has since been amended by various assembly and senate bills enacted 
by the California Legislature and signed by the Governor (AB 26 as amended is hereinafter 
referred to as the Dissolution Laws); and  

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34179 of the Dissolution Laws establishes 
a seven (7) member local entity with respect to each successor agency with fiduciary 

61



ATTACHMENT 1 

responsibilities to holders of enforceable obligations and taxing entities that benefit from 
distributions of property taxes, and such entity is titled the “oversight board.”  The oversight board 
has been established for the Successor Agency (hereinafter referred to as the Oversight Board), 
and all seven (7) members have been appointed to the Oversight Board pursuant to Health and 
Safety Code Section 34179.  The duties and responsibilities of the Oversight Board are primarily 
set forth in Health and Safety Code Sections 34179 through 34181 of the Dissolution Laws and 
include approving certain actions taken by the Successor Agency, directing the Successor Agency 
to take certain actions, and taking action on other matters pursuant to the Dissolution Laws in 
connection with the wind down process of the former CDA; and 

 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(b) of the Dissolution 
Laws, once the California Department of Finance (DOF) issues a Finding of Completion to the 
Successor Agency pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179.7 of the Dissolution Laws, 
the Successor Agency shall prepare a Long-Range Property Management Plan (LRPMP) that 
addresses the disposition and use of certain real properties of the former CDA.  The LRPMP shall 
be submitted to the Oversight Board and the DOF for approval no later than six (6) months 
following the issuance of the Finding of Completion to the Successor Agency; and 

 WHEREAS, the Dissolution Laws specifies that if the DOF has not approved the LRPMP 
by January 1, 2016, then Health and Safety Code Sections 34177(e) and 34181(a) provide for the 
Oversight Board to direct the Successor Agency to dispose of assets and distribute proceeds to the 
taxing entities; and 

 WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(a) of the Dissolution Laws provides 
for the establishment of a Community Redevelopment Property Trust Fund (Trust) to be 
administered by the Successor Agency which serves as the repository of real property of the former 
CDA identified in the Due Diligence Review (DDR) prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 34179.5(c)(5)(C) of the Dissolution Laws (i.e., Procedure 7 of the DDR); and 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.4(a) of the Dissolution 
Laws, upon the approval of the LRPMP by the DOF, all real property and interests in real property 
identified in the DDRs prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179.5(c)(5)(C) of 
the Dissolution Laws (i.e., Procedure 7 of the DDRs) shall be transferred to the Trust, unless such 
property is subject to the requirements of any existing enforceable obligation; and 

 WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c) of the Dissolution Laws requires 
that the LRPMP: (1) include an inventory of all properties in the Trust, which inventory shall 
consist of specific information relating to each such property including, without limitation, the 
date of and purpose for acquisition, value of property, applicable zoning, any property revenues 
and contractual requirements for dispositions of same, history of environmental issues and any 
related studies and remediation efforts, potential for transit-oriented development and 
advancement of planning objectives of the Successor Agency, and history of previous development 
proposals and activity; and (2) address the use or disposition of all properties in the Trust for: (i) 
retention of property for governmental use pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34181(a) 
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of the Dissolution Laws, (ii) retention of property for future development, (iii) sale of property, or 
(iv) use of property to fulfill an enforceable obligation; and 

WHEREAS, on September 2, 2015, the DOF issued the Finding of Completion to the 
Successor Agency; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed LRPMP, prepared in accordance with the Dissolution Laws, is 
attached as Exhibit 1 and is presented to the Successor Agency for review and approval; and 

WHEREAS, the only real property asset of the former CDA to be addressed in the LRPMP 
is the undivided 2/15 interest in the property located at 250 Prospect Place in the City of Coronado, 
County of San Diego, State of California (Hospital Property).  The 2/15 interest in the Hospital 
Property was identified in the DDR prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 
34179.5(c)(5)(C) of the Dissolution Laws (i.e., Procedure 7 of the DDR); and 

WHEREAS, the LRPMP (consisting of this Checklist and the Property Inventory Data 
both prepared in form by the DOF) includes all of the information required by Health and Safety 
Code Section 34191.5(c) of the Dissolution Laws; and   

WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.3 of the Dissolution Laws, 
once the LRPMP is approved by the DOF pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(b) 
of the Dissolution Laws, the LRPMP shall govern and supersede all other provisions of the 
Dissolution Laws relating to the disposition and use of the Successor Agency’s undivided interest 
in the Hospital Property; and 

WHEREAS, the activity proposed for approval by this Resolution has been reviewed with 
respect to applicability of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the State CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq., hereafter the 
“Guidelines”), and the City’s environmental guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, the activity proposed for approval by this Resolution is not a “project” for 
purposes of CEQA, as that term is defined by Guidelines Section 15378, because the activity is an 
organizational or administrative activity that will not result in a direct or indirect physical change 
in the environment, per Section 15378(b)(5) of the Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, all of the prerequisites with respect to the approval of this Resolution have 
been met. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado, as follows: 

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are a substantive part of this 
Resolution. 

Section 2. The adoption of this Resolution is not intended to and shall not constitute a 
waiver by the Successor Agency of any constitutional, legal or equitable 
rights that the Successor Agency may have to challenge, through any 
administrative or judicial proceedings, the effectiveness and/or legality of 
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all or any portion of the Dissolution Laws, any determinations rendered or 
actions or omissions to act by any public agency or government entity or 
division in the implementation of the Dissolution Laws, and any and all 
related legal and factual issues, and the Successor Agency expressly 
reserves any and all rights, privileges, and defenses available under law and 
equity. 

Section 3. The Successor Agency approves the Long-Range Property Management 
Plan (LRPMP), substantially in the form presented. 

Section 4. In accordance with the LRPMP, the Successor Agency agrees, pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2) of the Dissolution Laws, that 
the Successor Agency’s 2/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property, 
and any additional interest acquired by the Successor Agency in the 
Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, will be 
retained and leased to CHF for purposes of fulfilling the enforceable 
obligation of the 2009 Lease Agreement and preserving the availability of 
quality health care within the community.  If, upon expiration of the lease 
term provided in the 2009 Lease Agreement, the interests in the Hospital 
Property are not sold pursuant to the option rights of purchase set forth in 
the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, then the Successor Agency will transfer 
its interests in the Hospital Property to the City pursuant to Health and 
Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(i) of the Dissolution Laws for use as 
identified in the 5-Year Implementation Plan approved by the former CDA 
on December 15, 2009 (the 5-Year Implementation Plan, at Page 12, 
provides that the Hospital Property be used to preserve and improve health 
care facilities that serve the Redevelopment Project Area residents, 
businesses and visitors).  If the Successor Agency transfers its interests in 
the Hospital Property to the City for use as identified in the 5-Year 
Implementation Plan, then, if required by the then applicable law and by 
order of the DOF or Oversight Board pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(iii) of the Dissolution Laws, the City of Coronado 
will negotiate compensation agreement(s) with affected taxing entities to 
provide payments to them in proportion to their shares of the base property 
tax for the value of the property interests retained for use as identified in the 
5-Year Implementation Plan. 

Section 5. The Executive Director, or designee, of the Successor Agency is authorized 
and directed to: (i) provide the LRPMP to the Oversight Board for review 
and approval and concurrently submit a copy of the LRPMP to the San 
Diego County Administrative Officer, the San Diego County Auditor-
Controller (County Auditor-Controller), and the DOF; (ii) submit the 
LRPMP, as approved by the Oversight Board, to the DOF (electronically in 
PDF format) and the County Auditor-Controller; (iii) post a copy of the 
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LRPMP as approved by the Oversight Board, on the Successor Agency’s 
Internet website; and (iv) revise the LRPMP and make such changes and 
amendments as necessary in order to complete the LRPMP in the manner 
provided by the DOF and to conform the LRPMP to the form or format as 
prescribed by the DOF; (v) make non-substantive changes and amendments 
to the LRPMP deemed necessary and as approved by the Executive Director 
of the Successor Agency and its legal counsel; and (vi) take such other 
actions and execute such other documents as are necessary to effectuate the 
intent of this Resolution on behalf of the Successor Agency. 

Section 6. The Successor Agency determines that the activity approved by this 
Resolution is not a “project” for purposes of CEQA, as that term is defined 
by Guidelines Section 15378, because this Resolution is an organizational 
or administrative activity that will not result in a direct or indirect physical 
change in the environment, per Section 15378(b)(5) of the Guidelines. 

Section 7.  If any provision of this Resolution or the application or any such provision 
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect 
other provisions or applications of this Resolution that can be given effect 
without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions 
of this Resolution are severable.  The Successor Agency declares that it 
would have adopted this Resolution irrespective of the invalidity of any 
particular portion of this Resolution. 

Section 8. This Resolution shall take effect upon the date of its adoption. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado at its meeting held on the 20th day of October 2015, 
by the following vote to wit:  

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

______________________________ 
Casey Tanaka,  
Mayor 

Attest: 

____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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LONG-RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN CHECKLIST 

Instructions:  Please use this checklist as a guide to ensure you have completed all the required components 
of your Long-Range Property Management Plan.  Upon completion of your Long-Range Property Management 
Plan, email a PDF version of this document and your plan to:  

Redevelopment_Administration@dof.ca.gov 

The subject line should state “[Agency Name] Long-Range Property Management Plan”.  The Department of 
Finance (Finance) will contact the requesting agency for any additional information that may be necessary 
during our review of your Long-Range Property Management Plan.  Questions related to the Long-Range 
Property Management Plan process should be directed to (916) 445-1546 or by email to 
Redevelopment_Administration@dof.ca.gov. 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code 34191.5, within six months after receiving a Finding of Completion from 
Finance, the Successor Agency is required to submit for approval to the Oversight Board and Finance a Long-
Range Property Management Plan that addresses the disposition and use of the real properties of the former 
redevelopment agency.   

GENERAL INFORMATION: 

Agency Name: SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE 
CITY OF CORONADO  (“Successor Agency”) 

Date Finding of Completion Received: September 2, 2015 

Date Oversight Board Approved LRPMP: November 2, 2015 

Long-Range Property Management Plan Requirements 

For each property the plan includes the date of acquisition, value of property at time of acquisition, and an estimate 
of the current value. 

  Yes            No 

For each property the plan includes the purpose for which the property was acquired. 

  Yes            No 

For each property the plan includes the parcel data, including address, lot size, and current zoning in the former 
agency redevelopment plan or specific, community, or general plan. 

  Yes            No 

For each property the plan includes an estimate of the current value of the parcel including, if available, any 
appraisal information. 

  Yes            No 
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For each property the plan includes an estimate of any lease, rental, or any other revenues generated by the 
property, and a description of the contractual requirements for the disposition of those funds. 
 
  Yes            No 
 
For each property the plan includes the history of environmental contamination, including designation as a 
brownfield site, any related environmental studies, and history of any remediation efforts. 
 
  Yes            No A Phase I Environmental Assessment was completed on March 18, 2009. 
 
For each property the plan includes a description of the property’s potential for transit-oriented development and 
the advancement of the planning objectives of the successor agency. 
 
  Yes            No The objective to preserve and improve health care facilities has been advanced. 
 
For each property the plan includes a brief history of previous development proposals and activity, including the 
rental or lease of the property. 
 
  Yes            No The property has historically been used for a hospital. 
 
For each property the plan identifies the use or disposition of the property, which could include 1) the retention of 
the property for governmental use, 2) the retention of the property for future development, 3) the sale of the 
property, or 4) the use of the property to fulfill an enforceable obligation.   
 
  Yes            No 
 
The plan separately identifies and list properties dedicated to governmental use purposes and properties retained 
for purposes of fulfilling an enforceable obligation. 
 
  Yes            No 

 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
  

• If applicable, please provide any additional pertinent information that we should be aware of 
during our review of your Long-Range Property Management Plan. 
 

The only real property asset of the former Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado (CDA) to be 
addressed in the Long-Range Property Management Plan (LRPMP) is the undivided 2/15 interest in property 
located at 250 Prospect Place in the City of Coronado, County of San Diego, State of California (Hospital 
Property).  The 2/15 interest in the Hospital Property was identified in the Due Diligence Review (DDR) 
prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179.5(c)(5)(C) of the Dissolution Laws (i.e., Procedure 7 
of the DDR).  All other properties of the former CDA were transferred to the City of Coronado (City) serving as 
the Successor Housing Entity to continue the housing obligations of the former CDA as required by the 
Dissolution Laws.  The 2/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property held by the former CDA transferred by 
operation of law to the Successor Agency. 
 
The Successor Agency’s 2/15 interest in the Hospital Property is currently leased to Coronado Hospital 
Foundation, a California nonprofit corporation (CHF) for operation of a hospital pursuant to the 2009 Lease 
Agreement (defined below).  The remaining 13/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property is owned by CHF.  
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CHF leases its 13/15 interest and subleases the Successor Agency’s 2/15 interest in the Hospital Property to 
Sharp Coronado Hospital and Healthcare Center (Sharp Hospital) for operation of a hospital.  CHF and Sharp 
Hospital are governed by separate boards of directors made up of local citizens and members of Sharp 
Hospital’s medical staff.   

For background purposes, on January 9, 2009, the former CDA and the CHF entered into an “Agreement for 
Acquisition of Real Property” (2009 Acquisition Agreement) for the CDA’s acquisition of the Hospital Property 
for the purpose of preserving the availability of quality health care within the Coronado community.  Pursuant to 
the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, the former CDA agreed to acquire the Hospital Property over a 15-year period 
in annual undivided interest increments for the purpose of preserving the availability of quality health care 
within the Coronado community.  The former CDA agreed to pay CHF $1,338,928 annually until 2023, for its 
purchase of a 1/15 undivided interest per year for 15 years.  The first increment purchase payment for 1/15 
undivided interest occurred in November 2009.  The second increment purchase payment for another 1/15 
undivided interest occurred in November 2010.  Since the enactment of the Dissolution Laws, no additional 
increment purchases have occurred. 

On December 3, 2009, the former CDA and the CHF entered into a “Real Property Lease Agreement” (2009 
Lease Agreement) for the CDA’s lease of its 2/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property, and any additional 
interest acquired in the Hospital Property, to CHF for one dollar ($1) per year, for the purposes of operating a 
hospital on the Hospital Property.  Pursuant to the 2009 Lease Agreement, the term of the lease expires on June 
30, 2024, which lease term is subject to extension for two (2) additional terms of ten (10) years each for a 
potential lease term expiring on June 30, 2044.  

The LRPMP provides that the Successor Agency’s 2/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property currently 
leased to CHF under the 2009 Lease Agreement, and any additional interest that may be acquired by the 
Successor Agency in the Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, be retained for the 
purpose of fulfilling the enforceable obligation of the 2009 Lease Agreement and preserving the availability of 
quality health care within the community.  Thus, the Successor Agency will continue leasing its 2/15 undivided 
interest in the Hospital Property, and lease any additional interest the Successor Agency may acquire in the 
Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, to CHF pursuant to the 2009 Lease Agreement, 
an enforceable obligation, as required under the 2009 Lease Agreement, in accordance with Health and Safety 
Code Section 34191.5(c)(2) of the Dissolution Laws. 

Upon expiration of the lease term provided in the 2009 Lease Agreement (which expiration could potentially be 
June 30, 2044), the Successor Agency will be subject to the option rights of purchase set forth in the 2009 
Acquisition Agreement, an enforceable obligation, and may be obligated to sell its 2/15 undivided interest in the 
Hospital Property, and any additional interest that it may have acquired in the Hospital Property pursuant to the 
2009 Acquisition Agreement, as required by the 2009 Acquisition Agreement.  However, if the interests in the 
Hospital Property are not sold pursuant to the option rights of purchase set forth in the 2009 Acquisition 
Agreement upon expiration of the lease term provided in the 2009 Lease Agreement, then the Successor Agency 
will transfer its interests in the Hospital Property to the City pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 
34191.5(c)(2)(A)(i) of the Dissolution Laws for use as identified in the 5-Year Implementation Plan approved by 
the former CDA on December 15, 2009.  The 5-Year Implementation Plan, at Page 12, provides that the Hospital 
Property be used to preserve and improve health care facilities that serve the Redevelopment Project Area 
residents, businesses and visitors.  If the Successor Agency transfers its interests in the Hospital Property to the 
City for use as identified in the 5-Year Implementation Plan, then, if required by the then applicable law and by 
order of the DOF or Oversight Board pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(iii) of the 
Dissolution Laws, the City will negotiate compensation agreement(s) with affected taxing entities to provide 
payments to them in proportion to their shares of the base property tax for the value of the property interests 
retained for use as identified in the 5-Year Implementation Plan. 
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Conclusion: 
 
The LRPMP (consisting of this Checklist and the Property Inventory Data both prepared by the DOF) includes 
all of the information required by Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c) of the Dissolution Laws. 
 
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2) of the Dissolution Laws, the Successor Agency’s 
2/15 undivided interest in the Hospital Property, and any additional interest acquired by the Successor Agency 
in the Hospital Property pursuant to the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, will be retained and leased to CHF for 
purposes of fulfilling the enforceable obligation of the 2009 Lease Agreement and preserving the availability 
of quality health care within the community.  If, upon expiration of the lease term provided in the 2009 Lease 
Agreement, the interests in the Hospital Property are not sold pursuant to the option rights of purchase set forth 
in the 2009 Acquisition Agreement, then the Successor Agency will transfer its interests in the Hospital Property 
to the City pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(i) of the Dissolution Laws for use as 
identified in the 5-Year Implementation Plan approved by the former CDA on December 15, 2009.  The 5-Year 
Implementation Plan, at Page 12, provides that the Hospital Property be used to preserve and improve health 
care facilities that serve the Redevelopment Project Area residents, businesses and visitors.  If the Successor 
Agency transfers its interests in the Hospital Property to the City for use as identified in the 5-Year 
Implementation Plan, then, if required by the then applicable law and by order of the DOF or Oversight Board 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34191.5(c)(2)(A)(iii) of the Dissolution Laws, the City will negotiate 
compensation agreement(s) with affected taxing entities to provide payments to them in proportion to their shares 
of the base property tax for the value of the property interests retained for use as identified in the 5-Year 
Implementation Plan. 

 
Agency Contact Information      
 
Name:  Rachel Hurst    Name:  Rhonda Huth 
 
Title:  Director of Comm. Development Title:  Senior Management Analyst 
 
Phone:  (619) 522-7338   Phone:  (619) 522-2426 
 
Email:  rhurst@coronado.ca.us   Email:  rhuth@coronado.ca.us 
 
Date:  10/23/15    Date:  8/19/2014 
 
Department of Finance Local Government Unit Use Only 
 
DETERMINATION ON LRPMP:    APPROVED            DENIED 
 
APPROVED/DENIED BY:  ___________________________   DATE:  _________________________ 
 
APROVAL OR DENIAL LETTER PROVIDED:       YES DATE AGENCY NOTIFIED: ____________________ 
 
 
Form DF-LRPMP (11/15/12) 
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AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO RENEW THE LEASE AGREEMENT WITH 
ERIC A. DUPREE, DOING BUSINESS AS DUPREE LAW, APLC, FOR OFFICE SPACE 
IN THE GLORIETTA BAY MARINA BUILDING FOR AN ADDITIONAL THREE 
YEARS 

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize the City Manager to renew the Lease Agreement with Eric 
A. Dupree, doing business as Dupree Law, APLC, for Office Space in the Glorietta Bay Marina 
building for an additional three years. 

FISCAL IMPACT: During FY 2015-16, the Lease Agreement will generate an estimated 
$25,186 in rent revenues for the use of 640 square feet of office space.  Included in the Lease 
Agreement is an annual CPI adjustment in rent based on the increase in the Annual Average 
Consumer Price Index for the San Diego Region. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: Not applicable. 

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

BACKGROUND:  Upon construction of the marina support building in 2009, the City’s Marina 
Manager/Agent, California Yacht Marina-Chula Vista, LLC issued a notice in local maritime 
newspapers in the San Diego Region for the two available office spaces.  Tenant Space B was 
230 square feet.  Tenant Space C was 410 square feet.  Dupree Law, APLC, a maritime law firm, 
submitted the most competitive bid for both spaces.  On July 15, 2009, the former Community 
Development Agency (CDA) entered into a lease agreement with Dupree Law.  Other than the 
Marina Manager/Agent, Dupree Law has been the sole tenant of the building.  In 2012, the CDA 
lease was voided and a new lease Agreement was entered into with the City as the Landlord. 

The prior Lease Agreement with Dupree Law for second floor office space in the Glorietta Bay 
Marina Building was for three years and expired on September 1, 2015.  The tenant has 
requested a new lease for an additional three-year term.  This will be the final three-year term 
requested by the tenant.  Dupree Law has satisfactorily met the terms and conditions of the 
current lease.  Therefore, it is recommended that a new three year lease be approved.   

Prior to the end of the third three-year term, City staff will work with the Marina Manager/Agent 
to conduct a market study to assess the prevailing rates for maritime office leases to ensure the 
City will receive the most competitive office rents for the future lease agreement. 

ANALYSIS: The terms and conditions of the renewed Lease Agreement with Dupree Law 
APLC are proposed to remain the same, including the annual CIP adjustment to the annual rent.  
This includes such matters as term, rent and deposit, care and use of premises, payment of 
possessory interest taxes, insurance, and other pertinent covenants.   
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ALTERNATIVE:   The City Council could decide not to authorize the City Manager to renew 
the expired Lease Agreement. 
 
Submitted by: Office of City Manager/Ritter/Torres 
Attachment: Lease Agreement for Office Space 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA RS MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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LEASE AGREEMENT FOR OFFICE SPACE 
 
This LEASE AGREEMENT FOR OFFICE SPACE, entered into effective September 1, 2015, by 
and between the City of Coronado, a public body corporate and politic, (hereinafter the “CITY") 
and Eric A. Dupree doing business as Dupree Law, APLC, a sole proprietorship organized and 
existing under the laws of the State of California (hereinafter "TENANT") provides as follows: 
 
The CITY warrants and represents that it is the owner of a Leasehold of certain tidelands and 
related public lands located at 1715 Strand Way, Coronado, California, commonly known as 
"Glorietta Bay Marina" (the “Marina”) and the office building located in the Marina ("Building"); 
and 
 
The CITY wishes to rent to TENANT, and TENANT wishes to rent from CITY, approximately 640 
square feet of office space in the Building for the term, at the rental and upon the terms and 
conditions set forth herein. 
 
Therefore, the parties agree as follows: 
 
1. The Premises.  The CITY hereby agrees to rent to TENANT, and TENANT hereby rents 

from CITY, the following described premises: 
 
 That certain combined 640 square feet of floor space on the second floor of the Building, as 

illustrated in Attachment A, that includes approximately 230 square feet (Tenant Space B) 
and approximately 410 square feet (Tenant Space C) more commonly known as “Office 
202/203.”  

 
2. Term.  The term of this Agreement shall commence on the date the Agreement is executed 

by the CITY and TENANT and shall expire on September 1, 2018 or until terminated as 
provided in this Agreement, or abandoned by TENANT. 

 
3. Rent.  Effective September 1, 2015, TENANT agrees to pay CITY or its designated agent 

(California Yacht Marina-Chula Vista, LLC acting as Marina Manager/Agent) a 
minimum monthly rent during the term of this Agreement in the amount of Two Thousand 
Ninety-Eight Dollars and Eighty-Four Cents ($2,098.84) per month, payable on the first day 
of each month during the term of this Agreement, with payments to be made by personal 
delivery or mailing by U.S. Mail to Marina Manager/Agent’s office, postmarked not later 
than the first day of each month during the term of this Agreement.   Checks shall be made 
payable to “GBM.” 
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 Payment shall be deemed late if not received by the tenth (10th) day of the month.  A late 
payment fee of $50.00, plus 1.5% per month, shall be assessed after the monthly fee is 
ten (10) days in arrears.  Any checks not paid by the Bank upon first presentment shall not 
constitute payment of any of the sums due under this Agreement. 

 
4. Annual Adjustment of Minimum Monthly Rent.  On the first day of each fiscal year during 

the term of this Agreement, beginning July 1, 2016, the minimum monthly rent shall be 
automatically increased by the prior calendar year’s Annual Average Consumer Price 
Index for the San Diego Region.   

 
5. Tenant Deposits.  CITY requires that TENANT pay Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000.00) as a 

deposit in conjunction with the execution of this Agreement.  
 
 The CITY agrees that the deposit shall, upon commencement of the term of this Agreement, 

constitute the deposit, which shall be held during the term of this Agreement by CITY as 
security for the performance by TENANT of its obligations under this Agreement. 

 
 a. That deposit shall be held by CITY, without obligation for interest, as security for 

the performance of TENANT’s covenants and obligations under this Agreement, it 
being expressly understood and agreed that the deposit is not an advance rental 
deposit except to the extent CITY applies it as such after the notice required below, 
or a measure of CITY’s damages in case of TENANT’s default. 

 
 b. The deposit shall not be considered liquidated damages, and if claims of CITY 

exceed the deposit, TENANT shall remain liable for the balance of the claim. 
 

 c. On the occurrence of any event of default, and after the time for cure has elapsed 
without cure by TENANT, as stipulated in this Agreement, CITY may, from time to 
time, without prejudice to any other remedy provided in this Agreement or provided 
by law, after five (5) days prior written notice to TENANT of CITY’s intent to do 
so, specifying the cause and the amount, use a portion of that fund, to the extent 
necessary, to make good any arrears of rent and any other damage, injury, expense 
or liability caused by the event of default specified in such notice. 

 
 d. If any portion of the deposit is so used or applied, TENANT shall, within five (5) 

days of written demand, deposit cash with CITY in an amount sufficient to restore 
the security deposit to its original amount, and TENANT’s failure to do so shall 
constitute a default of this Agreement. 

 
 e. If TENANT is not then in default under this Agreement, any remaining balance of 

the deposit shall be returned by CITY to TENANT on demand, within thirty (30) 
days after the termination of this Agreement. 
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6. Possession.  The CITY places TENANT in peaceful possession of the Premises, and 
TENANT, by taking possession of the Premises, acknowledges that the Premises are in 
satisfactory and acceptable condition.  TENANT acknowledges that it has had an 
opportunity to inspect the Premises. 

 
7. Care of the Premises.  TENANT agrees to take good care of the Premises.  TENANT agrees 

to provide janitorial services for the Premises, at TENANT’s sole expense. 
 
8. Use.  TENANT shall use the Premises for the purpose of law offices specializing in 

maritime law, and shall not use or permit the Premises to be used for any other purpose.  
TENANT agrees that no use consuming abnormally high utility or other service costs shall 
be permitted in the Premises.   

 
9. Possessory Interest Tax.  TENANT understands that this Agreement may create a 

possessory interest in the Premises, subject to taxation under section 107.6 of the 
Revenue and Taxation Code.  TENANT covenants to pay any such tax when due and to 
hold CITY, and its elected and appointed officers, officials, agents (including Marina 
Manager/Agent) and employees harmless from any liability for such tax. 

 
 In the event that such possessory interest tax exceeds one thousand one hundred dollars 

($1,100.00) per year during the term of this Agreement, TENANT may exercise its right 
to terminate the Agreement pursuant to Section 23. 

 
10. Compliance with Laws.  TENANT agrees to observe all laws and governmental regulations 

applicable to its use of the Premises, including all building code, fire code, and zoning 
regulations applicable to the Premises, together with all reasonable rules and regulations that 
may be promulgated by CITY from time to time. 

 
11. Alterations by Tenant.  CITY agrees to allow TENANT to erect a dividing wall between 

Tenant Space B and C at TENANT’s sole expense.  Said dividing wall must be similar in all 
respects to existing walls of Building.  TENANT shall be required to submit all plans and 
details to CITY for prior review and approval.  TENANT agrees that TENANT will make 
no other alterations to the Premises without the prior written consent of the CITY. 

 
12. Hazards.  TENANT shall not use the Premises, nor permit them to be used, for any purpose 

which shall increase the existing rate of insurance upon the Building, or cause the 
cancellation of any insurance policy covering the Building, or sell or permit to be kept, used, 
or sold in or about the Premises, any article that may be prohibited by CITY’s insurance 
policies.  

 
 a. TENANT shall not commit any waste upon the Premises, nor cause any public or 

private nuisance or other act that may disturb the quiet enjoyment of any other 
tenant, nor shall TENANT allow the Premises to be used for any improper, immoral, 
unlawful, or unsafe purpose, including, but not limited to, the storage of any 
flammable materials.   
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 b. Nor shall TENANT use any apparatus, machinery or device in or on said Premises 
that shall make any noise or cause any vibration that can be detected by other 
tenants, or that shall in any way be a detriment to the Building.   

 
 c. TENANT further agrees TENANT will not install or construct within the Premises 

or Building electrical wires, water or drain pipes, machinery, or other permanently 
installed devices including, but not limited to, alarm systems, private music systems, 
or special ventilation, without the prior written consent of CITY. 

 
13. City’s Right to Inspect.  TENANT agrees to permit CITY and its authorized representatives 

to enter the Premises at all reasonable times during usual business hours for the purpose of 
inspection, or for the making of any necessary repairs for which the CITY is responsible or 
feels necessary for the safety and preservation of the Premises or for the performance of any 
work on the premises that may be necessary to comply with any laws or regulations of any 
public authority. 

 
14. Fixtures and Personal Property.  Any trade fixtures, equipment, or personal property 

permanently installed in or permanently attached to the Premises or Building by or at the 
expense of TENANT shall be and remain the property of TENANT, and CITY agrees that 
TENANT shall have the right to remove any and all of such property prior to the expiration 
or termination of this Agreement, so long as no default exists under this Agreement.  
TENANT agrees that it will, at its expense, repair any damage occasioned to the Premises 
by reason of the removal of any of its trade fixtures, equipment, or other permanently 
affixed personal property as described above.  Any trade fixture, equipment or personal 
property permanently installed in or permanently attached to the Premises or Building by or 
at the expense of the TENANT that is not removed upon the expiration or termination of 
this Agreement shall be removed by the CITY.  Any expense incurred by the CITY shall 
constitute a Lien payable by TENANT. 

 
15. Signs.  TENANT shall be allowed to place a temporary (vinyl) sign on the glass door to 

the Premises.  Such sign shall require the prior review and approval of the CITY or its 
designated agent.  No other permanent or temporary sign shall be allowed on the 
Building.  CITY shall include the name of the TENANT on the street front sign of the 
Marina Parking Lot. 

 
16. Repairs and Maintenance.  CITY agrees that it shall, at its cost and expense, maintain the 

Building in which the Premises are located, and the Premises, and every part of them, in 
good, first class condition, except that TENANT shall make any repairs or replacements 
necessitated by damage caused by the TENANT or its employees, agents, invitees, or 
visitors.  However, if TENANT fails to make any such repairs or replacements promptly, 
CITY may, at its sole option, make the repairs or replacements after at least ten (10) days 
prior written notice to TENANT, and TENANT shall repay the cost of the repairs or 
replacements to CITY on demand. 

 
17. Refurbishments.  Except otherwise stated in Section 15, the CITY shall not be responsible 

for repainting the Premises or for replacement of the carpeting and window coverings unless 
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repainting or replacement is made necessary by the negligence of CITY or its agents, 
employees, servants, contractors, or subcontractors, or by the breach of any other obligation 
of CITY under this Agreement. 

 
18. Utilities.  TENANT agrees to pay for utilities to the Premises, except water, sewer and trash, 

which will be paid for by CITY. 
 
19. Disruption of Service. In the event of any interruption or malfunction for any reason of any 

utility or service to the Premises or Building, CITY shall use reasonable diligence to restore 
the utility or service. However, any such interruption or malfunction, if restored within a 
reasonable time, shall not entitle TENANT to be relieved from any of its obligations under 
this Agreement, or grant TENANT the right of set-off or recoupment of rent, or be 
considered a breach by CITY, or entitle TENANT to any damages. Should any of the 
equipment or machinery break down, or for any cause beyond the reasonable control of 
CITY cease to function properly, CITY shall use reasonable diligence to repair the 
machinery or equipment promptly, but TENANT shall have no claim for rebate of rent or 
damages on account of any interruptions in service occasioned by or resulting from any such 
breakdown or cessation for the length of time reasonably required for repair. 

 
20. Keys.  TENANT will receive two (2) keys to the Premises and one (1) key to the mailbox 

prior to Commencement Date of this Agreement.  TENANT shall not be allowed to re-key 
the locks or opening devices to the Premises.  TENANT shall pay all costs and charges 
related to loss of any key or opening device. 

 
21. Parking.  During the term of this Agreement, TENANT shall have the non-exclusive use 

in common with CITY, other tenants of the Marina and Building, their customers, guests 
and/or invitees, of the non-reserved common Marina Parking Lot, subject to rules and 
regulations for the use thereof as prescribed from time to time by CITY. This excludes 
the designated parking spaces reserved for the Marina Restaurant (e.g., Bluewater 
Coronado Restaurant), but only during the hours of 4:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m., daily. 

 
22. Destruction of Premises.  If at any time during the term of this Agreement, the Premises or 

any part of the Building shall be damaged or destroyed by hazard (i.e., fire, water leakage, 
etc.) in a way that does not render the Premises unfit for the conduct of TENANT’s business 
or that does not injure TENANT’s business, CITY shall promptly and through the exercise 
of reasonable diligence repair the damage and restore the Premises, at CITY’s expense, to 
the condition in which the Premises existed immediately prior to the damage or destruction.  
In such case there shall be no abatement of rent. 

 
23. Eminent Domain.  As used in this section, the word "condemned" shall include (a) receipt of 

written notice of the intent to condemn from an entity having the power of eminent domain, 
(b) the filing of any action or proceeding for condemnation by any such entity, and (c) the 
conveyance of any interest in the Premises by the CITY or the TENANT to a public or quasi 
public authority having the power of eminent domain with respect to the Premises as a result 
of the authority's express written intent to condemn. 
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24. Condemnation.  In the event any part of or interest in the Premises, Building, or Parcel is 
condemned, this Agreement shall terminate at the option of either CITY or TENANT as of 
the date title or actual possession vests in the condemnor, whichever first occurs, and rent 
under this Agreement shall be payable only to that date. CITY shall return to TENANT any 
rent paid beyond that date. 

 
 The CITY shall give TENANT written notice promptly after receiving notice of any 

contemplated condemnation and TENANT shall have thirty (30) days after receipt of the 
notice to terminate this Agreement, provided the contemplated condemnation will render the 
Premises unfit for use by TENANT in the ordinary conduct of its business or will in 
TENANT’s reasonable opinion injure TENANT’s business. 

 
25. Assignment and Subletting.  TENANT may not sublet or assign its interest under this 

Agreement without the written consent of CITY, which will not be unreasonably withheld 
by CITY.  This Agreement is personal to the TENANT and any attempt to assign it to a 
third party, without CITY’s prior consent, will terminate this Agreement. 

 
26. Termination. 
 
 a.   Termination for Convenience.  Either party may terminate this Agreement 

without cause and in its sole discretion at any time by giving the other party not 
less than ninety (90) calendar days written notice of such termination.  In the 
event TENANT terminates this Agreement without cause, TENANT shall cease 
operations as of the date of termination and shall pay to the CITY all rents owed 
up to the term of this Agreement. 

  
 In the event CITY terminates this Agreement without cause, or if TENANT 

terminates this Agreement due to possessory interest taxes payments pursuant to 
Section 9, CITY shall waive all rents owed by TENANT up to the term of this 
Agreement.    

 
 In the event this Agreement is terminated as permitted under the terms of this 

Agreement, CITY shall refund to TENANT the security deposit and any prepaid 
rent accrued as of the date of termination, less any sum then owing CITY by 
TENANT, including any liens.  If CITY is required under this Agreement to repair 
and reconstruct the Premises, the Agreement term shall be extended by a period of 
time equal to the period of time reasonably required to complete the repair and 
reconstruction. 

 
 b.    Termination for Cause.  All terms, provisions, and specifications of this 

Agreement are material and binding, and failure by TENANT to perform as 
described therein shall be considered a breach of this Agreement.  Should the 
Agreement be breached in any manner by TENANT, and if (within thirty (30) 
calendar days after TENANT has received written notification to remedy the 
violation) TENANT has not cured the breach or, if the breach cannot be 
reasonably cured within such time period, if TENANT has not commenced the 

10/20/15 

82



cure within such time period, diligently continued to pursue such cure, and 
completed it within thirty (30) calendar days after such notice, the CITY may, at 
its option, terminate this Agreement at any time thereafter by giving notice to 
TENANT at least five (5) business days before the termination is to be effective. 

 
 Should the CITY at any time terminate this Agreement under CITY’s express rights 

set forth in this Agreement for any breach, CITY may, in addition to any other 
remedy it may have, recover from TENANT all damages incurred by reason of the 
breach, including the cost of recovering the Premises and any and all rents owed by 
TENANT up to the term of this Agreement.   

 
27. Default by Tenant.  Should TENANT at any time be in default with respect to payment of 

rent for a period of ten (10) days after written notice from CITY; or should TENANT be in 
default in the performance of any other of its obligations under this Agreement for thirty 
(30) days after written notice from CITY specifying the particulars of the default; or should 
TENANT vacate and abandon the Premises; or if a petition in bankruptcy or other 
insolvency proceeding is filed by or against TENANT, without dismissal within thirty (30) 
days of filing; or if TENANT makes any general assignment for the benefit of creditors or 
composition; or if a petition or other proceeding is instituted by or against the TENANT for 
the appointment of a trustee, receiver, or liquidator of TENANT or of any of TENANT’s 
property pursuant to laws for the benefit of creditors; or if a proceeding is instituted by any 
governmental authority for the dissolution or liquidation of TENANT; then and in any such 
events, CITY, in addition to other rights or remedies it may have, shall have the immediate 
right of reentry in the Premises, and after five (5) days prior written notice to TENANT, 
may remove all persons and property from the Premises. 

 
 a. The property may be removed and stored in a public warehouse or elsewhere at the 

cost of, and for the account of, TENANT.   
 

 b. Should CITY elect to reenter, this Agreement shall be deemed terminated; provided, 
however, that CITY shall be entitled as against TENANT to the measure of damages 
provided by law, namely the difference between the rent for the balance of the term 
of this Agreement following the day of reentry and the amount of rent CITY 
receives during that period from any subsequent tenant of the Premises. 

 
c. CITY shall in such event have no obligation to re-let the Premises. 

 
28. Redelivery of Premises.  TENANT agrees to redeliver to CITY the physical possession of 

the Premises at the termination of this Agreement, in good condition, excepting reasonable 
wear and tear, and damage by fire or from any other cause not attributable to the willful or 
negligent act of the TENANT, or its employees, agents, invitees, or visitors. 

 
29.       Indemnification.  TENANT agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the CITY, 

and its elected and appointed officers, officials, employees, and agents (including Marina 
Manager/Agent), (“CITY Indemnitees”) from and against any and all causes of action, 
claims, liabilities, obligations, judgments, or damages, including reasonable attorneys’ 
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fees and costs of litigation (“claims”), arising from TENANT’s negligent or wrongful 
acts, errors, or omissions, or the negligent or wrongful acts, errors, or omissions of 
TENANT’s officers, directors, shareholders, members, contractors, customers, agents, 
guests, invitees or employees arising out of or in any way connected with the use of the 
Premises and Building by TENANT under this Agreement.  In the event the CITY 
Indemnitees are made a party to any action, lawsuit, or other adversarial proceeding 
alleging negligent or wrongful conduct on the part of TENANT: 

 
 a. TENANT shall provide a defense to the CITY’s Indemnitees, or at the CITY’s 

option, reimburse the CITY’s Indemnitees for all costs, attorneys’ fees, expenses 
and liabilities (including judgment or portion thereof) incurred with respect to any 
litigation in which the TENANT is obligated to indemnify, defend and hold 
harmless the CITY pursuant to this Agreement. 

 
 b. TENANT’s obligation herein does not extend to liabilities, claims, demands, 

causes of action, losses, damages or costs that arise out of the CITY’S intentional 
wrongful acts, CITY’S violations of law, or the CITY’S sole active negligence.  

 
c. This provision shall not be limited by any provision of insurance coverage the 

TENANT may have in effect, or may be required to obtain and maintain, during 
the term of this Agreement.  This provision shall survive expiration or termination 
of this Agreement. 

 
30.       Insurance.  TENANT shall procure and maintain, at its own cost and expense, for the 

term of this Agreement, the following insurance policies: 
  
 a.         General Liability Coverage.  TENANT shall maintain commercial general 

liability insurance in an amount of not less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) 
for each occurrence for bodily injury, personal injury and property damage.  If a 
commercial general liability insurance form or other form with a general 
aggregate limit is used, the general aggregate limit shall be at least twice the 
required occurrence limit.  

 
 b.        Endorsements.  The general liability insurance policy shall be issued by insurers 

admitted in California possessing a Best’s rating of no less than A:VII and shall 
be endorsed with the specific language below.  

 
 i.    “The City of Coronado, its elected and appointed officers, officials, 

employees, agents (including Marina Manager/Agent), and volunteers are 
to be covered as additional insureds with respect to liability arising out of 
work performed by or on behalf of Dupree Law, APLC.” 

 
 ii.         “This policy shall be considered primary insurance as respects the City of 

Coronado, its elected and appointed officers, officials, employees, agents 
(including Marina Manager/Agent), and volunteers.  Any insurance 
maintained by the City of Coronado, including any self-insured retention 
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the City of Coronado may have, shall be considered excess insurance only 
and shall not contribute with this policy.” 

 
 iii.        “This insurance shall act for each insured and additional insured as though 

a separate policy had been written for each, except with respect to the 
limits of liability of the insuring company.” 

 
 iv.  “The insurer waives all rights of subrogation against the City of Coronado, 

its elected and appointed officers, officials, employees, or agents 
(including Marina Manager/Agent).” 

 
 v.         “Any failure to comply with reporting requirements of the policies shall 

not affect coverage provided to the City of Coronado, its elected and 
appointed officers, officials, employees, agents (including Marina 
Manager/Agent), and volunteers.” 

 
 vi. “The insurance provided by this policy shall not be suspended, voided, 

canceled, or reduced in coverage or in limits except after thirty (30) days 
written notice has been received by the City of Coronado.” 

 
 c.        Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions.  Any deductibles or self-insured 

retentions must be declared to and approved by the CITY.  At the CITY’S option, 
TENANT shall demonstrate financial capability for payment of such deductibles 
or self-insured retentions.  

 
 d.        Certificates of Insurance.  TENANT shall furnish certificates of insurance and 

original policy endorsements to the CITY as evidence of the insurance coverage 
required herein.  Certificates of such insurance shall be filed with the Office of the 
City Manager.  Current certification of insurance shall be kept on file with the 
CITY at all times during the term of this Agreement. 

 
 e.        Failure to Maintain Insurance.  Failure on the part of TENANT to procure or 

maintain required insurance shall constitute a material breach of contract under 
which the CITY may terminate this Agreement pursuant to Paragraph 23.b above. 

 
31. Attorneys' Fees.  If either party is required to place the enforcement of all or any part of this 

Agreement, the recovery of possession of the Premises, or if legal proceedings are 
commenced by either party against the other party to protect or enforce rights or obligations 
under this Agreement, the prevailing party, whether as Plaintiff or Defendant, shall be 
entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys' fees and costs. 

 
32. Subordination.  This Agreement is subject and subordinate to all mortgages and deeds of 

trust which may now or hereafter encumber the Premises, the Building or any appurtenances 
thereto, or any Agreements, renewals or modifications related thereto.  This clause shall be 
self operative and no further instruments of subordination shall be required in order for this 
clause to be effective. TENANT hereby agrees to execute, within ten (10) days of a request, 
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any and all reasonable instruments in writing required by CITY or any lender to subordinate 
TENANT’s rights acquired by this Agreement in accordance with this clause. 

 
33. Landlord's Lien.  CITY shall have at all times a valid lien for all rentals and other sums of 

money becoming due under this Agreement from TENANT, subject to any purchase money 
liens or security interests outstanding from time to time to third parties, on all goods, wares, 
equipment, fixtures, furniture, and other personal property of TENANT, situated on and in 
the Premises, and after notice of default is given by CITY such property shall not be 
removed from the premises without the consent of CITY until all arrearages in rent as well 
as any and all other sums of money then due to CITY under this Agreement shall first have 
been paid and discharged. 

 
 a. TENANT hereby grants a security interest, subject to any purchase money liens or 

security interests executed by TENANT outstanding from time to time to third 
parties, in that personal property, and the lien hereby granted may be foreclosed in 
the manner and in the form provided by law for foreclosure of a security interest 
under the Uniform Commercial Code of the State of California, or in any other 
manner and form provided by law. 

 
 b. The statutory lien for rent is not hereby waived, but the express contractual lien 

herein granted is in addition and supplemental thereto. 
 
34. Nondiscrimination.  The TENANT herein covenants by and for himself or herself, his or 

her heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, and all persons claiming under or 
through him or her, and this Agreement is made and accepted upon and subject to 
conditions: 

 
That there shall be no discrimination against or segregation  of any person or 
group of persons, on account of race, color, creed, religion, sex, marital status, 
national origin, or ancestry, in the leasing, subleasing, transferring, use, 
occupancy, tenure, or enjoyment of the Premises herein leased nor shall the 
TENANT himself, or any person claiming under or through him or her, establish 
or permit any such practice or practices of discrimination or segregation with 
reference to the selection, location, number, use, or occupancy, of tenants, lessees, 
sublessees, subtenants, or vendees in the Premises herein leased.   

  
35.   Entire Agreement.  This Agreement for Office Space terminates and supersedes any and 

all other agreements, either oral or written, between the parties, and contains all of the 
covenants and agreements between the parties.  Each party to this Agreement 
acknowledges that no representations, inducements, promises, or agreements, oral or 
otherwise, have been made by any party, or anyone acting on behalf of any party which 
are not embodied herein.  Any agreement, statement, or promise not contained in this 
Agreement, and any modification to this Agreement, will be effective only if signed by 
both parties. 
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36. Waiver.  Failure of either party to require strict performance by the other of any 
Agreement provisions shall not affect its rights with respect to continued or subsequent 
breaches. 

 
37. Mutuality.  All covenants and conditions in this Agreement are mutually dependent. 
 
38.      Severability.  In the event that any part of this Agreement is found to be illegal or 

unenforceable under the law as it is now or hereafter in effect, either party will be 
excused from performance of such portion or portions of this Agreement as shall be 
found to be illegal or unenforceable without affecting the remaining provisions of this 
Agreement. 

 
39. Governing Law.  This Agreement will be deemed to be executed and delivered in San 

Diego County, California, and governed by the laws of the State of California, regardless 
of conflicts of law principles.  Any action to enforce or interpret this Agreement shall be 
brought in the Superior Court for San Diego County.  TENANT hereby expressly waives 
any right to remove any such action from San Diego County as is otherwise permitted by 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 394.  

40. Notice.  Wherever in this Agreement it is required or permitted that notice or demand be 
given or served by either party on the other, such notice or demand shall be deemed given or 
served when written and hand delivered, or deposited in the United States Mail, certified, 
return receipt requested, postage prepaid, addressed as follows: 

 
 City Manager  Eric A. Dupree  
 City of Coronado Dupree Law, APLC 
 1825 Strand Way 1715 Strand Way, Suite 202/203 
 Coronado, CA 92118 Coronado, CA 92118                          
                         
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the CITY and TENANT have executed this Lease Agreement for 
Office Space on the first day of September, 2015. 
 
 
 

___________________________                  __________________________  
Blair King                               Eric A. Dupree  

 City Manager                Dupree Law, APLC 
City of Coronado 
  
___________________________              _________________________    
Date                                                                     Date  

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
Johanna Canlas, City Attorney 
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AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE AGREEMENT 
EXTENSIONS FOR AS-NEEDED GEOTECHNICAL PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES WITH NINYO & MOORE AND KLEINFELDER FOR A PERIOD OF 
ONE YEAR 

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize the City Manager to execute agreement extensions 
with Ninyo & Moore and Kleinfelder for as-needed geotechnical professional services for 
a period of one year. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None at this time.  Consulting engineering contracts typically range 
from five to ten percent of engineering capital improvement projects (depending on size 
and scope of work).  Soils and materials testing is typically paid out of the approved project 
budget. 

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

BACKGROUND:  Capital improvement projects often require an analysis of the 
ground/soils conditions in the project area and subsequent soils and materials testing during 
construction.  Such expertise and testing capabilities require specialized knowledge and 
facilities that the City does not possess in house.  Rather than soliciting new proposals for 
these services for each new project, most cities select one or more firms through a single 
evaluation process.  Based on state law and City Administrative Procedure No. 122, 
professional services are selected on a competitive, qualifications-based process.  Staff last 
completed this process in 2014 and has been working with two firms, Ninyo & Moore and 
Kleinfelder Corporation, to provide as-needed professional geotechnical engineering 
services. 

ANALYSIS:  Both Ninyo & Moore’s and Kleinfelder’s current contracts, which were 
executed in October 2014, expired on October 7, 2015, and have the option to extend the 
contracts for up to four additional one-year periods.  Over the duration of the contract 
period, the two firms provided consulting services on five projects, totaling approximately 
$110,400 in fees to date (all invoices for the latest project have not yet been received, 
although they are expected to total less than $10,000); the geotechnical and materials 
testing services provided on these capital improvement projects met or exceeded the City’s 
expectations in each case. 

Considering that the services provided by Ninyo & Moore and Kleinfelder have met or 
exceeded expectations, it is recommended to extend the terms of their contracts for an 
additional year.  This would be the first extension for both contracts.  

The previous contracts have provisions to allow the consultants to modify their fee 
schedules for the agreed-upon extended term; however, both firms have agreed to provide 
these services using the same labor costs that have been in effect under the current 
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agreement.  Copies of the rate sheets that would be in effect through October 2016 are 
included in Attachment 1, Exhibit 1 (Ninyo & Moore) and Attachment 2, Exhibit 1 
(Kleinfelder).  Ninyo and Moore’s hourly rates for personnel range from $58 to $154 and 
Kleinfelder’s hourly rates range from $55 to $180. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  1) Rather than have as-needed consultants provide professional 
services when necessary, the City could solicit proposals for general geotechnical 
engineering services on a project-by-project basis.  This would require more staff time to 
write and evaluate each proposal for each individual project; or 2) Rather than extend the 
current contracts, the Council could direct staff to re-advertise for as-needed geotechnical 
professional services for either one or both companies. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering /Newton/Huth 
 
Attachments: 

1. One year extension agreement for As-Needed Professional Services with Ninyo 
& Moore with rate sheet 

2. One year Extension Agreement for As-Needed Professional Services with 
Kleinfelder with rate sheet 

 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\10-20 Meeting - SR Due Oct. 7\FINAL SR - 1st Contract Extension N&M 
and Kleinfelder 10-20-15.docx  
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE PURCHASE 
AGREEMENTS FOR AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $269,600 THROUGH 
COOPERATIVE PURCHASING PROGRAMS FOR TWO  PICKUP TRUCKS; ONE 
DIESEL RIDE-ALONG MOWER; AND ONE HONDA MOTORCYCLE  

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase agreements for 
an amount not to exceed $269,600 in order to replace two pickup trucks, one motorcycle, and 
one riding lawn mower which are programmed for replacement in the current FY 2015-16 
Vehicle and Equipment Replacement (VER) Fund 135.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The replacement of these three vehicles was programmed in the FY 2015-
16 VER budget.  Although the cost of the riding mower and the police motorcycle is higher than 
what was anticipated in the budget, there are sufficient savings from the other two vehicle 
purchases to cover the additional overages. The cost for all four vehicles/equipment is $269,600, 
which is $10,400 less than the combined budgeted amount.  The table below compares the 
amounts budgeted for the vehicles and equipment, as well as their outfitting costs.   

VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT (VER) FUND 135 

# Proposed Vehicle or 
Equipment Budgeted 

Vehicle or 
Equipment 

Cost 

Outfitting 
Costs 

Total 
Cost 

Cooperative Purchase 
Agreement Source & 

Contract No. 

1 Ford F350 Truck, 
Streets Division, (Unit 
4-1) 

$  80,000  $  39,000  $  18,400 $  57,400 State of California 
Contract #1-14-23-20A 

1 Ford F450 Truck, 
Streets Division, (Unit 
4-19) 

$ 135,000 $ 109,000 $   4,200 $ 113,200 City of Hemet, California, 
Contract #2014-000577 

1 Diesel Riding Mower, 
Parks Division, (Unit 5-
17) 

$  35,000 $  68,000 $          0 $  68,000 National Inter-
governmental Purchasing 
Alliance (IPA) Contract 
#120535  

1 Honda Motorcycle, 
Police Dept., 
(Unit 2-30) 

$  30,000 $  26,000 $   5,000 $  31,000 City of Los Angeles, 
California,  
Contract #39732 

4 TOTAL $ 280,000 $ 242,000 $  27,600 $ 269,600 

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 
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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 
vehicles and equipment cooperatively, at competitive pricing, from existing contracts between 
the State of California, the City of Hemet, California, the National Intergovernmental Purchasing 
Alliance (IPA), and the City of Los Angeles’ Cooperative Purchasing Contract.  
 
ANALYSIS:  Ford F350 Truck (Unit 4-1):  The FY 2015-16 VER Fund 135 includes $80,000 
to replace one Public Services Streets Division truck.  The existing truck is 12 years old, and in 
need of replacement.  The proposed purchase price, including outfitting, is $57,400 which is 
under the approved budget amount.  This truck is available for purchase through the State of 
California Contract #1-14-23-20A, a cooperative purchasing contract. (Attachment A)   
 
Ford F450 Truck (Unit 4-19):  The FY 2015-16 VER Fund 135 includes $135,000 to replace 
the Public Services Streets Division’s paint truck that is 12 years old and due for replacement.  
The proposed purchase price of this truck, including outfitting, is $113,200 or $21,800 under the 
approved budget amount.  This truck is available for purchase though the City of Hemet, 
California’s, cooperative purchasing agreement #2014-000577. (Attachment B) 
 
Diesel Riding Mower (Unit 5-17):  The FY 2015-16 VER Fund 135 includes $35,000 to replace 
the Parks Division’s 2004 ride-along, diesel mower, that is in need of replacement due to its age 
and high number of hours of use.  The proposed purchase price of this mower is $68,000, which 
is over the approved FY 2015-16 budget amount.  The estimated purchase price of $35,000 was 
based on the 2004 purchase price of a model that is no longer available.  This mower is available 
for purchase though the National Intergovernmental Purchasing Alliance (IPA) contract 
#120535, which is a cooperative purchasing agency. (Attachment C)  
 
Honda Motorcycle (Unit 2-30):  The FY 2015-16 VER Fund 135 includes $30,000 to replace a 
high-mileage, 2004 Police Department motorcycle.  The proposed purchase price of this 
motorcycle is $26,000, full outfitting is another $5,000, for a total cost of $31,000 which is 
$1,000 above the budgeted amount.   
 
ALTERNATIVE: The City Council could choose to not authorize the purchase of the vehicles 
or equipment described above, and could recommend that staff use the Request for Bids (RFB) 
process instead. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Maurer  
 
Attachments: 

A. State of California Contract #1-14-23-20A (Unit 4-1)  
B. City of Hemet, California Contract #2014-000577 (Unit 4-19)  
C. National Intergovernmental Purchasing Alliance (IPA) Contract #120535 (Unit 5-17)  
D. City of Los Angeles, California Contract #39732 (Unit 2-30)  
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION TO DESIGNATE A BLUE CURB PARKING ZONE 
AT 1216 FOURTH STREET 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado to 
Designate a Blue Curb Parking Zone in front of the Residence at 1216 Fourth Street” provided 
Caltrans also approves the installation. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The cost to install a residential blue curb zone is $225 and is paid for by 
the requestor prior to installation by Public Services.  

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Courtesy notices were sent to residents within a 300' radius of the proposed 
blue curb zone installation.  

BACKGROUND:  On August 21, 2015, the Public Services & Engineering Department 
received a request from Mr. Walter Williams for a blue curb zone adjacent to his residence at 
1216 Fourth Street.  The request was considered by the Traffic Operations Committee (TOC) at 
its September 24, 2015 meeting.  The TOC approved the recommendation to install a disabled 
blue curb parking zone. 

ANALYSIS:  Staff has confirmed that 1216 Fourth Street is Mr. Williams’ primary residence 
and he possesses current disabled person plates for his vehicle.  A letter from Brian Lenzkes, 
MD, accompanied the request.  It supports the request due to a gradual deterioration of Mr. 
Williams’ health which disables him from walking 25 to 30 feet without the assistance of a 
second person and a walker.  On September 2, 2015, staff visited the residence to determine 
whether the request met the blue curb warrant criteria.  Staff observed a garage accessible via the 
alley beside the residence (between B and C Avenues) with a garage door measuring 
approximately nine feet in width. 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires the minimum width of a disabled parking 
space to be 13 feet wide (eight feet for parking plus five feet for an access aisle); therefore, the 
City has historically considered garages greater than 13 feet in width as accessible unless other 
obstacles are present.  With this in mind, the subject property does not have on-site space that 
could be reasonably converted into disabled parking because of the limited width of the existing 
garage.  

Considering the above, the property at 1216 Fourth Street meets all of the City’s warrant criteria 
for a residential blue curb zone.  The preferred location for a blue curb zone on Fourth Street in 
front of the property also features several utility boxes; however, access to these facilities should 
not be significantly impacted as utility companies can still provide temporary no-parking notices 
should work need to be done at the subject location.   
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As Fourth Street is a Caltrans facility, approval would ultimately be required from Caltrans 
before a blue curb zone could be implemented. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect to not install a disabled blue curb parking zone at 
this location. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering /Newton 
Attachments: A) Resolution  

B) Location Map & Photos 
  C) Blue Curb Policy 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\10-20 Meeting - SR Due Oct. 7\FINAL Blue Curb at 1216 Fourth 
St.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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Attachment A: 
 

RESOLUTION NO.    
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO TO 
DESIGNATE A BLUE CURB PARKING ZONE IN FRONT OF THE RESIDENCE AT 
1216 FOURTH STREET  
 
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that Resolution 
No. 8352 (formerly 5527), entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING BLUE NO 
PARKING CURB ZONES,” originally adopted on August 17, 1976, is hereby further amended 
by modifying Section 4 to read as follows: 
 
 
4. Fourth Street 
 

A. Beginning at the intersection of the southern curb line of Fourth Street and the 
eastern right-of-way line of the alley between B and C Avenues; thence easterly 
along said southern curb line of Fourth Street a distance of twenty-two (22) feet.   

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 20th 
day of October 2015 by the following vote, to wit: 
 
 
AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, 
       Mayor of the City of Coronado 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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Attachment B – Location Map & Photos 

 
Figure 1: Vicinity Map of 1216 Fourth Street. 

 

 
Figure 2: View of proposed blue curb zone from alleyway. 
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Figure 3: View of proposed blue curb zone from Fourth Street. 

 

 
Figure 4: Conceptual rendering of proposed 22-foot long blue curb zone. 

PROPOSED BLUE CURB LENGTH: 22’ 
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Attachment C 
 

CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 
 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER 
 

WARRANT – BLUE CURB ZONES 
 
Blue Curb zones are used to designate parking areas for the exclusive use of the physically 
disabled or handicapped.  To be legally parked in such zones, vehicles must display either the 
distinguishing license plate or placard prescribed by the California Vehicle Code or a special 
plate or sticker issued by the Coronado Police.  Blue Curb zones are established where the need 
for disabled parking is of an on-going nature, and must not be used for short-term purposes and 
then later seldom used.  Designation of a Blue Curb zone is considered by the City only after 
receipt of a written application from the abutting activity or an individual that would primarily 
benefit from such an installation. 
 

1. A minimum of one Blue Curb parking space is warranted in any of the following 
locations when it can be shown that the users of the abutting facility include the 
physically disabled, and off-street parking space is not available. 

 
a. A government building serving the general public. 
 
b.  A community service facility such as a senior center. 

 
c.  A hospital or convalescent home. 

 
d. A school or other educational facility. 

 
e. A public recreational facility. 

 
f. A public theater, auditorium or meeting hall. 

 
g. A church. 

 
2. The preservation of parking for all City residents is a priority.  While the installation of 

blue curb zones in residential areas limits the availability of certain parking locations, 
blue curb zones are sometimes warranted.  The following criteria should be used to 
evaluate requests for blue curb zones within residential areas on a case-by-case basis.  
Blue curb zones in residential areas will be considered warranted if the following 
conditions are met: 

 
a. The applicant can demonstrate their primary residence is the address where the 

blue curb zone is being requested.  A copy of a valid driver’s license, vehicle 
registration papers, or a current lease agreement, listing the address where the 
blue curb is being requested are all valid means of establishing an applicant’s 
primary residence. 
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b. The applicant (or guardian) is in possession of a vehicle with valid disabled 
plates, placard or sticker.  In an effort to maintain parking for neighborhood 
residents, applicants (or guardians) that do not own a vehicle or have a valid 
driver’s license, but are in possession of disabled plates, placards, or stickers, do 
not satisfy this requirement. 

 
c. The residential property does not have space which could be reasonably converted 

to disabled parking.  Improvements such as doorway widening, handrails, or ramp 
installations are considered reasonable for residents to install prior to requesting 
blue curb zones.  Expansion of an existing garage or other significant structural 
improvements needed to convert space or access-ways to accommodate disabled 
parking is not considered reasonable to ask of residents. 

 
d. A physician certifies that the disabled person is unable (even with the aid of 

crutches, wheelchair or walker) to travel more than 50 feet between his or her 
home and automobile without the assistance of a second person.  Disabilities such 
as a broken foot or leg that only temporarily limit mobility do not satisfy this 
requirement. 

 
e.  If a Blue Curb Zone is approved by Council, the applicant will provide proof of a 

valid disabled placard, plates or sticker on a yearly basis.  The blue curb zone will 
be removed if proof of disability cannot be provided OR applicant does not 
respond to a request for proof of disability within three (3) months of notice. 

 
3. For residents of condominium or apartment complexes, all of the requirements for 

residential blue curb zones must be met in addition to the following: 
 

a. A petition in favor of the blue curb zone must be signed by a majority of complex 
residents and notification of the property owner that a blue curb zone has been 
requested.  

 
4. Except where the activity adjacent to the proposed Blue Curb zone is operated by a 

governmental entity, a favorable recommendation for an otherwise warranted zone will 
be contingent upon the applicant depositing with the City a fee adequate to cover the cost 
of the installation. 

 
BY: Ed Walton, P.E. 
 City Engineer 

 
Approved by Traffic Operations Committee:   
Approved by the City Council:   
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PUBLIC HEARING:  ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION APPROVING A TWO-LOT 
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP TO ALLOW FOR CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP OF 
FOUR RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR THE PROPERTY ADDRESSED AS 532-538 
ORANGE AVENUE IN THE R-4/OACSP (MULTIPLE FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL/ORANGE AVENUE CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN) ZONE (PC 2015-14 
J & K EQUITIES INC.) 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado Approving a Two-Lot Tentative Parcel Map to Allow for 
Condominium Ownership of Four Residential Units for the Property Legally Described as Lots 11 
and 12, Block 108, Map 376 CBSI, Addressed as 532–538 Orange Avenue, Coronado, California.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  If the parcel map is approved and the property is developed as proposed, 
property taxes will increase and the following impact fees will be paid to the City: 

• In-lieu housing: $28,000 ($7,000 per unit).
• Public Facilities Impact Fee: $.50 per square foot of net increase in floor area (transportation

$.15, storm drain $.30 and administrative $.05).
• Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Fee: $2,310 per net increase in dwelling

units.

In addition, the School District will charge an impact fee of $3.20 per sq. ft. of net increase in floor 
area; however, this is not an impact to the City. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of a Tentative Map is considered to be an 
administrative decision (“quasi-adjudicative”).  Administrative decisions involve the application 
of existing laws or policies to a given set of facts.  Findings are required to be made in any 
administrative decision, based on the evidence presented.  The administrative act is to apply these 
findings to a specific parcel of land and the findings must conform to what is required by applicable 
law or local ordinances.  If challenged, generally the court will look to the administrative record 
to determine whether the evidence or findings support the decision or whether the City Council 
decision was arbitrary or capricious. 

Findings that require the disapproval of a tentative map include the following:  (1) that the 
proposed map is inconsistent with applicable general and specific plans; (2) that the design or 
improvement of the proposed subdivision is inconsistent with applicable general and specific 
plans; (3) that the site is not physically suitable for the type of development; (4) that the site is not 
physically suitable for the proposed density of development; (5) that the design of the subdivision 
or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage, or 
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat; (6) that the design of the 
subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious public health problems; or (7) that 
the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with public easements. 

The City Council’s authority to act upon tentative maps is also addressed under the Coronado 
Municipal Code Subdivision Ordinance Section 82.50.120 and the State Subdivision Map Act 
Section 66452.2.  These regulations require that the City Council approve, conditionally approve, 
or disapprove the tentative map within 50 days of the submission of the tentative map. 
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PUBLIC NOTICE:  Notice of this public hearing, as well as the Planning Commission public 
hearing, was mailed to all property owners within a 300 ft. radius of the property and published in 
the Coronado Eagle & Journal on October 7, 2015. 
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA):  Categorically Exempt CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15303 “New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures” Class 3(b): “A 
duplex or similar multi-family residential structure, totaling no more than four dwelling units.  In 
urbanized areas, this exemption applies to apartments, duplexes and similar structures designed 
for not more than six dwelling units”; Section 15315 “Minor Land Divisions” Class 15: “…the 
division of property in urbanized areas…into four or fewer parcels…”; and Section 15332 “In-
Fill Development Projects” Class 32. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
1. Applicant:  Kappa Surveying and Engineering, Inc. 
 
2. Property Owner:  J & K Equities Inc. 

 
3. Request:  Two-lot Tentative Parcel Map per Chapter 82.60 Minor Subdivisions to allow for 

condominium ownership of four residential units. 
 
4. Location:  Property is located on the west side of the 500 block of Orange Avenue. 
 
5. Description of Property:  The property is comprised of two 25 ft. x 140 ft. lots (3,500 sq. ft. 

each) for a total area of 7,000 sq. ft. with street and alley access provided to each lot.  A two-
story four-unit apartment building built in 1947 currently occupies the site.  The apartment 
building is proposed to be demolished. 

 
6. Zoning Designation:  “R-4-Multi-Family Residential Zone.”  The R-4 zone permits 40 

dwelling units per acre or one unit per 1,090 sq. ft. of lot size.  The size of the subject property 
would allow a maximum of six units. 

 
7. General Plan Designation:  “High Density Residential: Up to 40 dwelling units per acre (i.e., 

R-4 Zone).”  The Land Use Element of the General Plan, implemented through the Zoning 
Ordinance, “encourages a vibrant diverse community by allowing a variety of life styles and 
housing opportunities.”  “The residential land use categories are expressed in terms of density 
maximums – that is, up to 8 dwellings per acre, up to 12 dwellings per acre, etc.  Implied in 
the approach is a City policy prerogative, which simply says that all residential development 
in any specific category may be built as desired by the residents, as long as the density does 
not exceed a certain upper limit.”  The Land Use Element further describes the R-4 Zone as 
a zone “intended to provide high density residential opportunities typified by apartment or 
condominium development.” 

 
8. Design Review Commission:  Not required for less than three units on one lot. 
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9. Planning Commission:  On September 22, 2015, the Planning Commission adopted a motion
with findings and conditions, recommending City Council approval of the Tentative Map.

ANALYSIS:  Pursuant to Coronado Municipal Code ("CMC") Section 82.50.110, the Planning 
Commission is authorized to recommend to the City Council the approval, conditional approval, 
or denial of the tentative map.  As appropriate, the Planning Commission is to recommend the 
kind, nature, and extent of improvements that should be constructed or installed.  The 
recommendation is then presented to the City Council according to CMC Section 82.50.120.  If 
the tentative map is approved, the tentative map will become final upon compliance with CMC 
Chapter 82.64 as a minor subdivision. 

The R-4/OACSP zoning designation and combined parcel size of 7,000 sq. ft. would permit six 
residential units; however, the owner has elected to construct only four.  Two off-street parking 
spaces will be required for each unit for a total of eight off-street parking spaces.  The approval of 
this parcel map will permit the individual units to be sold separately as condominiums.  The 
configuration of the existing lots will remain as is with no changes proposed for the exterior lot 
lines. 

The parcel map and proposed land use is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, 
complies with the State Map Act and the Coronado Subdivision Ordinance, and was approved, 
with conditions, by the Public Services, Engineering, and Fire departments. 

The State Subdivision Map Act and Coronado Subdivision Ordinance provide authority to local 
agencies to impose conditions on the approval of subdivisions.  The subdivider can be required to 
dedicate land to public use, make public improvements, pay required fees, or other conditions as 
needed to mitigate any adverse impacts of the subdivision on the community; to provide 
governmental services to subdivision residents; and to implement the requirements of the local 
general plan.  Public improvements for this project include undergrounding utilities, replacing the 
adjacent alley, sidewalk, and curb and gutter.  These required public improvements have been 
incorporated into the list of conditions and are consistent with requirements of other subdivision 
maps. 

ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council has the right to modify the attached findings and conditions 
in accordance with the above City Council Authority. 

For additional details, please see the attachments.  The full size proposed Tentative Parcel Map is 
available to review in the Community Development Department. 

Submitted by Community Development Department/Peter Fait 
Attachments: A) Draft Resolution

B) Portion of Tentative Parcel Map and Application
i:\staff\peter\maps\pc 2015-14 532-538 orange ave\tmap_r4_2 lots council staff report.docx 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RESOLUTION NO. __________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING A TWO-LOT TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP TO ALLOW FOR 

CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP OF FOUR RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR THE 
PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 108, MAP 376 
CBSI, ADDRESSED AS 532–538 ORANGE AVENUE, CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

WHEREAS, Joe Harper, President, J & K Equities Inc. has, per the California 
Subdivision Map Act and the City of Coronado Subdivision Ordinance, requested City approval 
to subdivide 532–538 Orange Avenue for development of four residential condominium units; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Coronado did, pursuant to 
section 66452.2 of the Government Code, hold a public hearing on the Tentative Parcel Map on 
September 22, 2015, and subsequently adopted a motion recommending approval with findings 
and conditions to the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado did, pursuant to Section 66452.2 
of the Government Code, hold a public hearing on said subdivision request on October 20, 2015, 
and said public hearing was duly noticed as required by law and all persons desiring to be heard 
were heard at said hearing. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Coronado that the proposed Tentative Parcel Map for 532–538 Orange Avenue be approved and 
that the approval be based upon the following findings: 

1. The proposed map is consistent with the Coronado General Plan and Zoning Ordinance in that
the proposed residential use and density of development are permitted under the General Plan
and  Zoning Ordinance requirements;

2. The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the Coronado
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance in that the design provides sufficient lot area and street
access for proper development;

3. The site is physically suitable for the type of development in that the subject property of 7,000
sq. ft. is capable of supporting up to six dwelling units in the R-4/OACSP zone;

4. The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development in that the number of
units in the project is within the 40 dwelling units per acre standard specified in the Coronado
Zoning Ordinance for the R-4/OACSP zone;

5. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause
substantial environmental damage, nor are they likely to substantially and avoidably injure fish
or wildlife or their habitat and the project is categorically exempt from environmental review
according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in accordance with Section
15303 Class 3(b) for new construction of a duplex or similar multi-family residential structure
totaling no more than six dwelling units; Section 15315 Class 15 for minor land divisions of
four or fewer parcels; and Section 15332 Class 32 for in-fill development;

6. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements are not likely to cause serious
public health problems within the authority of the Coronado Public Health Officer;
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7. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements will not conflict with any 
easements acquired by the public at large and which are recorded or established by judgment 
of a court of competent jurisdiction; and 

8. The Tentative Map meets all the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act and the Coronado 
Subdivision Ordinance and was approved, with conditions, by the Public Services, 
Engineering, and Fire departments. 

 
  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the approval is subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
Fire Department 
1. Owner shall install a NFPA 13 compliant fire sprinkler and alarm system throughout the 

development in accordance with the National Fire Protection Association and California Fire 
Code Standards to the satisfaction of the City of Coronado Fire and Building departments; 

2. Owner shall provide appropriate Fire Department personnel and vehicle access including 
access to any locked common areas.  All gates or other structures or devices that could obstruct 
fire access roadways or otherwise hinder emergency operations are prohibited unless they meet 
standards approved by the Fire Department and receive specific plan approval; 

3. The location of any Fire Department connection and back flow prevention device (OS&Y 
valve) shall be approved by the Fire Department and preferably face Orange Avenue; 

4. Owner shall provide adequate water flow for firefighting based upon the square footage of the 
buildings and, if needed, Owner shall upgrade or install a fire hydrant within the adjacent 
public rights-of-way in accordance with the California Fire Code standard to the satisfaction 
of the City of Coronado Fire Department; 

 
Engineering Department 
5. Owner shall maintain a minimum of three feet of clearance between vehicular ingress/egress 

areas and any property lines extended, intersection radius, and any obstruction, e.g., utility 
poles, hydrants, trees, etc.  The relocation of any of these items to obtain the needed clearances 
shall be the sole responsibility of the Owner; 

6. Any existing sewer laterals used for new development shall be videotaped, at Owner’s expense, 
for its entire length to the sewer main to assess its condition and suitability for continued use.  
The video shall be furnished to the City of Coronado Public Services and Engineering 
Department in DVD format and, based on its review, repairs or replacement of the sewer line 
may be required, at the direction of the City of Coronado.  In accordance with the Municipal 
Code, fees will be charged for new sewer service lateral connections.  Each building requires 
a separate sewer service lateral connected to the sewer main and the reservation of easements 
may be required; 

7. Prior to demolition, any existing sewer laterals shall be capped and staked.  Sewer laterals that 
are not used by the proposed development shall be removed by Owner from the City’s rights-
of-way and capped within 24 inches of the sewer main under permit issued by the Public 
Services and Engineering Department; 

8. Owner shall underground all existing and future utilities to this site.  Individual lots require 
separate utility service and utility easements shall be provided between the alley and the street.  
(Concrete replacement to accommodate the undergrounding of utilities shall be a minimum of 
30 inches wide for the length of the repair); 

9. Owner shall research and identify the location of existing utilities on the site prior to grading 
or excavating the site and the Owner shall be responsible to remove any utility location “mark 
out” indicators or paint; 
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10. Owner shall install all utilities which are not possible to underground, such as back flow valves
and transformers, on private property and said utilities shall be screened from public view, at
the direction of the City of Coronado;

11. Owner shall remove and replace the alley adjoining the subject property.  The limits of removal
and replacement shall begin approximately six feet south of the southern property line and
shall end approximately seven feet north of the northern property line (approximately 20 ft. x
63 ft.) in accordance with City standards and the San Diego Regional Standard Drawings, at
the direction of the City Public Services and Engineering Department;

12. Owner shall remove and replace the sidewalk and curb and gutter adjacent to the property
frontage (approximately 50 lineal feet) in accordance with City standards and the San Diego
Regional Standard Drawings or as otherwise directed by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) or the City Public Services and Engineering Department.  Owner
shall obtain Caltrans approval to complete this work (any work performed within the Orange
Avenue Caltrans rights-of-way will require discretionary review and approval by Caltrans and
an encroachment permit will be required prior to construction);

13. The adjacent public sidewalk and alley shall remain safe, smooth and free of all trip or travel
hazards during construction.  Owner shall remove and replace portions damaged during
construction of adjacent public sidewalk (with “historic” pattern) and/or curb and gutter in
accordance with City standards and the San Diego Regional Standards Drawings, and verify
limits of removal at the direction of the City Public Services and Engineering Department;

14. Owner shall ensure all property corners have a survey monument installed by a California
licensed land surveyor at locations indicated on the final parcel map and any monuments
disturbed during construction shall be replaced by a licensed land surveyor at Owner’s
expense;

15. Owner shall assure that the storage of building materials, equipment, or containers (other than
for refuse purposes) in the City right-of-way does not occur;

16. Owner shall apply for an encroachment permit from the Public Services and Engineering
Department for any amenities proposed for the adjoining public rights-of-way and the Owner
shall assume responsibility for costs associated with the construction and maintenance of said
amenities;

17. Owner shall assure that all work performed outside of the private property lines shall conform
to the San Diego Regional Standard Drawings and Coronado Special Construction Provisions
and prior to construction a right-of-way permit shall be obtained from the Public Services and
Engineering Department;

18. Owner shall comply with the City of Coronado’s policy for proposed construction of
subterranean garages/cellars dated June 2, 2005, if warranted by the improvement plan;

19. The City does not permit the discharge of groundwater or construction runoff into the storm
drain system.  Consequently, disposal of groundwater extracted from the site into the City
sewer system, if warranted, requires approval and a permit from the City’s Public Services and
Engineering Department.  The applicant must pay the costs for this operation and make
payments of a processing fee charged the City by San Diego’s Metropolitan Waste Water
Department;

20. Owner shall maintain on-street parking spaces, parking and traffic markings, and signage
adjacent to the subject property except as required to be modified to provide vehicle ingress
and egress to the property;
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Public Services Department 
21. Owner shall protect, irrigate, and maintain the existing street trees within the adjacent street 

public parkway;  said trees shall be protected with an expandable collar and no turf shall be 
permitted within 12 inches of the trunk; 

22. Owner shall provide, plant, protect, irrigate, and maintain within the adjacent public parkway 
one Lophostemon Conferta (Brisbane Box) shade tree, at the direction of the Public Services 
Parks Supervisor.  Said tree shall have a minimum 2 inch diameter trunk (measured 4 feet 6 
inches above the root crown), be double staked and tied, and be irrigated by an independent 
automatic irrigation system.  Each tree shall be protected with an expandable collar and no turf 
shall be permitted within 12 inches of the trunk; 

23. Owner shall install linear root barriers adjacent to all existing and newly planted shade trees 
on public or private property, which are within 10 feet of any public sidewalk, street or alley.  
Said barriers shall be installed adjacent to the sidewalk and curb face to extend 8 feet to each 
side of center of the tree installed and not encircle the trees. The barrier shall be a minimum of 
12” and a maximum of 18” in depth and shall be either hard plastic or fabric impregnated with 
a root inhibitor (bio-barrier); 

24. Owner shall provide an automatic irrigation system to all existing and proposed adjoining 
public property landscaping; 

25. Owner shall provide an area on private property, accessible by all occupants, for the storage of 
recyclable materials to the satisfaction of the City of Coronado; 

26. During project planning and design, the Owner shall incorporate effective construction and 
post construction Best Management Practices and provide all necessary studies and reports as 
determined by the Public Services Director demonstrating compliance with the applicable 
regulations and standards.  All project applicants shall complete and submit the City's Storm 
Water Project Assessment Form (Form 1) to determine the project's construction and post-
construction storm water categories.  The category determines the requirements for the project. 
Form 1 is available for download at: www.Coronado.ca.us/egov/apps/document/center.egov 
and shall be completed and submitted to: stormwaterreview@coronado.ca.us or delivered with 
the initial submittal to the City's Building Department counter, attention Public Services Storm 
Water Program; 

 
Community Development Department 
27. Owner shall reserve 20% of the units within the development “for rental” to persons qualified 

by the County Housing Authority as meeting Section 8 Rental Assistance requirements or to 
persons qualifying within very low and low income categories as established annually by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), or “for sale” to persons 
qualifying within moderate income categories as established annually by the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), or shall pay a fee in lieu thereof of $7,000.00 for 
every unit within the project, at the option of the subdivider, for the purpose of providing 
affordable housing assistance in accordance with Chapter 82.21 of the Coronado Municipal 
Code (CMC); 

28. Owner shall assure that any common areas and easements are identified and described on the 
Final Map; 

29. Owner shall comply with, and if there are CC&Rs, include in said CC&Rs: 
a) That no existing or future utility lines be permitted outside of the lot or private interest 

spaces (separate interest spaces or units) of which they serve unless located within a 
common area or an easement approved by the City of Coronado; 

b) That common area or reciprocal pedestrian easements be provided to allow all private 
occupants of the property access to both the street and alley.  Where fences or walls are 
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proposed, gates shall be provided to give said occupants access to both the street and 
alley; 

c) Easements and/or rights providing for pedestrian and vehicle access, utilities and/or other
purposes, for each proposed condominium unit, are to be specified in any condominium
plans and/or conveyances of any unit constructed within the boundaries of this parcel
map.  Any vehicle access driveway and vehicle maneuvering/turnaround space adjacent
to garages or parking spaces shall be shared by all owners;

d) That two required off-street parking spaces be provided for each dwelling with each
space specifically assigned to each dwelling unit and clearly marked for such dwelling
or use;

e) That each off-street parking space required for all dwellings be continuously maintained
free and unobstructed, with adequate ingress and egress, and not used for any use other
than parking of motor vehicles;

f) That any present or future outside storage of trash be accessible by all occupants and be
enclosed within a minimum 5 ft. high wall with gate which shall be on private property
and approved by the City of Coronado;

g) That each existing and proposed dwelling unit held as a condominium form of ownership
shall be provided with a minimum of 200 cubic feet of storage space per dwelling, in
addition to closets customarily provided, in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance;

h) That none of the covenants, conditions and restrictions required by this condition shall
be deleted, amended or modified without the prior written approval of the City of
Coronado; and

30. If the above conditions have not been completed and accepted in accordance with standards
established by the City prior to approval of the final map, then the subdivider shall enter into
a secured agreement with the City for 150% of the estimated cost of constructing the
improvements and performing the conditions before the final map is approved pursuant to
CMC Section 82.16.080.  Said agreement shall be prepared and recorded with the County
Recorder’s Office.  If the above conditions are not completed prior to approval of the final map
and a secured agreement is approved, all of the above conditions shall be completed to the
satisfaction of the City of Coronado prior to any newly constructed dwelling’s building permit
being finaled or occupancy permitted.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, 
this ________ day of _____________ 2015, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
City of Coronado, California 

Attest: 

Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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PUBLIC HEARING:  ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE FILING 
OF AN APPLICATION TO THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-
2017 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDING FOR CENTENNIAL 
PARK ADA IMPROVEMENTS 

ISSUE:  Whether the City Council should approve the proposed project to construct accessible 
paths of travel in various areas of Centennial Park for Fiscal Year 2016-17 Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding and direct staff to submit an application for Fiscal 
Year 2016-17 CDBG funding to construct the project.   

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the project and adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of 
the City of Coronado Authorizing the Filing of an Application to the County of San Diego for 
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Community Development Block Grant Funding for Centennial Park ADA 
Improvements.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The San Diego County Housing and Community Development Department 
(HCD) has estimated that approximately $65,500 of CDBG funding will be available to the City 
in Fiscal Year 2016-2017.   Together with remaining grant funds from a prior fiscal year, the total 
amount available for this project, if approved, will be approximately $72,000.  CDBG is a federal 
program with specific spending requirements and is not available for general purposes.  Funds 
will be released in fall 2016 for this project and staff will return at that time for a formal 
appropriation action.  

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

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of submission of an application 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:  A notice for this hearing was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal 
on September 30, 2015, and was posted at City Hall, the Library, and the Public Services 
Department. 

BACKGROUND:  The City is a participant in the County-administered CDBG program and has 
been requested by the County HCD to select a project for Fiscal Year 2016-2017.  Most CDBG 
project categories are not available to Coronado because the City does not meet the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s “benefit to low income” threshold.  One type 
of project that is allowed is constructing improvements at public locations to create an accessible 
path of travel that is free from level changes and steps.   

ANALYSIS:  The proposed project is eligible under the category of reconfiguring and 
constructing a path of travel free from level changes and steps.  There are four locations within 
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Centennial Park that will be modified to remove steps and level changes.  The attached map 
shows the locations of the four areas where the stairs leading to the fixed benches will be 
modified to provide ADA access.  These improvements will consist of small ramps replacing the 
two or three steps currently in place and will have a negligible impact on the appearance or 
functionality of the park.  If approved, the project will increase accessibility for persons with 
disabilities.  It is anticipated that all of the City’s available grant funds will be spent within the 
one-year time frame for implementing these improvements, as required by the CDBG program. 
These improvements were identified in the City’s ADA Transition Plan and the 2015-16 Capital 
Improvement Program, with CDBG as the funding source. 

ALTERNATIVES:  The Council may elect not to apply for these Community Development 
Block Grant Funds or may apply them to another eligible activity.  

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Huth 
Attachments: A) Resolution  

B) CDBG Application
C) Map showing needed improvements

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\10-20 Meeting - SR Due Oct. 7\FINAL SR - CDBG FY16-17 
Application.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS RRS MLC NA EW NA NA NA CMM NA 
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Attachment A 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF AN APPLICATION TO THE COUNTY OF SAN 
DIEGO FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 COMMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 
GRANT FUNDING FOR CENTENNIAL PARK ADA IMPROVEMENTS 

 
 WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds to cities and counties to be used for the 
development of viable urban communities by providing decent housing, a suitable living 
environment, and expanding economic opportunities; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City has participated as a member of the Urban County, administered by 
the County of San Diego, since 1973; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City’s previous participation has resulted in the development of 
programs and completion of projects beneficial to the public.  
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Coronado authorizes the 
submittal of an application to the County of San Diego for the following CDBG Fiscal Year 
2016-2017 project:  Centennial Park ADA improvements. 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager, or his designate, is hereby 
authorized and empowered to execute, in the name of the City of Coronado, all necessary 
applications, contracts, payment requests, agreements and amendments hereto for the purposes of 
securing grant funds and to implement and carry out the purposes specified in the grant 
application. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of October 2015, by the City Council of the 
City of Coronado, California, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
AYES: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
      ______________________________ 
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
      City of Coronado, California 
 
 
ATTEST: _________________________ 
  Mary L. Clifford 
  City Clerk 
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Attachment B 

 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 
2016-17 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) PROGRAM – CFDA 

#14.218 

Census Tract: 

APPLICATION FOR CDBG PARTICIPATING CITIES 
 DUE BY 5:00 P.M. FRIDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2015 

Priority No: 

Date Submitted: October 20, 2015  DUNS #: ___072503386________________________________  

Title of Project: Centennial Park ADA Improvements     

1. AGENCY SUBMITTING APPLICATION:  

a. City Department: _Public Services & Engineering___     Implementing Department: ___Engineering___________________   
 

b. Project Manager:    Jim Newton  Telephone Number: (619) 522-7313       
 
c. Contact Person (if different from Project Manager):_Rhonda Huth ________ Telephone Number:_(619) 522-2426 _______ 

 
d. Mail Stop/Address:__1825 Strand Way________________  E-mail Addresses: _jnewton@coronado.ca.us________________ 

 
e. E-mail Addresses:   rhuth@coronado.ca.us              Fax Number: _(619) 522-2408____________________ 

 
f. Signature of Authorized Official:      

 
g. Name and Title of Authorized Official: ___Clifford M. Maurer, Director of Public Services & Engineering Department _________ 

 
h. Does your city expend $750,000 or more a year in federal funds?      Yes   No  (if yes, city must submit copy of independent 

(A-133) audits each year; if no, city must submit copy of audited financial statements each year). 
 

i. Date of City Council authorization to submit CDBG application, administer project, execute contract:  10/20/15 
  (please forward documentation as soon as it is available). 

 
j. Must maintain current Central Contractor Registration (SAM/CCR).  Please include printout of current CCR registration with this 

application. 
 

k. Cities with fair share allocations under $50,000.  Those cities with allocations under this threshold must request a minimum of 
$50,000.  If available, the amount that exceeds their annual fair share allocation will be advanced by the County to be repaid with 
the city’s future year CDBG allocations or other city funds should the CDBG program be discontinued. 

 
 

2. PROJECT LOCATION: (Attach map of project site showing the boundaries of the geographic area served.  Also 
attach site plan or project sketch, or if located in a park include Park Master Plan, if applicable.) 

 
a. Community:    City of Coronado____________________________________________________________________________ 
b. Street address (include zip code):  __1099 ½ First Street_________________________________________________________ 
c. Cross streets: ___At First Street and Orange Avenue___________________________________________________________ 
d. Assessor Parcel Number (where applicable): _APN 5361102700 _________________________________________________ 

Thomas Bros. Reference Page: _p. 1288 J5__________________________________________________________________ 
 

  
3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (Provide a clear, detailed description of the project and specifically how the requested CDBG funds 

would be used. Include a sketch of the project site to clarify the proposal and attach any relevant information supporting this proposal. 
Attach a list of the proposed tasks with associated activities, expected accomplishments of each task, timelines, and information on 
staff/consultant who would supervise/perform the work. Note: All subrecipients requesting funds for programs working directly or 
indirectly with homeless populations will be required to participate in the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 
database effort administered by the Regional Task Force on the Homeless.) 

 

The City of Coronado proposes to analyze, reconfigure and construct an accessible path of travel to four areas in 

Centennial Park.  The improvements will enable the elderly and the disabled to safely transition on an accessible route 

to the fixed benches placed in the North and South portions of the park.  The proposed improvements would be in 

accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and would directly benefit both the disabled and the elderly, allowing 
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Attachment B 
them access to the benches scattered throughout the park.   

4. TYPE OF ACTIVITY:  (Please check only one) 

X Public Facilities  Economic Development  Rental Housing  Other:_____________ 

 Infrastructure  Public Service1  Owner-Occupied 
Housing   

 Planning/Administration  Non-homeless Special 
Needs  Homeless/HIV/AIDS   

 

 

5. OBJECTIVE:  (Please check only one) 

X 1 Suitable Living Environment 
(Activities that benefit communities/ families/individuals by addressing issues 
in their living environment) 

 2 Decent Housing 
(Housing activities that meet individual family or community needs; should 
not be used for activities where housing is an element of a larger effort) 

 3 Economic Opportunity 
(Activities related to economic development, commercial revitalization, and 
job creation) 

 

6. OUTCOME:  (Please check only one) 

X 1 
Availability/ 
Accessibility 

(Activities that make services, infrastructure, housing, and shelter available and accessible.  Note 
that accessibility does not only refer to physical barriers) 

 2 Affordability 
(Activities that provide affordability in a variety of ways.  It can include creation or maintenance of 
affordable housing, basic infrastructure hookups, or services such as transportation or daycare) 

 3 Sustainability 
(Activities that promote livable or viable communities and neighborhoods by providing services or 
by reviving slums or blighted areas) 

 

7. PROJECT BENEFICIARIES: 
a. Describe the geographic service area or the specific population served, including the estimated number of persons served and 

other measurable outputs: 
  

The City of Coronado is home to many seniors and disabled residents.  Both seniors and disabled people are presumed by the 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 24 Part 570.206 (2) (A) to be principally low and moderate income persons.  According to the 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2010, the City of Coronado has a resident population of 24,697.  Approximately 14.1% of the 

population or 3,482 residents are 65 years of age or older.  The Census data also indicate that households by seniors (65+) 

comprised 31% of all households in Coronado 

 

No updated data on disabilities is available from the 2010 Census or 2006-2010 American Community Survey (ACS) for Coronado.  

The 2005-2007 ACD defines six types of disabilities sensory, physical, mental, self-care, go-outside-home and employment.  

Accordingly to the 2005-07 ACS, the higher percentage of residents with disabilities in Coronado is related to the City’s higher 

percentage of senior residents.  Data allied in the ACS indicates 54.8% of 629 residents aged 16-64, and 79.3% or 1,098 residents 

aged 65 or older have a physical disability.  

 

Senior Citizens and disabled residents will receive the most direct benefit from the proposed project, however, the improvements 

in the proposed project are within the public park and as such, they will serve the general public. 

 

b. If the proposed project only serves a limited clientele, a certain segment of the population, such as youth, childcare or senior 
centers, health facilities, ADA improvements, or housing activities/services: 

 
(1) Provide the unduplicated number of people expected to be served annually. 

As stated in Section 7 (a) above, per the 2010 Census, 14.1% of Coronado’s population (3,482 residents) are classified as 

1 Eligible public services are limited to those services that directly relate to and support physical community revitalization, homeless or housing activities.  
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senior citizens.  Per the 2005-2007 ACS, 1,727 residents have a physical disability.  In addition, many of the visitors to 

Coronado’s facilities and events are seniors and/or disabled individuals from outside of Coronado. 

 
(2) Describe what steps will be taken to document that a minimum of 51% unduplicated low- and moderate-income and limited 

clientele persons will be served annually. 2, 3 
   

The proposed project would be implemented in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and will benefit 
both the disabled and elderly, allowing them greater access throughout the City of Coronado. Because the proposed 
project primarily benefits the disabled and elderly, a population that HUD automatically classifies as low and moderate 
income, and because this population exceeds the approximately 5.8% of residents specifically identified as low or 
moderate income levels, the project will serve more than the required 51% minimum. 

 
8. SITE INFORMATION:  

a.  Suitability of site or facility: 

Centennial Park is a significant tourist attraction that is an appropriate site to install accessible paths of travel allowing residents 

and visitors, especially the disabled and/or elderly, to safely transition to various site elevations. This improvement will allow users 

to reach all amenities of the park. 

 

b.  Availability of land/facility: (Indicate if the site has been selected, whether there is site control, and other issues of ownership.) 

  Centennial Park is a City-owned park and the path of travel improvements are within the City’s jurisdiction. 

 

c.  Effect on surrounding land use: 

 Because the City owns the park, there shall not be any effect on the surrounding land use. 

  

 d.  Conformance with General Plan: (For information, call PDS at (619) 615-8289) 
     Yes, this project is in conformance with the City of Coronado’s General Plan. 
 
9. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STATUS: (Call Kathy Barefield at (858) 694-3904 and check appropriate boxes if 

environmental status is known) 
 

  Exempt CEQA: 

  Exempt NEPA: 

  Environmental Assessment Needed: Underway   Complete  

  Environmental Impact Statement: Underway   Complete  
 

10. CDBG FUNDS REQUESTED:  (Specific use of CDBG funds only) 
 Planning   $   Inspections $    

 Personnel/Administration    $   Construction/Installations $  52,153  

 Site Acquisition  $   Consultant Cost $   

 Relocation Assistance $   Supplies/Equipment $   

 Permits and Fees  $   Insurance/Legal $   

 Engineering/Designs  $   20,000           _         __ Other (_____________) $   

 TOTAL $   72,153           _         __ 
11. STAFF STATEMENT OF PROJECT NEED/OBJECTIVE: 

a. Indicate specific local conditions that warrant funding of the project: 

2 HCD will require intake forms and supporting income verification documentation (third party verifications or source documentation) be submitted upon 
request. 
 
3 All subrecipients requesting funds for programs working directly or indirectly with homeless populations will be required to participate in the Homeless 
Management Information System (HMIS) database’s effort administered by the Regional Task Force on the Homeless.  
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Given the high percentage of tourists that visit the City of Coronado, installing accessible paths of travel to various park amenities 

will provide an essential community benefit. The path of travel will meet current ADA regulations which will improve access for 

both senior and disabled populations in the City of Coronado 

 

b. Describe the relationship of the proposed activity to other similar community facilities/services. (If there are other similar 
facilities/services in the community, provide a map showing locations): 

  
Centennial Park provides a path of travel to two major pedestrian paths, Orange Avenue to the south and the Bay promenade                 
in the north.   
 

12. PROJECT BUDGET: 

a. Indicate how the requested CDBG funds will be leveraged and identify other sources of funds, including the amounts, for this 
project.  Describe here if the proposal is part of larger project. 
 
The CDBG funds will be used for design and construction.  No other funds will be allocated. 

 

b. Specify the status of other funding sources and include dates: application submitted, decision pending on requested funds, or 
funds committed. 
N/A 

 

13. PROJECT COST ESTIMATE: 

 a. CDBG Funds Previously Allocated To This Project:  $   0   

 

 b. Current Proposal: 

 (1) CDBG Project Request  $   65,500  

 (2) Other Funds Allocated to Project for spending in FY 2015-16 (list sources): 

 Other Federal (Specify Source):  $     

 Other State/Local (Specify Source):  $     

 Other (Specify Source): CDBG FY 13/14 balance   $    6, 403   

 Other (Specify Source):  $    

                                                                       Current Proposal Total  $_71,903___________ 

 

 c. Future Year Project Cost Estimates (list sources): 

 (1) None- This is a one-time stand-alone project $      

 (2)                        $      
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14. PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE:  (For CDBG Fund Requests Only) 
 Task Completion Date 

 Environmental Review  N/A  

 Contract Award  January 2017  

 Site Acquisition  N/A  

 Engineering/Design  August 2016  

 Consultant Services  N/A  

 Relocation Assistance  N.A  

 Construction/Installation  March 2017  

 Other:      

 Other:     

 
Estimated Date of Completion (assuming July 2016 Release of Funds)  May 2017  

 
15. PROJECTED CDBG EXPENDITURES IN FY 2016-17 
 1st Quarter  $20,000  

 2nd Quarter    

 3rd Quarter  $45,750  

 4th Quarter    

 

16. Will the proposed project meet Americans with Disabilities Act standards for access to persons with disabilities? 

Explain. 

Yes, the project will eliminate existing barriers. 

 

17. Project will be carried out by: (Check one of the following) 
City Employees  Non-Profit Organization 

Contractors  For Profit Organization 

City Employees and Contractors  Faith Based Organization 
Another Public Agency Institution of Higher Education 

 

18. CURRENT ACTIVITIES:  
a.  Indicate current project status: 

Project has been identified in the City’s ADA Transition Plan. 

b.  For phased projects, describe the progress on the current phase at time of this application and indicate the expected completion 
date of the previously funded work: 

 

 

19. BASIS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

a.  Include specific reasons for your support and indicate why this project is a priority: 

The City of Coronado conducted an ADA transition plan in October 2014 and identified projects to correct ADA deficiencies.  

Centennial Park was prioritized as the first project to construct.   

 

b. Note any anticipated problems or delays in implementation (e.g., use permits, other agency approvals or contingencies): 

The project will need Homeowners Association approval from the Point and the Landing condominiums before the project is 

implemented. 
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Centennial Park has been designated historic; therefore any alteration will require the approval of the Historic Resource 

Commission. 

 

c.  Describe the urgency or reasons for funding the project this year: 

Providing a path of travel and access to various park amenities is a high priority for the City of Coronado to allow seniors and 

disabled populations access to all amenities of the park.  This project will continue the City’s ongoing efforts to improve 

accessibility throughout the City, more specifically, to improve accessibility to senior and disabled residents.  

 

20. CITIZEN OR ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:  
a. Actions taken and votes received: 

 This proposed project was reviewed by the City Council on October 20, 2015. 

b. Input received from citizens: (Attach letters received from public.)  
As part of the City Council’s review of the project, a public hearing was held; however, no comments were made during the 
public hearing. 

 
c. Status of Community/Local Planning Group review and approval: (Required prior to CDBG funding recommendation.) 
 

 
21. NATIONAL OBJECTIVE:  

Any real property acquired or improved in whole or in part with CDBG funds in excess of $25,000 shall be used to meet one of 
the national objectives.  Cities are required to meet the national objective until five years after expiration of the contract or MOU.  
Describe how your agency will comply with this HUD requirement: 
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COUNCIL REPORTS ON INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
ASSIGNMENTS 

10/20/15 
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Agenda Item 11a: Report on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments for Michael 
Woiwode 
 
Period ending 10/6/15 
 
 
Thursday, 9/24: Bayshore Bikeway Committee.  Plans for the phase through Barrio Logan, as 
well as routing through the National City section. 
 
Thursday, 9/24: Spreckels Garden bench dedication. 
 
Wednesday, 9/23: SDMAC annual Economic Impact study. 
 
Wednesday, 9/23: Airport Authority briefing about ALUCP for Coronado. 
 
Tuesday, 9/22: Governor’s Council on Military Issues - reception. 
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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).    

10/20/15 

168



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 
 
 

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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RECEIVE THE INTERIM FINANCIAL REPORT FOR YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2015; 
APPROVE TRANSFERS TOTALING $440,200 FROM VARIOUS OPERATING FUNDS 
TO THE CalPERS PENSION STABILIZATION TRUST FUND AND DIRECT THE 
ALLOCATION OF EXCESS REVENUES OVER EXPENDITURES GENERAL FUND 
BALANCES TO SPECIFIC PURPOSES; APPROVE THE WRITE-OFF OF THE 
GENERAL FUND LINE OF CREDIT LOAN TO THE STORM DRAIN FUND AS OF 
JUNE 30, 2015; AND CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR STORM 
DRAIN FUND ACTIVITIES 

RECOMMENDATION: Receive interim financial report for the year ending June 30, 2015, 
and approve the following actions:   

1) Approve the transfer of $440,200 from multiple operating funds to the PARS Public
Agencies Post-Employment Benefits Trust as detailed in Attachment A;

2) Approve the General Fund write-off of June 30, 2015, Storm Drain Line of Credit Loan
Balance, principal and interest totaling $7,101,994;

3) Direct that all remaining line of credit proceeds in the Storm Drain Loan Fund 165,
previously set aside from the General Fund to support Storm Drain activities, be applied,
on an as needed basis, as a contribution to the Storm Drain Enterprise; and

4) Confirm the commitment of $5.85 million in unspent loan proceeds reinstated from the
former Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado for facilities
replacement in Fund 136.

FISCAL IMPACT:  In addition to the preliminary review of the financial results of several 
key operating funds for the year ended June 30, 2015, this report addresses three other action 
items which have a fiscal impact on the City.  The first concerns the authorization to forward 
funds to the newly established Section 115 Pension Trust.  These funds were the result of an 
effort to set aside savings that accrued from having prepaid $5 million to CalPERS in June 2013.  
The FY 2014-15 budget was prepared using a higher contribution rate than the actual rate 
required by CalPERS.  The budgeted higher rate mirrors what the rate would have been had the 
$5 million payment not been made in 2013.  In FY 2014-15, the City saved approximately 
$440,200 in contribution payment to CalPERS and, per previous City Council direction, these 
savings are to be placed into the pension stabilization trust fund which was established at Public 
Agency Retirement Services (PARS) in November 2014.  These funds, together with interest 
earnings and future contributions, will be used to fund the City’s pension obligations in the 
future.   A schedule showing each operating fund’s contribution to the pension trust is found in 
Attachment A. 

The second action item presented with this report concerns the disposition of the outstanding 
General Fund loan to the Storm Drain Enterprise fund.  The write-off of this loan will affect the 
City’s financial position by reducing the net assets of the Governmental Funds by the amount of 
loan receivable ($7.1 million) and eliminating the negative net position of the Storm Drain Fund. 
Although the loan to the Storm Drain Fund has been shown as an asset to the General Fund for 
financial reporting purposes, the City’s budget has not presented these loaned funds as available 
fund balance, keeping them separate in Fund 165.  This separation was intentional in order to 
segregate spendable from non-spendable fund balance.   

The final action item is to confirm the transfer of $5.85 million from the General Fund to the 
Facilities Replacement Fund 136 for the purpose of funding future capital projects related to 
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major facilities replacement.  These funds were the source of a dispute with the State of 
California Department of Finance until recently and since 2012 have been set aside pending 
resolution of the matter.  Now that the funds are free of any claim by the State, the City can use 
these funds as it sees fit.  The City Council had previously expressed its intent to use loan 
repayments from the former redevelopment agency for the replacement of assets originally 
constructed with one-time redevelopment funds.  Today’s action will formally ‘commit’ these 
funds.   
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: In part, this is an informational item.  The City Council is 
not required to take any action to approve, disapprove, or modify the report.  This report also 
contains legislative actions, actions to approve the write-off of loans between funds and to 
transfer funds to the PARS Public Agencies Post-Employment Benefits Trust. Legislative 
actions receive greater deference from the courts, and the person challenging legislative actions 
must prove that the decision was “arbitrary, capricious, entirely lacking in evidentiary support, 
or unlawfully or procedurally unfair”  
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 
 
BACKGROUND: In the fall of each year, the City Council receives a report on the 
preliminary results of the prior fiscal year’s budget.  The information is preliminary because it is 
being provided prior to the completion of the City audit and completion of associated financial 
reports.  Any accounting adjustments subsequent to this report will be reflected in the City’s 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) and the mid-year budget update.  The CAFR is 
planned for publication in December.   
 
ANALYSIS:   The report presents the preliminary results for the General Fund, the Recreation 
and Community Development Funds, and the three Enterprise Funds, with particular focus on 
the Storm Drain Fund. The results are presented in summary form.  Results are generally 
positive.  The schedules display the final budget and the actual expenditure amounts, and the 
dollar and percentage variances.  Attached to the report is a schedule showing the year end 
savings in each operating fund resulting from the City’s FY 2014-15 pension saving strategy.  
The schedule identifies each fund’s contribution to the PARS trust fund, which nets to $440,200 
for the year.  
 
Adjusted Budgets.   The budget figures shown and discussed below have been adjusted for 
encumbrances and carryovers brought forward from FY 2013-14. 
 
General Fund Overview     
 
Based on interim results, financial operations for the year were within budget estimates with 
revenues higher than projections by $3.6 million, or 8%, and expenditures below budget by $1.2 
million or 2%.  The combined impact of the additional revenue and lower expenditures is an 
ending fund balance $39.7 million, approximately $4.8 million higher than projected. 
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General Fund
Revenues 44,899,798     48,561,149     3,661,351       8%
Expenditures & Transfers 51,652,671     50,450,873     (1,201,798)      -2%
Revenue over Expenditures&Xfers (6,752,873)     (1,889,724)     4,863,149       0                

Fund Balance 7/1/2014 41,561,050     41,561,050     -                 
Fund Balance 6/30/2015 34,808,177     39,671,326     4,863,149       

     Committed & Assigned Reserves 21,207,000            21,207,000            
     Unassiged Fund Balance 13,601,177            18,464,326            

FY 2014-15   
Final Budget

FY 2014-15   
Actual  Variance %

 
 
The following schedule displays the budget to actual variances of the top ten revenue sources.   
 

General Fund Revenue
Property Taxes 23,887,000     24,557,604     670,604          2.8%
Transient Occupancy Taxes 12,500,000     13,763,729     1,263,729       10.1%
Sales Taxes 3,500,000       3,693,672       193,672          5.5%
Charges for Svcs 1,384,100       2,161,132       777,032          56.1%
Reimbursements 1,026,000       1,140,397       114,397          11.1%
Franchise Tax 900,000          1,125,737       225,737          25.1%
Licenses & Permits/Fines & Fees 759,300          761,210          1,910              0.3%
Use of Money & Property 366,000          491,523          125,523          34.3%
Real Property Xfer Tax 275,000          333,586          58,586            21.3%
All other 302,398          424,338          121,940          40.3%

44,899,798     48,452,927     3,553,129       7.9%

FY 2014-15   
Projected

FY 2014-15   
Actual  Variance %

 
Property taxes continue to be the largest revenue source.  Together with transient occupancy and 
sales taxes, these three tax revenues comprised 86.7% of the City’s FY 2014-15 revenue.  The 
largest percentage variance compared to budget is for Charges for Services.  The variance is due 
to the General Fund’s receipt of its allowance for administering the Successor Agency to the 
Community Development Agency for the City of Coronado.  This Administrative Allowance 
was for Fiscal Year 2015 and also includes a catch up payment for the prior fiscal year.  All of 
the City’s revenue from taxes were higher than projections, with the Transient Occupancy tax 
growth showing the highest dollar variance.  Increases in SDG&E franchise taxes account for 
most of the increase in this tax category.  In consideration of the City’s granting SDG&E the 
ability to lay and maintain its equipment under, along, and across the City’s streets and public 
places, the City receives 2% of its gross annual receipts generated in Coronado.   
 
General Fund expenditures by category are found in the schedule on the next page, with the 
personnel category accounting for the greatest portion of budgetary savings.  As in prior years, 
this variance is primarily due to temporary vacancies.   A portion of the budgetary savings in the 
Services and Supplies and Property categories is offset by continuing appropriations and 
encumbrances carried forward to Fiscal Year 2016.  These carry forward amounts are for 
contract services or equipment budgeted but not completed. 
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General Fund 
Expenditures by Category
Personnel Services 25,979,905    24,944,031    (1,035,874)     -4.0%
Services and Supplies 8,870,312      8,367,935      (502,378)        -5.7%
Property 540,978         553,766         12,788           2.4%
Transfers to other Funds 16,261,676    16,261,676    -                0.0%
Encumbrances/Carryovers to FY 16 -                323,465         323,465         -                

51,652,872    50,450,873    (1,201,999)     -2.3%

FY 2014-15  
Final Budget

FY 2014-15  
Actual  Variance 

%

 
 
The same expenditure information shown above is also presented by function or program area in 
the next schedule.  The majority of budgetary savings in FY 2014-15 was in the public safety 
departments (Police and Fire), which is the largest expenditure category, and in construction and 
maintenance areas, which is where most of the previously discussed temporary vacancies 
occurred.   In the Construction and Maintenance area, a portion of the savings is due to 
incomplete planned purchases (e.g., vehicle purchases) or projects, and make up some of the 
encumbrances and budget carryover noted.    
 
 
General Fund 
Expenditures by Functional Area
General Government 5,426,543      5,141,142      (285,401)        -5.3%
Community Grants 1,287,888      1,287,888      -                0.0%
Public Safety 24,715,147    23,988,267    (726,879)        -2.9%
Construction & Maintenance 14,274,133    13,897,113    (377,020)        -2.6%
Planning & Building 830,000         830,000         -                0.0%
Culture & Leisure 5,119,161      4,982,998      (136,164)        -2.7%
Encumbrances/Carryovers to FY 16 -                323,465         323,465         -                

51,652,872    50,450,873    (1,201,999)     -2.3%

FY 2014-15  
Final Budget

FY 2014-15  
Actual  Variance %

 
 
 
The transfers shown on the following schedule were completed during FY 2014-15.    Most of 
these transfers are for normal General Fund support of operational activities in other operating 
funds and contributions for capital projects.  Included on the list is the $5 million prepayment on 
the CalPERS Safety Plan.  This payment, similar to the payment made on the Miscellaneous Plan 
in FY 2012-13, was remitted to CalPERS to reduce the unfunded pension liabilities of its public 
safety pension plan.  Future savings in annual contributions that result from this lowered liability 
will be set aside at the end of FY 2015-16 and thereafter into the City’s Post-Employment 
Benefits Trust.  There was also an additional loan made to the Storm Drain Fund to allow the 
defeasance of outstanding bonds.   This loan is being repaid to the General Fund rather than to 
the holders of the former Storm Drain Bonds at a lower interest rate.  There is a larger discussion 
regarding the Storm Drain Fund later in this report.  
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Interfund Transfers Completed in FY 2014-15 from General Fund to Other Funds

106 Recreation Fund 2,471,000        
108 Community Development Fund 830,000          
110 Insurance Fund 900,000          
114 CalPERS UAL Prepayment for Safety 5,000,000        
130 Solid Waste Fund 383,500          
135 Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Fund 876,500          
136 Facilities Replacement Fund 1,094,000        
165 Storm Drain Bond Defeasance Loan 2,994,276        
165 Storm Drain Loan Fund 500,000          
400 Capital Projects Fund 1,212,400        

16,261,676       
Other General Funds Overview 
 
Recreation Fund 106.   The Recreation Fund, shown below, accounts for the proceeds of 
revenues from Recreation programming.  The General Fund contribution to this fund supports 
Recreation activities that have no or low fee revenue.  Program revenue generated from charges 
for services and facility use fees exceeded projections for FY 2014-15 by $129,000 or 6%. The 
Department also underspent projections by 10%, approximately $497,000, mostly in the area of 
personnel.  The budget was prepared with the expectation that fund balance would be required to 
cover all costs.  The Department, through careful management of its resources, was able to 
produce a surplus of $338,000 which will help sustain the recreation programs into the future. 
Overall, Recreation program revenue recovered 51% of the service and facility costs in FY 2014-
15, which improved upon the recovery rate for FY 2013-14 by 4%. The Recreation Fund 
Balance grew to $1,205,669.   
 

Recreation
Revenues 2,107,500       2,236,395       128,895          6%
General Fund Contribution 2,471,000       2,471,000       -                 
Expenditures 4,866,246       4,369,500       (496,746)        -10%
Revenue over Expenditures (287,746)        337,895         625,641          

Fund Balance 7/1/2014 867,774         867,774         -                 -             
Fund Balance 6/30/2015 580,028         1,205,669       625,641          108%

FY 2014-15   
Final Budget

FY 2014-15   
Actual  Variance %

 
 
Community Development Fund 108.  The Community Development Fund was also established 
to account for the proceeds of revenues from planning and building activities.  The following 
schedule presents the FY 2014-15 results where actual revenue was twice what was originally 
projected. The strong revenue illustrates the amount of building activity in the City during the 
past year that continues.   The Department overall, which consists of the Building and Planning 
Divisions, recovered all of its costs.  As expected, the Building Division recovered all of its 
costs, whereas the Planning Division, which primarily provides services that are not funded by 
fees, recovered only 25% of its costs.  In other words, the General Fund contribution to Fund 108 
is to support the activities of the Planning Division, but not the activities of the Building 
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Division.  The budgeted transfer to this fund was reduced for FY 2015-16 and will be reviewed 
again during the next budget cycle.   
 

Community Development
Revenues 1,287,000       1,645,793       358,793          28%
General Fund Contribution 830,000         830,000         -                 
Expenditures 1,875,009       1,643,431       (231,578)        -12%
Revenue over Expenditures 241,991         832,362         590,371          

Fund Balance 7/1/2014 1,502,647       1,502,647       -                 -             
Fund Balance 6/30/2015 1,744,638       2,335,009       590,371          34%

FY 2014-15   
Final Budget

FY 2014-15   
Actual  Variance %

 
 
 
 
Enterprise Funds Overview 
    
The following discussion and schedules summarize preliminary year end revenues, expenditures 
and changes in working capital for enterprise funds.  The City has three enterprise funds, which 
account for Wastewater, Storm Drainage, and Golf Course operations.  Enterprise fund 
accounting is similar to private sector business accounting and the expenses, including 
depreciation, are recovered primarily through user charges.   However, for presentation purposes, 
the information below is presented strictly on a cash basis.   
 
Storm Drain Fund 530 
The Storm Drain Fund closed the year with slightly higher revenues and slightly lower 
expenditures with an ending fund balance, before depreciation, of $1.1 million.  Presently, all of 
the cash balance for the Storm Drain Fund consists of loan proceeds from the General Fund.    
Revenue experienced a slight increase due to a one-time insurance reimbursement.  Expenditures 
were close to budget in all categories.  The final budget reflected the payoff of the Storm Drain 
Bonds with a loan of $2.99 million from the General Fund and now the only obligation of the 
Storm Drain Fund is to the General Fund.   The following discussion presents a recommendation 
to write-off the General Fund loan to eliminate the negative position of this fund.   
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Storm Drain Fund
Working Capital 
Revenues 559,900            630,626           70,726          13%
Expenditures

Operations 1,117,740                 1,068,370                (49,370)               -4%
Debt Service 3,147,748                 3,145,298                (2,450)                0%
CIP Projects 303,697                   303,697                  0                        0%
Subtotal 4,569,185         4,517,365        (51,820)        

Balance, Start of Year 42,266              42,266             -               
Line of Credit/Loan Balance Available 1,955,000         1,955,000        -               
Bond Defeasance Loan 2,994,276         2,994,276        -               
Balance, Year End 982,257            1,104,803        122,546        12%

FY 2014-15  
Final Budget

FY 2014-15  
Actual  Variance %

 
 
Background: The condition of the Storm Drain Fund has continued to deteriorate as regulatory 
driven expenses increase and additional revenue sources remain elusive. The City collects a 
$3.80 per month parcel fee which is collected along with property taxes.  The fee is not sufficient 
to cover the ongoing operating and maintenance costs and, in particular, the unfunded Federal 
mandates associated with the Federal Clean Water Act and the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System.  The General Fund began loaning to the Storm Drain Fund in FY 2007.  It 
was anticipated that the General Fund could supply a line of credit that would eventually be 
repaid when the Storm Drain Bonds were paid off.   But the size of the line of credit loan has 
grown too large to realistically expect that the future revenue stream will be sufficient to repay.   
 
Since 1997, increases to property-related fees, with the exception of water, wastewater, and 
refuse collection service fees, require a majority vote of property owners, or a two-thirds vote of 
the general electorate.  Due to the ever increasing criticality of treating storm water and reducing 
runoff, staff anticipated that Stormwater fees would eventually be exempted from the election 
requirement, making it more practical to make a fee adjustment. As time has gone by, however, 
it appears unlikely that an exemption will be extended to the storm water category.    
 
But for the costs associated with meeting the NPDES requirements, the Storm Drain Fee would 
be sufficient to cover the Storm Drain fund activities, as is illustrated in the chart below.  
However, without a fee increase, in the short term, the current fee will not be sufficient to pay 
operating costs and the future General Fund line of credit loan repayment.  
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In addition to the operating loan, the General Fund advanced an additional $2.9 million to the 
Storm Drain Fund in September 2014.  These funds were used to fully defease the outstanding 
Storm Drain Bonds.  Beginning in the second half of FY 2014-15, the Storm Drain Fund began 
its repayment of the $2.9 million bond defeasance loan on a similar repayment schedule as the 
former bond payment schedule.  Because the General Fund Bond Defeasance Loan has more 
favorable terms, the Storm Drain Fund will experience approximately $425,000 in present value 
savings over the next 12 years from swapping the General Fund loan for the bonds.    
 
It is recommended that the City Council authorize a write-off of the outstanding Line of Credit 
Loan balance of $7,101,994 effective June 30, 2015.   In addition, the remaining proceeds that 
have been set aside but not yet loaned to the Storm Drain Fund be made available as a 
contribution to the Storm Drain Fund. The Storm Drain Fund will continue to require 
contributions from the General Fund to support its operation unless the City pursues a fee 
increase, which will require a formal election.  Such an effort would best be coupled with a long-
term Storm Water master plan.   
 
Wastewater Fund 510  
The Wastewater Fund, displayed on the following page, has an ending Fund Balance, before 
depreciation, of $9.3 million, which is approximately $2.3 million higher than projected.  The 
Fund Balance increase is the result of the long anticipated one-time payment from the City of 
San Diego that was received in FY 2014-15.  The payment is from several years of accumulated 
year-end true-up balances for San Diego’s wastewater treatment and transportation charges. The 
balances were being held pending the resolution of an inter-agency dispute of overcharges.   
 

10/20/15 

190



 

Wastewater Fund
Working Capital 
Revenues 5,588,600         5,678,366        89,766          2%
One Time Reimbrsmnt from City of SD -                   2,194,302        
Expenses

Operating 5,232,262                 5,183,133                (49,129)               -1%
CIP Projects 4,895,986                 1,930,678                (2,965,309)          -61%
CIP Carry forward -                          2,965,309                2,965,309            

Subtotal 10,128,248       10,079,119      (3,014,437)    -30%

Balance, Start of Year 11,512,178       11,512,178      -               
Balance, Year End 6,972,530         9,305,727        2,333,197     33%

FY 2014-15  
Final Budget

FY 2014-15  
Actual  Variance %

 
 
Golf Course Fund 520  
The Golf Course Fund, did slightly better than projected, but it still experienced a slight 
operating deficit of approximately $33,000.  Although green fee revenue exceeded FY 2014 
revenue, it did not reach the budgeted projection. The FY 2015 revenue projection was overly 
optimistic.   On the expenditure side, water costs exceeded those in FY 2014, but not by as much 
as was anticipated.   Reducing water consumption through various mitigation measures was a 
focus for the year and was moderately successful.  These efforts, however, could not fully 
mitigate the lack of rainfall.   The sustained drought will continue to put financial pressure on 
this fund which will not be able to maintain operations without additional revenue or an end of 
drought conditions.  Staff is analyzing financial strategies for various drought scenarios for 
future City Council consideration.   
 
Golf Fund
Working Capital 
Revenues 3,403,040         3,263,585        (139,455)       -4%
Expenses

Operating 3,541,085                 3,296,727                244,357              7%
CIP Projects 659,417                   538,306                  121,111              18%
CIP Carry forward -                          45,994                    (45,994)               

Subtotal 4,200,501         3,881,027        319,474        8%

Balance, Start of Year 1,456,047         1,456,047        -               
Balance, Year End 658,586            838,605           180,019        27%

FY 2014-15  
Final Budget

FY 2014-15  
Actual  Variance %

 
 
 
CalPERS Stabilization  
The FY 2014-15 budget had built-in savings in the personnel category to fund Miscellaneous 
Plan pension liabilities. The City budgeted its CalPERS contribution rates for the Miscellaneous 
Employees at the artificially higher rate of 21.22% of payroll, while the actual rate paid was at 
the lower rate of 17.18% of payroll.  The lower rate was accomplished after the City made an 
advance payment of $5 million toward its unfunded pension liabilities at the end of FY 2012-13.  
Had the City not made the advance payment of $5 million, the City’s FY 2014-15 contribution to 
CalPERS for its Miscellaneous Employees would have been $440,200 higher.    
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The City Council previously directed that the savings derived from having made the $5 million 
prepayment to CalPERS for its Miscellaneous Plan should be set aside and placed into the City’s 
newly established Post-Employment Benefits Trust, setup by PARS, to be used for future rate 
stabilization efforts.  The savings in FY 2014-15 pension costs compared to the budget is 
$637,900.  However, not all of these savings are due to the $5 million prepayment.  A portion of 
the savings is due to temporary vacancies in both safety and non-safety classifications.  
Attachment A contains a schedule which lists the savings by fund.  It is recommended that the 
$440,200 of planned pension savings be transferred to the Post-Employment Benefits Trust fund.   
 
ALTERNATIVE: As an alternative, the City Council could direct other allocations of fund 
balance beyond the transfer to the CalPERS Stabilization Fund. Additional allocations could be 
directed to fund future facility replacement, for capital projects, or other City Council priorities.    
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter 
Attachment:  Schedule of FY 2014-15 Budgetary Savings Attributable to the 2013 $5 Million 

Lump-Sum Prepayment to the CalPERS Miscellaneous Retirement Plan  
 
I:\stfrpt\budget&finance\interim fin report 6 30 15 & storm drain loan forgiveness  
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC RH NA NA NA NA CMM RAM 
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Attachment A 

 
 
 
 

Fund

Budget to Actual 
Savings in 
Retirement 

Contributions*
 Savings due to 
"Prepay Delta" 

Transfer to 
Fund 118

100 General Fund 380,158.64            276,048.12            276,000                 
106 Recreation Fund 94,683.08              41,064.13              41,100                  
108 Community Development Fund 39,372.29              31,035.42              31,100                  
110 Insurance Fund 2,899.03                2,908.34                2,900                    
112 Employee Benefits Fund 1,286.66                1,865.78                1,900                    
114 Workers Compensation Fund 4,689.52                2,777.97                2,800                    
130 Solid Waste Fund 4,026.13                3,343.56                3,300                    

Subtotal General Funds 527,115.35            359,043.32            359,100                 

205 Gas Tax Fund 15,140.15              6,557.38                6,600                    
210 Transnet Fund 15,140.15              3,330.16                3,300                    
220 Tidelands Fund 487.05                  619.73                  600                       
266 Affordable Housing Mgt Fund 2,186.57                2,288.64                2,300                    

Subtotal Special Revenue Funds 32,953.92              12,795.91              12,800                  

510 Wastewater Fund 29,426.49              24,132.96              24,100                  
520 Golf Fund 36,452.77              33,355.93              33,400                  
530 Storm Drain Fund 11,952.33              10,818.72              10,800                  

Subtotal Enterprise Funds 77,831.59              68,307.60              68,300                  

Grand Total 637,900.86            440,146.83            440,200                 

*  Budget savings across all funds include savings due to vacancies in both Miscellaneous and Safety positions which 
are not related to the 2013 $5 million lump sum prepayment.
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APPROVAL OF THE MAJOR SPECIAL EVENTS CALENDAR FOR THE YEAR 2016 
AND ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION APPROVING THOSE MAJOR SPECIAL 
EVENTS IN EXCESS OF EIGHT EVENTS 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council take the following action: 

1. Approve six (6) traditional events:

• The combined Flower Show and Library Book Sale (Saturday and Sunday,
April 16 and 17) including the Floral Association’s request to have a
separate beer garden tent within the confines of the Flower Show

• Motorcars on MainStreet (Sunday, April 24)

• Coronado Promenade Sunday Concerts in Spreckels Park (Sunday, May
22 through Sunday, September 11)

• Fourth of July Celebration

• Coronado Optimist Club’s annual Sports Fiesta (Saturday, September 3)

• Chamber of Commerce Holiday Open House (Friday, December 2)

2. Approve the following requests for non-traditional events, which have been
approved previously:

• KOZ Events request to hold the Valentine’s Day 10K (Sunday, February
14)

• Naval Special Warfare Superfrog/SuperSEAL request to hold the
SuperSEAL Triathlon (Sunday, March 20)

• The request of MWR Naval Base Coronado to hold the Over the Bridge
Run/Walk (Sunday, May 15)

• San Diego Bicycle Coalition request to hold the Bike the Bay (Sunday,
August 28)

• Coronado Historical Association request to hold the Coronado Art Walk at
the Ferry Landing (Saturday and Sunday, September 10 and 11)

• Naval Special Warfare Superfrog/SuperSEAL request to hold the
Superfrog Triathlon (Sunday, September 25)
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• KOZ Events request to hold the Silver Strand Half Marathon (Sunday, 
November 13) 

 
3. Deny the request of KOZ Events to waive the alcohol prohibition and time frame 

restrictions for consumption of alcohol in Tidelands Park to hold a beer garden 
following the Valentine’s Day 10K.  
 

4. Deny the request of the San Diego Padres for a bridge bicycle event, Pedal the 
Cause, on Sunday, November 6.  

 
5. Adopt a “Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado, California 

Approving those Major Special Events for Calendar Year 2016 in Excess of Eight 
Events.”  (Attachment 1) 

 
6. Direct that all events reimburse the City for services and personnel costs except 

the Flower Show, Motorcars on MainStreet, Concerts in the Park, Fourth of July 
Celebration, the Sports Fiesta, and the Holiday Open House.   

 
7. Direct that all major special event organizers implement recycling as part of their 

support for the event. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  The costs of the Flower Show, Motorcars on MainStreet, Concerts in the 
Park, Fourth of July Celebration, the Sports Fiesta, and Holiday Open House have been 
historically supported by the City.  Personnel costs shown reflect overtime costs only and, 
therefore, do not reflect the actual costs related to the events.  All other events are responsible for 
all costs incurred for City services and personnel provided other than those required to process 
the permit request and pre-event planning.  The cost for City services is detailed in Attachment 2. 
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of the Major Special Events Calendar for 2016 is 
an administrative decision on the part of the City Council. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Since 1997, the City has limited major special event permits to eight per 
calendar year due to the impact on the community and personnel.  A major special event is 
defined as an activity which entails in excess of 2,000 participants and/or spectators and which 
significantly affects City personnel, resources, services, facilities, traffic circulation, or impacts 
the community and/or its citizens.  The general philosophy has been to not permit more than one 
per weekend, to not permit on holiday weekends, and to not permit them between the last 
Monday in May and the first Monday in September. 
 
On June 15, 2010, the City Council approved revisions to the Municipal Code relative to major 
special events.  Section 20.30.040 Application states “For a major special event, the applicant 
shall submit to the City Manager a letter of intent generally describing the proposed event for the 
following calendar year.  The letter of intent should be submitted as early as possible, but not 
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later than October 1 of the calendar year prior to the proposed event, in order to allow the City 
Manager sufficient time to evaluate the proposed event in order to make a recommendation to the 
City Council at its second regular meeting in October.”  Section 20.30.050 Regulations states 
“Requests for the approval of any major special events in excess of eight during any calendar 
year may be considered by the City Council on a case-by-case basis.  Any major special events in 
excess of eight in any calendar year must be in compliance with this chapter and any applicable 
administrative policies of the City of Coronado, and shall be approved by resolution adopted by 
the City Council.”   

ANALYSIS: 

Traditional Events:  All “Traditional Events” are community events held in the past and have 
strong community support. 

• Flower Show and Friends of the Library Book Sale (Saturday and Sunday, April 16
and 17, 2016):  This event is scheduled to take place in Spreckels Park on Saturday and
Sunday, April 16 and 17.

The City Council has awarded a community grant of $44,000 to the Floral Association for
2016 ($25,000 in 2015).  The City further provides Public Services and building
inspection assistance (a cost of $8,349 in 2015) at no charge to the sponsor.  The 2016
event will be the 91st Annual Flower Show (Attachment 3).

The Floral Association is requesting that the City Council waive the prohibition against
alcohol in City parks to allow a beer garden inside the Flower Show tents.  The beer
garden will be an exclusive tent run by volunteers approved by the Floral Association.
The Floral Association Board is requesting that the beer garden be open for four hours (4
to 8 p.m.) on Friday, April 15, for volunteers and exhibitors only as they finish setting up
the show.  This request is for one additional hour than previous years, when the beer
garden closed at 7 p.m.  The beer garden will also be open to the general public for four
hours (1 to 5 p.m.) on Saturday and six hours (10 a.m. to 4 p.m.) on Sunday.
Additionally, the Floral Association is requesting that the beer garden service the Gala
party with beer and wine on Saturday from 6 to 10 p.m.
________________________________________________________________________

• Motorcars on MainStreet (Sunday, April 24, 2016):  MainStreet has sponsored
“Motorcars on MainStreet" for 25 years in the downtown area.  MainStreet is requesting
approval to remain a stand-alone event as it has been since 2013 (Attachment 4).

This car show will be held on closed streets in the downtown area on Sunday, April 24,
from 10 a.m. to 3 p.m.  The streets will be closed from approximately 7 a.m. to 5 p.m.
The 400 show cars will be placed on the closed portions of Isabella Avenue, from Orange
to Flora, and Park Place from Orange Avenue to and including Star Park Circle.
Residents and businesses in the surrounding areas will be notified by MainStreet in
writing one month prior to the event and then again one week prior.  Police Department
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Senior Volunteers will staff the event along with MainStreet staff, board members, and 
volunteers.  As always, assistance will be provided to those residents of the closed streets 
who need vehicular access to and from their homes.  The City provides Public Services 
assistance at no charge to the sponsor (a cost of $5,652 in 2015). 

 
It has been unanimously agreed upon, by MainStreet and City staff, that holding 
Motorcars on MainStreet as a stand-alone event has been successful the past three years. 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
• Coronado Promenade Sunday Concerts in Spreckels Park (Sunday, May 22 through 

Sunday, September 11, 2016):  The Coronado Promenade Concerts are held on Sundays, 
from 6 to 7:30 p.m. in Spreckels Park, and are a 45-year tradition in Coronado.  The 2016 
series is set to run from May 22 through September 11.  The Council is being asked to 
waive the prohibition against the consumption of alcohol on public property in 
conjunction with the concert series (Attachment 5).  

 
City staff and the concert committee held a debrief meeting on September 22, 2015, 
following the conclusion of the 2015 concert series.  The Committee and staff discussed 
the growing size of the concerts and some logistical improvements that can be made as 
the 2016 concert series is in its planning phase.  Staff and the committee also discussed 
issues such as timing and pre-concert setup in the park by concert goers; 
commercialization of the concerts; and some minor issues and ways to address them.   
The City and the committee will continue to monitor the Sunday concert series.  

  
The Concerts in the Park Committee declined to request a community grant for the 2016 
concert series.  The City provides Public Services and Police assistance at no charge to 
the sponsor.  The cost and demand for Public Services assistance has significantly 
increased over the past several years.  In 2012, the cost for Public Services assistance was 
$7,841.  The Public Services costs nearly doubled in 2013 to $19,018, after the decision 
was made to replace seasonal staff working the concerts with permanent staff, requiring 
the payment of overtime and additional staffing for the busier concerts.  In 2015, the costs 
were $22,887.   
 
Prior to 2014, the Police Department did not staff the concerts with personnel, although at 
times they did have Senior Volunteers or Police Explorers help with traffic control and 
general assistance with the crowds.  This year, however, the Police Department did staff 
personnel at the busier concerts and their overtime costs totaled $3,564.    

 
In addition to the staff assistance outline above, City assistance includes placing extra 
trash cans in the park, providing portable toilets, readying the park and gazebo for the 
concerts, maintaining the park during the concerts, and cleaning and grooming the park 
after the concerts for its regular use.  The City’s janitorial contractor cleans the restrooms 
following the concerts.  The cost for this service is included in the $22,887. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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• Fourth of July Celebration:  The 4th of July Committee hosts several events on the
Fourth of July including a 12K/5K run, rough water swim, parade, Concert in the Park,
Art in the Park, and fireworks show (Attachment 6).  The traditional schedule of events is
as follows:

12K/5K Run: 7 a.m. 
Rough Water Swim: 8:30 a.m. 
Parade: 10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; staging arrivals begin at 7:45 a.m. 
Concert in the Park: 4 p.m. 
Art in the Park: All day/Misc. 
Fireworks: 9 to 9:20 p.m.  

In 2015, a demonstration by the United States Coast Guard in Glorietta Bay was added to
the above-listed schedule of events, and took place at 2:45 p.m.  The demonstration
required a closure of Glorietta Bay from approximately 2:30 to 3:30 p.m.  It is unknown
whether this demonstration will be conducted in 2016; however, the 4th of July
Committee has contacted the Coast Guard to see if they are going to request to hold the
demonstration again in 2016.

Coronado’s Fourth of July fireworks are receiving an environmental review with the Port
of San Diego’s fireworks.  The Port is set to budget for Coronado’s 2016 fireworks
display in Glorietta Bay.

Coronado’s Fourth of July event can draw in excess of 100,000 people to the City and
requires substantial City support.  The Fourth of July will fall on a Monday in 2016.  All
employees from Public Services and Police Services will be scheduled to work that day
and there will be increased staffing at Fire Services, Recreation Services, and Golf.  Staff
works closely with the 4th of July Committee on all facets of this event.  The City Council
approved a $27,500 grant for this event for 2016.  Police, Public Services, Fire, Golf and
other services assistance (a cost of $92,541 in 2015) is provided at no cost to the sponsor.

The 12K/5K Run underwent a change in management this year and was handled by Easy
Day Sports of Coronado.  In light of new management, City staff and the 4th of July
Committee met with run organizers several times prior to the event and held a debriefing
session on July 28, 2015, to review all aspects of the event.
________________________________________________________________________

• Optimist Club of Coronado Sports Fiesta (Saturday, September 3, 2016):  The Optimist
Club of Coronado has submitted a request asking the Council to approve the Sports Fiesta
again over Labor Day weekend, on Saturday, September 3 (Attachment 7).

Prior to 2014, the Sports Fiesta event was traditionally held over a two-day period during
the last weekend in July and was considered a Moderate Special Event.  In 2013, the
Council considered a request from the Optimist Club of Coronado to hold the 2014
annual Sports Fiesta event during Labor Day weekend, to address a decline in attendance.

10/20/15 

199



Ultimately, based on input from Naval Base Coronado and City staff, it was collectively 
decided that for 2014, this event would be held on one day during Labor Day weekend.  
The event is now considered a Major Special Event due to its shift to a holiday weekend.  
The 2014 event had 300 participants and was said to be one of the Club’s most successful 
fundraisers in years.  The Club reports raising over $40,000 from this year’s event, which 
is used for youth events in Coronado.   

 
The events that take place during the Sports Fiesta include a 5K run, ocean swim, 
triathlon, and prone paddleboarding.  The events all take place in the area in and around 
Sunset Park.  Ocean Boulevard, immediately adjacent to Sunset Park and Naval Air 
Station North Island Gate 5, is closed from 5 a.m. to 1 p.m. for the event.  Sunset Park is 
used from 5:30 a.m. to 12 p.m. for setup and break down of events.  In addition to using 
Sunset Park as a setup and registration area, organizers are requesting to use the park for 
family events, such as croquet and badminton.  The Recreation Director noted that Sunset 
Park will be very busy, but it always is on summer weekends so this will likely not 
present more than the usual challenges.   

 
For this year’s event, Lifeguard staff on overtime included two beach lifeguards and a 
lifeguard sergeant, amounting to $250 in personnel overtime costs.  The Police and Public 
Services departments did not have any overtime costs to report for this year’s event. 
 
Lifeguard Captain Carey had previously requested that the ocean swim begin earlier to 
allow for staff to be reassigned to other beach duties following the event.  The Optimist 
Club agreed to Captain Carey’s request and began the swim one hour earlier this year, at 
10 a.m.  Staff again request that the ocean swim begin at 10 a.m. or earlier.  

 
Staff supports the request to hold the 2016 event on September 3, as the event has been a 
successful fundraiser and held without incident for 44 years.   
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
• Chamber of Commerce Holiday Open House and Parade (Friday, December 2, 2016):  

This event closes Orange Avenue from Sixth Street to R. H. Dana from 5 to 9 p.m. for a 
parade that begins at 6 p.m. at Eighth Street.  The event is a 40-year tradition in 
Coronado, where Santa rides the fire truck staged at the end of the parade and stops for 
the traditional tree lighting at Coronado Rotary Plaza with the Mayor.  Vendors, carolers, 
and musicians add to the festivities along Orange Avenue.  Businesses remain open late.  
The City provides Police, Public Services, and other assistance (a cost of $20,982 in 
2014) at no charge to the sponsor (Attachment 8).  
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Non-Traditional Events Previously Approved:  The following are summaries of the 
applications received for non-traditional events that have been previously approved:   
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• Valentine’s Day 10K (Sunday, February 14, 2016):  The run organizer is requesting
approval of the 6th Annual Valentine’s Day 10K to be held on Sunday, February 14
(Attachment 9).  The inaugural Valentine’s Day 10K run was approved by the City
Council as a Moderate Event and held on Sunday, February 13, 2011.  The organizer
reported that 1,575 people registered for the event.  The 2013 event was approved as a
Major Special Event and subsequently, the event organizer limited the number of runners
for the annual event to 3,000 to avoid course congestion and to ensure parking for the
participants.

The City is reimbursed for the cost of the Police Department personnel assigned to this
event ($1,904 in 2015).

In the beginning years of this event, over $28,000 was raised for the Islander Sports
Foundation and approximately $7,000 for the Stephen J. Wampler Foundation.  The event
continues to provide all proceeds to both organizations.

New Request for the Valentine’s Day 10K:  The run organizer, KOZ Events, is
requesting that the Council waive the alcohol prohibition in Tidelands Park to allow for a
beer garden in Tidelands Park following the event.  Coronado Municipal Code Section
40.28.010 states that, “…no person shall consume any malt, spirituous or vinous liquor
containing more than one-half of one percent of alcohol by volume on any public street,
alley, sidewalk, beach, park, or other public property within this City except in
accordance with the terms of a lease or other permit approved by the City Council.”  The
Municipal Code further states, in Section 40.28.010(B)(4) that should the Council permit
alcohol to be consumed, it, “…may be consumed during the hours of 12 noon and 10 p.m.
on the same day, with all alcohol removed from Tidelands Park at the time of the
conclusion of the event, in no event later than 10 p.m.”

This event has traditionally concluded by approximately 10 a.m., with the course fully
cleared by 11:30 a.m.  As a result of this new request, the Council is being asked to
consider two items: 1) waiving the alcohol prohibition; and 2) also waiving subdivision
B. 4., which defines the time that alcohol can be consumed.

Staff recommends approval of this event without the inclusion of a beer garden, as it
would set a precedent for future events.  In addition, the applicant provided no
information justifying the need for a beer garden.
________________________________________________________________________

• SuperSEAL Triathlon (Sunday, March 20, 2016):  The Navy Special Warfare
Superfrog/SuperSEAL staff is requesting approval to hold the 9th Annual SuperSEAL and
Seal Sprint triathlons on Sunday, March 20 (Attachment 10).  The SuperSEAL Triathlon
is an Olympic distance race, which involves a 1.5K swim, 40K bike, and 10K run.  The
Seal Sprint is a half distance triathlon with a 1.2 mile swim, 56-mile bike, and 13.1 mile
run.  These events will be held concurrently at the Silver Strand State Beach and on SR
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75.  The organizers are requesting that the City Council approve the bicycle portion of the 
triathlons to be held on the Silver Strand Highway (SR 75).   

 
In mid-2014, Navy Special Warfare Superfrog/SuperSEAL partnered with the Ironman 
(World Triathlon Corporation).  Following this partnership, the SuperSEAL Triathlon 
became a “qualifier” race, which essentially enables qualifying individuals to participate 
in other Ironman races.  Race organizers were unsure whether the partnership with the 
Ironman would yield a large increase in attendance and as such agreed to cap the event at 
approximately 1,200 participants.  Prior to the partnership, the event had traditionally 
hosted around 800 participants.  The attendance for the 2015 event stayed consistent with 
previous years at approximately 800 participants.  Staff and race organizers will continue 
to monitor this event to determine if the partnership with the Ironman has notable impacts 
on Police personnel staffing the event and the event’s overall popularity, publicity, 
international interest, and media attention.   

 
The City is reimbursed for the cost of the Police Department personnel assigned to cover 
this event ($7,006 in 2015).   

 
Proceeds from this event go to the Navy SEAL Foundation, a non-profit organization that 
provides financial and counseling services to surviving family members of Navy SEALS 
and Special Warfare combatant crewmen killed in combat and training operations; the 
Optimist Club of Coronado; and the Coronado Islander Foundation.  

 
Staff recommends approval of the request as it has been held successfully for five years as 
a stand-alone event and from 2008-2010 as a combined event with the Superfrog 
Triathlon.  

 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 

• Morale, Welfare and Recreation Department (MWR), Naval Base Coronado - Over the 
Bridge Run/Walk (Sunday, May 15, 2016):  Commander Navy Region Southwest, 
MWR Department is requesting to hold its 30th annual Bay Bridge Run/Walk on Sunday, 
May 15 (Attachment 11).  This bridge run/walk event has been held for the past 29 years 
with no significant problems.  The route begins in San Diego, proceeds over the bridge, 
and ends in Tidelands Park.  Caltrans places the bridge barrier between runners and 
vehicles, and other lanes are configured to allow vehicular traffic in both directions at all 
times.  Ending activities are in Tidelands Park where buses pick up participants and 
return them to the event's main parking area in San Diego.  In 2013, the applicant 
requested an increase in allowed participants by 1,000 (10,000 to 11,000).  City staff 
continue to express no concern with this request.   

 
Prior to 2013, this event required minimal assistance from the Police Department.  
However, in the wake of the Boston Marathon bombing, event organizers were required 
to increase security throughout the run course, including in Tidelands Park.  Therefore, 
the Police Department has since staffed the event with four officers and two sergeants.  
The City received $2,695 in reimbursement costs for the 2015 event.  It is unknown at 
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this time the extent to which Police Department personnel will need to staff this event in 
2016. 

Proceeds from this event benefit the Coronado Navy Morale, Welfare and Recreation 
Department and the Navy Marine Corps Relief Society.   

Staff recommends approval of this event as it has been held successfully for 29 years. 
________________________________________________________________________ 

• Bike the Bay (Sunday, August 28, 2016):  The San Diego Bicycle Coalition is requesting
to hold the ninth annual Bike the Bay on Sunday, August 28 (Attachment 12).

The event begins at 7 a.m. at Embarcadero Marina Park South and traverses the bridge,
which is reconfigured to accommodate vehicle traffic in both directions and the barrier in
between bicyclists and vehicles.  Traditionally, the bridge is completely open by 9:30 a.m.
The organizers also arrange to have portable bike racks at the water station in Glorietta
Bay Park to alleviate congestion.  There were 3,200 participants in this year’s event.  The
City was reimbursed $1,095 in 2015 for the cost of the Police Department personnel
assigned to this event.

Staff recommends approval of this event as it has been held successfully for eight years.
________________________________________________________________________

• Art Walk (Saturday and Sunday, September 10 & 11, 2016):  The Coronado Historical
Association is requesting approval for the tenth annual Art Walk to be held on September
10 and 11  (Attachment 13).

Since 2010, this event has been held over a period of two days, initially at the
encouragement of the Port District, and to attract more artists who prefer a two-day event.
Event organizers report that the two-day event has continued to be successful.  The 2016
event will be held again at the Ferry Landing for two days.

Staff recommends approval of this event given its history and minimal impact to City
services.
________________________________________________________________________

• Superfrog Triathlon (Sunday, September 25, 2016): The Navy Special Warfare
Superfrog/SuperSEAL staff is requesting approval to hold the 37th annual Superfrog on
Sunday, September 25 (Attachments 14).  This event has been held in Coronado for the
past 36 years and will start and end at Silver Strand State Beach.  The organizers are
requesting that the City Council approve the 56-mile bicycle portion of the triathlon to be
held on the Silver Strand Highway (SR 75).

The organizers request that the southbound lanes of the Strand Highway be closed to
traffic from 7 a.m. to 1 p.m. to allow bicyclists to ride four laps to complete the required
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56 miles.  Northbound and southbound vehicular traffic will be directed into the 
northbound lanes at Tarawa.  The City is reimbursed for the cost of the Police 
Department personnel assigned to this event ($8,004 in 2015). 

 
Proceeds from this event will go to the Navy SEAL Foundation, the Optimist Club of 
Coronado and the Coronado Islander Foundation.  

 
As noted in the SuperSEAL section above, in mid-2014, Navy Special Warfare 
Superfrog/SuperSEAL partnered with the Ironman (World Triathlon Corporation).  Race 
organizers were unsure whether the partnership with the Ironman would yield a large 
increase in attendance and as such agreed to cap this event at 1,000 participants.  Prior to 
the partnership, the event had traditionally hosted around 300 participants.  The 
attendance for the 2015 event was approximately 750 participants.  Staff and race 
organizers will continue to monitor the event.  

 
Staff recommends approval of the request with the continued understanding that 
participants will be capped at 1,000.  
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
• Silver Strand Half Marathon (Sunday, November 13, 2016):  For the sixteenth year, 

KOZ Events has submitted a request to hold a half marathon run/walk (13.1 miles) on 
Sunday, November 13, which will begin at Sunset Park and end at the Imperial Beach 
Pier (Attachment 15).  The 2015 event will be held next month, on Sunday, November 
15.   

 
The 2016 event is scheduled to start again at Sunset Park at 7:15 a.m. with roads closing 
along Ocean Boulevard and R.H. Dana to vehicular traffic at 7 a.m.  Runners will turn 
onto Orange Avenue and head south toward the Silver Strand.  Southbound traffic will be 
directed into the northbound lanes of Orange Avenue/Silver Strand Highway at R.H. 
Dana and Orange Avenue.  After all participants have passed Tulagi Road, the crossover 
of vehicles will be moved from R.H. Dana to Tulagi.  Traffic will remain two-way in the 
northbound lanes from approximately 6:30 to 11:30 a.m.  The traffic plan allows access at 
all ingress and egress points on the Silver Strand Highway.  The City is reimbursed for 
the cost of the Police Department personnel assigned to this event ($7,423 in 2014). 
 
The run/walk will heavily impact traffic and parking in the vicinity for approximately 1–
1½ hours.  To mitigate impacts to residents and visitors, notification letters are sent each 
year to the Coronado Shores, Hotel del Coronado, Loews Hotel, Coronado Cays 
Homeowners Association, and Ocean Boulevard residents.   

 
KOZ Events is a for-profit company.  The Silver Strand Half Marathon has provided over 
$75,000 to challenged athletes through the Challenged Athletes Foundation and 
Headnorth Foundation and is the only local road race that awards cash prizes to amputees, 
wheelchair, and handcycle competitors.  The Silver Strand Half Marathon also provides 
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fundraising opportunities for Junior ROTC programs throughout the region and donates 
approximately $3,000 to various area Junior ROTC programs annually. 

Staff recommends approval of this event given its successful history in Coronado. 

New Event Request: 

• San Diego Padres Pedal the Cause (Sunday, November 6, 2016):  The San Diego
Padres submitted a request for a bridge bicycle event, Pedal the Cause, to be held on
Sunday, November 6, beginning at 7 a.m. (Attachment 16).  This inaugural event would
start and end in downtown San Diego at Petco Park.  From downtown, riders would
traverse the bridge, which organizers anticipate would be open by 9:30 a.m.  Riders
would then take Glorietta Boulevard to the bike path and proceed to Imperial Beach and
around the bay to return to Petco Park.  The Padres anticipate approximately 500 to 1,000
riders for the inaugural event.

Staff and Caltrans met with the San Diego Padres on July 28 and discussed the new event
request in detail.  There were no concerns raised by Caltrans.

Pedal the Cause San Diego is a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization which benefits four San
Diego collaborative cancer research synergies: UC San Diego Moores Cancer Center,
Sanford Burnham Prebys Medical Discovery Institute, the Salk Institute for Biological
Studies, and Rady Children’s Hospital-San Diego.

Staff recommends denial of this request based on Coronado Municipal Code Section
20.30.050 limiting the number of major special events and because there is no benefit to
any Coronado organization.
________________________________________________________________________

The events outlined in this report are Major Special Events, there are other events that occur in 
the City during the course of the year.  They include the annual Public Safety Open House, the 
Low Tide Ride & Stride, and the Fleet Week Speed Festival.   

Submitted by Office of the City Manager/Lang 
Attachments:  

1. Resolution
2. 2015 Costs for City Services Provided
3. Floral Association Letter and Beer Garden Request
4. Motorcars on MainStreet
5. Coronado Promenade Concerts in the Park
6. Coronado 4th of July
6a. Coronado 4th of July Response re. Islander Sports Foundation Request 
7. Optimist Club of Coronado Sports Fiesta
8. Holiday Open House and Parade
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  9. Valentine’s Day 10K 
  10. SuperSEAL Triathlon 
  11. MWR Over the Bridge 
  12. Bike the Bay 
  13. Art Walk 
  14. Superfrog Triathlon 
  15. Silver Strand Half Marathon 
  16.  Pedal the Cause 
  17. Draft 2016 Major Special Events Calendar 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA RRS MLC NA NA MB NA JF CMM RAM 
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Attachment 1 

RESOLUTION NUMBER ________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA APPROVING THOSE MAJOR SPECIAL EVENTS FOR CALENDAR 

YEAR 2016 IN EXCESS OF EIGHT EVENTS 

WHEREAS, on June 15, 2010, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2012 to allow the 
approval of more than eight (8) Major Special Events in the City of Coronado in a calendar year; 
and 

WHEREAS, approval of any Major Special Events over eight (8) by the City Council must 
be formalized by a resolution.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, by adoption of this resolution, hereby approves the following Major Special Events for 
calendar year 2016 in excess of eight:  

(List of approved events to be added following Council action) 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of October 2015, by the City Council of the City 
of Coronado, by the following vote, to wit: 

AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

______________________________ 
Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
City of Coronado, California 

ATTEST: 

_________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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“MainStreet is Everybody’s Business” 

Coronado MainStreet Ltd., 
a nationally accredited Main Street® Program 

1013 Park Place 
Coronado, CA 92118 

(619) 437-0254 
Director@CoronadoMainStreet.com 

www.CoronadoMainStreet.com

August 20, 2015 

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

Honorable Mayor and Council Members: 

The Board of Directors of Coronado MainStreet Ltd. respectfully requests 
approval of our car show, MotorCars on MainStreet, on April 24, 2016. 
This will be the 26th year that MainStreet hosts the show in Rotary Plaza. 
Over 400 pre-73 classics, rods and trucks are displayed on the adjacent streets 
of Isabella, Park Place and Star Park Circle. Live music by The Cat-illacs, an 
opportunity drawing and tee shirt sales will add to the festivities. Our show is 
a very popular event in the region (and beyond) and we expect over 10,000 
spectators to enjoy the venue, cars and music. 

The mission of Coronado MainStreet is to “To revitalize Coronado’s 
downtown through preservation and beautification for the benefit of our 
entire community.” The goal of this event is to bring residents and visitors 
into our downtown to support local businesses, and, as such, we do not allow 
any vendors at the event. 

Therefore, we are asking that the City Council approve our request to hold 
the 26th annual car show, MotorCars on MainStreet, on April 24, 2016. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Rita Sarich,  
Executive Director 

Board of Directors: 

Mark Andrews, President 

Guy Zeller, Vice President 

Chris Ackerman, Vice President 

Robbins Crehore Kelly, Treasurer 

Karen Trecartin, Secretary 

Georgia Ellis, Director 

Katherine Farley, Director 

Linn Kovar, Director 

Caroline Murray, Director 

Cathy Thomas, Director 

Eddie Warner, Director 
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Attachment 5 

Coronado Promenade Concerts 
PO Box 182072 

Coronado, CA  92118 
EIN #27-1045525 

August 17, 2015 

Honorable Mayor and Council 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 

We are requesting approval for the 2016 season of the Coronado Promenade 
Concerts to be held from May 22, 2016 thru September 11, 2016.   

Thank you for your support throughout the year! 

Cathy Brown 
Cathy Brown 
President 

Contact:  619-316-3489 
socalcathyb@gmail.com 
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20 July 2015 
City of Coronado 
Mayor and City Council 

Dear Mayor Tanaka and City Council Members, 

The committee for the Coronado Fourth of July, Inc. is planning for the 68th annual 
celebration of the Fourth of July to be held on Monday, July 4, 2016. We will be planning a 
program similar to this year Celebration, i.e. Rough Water Swim, 12K & 5K Run, Parade, 
Concessions, Photo Op, Medieval Demonstration, Concert, and Fireworks. If there are any other 
activities you would like to see added, please let us know. 

In accordance with the City of Coronado requirements, this letter is being considered as 
notification of intent to hold a Major Event. It is requested that our application to hold a Major 
Event be presented to the Coronado City Council.  

The Coronado 4th of July Committee is looking forward to a continuation of excellent 
cooperation between you, your staff, all city employees, and the City Council Members. Our 
committee is ensuring a Celebration that our City can be said is one of the finest celebrations in 
Southern California. 

If you have any question at this time, you may contact me at 300-2387 (c). 

Sincerely, 

Dave Szymanski 
President 
Coronado 4th of July Committee 

OFFICERS 
David Szymanski  
President  

Michelle Fernandez  
Vice President 

Yvonne Kuhn  
Secretary 

Laura Szymanski  
Treasurer  

DIRECTORS 
Melinda Blade 
Doug Clarke 
Judy Clarke 
Dr. Joe Ellis 
Gill Gilliland 
Javier Gomez 
Robb Huff 
Robert Kracht 
George Smith 
Scott Smith 
Todd Tanghe 

COUNSEL 
Pat Callahan, Jr. 

CORONADO 4TH OF JULY, PO BOX 180541, CORONADO, CA. 92178-0541 
PHONE/FAX: (619) 319-5147         E-MAIL: CORONADO4THOFJULY@USA.NET         WEBSITE: WWW.ECORONADO.COM/4TH 
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Tuesday, September 29, 15 

Dear City Manager Blair King, 

The Islander Sports Foundation has approached the Coronado 4th of July Committee, with a 
proposed 5K/12K route change that would impact both 6th Street and Orange Avenue on the 
Fourth of July in Coronado. The Coronado 4th of July Committee met on September 18th to 
discuss their request and as a Committee, we unanimously voted not to support their proposed 
route change. The Coronado 4th of July Committee has stated their reason below. 

The first observation of the route appears that one quarter of town will be boxed in for three 
hours before the parade and any other activities. Also the Coronado 4th of July Committee 
Members are assisting its vendors with setup of bleachers, risers, expensive audio equipment 
and various additional announcer needs. Many of these tasks begin at 5am and continue until 
10am. Having Orange Avenue open on both sides, it allows the Coronado 4th of July 
Committee Members and its volunteers for an efficient and quick setup to be accomplished. We 
have also received a note of concern from our audio vendor, Roques & Associates Event 
Services, regarding enough room and time for their box trucks and van/trailer to be setting up in 
a safe environment for their staff. 

Another concern is a group of running/walking anywhere along Orange Avenue would create 
an unsafe environment for parade preparation. In addition, Art in the Park and day vendors are 
checking in and setting up in Spreckels Park starting as early as 6am. 

We feel that additional police will be needed for crowd control. There is a constant flow of 
parade attendees (many with wagons filled with supplies for the day) crossing Orange Avenue 
on both sides in all directions. This begins at 5:00am and continues right up until the Parade 
beginning. 

Some additional questions were brought up such as, where would water stations be located and 
any additional emergency vehicles/personnel be placed without already impeding on the 
crowds along Orange Avenue? What is the procedure for the walkers who cannot be off Orange 
Avenue in the allotted time? Will there be enough staff along the route? 

The Coronado 4th of July Committee is also concerned that all of the above raised significant 
liability concerns that we believe would negatively impact insurance for the Coronado 4th of 
July Committee and for your event.  

Sincerely, 

Dave Szymanski 
President 
Coronado 4th of July Committee 

OFFICERS 
David Szymanski  
President  

Michelle Fernandez  
Vice President 

Yvonne Kuhn  
Secretary 

Laura Szymanski  
Treasurer  

DIRECTORS 
Melinda Blade 
Doug Clarke 
Judy Clarke 
Dr. Joe Ellis 
Gill Gilliland 
Javier Gomez 
Robb Huff 
Robert Kracht 
George Smith 
Scott Smith 
Todd Tanghe 

COUNSEL 
Pat Callahan, Jr. 

CORONADO 4TH OF JULY, PO BOX 180541, CORONADO, CA. 92178-0541
PHONE/FAX: (619) 319-5147         E-MAIL: CORONADO4THOFJULY@USA.NET         WEBSITE: WWW.ECORONADO.COM/4TH 
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Attachment 9 

 
 

July 14, 2015 
 

Honorable Mayor and Council 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
 
Dear Mayor and Councilmembers, 
 
We are requesting the approval for the 6th annual Coronado Valentine’s Day 10K to be held Sunday 
February 14, 2016 at Tidelands Park. Proceeds will continue to help the Islander Sports Foundation. This 
event provides a significant boost to the local economy during the winter season. Each year the event 
draws from over 4 countries and 37 states. Only 15% of the participants are residents of Coronado. We 
would like to request one additional item be included in this year’s request being an option to include a 
beer garden on Tidelands if possible. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 

Tobias Panek 

Tobias Panek 
KOZ Events 
      

KOZ Events PO Box 421052, San Diego, CA 92142.   Tel 858-268-1250 
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Attachment 11 

July 16, 2015 
Coronado City Council, 

Commander Navy Region Southwest is requesting to host the Navy’s 30th Anniversary 
Bay Bridge Run/Walk on Sunday, May 15, 2016.  The Morale, Welfare and Recreation 
Department (MWR) hosts this annual event staffed by recreation professionals.  The 
proceeds generated from the event benefit the Morale, Welfare and Recreation programs 
for sailors and their families, which include the fitness programs, and single sailor 
programs to help with Navy mission readiness and retention. 

MWR will work hand in hand with local entities to obtain all necessary permits including 
the City of Coronado, Port District for Tidelands Park authorization, the City of San 
Diego, Cal Trans, USA Track and Field Association to process the third party insurance 
for all the above authorities. We will also be working with the CHP and MTS for traffic 
control and safety of our participants.  This event has been sold out at 10,000 participants 
and over 1,000 spectators for the last six years and we anticipate the same numbers.  

MWR will transport race participants on shuttle buses from Coronado on Glorietta Blvd. 
starting at 6:30 a.m. to 7:30 a.m. to allow Coronado residents to get to the start line 
downtown on Harbor Drive and Park Blvd. for our 8 a.m. race start.  We will resume 
shuttles immediately after our first runners cross the finish line in Tideland’s Park from 
approximately 8:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. after the event concludes. Flagship Cruises and 
Events has also generously sponsored ferry shuttles for people wanting to enjoy the day 
and spend more time in Coronado at the Ferry Landing before heading back to San 
Diego.  

MWR is excited to host another spectacular event over the majestic Coronado Bridge. 
Thank you for considering this special event request.  Commander Navy Region 
Southwest, MWR Department looks forward to the opportunity to continue working with 
the City of Coronado for years to come.   

Very respectfully, 

Kim Hansen 
Naval Base Coronado Community Recreation Programmer 
Kimberly.Hansen@mwrsw.com 
619-666-0219 
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                                       Attachment 12 
 

P.O. Box 34544 San Diego CA 92163  858.487.6063 www.sdcbc.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 20, 2015 
 
 
 
City of Coronado 
Attn:  Stefanie Lang 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
  
Dear Stefanie: 
 
I am writing to request approval from the Coronado City Council for the 9th Annual Bike The 
Bay community bike ride scheduled for Sunday, August 28, 2016.  The event benefits the San 
Diego County Bicycle Coalition, a non-profit bicycle education and advocacy organization.  
 
The details of the event are as follows: 
Name of Event: Bike The Bay 
Date/Time of Event: Sunday, August 28, 2016, 7:00 a.m. 
Location: Start/Finish at Embarcadero Marina Park South, Rest Stops Located at Glorietta Bay 
Park (Coronado), Imperial Beach Bike Path/13th Street and the 32nd Street Marina (National 
City).  
 
Bike The Bay is a non-competitive community ride of 25-miles that takes riders across the San 
Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge and around the San Diego Bay via the Bayshore Bikeway. 
Anticipated participation is 4,000 riders.  
 
Please let me know if you need any additional information. Thank you for your assistance. 
   
Sincerely, 
 
Andy Hanshaw 
Executive Director 
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Attachment 15 

 
 

July 14, 2015 
 

Honorable Mayor and Council 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
 
Dear Mayor and Councilmembers, 
 
We are requesting the approval for the 16th annual Silver Strand Half Marathon & 5K to be held Sunday 
November 13, 2016. Proceeds will continue to help Challenged Athletes Foundation. It will remain the 
same as it had in the past. Once approved we will complete and file the special event permit. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 

Tobias Panek 

Tobias Panek 
KOZ Events 
      

KOZ Events PO Box 421052, San Diego, CA 92142.   Tel 858-268-1250 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION REDESIGNATING THE INTERSECTIONS OF E 
AND FLORA AVENUES AT ISABELLA AVENUE AS STOP CONTROLLED 

ISSUE:  Whether to adopt a resolution to replace existing yield signs and pavement markings 
with stop signs and pavement markings on E and Flora Avenues at their intersections with 
Isabella Avenue. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
designating the yield-controlled intersections of E Avenue and Flora Avenue at Isabella Avenue 
as stop controlled intersections.” (Attachment A) 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The material cost to replace the existing yield signs and pavement 
markings with stop signs and markings is approximately $200 and will paid for by the Streets 
Maintenance account.  The work will be completed by City staff. 

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

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

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

BACKGROUND:  The Engineering Department received correspondence from a resident 
concerned about safety at the subject intersection and suggested the installation of a stop sign on 
Isabella Avenue may improve safety (Attachment B).  

As seen in the attached Location Map (Attachment C), the intersection of Isabella Avenue with 
E, Tolita, and Flora Avenues is a five-legged intersection with untraditional geometry (for 
clarification purposes, each leg of the intersection has been identified by street name and 
approach direction as noted in the Location Map).  A stop sign exists on Tolita Avenue while E 
and Flora Avenues are controlled by yield signs.  Parallel parking is available on all of the 
intersecting streets leading up to the intersection and the northern leg of Isabella Avenue 
(southbound approach) also accommodates diagonal parking within the median area.  The 
topography in the area is flat. 

This topic was presented to the Coronado Traffic Operations Committee (TOC) at its meeting on 
September 24, 2015; the staff recommendation was supported by the TOC. 

ANALYSIS:  The untraditional geometry of the intersection, combined with the width of the 
intersecting streets, results in a very large intersection area and unique challenges from both a 
driver’s and designer’s perspective.  For example, as observed by staff and noted in 
correspondence sent to the City, drivers often approach the intersection with caution, slowing or 
stopping when not required, particularly along the southbound Isabella and westbound Flora 

10/20/15 

233
11e



paths of travel. The cause for this behavior is most likely visibility constraints between the two 
conflicting paths of travel resulting from the presence of parked vehicles in the median along 
Isabella and the geometry of the intersecting roads.  
 
Visibility throughout the intersection is generally good with the one constraint noted above 
between southbound and eastbound drivers.  This particular constraint was examined when the 
diagonal median parking was previously reviewed and the parking spaces closest to the 
intersection were made unavailable for parking via striped hatch patterns painted on the ground.  
However, there are no stopping sight distance constraints along any of the paths of travel 
approaching the intersection. 
 
Existing right-of-way controls for the intersection are not in conformance with guidelines 
contained within the 2014 California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CaMUTCD).  
Section 2B.04 of the CaMUTCD states “STOP and YIELD signs shall not be installed on 
different approaches to the same unsignalized intersection if those approaches conflict with or 
oppose each other.”  When discussing yield sign placement, Section 2B.10 of the CaMUTCD 
also states “YIELD signs shall not be erected upon the approaches to more than one of the 
intersecting streets.”  With these guidelines in mind, it is recommended that the existing right-of-
way controls at the intersection be modified so that E and Flora Avenues are controlled by stop 
signs as opposed to the current yield signs.  This action would result in Isabella Avenue being the 
only intersecting street not controlled by stop signs.  
 
Considering all of the above and in response to the request received by the City, a stop sign 
warrant analysis (Attachment D) was completed to determine whether or not stop signs should be 
installed along Isabella Avenue to make the intersection all-way stop controlled.  This analysis 
concludes that although the warrant criteria for all-way stop control are met, there are also 
existing stop signs along Isabella within 800' and new stop signs should therefore not be added.  
Considering that the intersection meets this exclusion criterion, staff reviewed the intersection to 
determine if there are other warranted striping or signage improvements that could clarify the 
right-of-way through the irregular geometry of the intersection without possibly adding to driver 
confusion.  However, considering there are no reported accidents within the intersection in the 
latest five years of accident data, no stop signs on Isabella Avenue, other markings, or signage 
are recommended at this time. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect to make no modifications at this time; however, 
doing so would leave traffic controls in place that are not compliant with the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Newton 
Attachments: A) Resolution  

B) Resident Request 
C) Location Map 

  D) Stop Sign Warrant Analysis  
  E) Traffic Count Data and Analysis 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\10-20 Meeting - SR Due Oct. 7\FINAL Isabella, E  & Flora Stop 
Signs.docx 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA RRS MLC NA EW MB NA JF CMM NA 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __________ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
DESIGNATING THE YIELD CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS OF E AVENUE AND 
FLORA AVENUE AT ISABELLA AVENUE AS STOP CONTROLLED 
INTERSECTIONS. 
 
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that Resolution 
No. 5837, entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING YIELD INTERSECTIONS ON THE 
STREETS OF THE CITY OF CORONADO,” adopted on May 15, 1979, is hereby amended 
by editing Section F as follows: 
 
 F. DELETE 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that 
Resolution No. 5836, entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING STOP INTERSECTIONS 
ON THE STREETS OF THE CITY OF CORONADO,” adopted on May 15, 1979, is hereby 
amended by adding Sections AA and BB as follows: 
 
 AA. E Avenue at Isabella Avenue 
 
 BB. Flora Avenue at Isabella Avenue 

 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California this 
20th day of October 2015, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, 
       Mayor of the City of Coronado 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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Attachment B – Resident Request 
 

From: Williamson, John  
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 2:21 PM 
To: Walton, Ed  
Cc: VanZerr, Mariah  
Subject: request for stop sign, westbound Isabella Ave. at E Street 
 

Ed- 

Hello! I am a resident of Coronado, and I just wanted to suggest the possible addition of a stop 
sign at this location. Driving northbound from Flora to E Ave., across the wide intersection with 
Isabella Ave., presents possible conflict with westbound drivers on Isabella Ave.  

The vision and sight lines of the westbound drivers on Isabella is restricted by cars parked in 
median along Isabella.  These westbound drivers often pause and sometimes stop completely at 
the intersection, causing occasional confusion and risk.  Other times they drive rapidly past the 
parked cars and into the intersection without seeing if another car is already crossing northbound 
from Flora to E Ave.  Safety could be improved at this location by installation of a stop sign.  

I live close by on 9th Street and would be happy to meet you at your convenience at this location.  

Thanks! 

John W. Williamson 

 

 

John W. Williamson 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

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

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

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

per day or 50 vehicles per hour during the peak hour of any average day and the 
minor street experiences 50% of same volume criteria.  This condition is met.  As 
shown in Attachment D and counted from August 5 to 6, 2015, the intersection 
experienced 11,362 vehicles in a 24-hour period. 

b. The subject intersection includes a designated “through street” and the minor street 
has no stop or yield sign in place. This condition is not met.  None of the 
intersecting streets is a designated “through street.” 

c. The subject intersection has experienced three or more collisions susceptible to 
correction by stop signs within a one-year period.  This condition is not met.  The 
most recent five years of accident data available (2009-2013) show no reported 
accidents at this intersection.  

 
All-Way Stop Criteria 

2) Stop signs are warranted on both the principal and minor street of an intersection if the 
Minimum Criteria have been met and at least one of the following conditions exist: 
One of the all-way stop criteria is met: 
a. Total vehicular volume entering the intersection from all approaches averages 300 

vehicles per hour for any eight hours of an average day and the volume on the minor 
street totals at least two-thirds of the volume of the major street.  Pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic may be included in the volume counts where their volumes are 
significant.  This condition is met.  The warrant is difficult to apply for a five-legged 
intersection as there is no clear “minor street.”  However, the most conservative 
approach is to consider Isabella Avenue the major street and volumes along all three 
remaining streets (cumulatively) to be the “minor street.”  Between 11 am and 7 pm 
during the 24-hour period measured, the intersection, on average, handled roughly 
460 vehicles per hour.  During the same time the three minor street approaches, 
cumulatively and including pedestrians and bicyclists, averaged approximately 406 
vehicles/bikes/pedestrians per hour.  

b. The intersection has experienced five or more types of collisions susceptible to 
correction by stop signs within a one-year period.  This condition is not met.  The 
most recent five years of accident data available (2009-2013) showed no reported 
accidents at this intersection.  

c. The available stopping sight distance along at least one approach on the principal 
street is less than what is recommended for the design speed of the roadway per the 
AASHTO “Greenbook” methodology.  This condition is not met.  AASHTO 
Greenbook requires 155' feet of stopping sight distance measured along the path of 
travel of a 25 mph roadway.  In this case, both legs of Isabella have sufficient 
stopping sight distance.  Southbound Isabella Avenue is the most constrained due to 
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ATTACHMENT D 
the curvature of the roadway and the vehicles parked in the median.  However, along 
the typical path of travel for vehicles and maintaining a line of sight outside the limits 
of the marked parking spaces, 155' of sight distance is available through the curve. 

 
Stop Sign Exclusions 

3) Stop signs will not be considered along approaches where any of the following conditions 
exist: 
One of the exclusion criteria is met: 
a. Another stop sign controlling traffic along the same path of travel exists within 800 

linear feet of the proposed location.  This condition is met.  In both directions on 
Isabella there are stop signs within 800' (at both Ocean Boulevard and Orange 
Avenue). 

b. New stop signs will not be placed on designated through streets.  This condition is 
not met.  There are no through streets in the subject intersection. 

 
In accordance with California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices guidelines, 
engineering judgment should always be utilized to identify unique conditions that might affect 
the feasibility of stop and yield signs in addition to the specific criteria contained within this 
policy. 
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Attachment E – Traffic Count Data and Analysis 
 

All data collected 4:00 pm August 5 – 4:00 pm August 6, 2015 
 

Traffic Volume Counts 

 Tolita Ave. 
Approach 

E Ave. 
Approach 

SB Isabella 
Approach 

NB 
Isabella 

Approach 

Flora Ave. 
Approach 

Total 
Combined 
Volume 

6 – 7am 0 4 97 3 90 194 
7 – 8am 3 4 83 3 38 131 
8 – 9am 12 18 51 7 22 110 
9 – 10am 8 24 60 26 49 167 
10 – 11am 28 28 119 24 60 259 

11am –
12pm 31 42 162 51 85 371 

12 – 1pm 37 50 232 93 150 562 
1 – 2pm 42 33 198 77 133 483 
2 – 3pm 47 20 212 87 135 501 
3 – 4pm 88 44 184 131 91 538 
4 – 5pm 75 42 120 87 85 409 
5 – 6pm 65 49 141 82 100 437 
6 – 7 pm 47 35 138 82 80 382 
7 – 8pm 36 22 146 90 77 371 

 
Bicyclist / Pedestrian Volume Counts 

 Tolita Ave. 
Approach 

E Ave. 
Approach 

SB Isabella 
Approach 

NB 
Isabella 

Approach 

Flora Ave. 
Approach 

Total 
Combined 
Volume 

6 – 7am 1 / 9 1 / 6 1 / 3 1 / 7 0 / 12 4 / 25 
7 – 8am 5 / 10 6 / 11 3 / 6 2 / 7 5 / 12 21 / 46 
8 – 9am 7 / 13 3 / 8 6 / 13 11 / 6 5  / 11 32 / 51 
9 – 10am 6 / 19 2 / 22 6 / 19 3 / 6 3 / 33 20 / 99 
10 – 11am 2 / 43 7 / 42 6 / 19 3 / 15 17 / 18 35 / 137 

11am –
12pm 6 / 60 8 / 48 10 / 42 6 / 22 6 / 80 36 / 252 

12 – 1pm 10 / 51 3 / 40 3 / 50 4 / 3 2 / 75 22 / 219 
1 – 2pm 3 / 89 2 / 83 13 / 50 4 / 10 22 / 93 44 / 325 
2 – 3pm 12 /46 7 / 39 5 / 30 17 / 13 10 / 67 51 / 195 
3 – 4pm 1 / 53 15 / 52 7 / 37 5 / 3 7 / 82 35 / 227 
4 – 5pm 8 / 45 8 / 33 4 / 27 7 / 12 8 / 75 35 / 192 
5 – 6pm 6 / 37 4 / 16 2 / 24 11 / 9 9 /86 32 / 172 
6 – 7 pm 8 / 76 4 / 69 1 / 18 4 / 18 18 / 77 35 / 258 
7 – 8pm 6 /38 11 / 45 5 / 42 5 / 6 10 / 75 37 / 206 
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PROVIDE DIRECTION TO THE CITY MANAGER ON WHETHER TO CONTINUE 
EFFORTS TOWARD REESTABLISHING THE LIBRARY COFFEE CART 
CONCESSION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Provide direction to the City Manager on whether to continue efforts 
toward reestablishing the Library Coffee Cart Concession. 

FISCAL IMPACT: As the owner of the coffee cart concession, the City will need to expend an 
additional $48,000 to complete the reconstruction of the coffee cart and construct the companion 
auxiliary conveyance and mobile support units, respectively.  This three-unit concession is 
required by the San Diego County Environmental Health Department.  Thus far, the City has 
expended $13,345 on this project.   

To ensure the viability of the concession, the City will only be paid two percent (2%) of gross 
revenues each month as rent from the prospective concessionaire.  Consistent with other 
Commercial Use Permits, the City will also receive $779.00 for FY 2016 (prorated) with three 
percent (3%) increases each year thereafter.   

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Providing direction to the City Manager is 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]. 

BACKGROUND:  In July 2007, the City Council approved the selection of a concessionaire to 
operate a coffee cart service at the Coronado Public Library.  The concession (along with small 
café tables and chairs) is located at the entry plaza.  In August 2009, the City Manager approved 
the transfer of the financial interest in the concession from the original owner to Ms. Cathy 
McKenna who operated the concession under the name of Oti’s Place.  In 2012, the City entered 
into a Personal Property Lien Agreement with Ms. McKenna whereby the City took a security 
interest in the coffee cart concession due to the failure of Ms. McKenna to pay rents and fees. 
The City is now the owner in interest of the concession.  On March 11, 2015, the City issued a 
30-Day Notice of Termination to Ms. McKenna for her continuing failure to operate the 
concession. 

ANALYSIS:  The coffee cart service was envisioned from the early planning stages of the 
Coronado Public Library Expansion Project.  The purpose of the coffee cart service is to serve as 
an amenity for the public and library patrons.  Based upon feedback from library patrons, it has 
been a success in the past. 

Selection of Concessionaire 
On March 16, 2015, the City published a Request for Proposals notice to seek bid proposals from 
qualified vendors to operate the coffee cart concession and a Pre-Bid Conference was held on 
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March 30.  Five bids were received by the due date of April 6, 2015.  Higher Grounds 
Enterprises LLC was selected as the preferred vendor.  Additional information was subsequently 
requested by staff to confirm the financial viability of the vendor.  On June 16, the City Council 
approved the proposed Agreement and Permit.  However, on August 10, the vendor subsequently 
withdrew as the principal owners, both Naval Officers, were unexpectedly redeployed to 
Virginia (Attachment A). 
 
As a result, the next two most qualified vendors were contacted to assess their interest in serving 
as the concessionaire.  These vendors included Mayberry By-The-Sea and Contessa.  Only 
Mayberry responded.  Meetings are being held with Mayberry to confirm their capital assets, 
references, and the viability of their proposed business plan for the concession.  This includes the 
concessionaire proving it is sufficiently capitalized to sustain the business for the initial year. 
 
If the RFP resubmittal by Mayberry is deemed non-responsive, the Golf Course Food and 
Beverage Concessionaire has expressed an interest to operate the coffee cart concession and, due 
to the reasons discussed further in this report, could be a better match.   
 
Coffee Cart Reconstruction 
Over the past months, City staff has met with staff from the San Diego County Environmental 
Health Department to assess the options for reestablishing a coffee cart concession that would 
comply with the County’s “Construction and Operational Guide for Mobile Food Facilities and 
Mobile Support Units” and related “Food Facility Plan Review Guide.” Two options were 
evaluated.   
 
The first option included constructing a permanent concession at the same location.  This would 
entail considerable demolition, alteration and restoration of the exterior wall and slab of the 
courtyard entrance to the Library.  This is due to the required plumbing for the potable water and 
wastewater discharge to a newly-installed floor sink that would be attached to the City sewer 
main.  A fully-enclosed, three-unit concession would be constructed and anchored to the 
courtyard and exterior wall of the Library.  The total estimated cost for this option would exceed 
$100,000.  
 
The second option included constructing a similar three-unit concession that was 100% mobile 
and self-contained. That is, all three units would be on wheels that could be easily transported to 
and operated from another location, if necessary.  This option was determined as the best 
solution for three reasons: 1) the concession could be relocated to another location as desired 
(i.e., the Community Center, new Senior Center, etc.); 2) the concession could be sold on the 
open market, if no longer needed; and 3) cost ($48,000 v. $100,000).  See Attachment B for cost 
proposal; not reflected is a contingency of $1,300. 
 
In either scenario, the three-unit concession would include a reconstructed coffee cart, auxiliary 
conveyance unit and mobile support unit.  The conveyance unit will house the required three-
basin sink and potable water tanks along with an ice maker.  Under the 100% mobile scenario, 
the mobile support unit will house the wastewater tanks as well as an electric cooler and dry 
good storage units.  The County requires that all food stuffs sold by the concessionaire must be 
purchased from an authorized commissary and any unused food stuffs must be transported back 
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to the commissary at the end of each day.  The wastewater is to be disposed of in a permitted 
floor drain at the commissary site.  The Golf Course Concessionaire (i.e., Coronado Foursome) 
has expressed a willingness to serve as the commissary.  At the end of each day, the mobile 
support unit will be stored at the cart barn facility.  
 
On August 28, City staff met with the Library Board of Trustees on this matter.  The Board 
adopted a motion (3 in favor and 1 abstention) to move forward with the development of the 
coffee cart concession.  
 
The policy issue before the Council is not the operator.  Rather, it is the question of the relative 
cost of the coffee cart weighed against the amenity of food and beverage available near the 
Library. 
 
Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Ritter/Torres and Library/Esquevin. 
Attachments: 
    A – Withdrawal Notice – Higher Ground Enterprises 
    B – Change Order Request – San Diego Construction Company, Inc. 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA RRS MLC NA NA NA CE NA NA NA 
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Higher Grounds Enterprises
Lanny Boswell

Phone: (619) 995-0368
Email : Lanny.Boswell@gmail.com

437 Pomona Ave
Coronado, CA 92118

Jerome O. Torres
Office of the City Manager
City of Coronado
1825 Strand Way
Coronado, CA 92118

Withdraw of effoft from "Library Coffee Caft Concession"

Mr. Torres,
August 10, 2015

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the patrons of Coronado services from the
Library Coffee Cart Concession. Higher Grounds Enterprises realizes the library's
impoftance to the city as a center of community. Unfortunately due to unforeseen
circumstances Higher Grounds Enterprises must formally withdraw from the contract
effort with the City of Coronado effective immediately.

Thank you again for considerlng our services. We hope in the future we can partner up on
this or other seryices.

If you have questions regarding this notice, please fuel free to contact me at your
convenience.

Best Regards,

/

e_

251



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

252



253



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

254



 

 

7458 Eucalyptus Hill                PHONE (619) 992‐8153 
La Mesa CA. 91942                      FAX (619) 303‐2308 
CA LICENSE 873903 B                          SDCCI@COX.NET 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
August 25, 2015 
 
 
ATTN:   Jerome Torres 
RE:  Library coffee kiosk 
SUBJ:  Estimate for Library Coffee Kiosk. 
 
Jerome, 
 
The following is the basis of SDCCI bid proposal for the above referenced project. Bid based on Job walk, multiple 
meetings, and Preliminary drawings dated August 17, 2015. 
 
Scope of Work:    Code compliant upgrades to Coffee Kiosk.      
 
Addenda Noted:  (1) Final Proposal based on Approved drawings/ county health requirements and City of 

Coronado’s RFP. 
  (2) All equipment noted in this estimate coincides with spec sheets 5‐11 in preliminary drawings 

provided. 
 

        Estimated Costs: $44,700.00‐ $46,700.00 
 

The $2,000.00 Variable in this cost estimate is currently based on the availability of matching canvas, if 
matching canvas is not available, existing vertical canvas (sides) of original cart will be used to create the 

canopy cover of the new auxiliary cart and NEW white/ linen color canvas will be used on all sides of both the 
“original and Auxiliary” carts. 
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Inclusions:  Coffee Cart 
 

1. Modify existing cart to include: 

 Roll out Hand sink. 

 11 gallon waste water tank. 

 2.5 gallon Water heater. 

 Water pump. 

 Ability to secure all compartments/ entire unit. 

 Plumb/ Wire Cart In Accordance With (IAW) plans provided, sheet 2 0f 11 
 
  Inclusions:  Auxiliary Cart 
 

2. Fabricate new cart (IAW) preliminary plans provided to include: 

 New auxiliary cart to match original cart in dimensions, material used, canvas coverings, mill work and 
overall design with exceptions note as per preliminary plans provided. 

 20 Gallon potable water tank. 

 4 gallon water heater.  

 11 gallon waste water tanks (2x) 

 Ice machine. 

 3 compartment sink w/ drain boards. 

 Water pumps (2x). 

 Stainless Steel Counter tops. 

 Ability to secure all compartments/ entire unit. 

 Plumb/ Wire Cart In Accordance With (IAW) plans provided, sheet 3 0f 11 
 

Inclusions:  Mobile support Unit 
 

3. Fabricate new cart (IAW) preliminary plans provided to include: 

 New Mobile Support Unit to match original cart in material used, mill work and overall design with 
exceptions note as per preliminary plans provided. 

 30 Gallon waste water tank. 

 Refrigerator as noted.  

 Water pump. 

 Stainless Steel Counter top. 

 Plumb/ Wire Cart In Accordance With (IAW) plans provided, sheet 3 0f 11 
 
Inclusions:  Equipment (IAW) Spec sheets 5‐11 
 

1. 20 gallon potable water tank. 
2. Bosch Water heater (ES4) 4 gallon 110v  
3. 11 Gallon Tote and Stor portable waste water tank #10912, Quantity (3) 
4. Scotsman CU50PA‐1A under counter Ice Machine. 
5. Advance Tabco DBS‐53C Three Compartment SS Drop in Bar Sink. 
6. Regency D1‐10145 SS Drop in sink (Hand Sink Area). 
7. Bosch Water Heater (ES2.5) 2.5 gallon 110v. 
8. Shurflo‐ 2088‐394‐144 pater pump. Quantity (4) 
9. Artic Air AUC27R 6.5 cu ft. under counter Refrigerator. 
10. 30 Gallon waste water tank.  
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Exclusions: 
 

1. Permits/ Bonds provided by City of Coronado. 
2. Protection of work installed by others or existing finishes.  

 
Any alterations or deviation from the above specifications involving extra cost of material or labor will be reflected in the 

final proposal. 

 
Qualifications: 
 

1. This estimate is based on preliminary drawings dated 17 August 2015. Final proposal will be based on approved 
drawings/ County Health requirements.  

 
This estimate is good for    (thirty) 30 days. 
 
 
Please call with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Shawn Stone 
President SDCCI 
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