
 

Joint City Council/SA Meeting      April 5, 2016 
 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 

 
A G E N D A 

 
CITY OF CORONADO CITY COUNCIL/ 

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

THE CITY OF CORONADO 
 

Tuesday, April 5, 2016 
 

Coronado City Hall Council Chamber 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, California 92118 
 

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

 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special assistance to participate in a 
City meeting or other services offered by this City, please contact the City Clerk’s office, (619) 522-7320.  Assisted 
listening devices are available at this meeting.  Ask the City Clerk if you desire to use this device.  Upon request, the 
agenda and documents in the agenda packet can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with 
a disability.  Notification of at least 48 hours prior to the meeting or time when services are needed will assist the 
City staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide accessibility to the meeting or service. 
 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
1. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION 
 AUTHORITY: Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1) 
 NAME OF CASE: City of Coronado v. LAFCO et al. 
    Case No. 37-2016-00000183-CU-WM-CTL 
 
2. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—ANTICIPATED LITIGATION 

AUTHORITY:  Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(2)  
One (1) potential case 
Facts and circumstances need not be disclosed pursuant to Government Code Section 
54956.9(e)(1). 

 
3. 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.   
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ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION 
 
 
RECONVENE AND ANNOUNCE ACTION 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING (SA items are denoted by an *.) – 4 P.M. 
 
 1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL. 
 
 2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 
 

*3. MINUTES OF CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY:  Approval of the minutes of 
the Regular meeting of March 15, 2016. 

 
 4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS   
 a. Presentation:  Certificate of Commendation Motor Officer Pat O’Malley.  (Pg 1) 
 b. Presentation:  Certificate of Commendation Officer Brian Wray.  (Pg 7) 
 c. Proclamation:  National Public Safety Telecommunicators Week.  (Pg 13) 
 d. Proclamation:  National Volunteer Week.  (Pg 17) 
 
 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 21) 

 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 23) 

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

 
c. Acceptance of the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 14/15 Project and Direction 

to the City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 71) 
 Recommendation:  Accept the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 14/15 

project and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
d. Award of Contract to American Asphalt South, Inc. in the Amount of $259,972 

for the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 15-16 Project.  (Pg 73) 
 Recommendation:  Award a contract to American Asphalt South, Inc. in the 

amount of $259,972 for the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 15-16 project. 



 

Joint City Council/SA Meeting      April 5, 2016 
 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 

e. Appropriation of Funds and Authorization for the City Manager to Execute an 
Agreement with Benold Construction Company, in an Amount Not to Exceed 
$110,000, for the Refurbishment of City Bus Shelters.  (Pg 79) 

 Recommendation:  Appropriate funds and authorize the City Manager to 
execute an agreement with Benold Construction Company, in an amount not 
to exceed $110,000, for the refurbishment of City bus shelters. 

 
f. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Purchase Agreement for an 

Amount Not to Exceed $80,000 through Cooperative Purchasing Programs for 
One Fully Outfitted Work Truck.  (Pg 89) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase 
agreement for an amount not to exceed $80,000 in order to replace one work 
truck which is programmed for replacement in the current FY 2015-16 
Vehicle and Equipment Replacement (VER) Fund 135. 

 
g. Authorization for City Manager to Approve Change Order One in the Amount of 

$44,132 to the Anchor QEA Agreement for Design and Pre-Construction Services 
for the Glorietta Bay Marina Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Facility (BLRF) 
Reconstruction Project.  (Pg 103) 

 Recommendation:  Approve Change Order No. 1 to the Professional Services 
Agreement with Anchor QEA in the amount of $44,132. 

 
h. Adoption of Resolutions to Increase Parking in the Vicinity of the John D. 

Spreckels Center and Bowling Green and Approval to Remove One Fire Hydrant.  
(Pg 111) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado to Remove and/or Modify Red No Parking Curb Zones in the 
Vicinity of the John D. Spreckels Center and Bowling Green to Increase 
Parking by Five Spaces”; adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City 
of Coronado to Modify a 12-Minute Green Curb Parking Zone on Orange 
Avenue Adjacent to the Coronado Police Station (700 Orange Avenue)”; and 
approval to remove one fire hydrant. 

 
i. Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing the Destruction of Certain Documents 

Located in the Departments of Administrative Services, City Clerk, City 
Manager, Fire, Police, Public Services & Engineering, and Recreation/Golf.  (Pg 
123) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt a “Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado authorizing the destruction of certain documents located in the 
departments of Administrative Services, City Clerk, City Manager, Fire, 
Police, Public Services & Engineering, and Recreation/Golf” in compliance 
with the City’s Records Retention Policy. 
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j. Adoption of a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, 
Reaffirming Regulations for Candidates for Elective Office Pertaining to 
Candidate Statements and Adding Chinese as a Required Language Pursuant to 
the California Secretary of State’s Directive.  (Pg 153) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, California, Reaffirming Regulations for Candidates for Elective 
Office Pertaining to Candidate Statements and Adding Chinese as a 
Required Language for the Translation of Election Materials in San Diego 
County Pursuant to a Directive from the California Secretary of State.” 

 
k. Approve Canceling the July 5 and August 2 Regularly Scheduled City Council 

Meetings.  (Pg 157) 
 Recommendation:  Cancel the first City Council meetings in July and August 

(July 5 and August 2) consistent with past practice. 
 
l. Selection of San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation as the Affordable Housing 

Developer for the Rehabilitation and Operation of Thirty-Five Affordable 
Housing Units; Approval of a Professional Services Agreement with Interfaith 
Housing Assistance Corporation to Provide Affordable Housing Property 
Management Services; and Authorize the City Manager to Execute the 
Agreement.  (Pg 161) 

 Recommendation:  Approve the selection of San Diego Interfaith Housing 
Foundation (SDIHF) as the Affordable Housing Developer for the 
rehabilitation and operation of thirty-five (35) affordable housing units; 
approve the professional services agreement with Interfaith Housing 
Assistance Corporation (IHAC) to provide affordable housing property 
management services; and authorize the City Manager to execute the 
agreement. 

 
 

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

a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  (Informational Item)   
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 8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
a. Public Hearing:  Approval of a Resolution Adopting a Revised Regional 

Transportation Congestion Improvement Program Fee to Mitigate the Impacts of 
Development of Residential Units on the San Diego Regional Transportation 
Arterial System for Fiscal Year 2016/17.  (Pg 201) 

 Recommendation:  Hold a public hearing and adopt “A Resolution of the 
City Council of the City of Coronado Adopting a Revised Regional 
Transportation Congestion Improvement Program Fee to Mitigate the 
Impacts of Development of Residential Units on the San Diego Regional 
Transportation Arterial System for FY 2016/17,” increasing the existing 
uniform transportation mitigation fee by two percent from $2,310 to $2,357 
for each newly constructed residential unit. 

 
 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 207) 

 
b. Presentation from the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Regarding 

Preparation of an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan For Naval Air Station 
North Island (NASNI).  (Pg 213) 

 Recommendation:  Receive the presentation and provide input and direction, 
including identification of City Council representatives to participate in the 
Airport Authority’s “Working Group.” 

 
c. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Parks and Recreation 

Commission.  (Pg 239) 
 Recommendation:  Appoint one individual to serve a three-year term to 

expire March 31, 2019. 
 
d. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Cultural Arts 

Commission.  (Pg 245) 
 Recommendation:  Appoint one individual to serve out the remainder of the 

current term, which expires December 31, 2017. 
 
e. Report on Multi-Year Financial Forecast Through Fiscal Year 2021 for the 

General Fund.  (Pg 251) 
 Recommendation:  Receive the report on multi-year projections for the 

General Fund. 
 
f. Review and Establish Priorities for Fiscal Year 2016-2017.  (Pg 259) 
 Recommendation:  Review tasks and provide direction. 
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g. Provide Direction to Staff Regarding the Proposal to Install Sidewalk Along the 
Perimeter of Sunset Park.  (Pg 267) 

 Recommendation:  Direct staff to include the design and construction of a 
sidewalk along the entire perimeter of Sunset Park in the existing Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) to re-turf and retrofit the irrigation system in 
Sunset Park currently planned for Fiscal Year 2017/18. 

 
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.  

http://www.coronado.ca.us/
mailto:cityclerk@coronado.ca.us


Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  78 
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 March 15, 2016   
 

78 

 

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, March 15, 2016 

 
Mayor Tanaka called the Closed Session to order at 3:29 p.m. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
1. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION 

AUTHORITY: Government Code Section 54956.9(a), (d)(1) 
NAME OF CASE:  Zachary Slattery v. City of Coronado, et al. 

   San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2015-00012966-CU-PA-CTL 
 
2. COMMUNICATIONS - ORAL:  None. 
 
ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION 3:30 p.m. 
 
The Closed Session reconvened at 3:44 p.m.  Mayor Tanaka reported that Council gave 
direction to staff.   
 
Mayor Tanaka called the regular meeting to order at 4 p.m.    
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

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

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

City Attorney/Agency Counsel Johanna Canlas 
   City Clerk/Agency Secretary Mary Clifford   
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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 March 1, 2016. 
 
 MSUC  (Woiwode/Sandke) moved to approve the minutes of the Regular 

Meeting of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor 
Agency of March 1, 2016, as submitted.  The minutes were so approved.  
The reading of the minutes in their entirety was unanimously waived.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None 
   ABSENT:  None 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:  
 
Mayor Tanaka presented a City coin to Phil Hammett. 
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5i. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5i.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   
 5a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  The City Council waived the reading of the full text and approved the reading 
of the title only.  
 
 5b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer, are all Correct and Just, and Conform to the Approved Budgets for FY 2015-
2016.   The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10111363 thru 10111627 and 
City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency of the 
City of Coronado warrant No. 90005594.   The City Council approved the warrants as certified 
by the City/Agency Treasurer.   
 
 5c. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Repair Agreement for a Not-
to-Exceed Amount of $100,000 with Haaker Equipment Company for Repairs to the 2002 
Wastewater/Storm Water Vactor 6-1R.  The City Council authorized the City Manager to 
execute the repair agreement that will restore Vactor 6-1R to full operational status.  
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 5d. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Multi-Year Purchase 
Agreement for Third Party Workers’ Compensation Administration with Keenan & 
Associates, for an Amount Not to Exceed $113,000 in the First Year.  The City Council 
authorized the City Manager to execute a multi-year purchase agreement with Keenan & 
Associates, who will provide third party workers’ compensation claims administration 
including bill review, utilization review and medical management of the City’s active cases. 
 
 5e. Authorize the City Manager to Enter into a Five-Year Agreement, for $95,500 
Annually, with the City of San Diego to Provide Fire Dispatch Services.     The City Council 
authorized the City Manager to enter into a contract with the City of San Diego to provide 
fire dispatch services. 
 
 5f. Authorization to Transmit the 2016 Annual Housing Progress Report to the 
State Office of Housing and Community Development (HCD).  The City Council authorized 
the transmission of the 2016 Annual Housing Report to HCD. 
 
 5g. Second Reading and Adoption of “An Ordinance of the City Council of the 
City of Coronado, California, Amending Section 3.60.020 of Chapter 3.60 of Title 3 of the 
Coronado Municipal Code Regarding Unclaimed Property.”   The City Council adopted AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 3.60.020 OF CHAPTER 3.60 OF TITLE 3 OF THE 
CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE REGARDING UNCLAIMED PROPERTY.  The 
Ordinance, having been placed on First Reading on March 1, 2016, was read by Title, the 
reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by Council as Ordinance No. 2056. 
The City Clerk read the title of the adopted ordinance and announced that the vote at the 
introduction of the ordinance was unanimous. 
 
 5h. Second Reading and Adoption of “An Ordinance of the City Council of the 
City of Coronado, California Adding Section 56.08.080 to Chapter 56.08 of Title 56 of the 
Coronado Municipal Code to Authorize the Removal of Bicycles Remaining on Public 
Property for Over 72 Hours.”   The City Council AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, ADDING SECTION 
56.08.080 TO CHAPTER 56.08 OF TITLE 56 OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE 
REGARDING REMOVAL OF BICYCLES REMAINING ON PUBLIC PROPERTY FOR 
OVER 72 HOURS.  The Ordinance, having been placed on First Reading on March 1, 2016, 
was read by Title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by Council as 
Ordinance No. 2057. The City Clerk read the title of the adopted ordinance and announced 
that the vote at the introduction of the ordinance was unanimous. 
 
 5i. Concurrence with Councilmembers Downey and Sandke Exchanging 
Appointments as City Council Representatives to South County Economic Development 
Council and Coronado MainStreet, Ltd, Respectively.  The City Council approved the 
exchange of appointments.   
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6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. Harold Myers discussed why he believes Mr. Bailey wanted us to change our 
campaign ordinance at the last meeting.  He has reviewed Mr. Bailey’s campaign 
statement.  Last November, Mr. Myers tried to advise Mr. Bailey regarding his 
campaign website and credit card contributions.  All monetary contributions must 
be made by check.  Our campaign regulations are aimed at making it very difficult 
to launder funds.  In a small town where a few votes can make a big difference, it 
is important to have squeaky-clean campaign financing.  He tried to explain that 
checks require signatures and are easy to audit.  Credit cards lack the same 
transparency.  Different card numbers can have the same bill-to account and 
signatures are not required.  Mr. Bailey decided to take credit cards anyway.  He 
has collected over $5,000 by credit card based on transaction processing fees from 
strike.com, reported on his Form 460.  They have a very simple pricing structure, 
which makes it very easy to calculate how much money he has received by credit 
cards.  Since the last meeting, Mr. Bailey has changed his website and he no longer 
solicits credit card donations.  What else does he need to do?  He needs to return 
all campaign contributions made by credit card.  He needs to show each refund as 
an individual expense on his Form 460 and he needs to acknowledge that all credit 
card contributions were improper and do not qualify as a contribution made in 2015.  
He made a big point of Coronado being the only one with a checks-only ordinance.  
In fact, Carlsbad just went through a very contentious election and modeled their 
checks-only regulation after Coronado’s in 2003 so that they could see that they 
were being influenced by out-of-towners on the recent shopping mall vote.  Our 
campaign regulations alert voters when outside interest groups try to influence our 
elections.  More than half of the $12,664 in contributions that Mr. Bailey has 
recorded is from out-of-town donors.   

b. Rich Brady owns a condo at The Shores in the closest building to the Del, 
separated only by the cul-de-sac at Avenida del Sol.  Last summer, he attended the 
annual HOA meeting where the main discussion quickly evolved into a very strong 
opposition to the South Beach bathroom which is to be constructed on the beach at 
the west end of the cul-de-sac.  Because he doesn’t live there all the time, when the 
discussion got serious he thought it was a typical NIMBY vote by La Sierra 
residents who didn’t want a bathroom built outside their building.  He actually 
spoke in favor of it because a bathroom is needed somewhere on South Beach and 
he figured it was too late to fight the City with letters and lawyers.   A month ago 
he received a request from the La Sierra HOA for a vote on a special financial 
assessment of every unit in the building in order to pay legal fees incurred by the 
HOA in opposition to the project.  That got his attention.  Subsequently, he called 
the building manager about it and he clarified the real opposition to the bathroom 
project by showing pictures of where it is to be built.  After looking at the pictures 
and physically visiting the site himself, he was surprised to learn that the project is 
going to cost well over $1 million that has already been voted on in favor by the 
City Council.  At this point, the only delay is the City’s response to the objections 
raised in the EIR by the La Sierra HOA, with construction possibly to begin next 
fall.  Adding to his initial surprise, the day he visited the site the project location 
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was under water.  And, as it turns out, it was under water on all the other days 
subsequent to his initial visit with the stairs that used to go down to the beach half 
buried in sand.  Just last week he noticed that all the palm trees planted along the 
Paseo walkway along the beach, except one, have fallen because of the erosion and 
now a bulldozer spends hours there every day moving sand around to protect even 
more of the shore from disappearing as well as to protect the Paseo walkway.  
Thinking he must be misinformed, he called the City Engineer, Ed Walton, for the 
straight scoop.  It is exactly where it is supposed to be.  If what he is saying is true, 
if the City builds the thing where it is proposed to go it is $1 million and it will be 
fluid, sewage spills will occur, and he thinks the City needs to look at it again.   

c. Laura Crenshaw announced that the 91st Coronado Flower Show will the 16 and 
17 of April.  Next year, it won’t be the third weekend in April as Easter falls that 
weekend so it will be the second weekend in April in 2017.  She encouraged 
everyone to come to the show and to participate.   

d. Phil Hammett reported that on April 16, the Coronado Chamber of Commerce will 
be hosting its 31st Annual Salute to the Military.  That is one of the most significant 
things our City does to show its recognition of and appreciation for the military.  
Tables are still available and a table purchase includes four military guests who sit 
and enjoy the evening free of charge.  The honored guest and speaker for the ball 
will be Alvin Townley, a best-selling author of Defiant:  The POWs Who Endured 
Vietnam’s Most Infamous Prison, the Women Who Fought for Them, and the One 
Who Never Returned.     

e. Wayne Strickland spoke on behalf of the Coronado/San Diego Bridge 
Collaborative for Suicide Prevention.  They have an analysis provided by the 
Medical Examiner’s Office, which shows that November is the most popular month 
for suicides; April is the slowest.  Every other year someone from Coronado ends 
up jumping from the Bridge.  We have 13 suicides that happened last year.  Over 
the last four years, the suicide rates have increased 50% from the bridge.  We cannot 
determine how many times people tried to jump and didn’t but as we all know that 
bridge is closed many, many times and you have to go the other way.  That is 
another benefit of getting nets or whatever we get from Caltrans.  It seems like 
males age 19 are the most common age of the victims.  The good news is that the 
active duty and veteran status of jumpers is only 9%.  While we wait for the Council 
and Collaborative, we would like to get Caltrans to change some signs at mid-span 
and have our mantra, which was developed by a mental health worker, in Spanish 
and in English, say, “Have faith that things will change.  Have faith that things will 
get better.  Have faith that this will soon pass.”  We hope that can be done in the 
center of the bridge.  We are making progress toward the $15,000 for the study and 
have $5,000 raised.  They have 900 people in their group that are interested in this 
and there is a witness group of over 100 members.  They will be speaking before 
the San Diego City Council.  Port Commissioner Bonnelli requested that they speak 
at the next monthly meeting and they are having discussions with Supervisor Greg 
Cox’s office.  They are creating a public service announcement with San Diego 
State University.  Over 35 individuals have been scheduled to be interviewed for 
films.  They are applying for a community grant.  They won’t give up.   
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f. Sue Gillingham, Executive Director, Chamber of Commerce, commented on 
Item 11b.  On behalf of the Chamber of Commerce, she voiced support of the 
current configuration of the loading zones in the Block 4 alley.  While we are 
sympathetic to the inconveniences posed by sharing a mixed use alley, they are 
supportive of the City’s compromise which resulted in specified loading areas for 
commercial deliveries while allowing reasonable access to garage parking.  Alleys 
are narrow streets, specifically set aside as infrastructure.  They include such messy 
eyesores as loading docks, electrical conduits and waste collections – all the items 
you don’t want to see on your main streets.  As time goes by, alleys evolved to keep 
up with economic and demographic conditions.  In Coronado’s case, this has 
included the growth of the number of personal vehicles per dwelling and the 
number of deliveries necessary for our businesses to thrive.  The El Cordova Hotel 
is one such business that has existed since 1930.  The surrounding shops and 
restaurants have created one of Coronado’s most vibrant blocks.  In addition to 
Block 4, there are about a dozen other mixed use blocks with commercial 
businesses fronting on Orange Avenue and residential lots fronting on C and D 
Avenues.  The daily dance of deliveries, residential parking, utility access, and trash 
trucks occurs on all of these alleys.  Unfortunately for the Oxford Park residents, 
Block 4 has perhaps the most traffic because 75% of the alley is commercial rather 
than just 50%, including the mini trucks who must access the US Post Office 
loading dock next door to the Oxford.  She has spoken with the majority of the 
business owners and managers who utilize the loading zones.  They are unanimous 
in their support of the current design.  Additionally, they have all asked their 
vendors to refrain from arriving before 8 a.m., to service multiple restaurants with 
one trip, and utilize the Brigantine parking lot in the mornings along with the 
loading zones on Adella, Orange and B Avenues.  She has personally observed 
morning deliveries occurring in these loading zones while deliveries were also 
being conducted in the alley.  In the six times she sampled, she only saw one 
residential vehicle entering the alley to access their parking spot.  At no time did 
she see the alley blocked or trucks sitting with their engines on.  To summarize, the 
Chamber wants to thank the City for designing a compromise that allows our 
businesses to receive deliveries while respecting the parking needs of the adjacent 
residences.   

g. Councilmember Bailey stated he was just accused in public of violating the law, 
which is a pretty serious accusation.  We are approaching what is known as the 
Silly Season when politics start entering the discussion more so than usual.  He 
wanted to provide some context for the public.  Prior to beginning his campaign, 
he consulted with outside legal counsel to go over the City’s campaign finance laws 
to determine whether or not it was permissible to receive contributions 
electronically.  It was his outside legal counsel’s opinion that it was; however, the 
City’s ordinance is fairly ambiguous.  One of the terms is not defined.  So he 
brought forward a request to consider updating the ordinance to define this term.  
The Council decided not to define it as the timing was not appropriate so he 
respected the Council decision, although he disagreed with it, and he removed the 
option to contribute electronically from his campaign website.  Ironically, the 
charge that credit card contributions are not traceable was just disproven by the 
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statement here today showing that they were, in fact, traceable.  All the filings were 
made in accordance with state law and that is how the speaker was able to determine 
that contributions were made electronically.   

h. Councilmember Downey reported that she, Councilmember Woiwode and 
Councilmember Sandke spent last week at the San Diego Association of 
Governments’ retreat.  One of the reasons it was important that all them, as 
representatives of SANDAG, attended is there was discussion, debate and an 
opportunity for public input in choosing a ballot initiative that will go on the 
November ballot.  All voters in San Diego County will be asked to support what is 
known as a TransNet tax.   As a tax, this would require a 2/3 vote.  It is the 
continuation of the last two TransNet votes this county has taken.  The first time 
was to increase the sales tax by one-quarter percent.  The next time was another 
one-quarter percent and this is the last one-half percent of a one percent tax increase 
that was envisioned and authorized by the California legislature to help pay for 
infrastructure within San Diego County.   The entire nation has been struggling 
with completing infrastructure all over the country and in the last 10 years quite a 
bit has been done.  In San Diego County, because our population has been 
increasing the entire time, even during the housing crisis and downturn from loans 
and banking, our population keeps increasing.  What that means is more individuals 
on our roadways and using our public transit system.  This initiative is going to 
allow SANDAG to complete many of the highway projects that have been started; 
it allowed SANDAG to purchase the toll road that was originally a private toll road 
and lower toll costs for folks coming up as an alternative to the 805.  People can go 
to the SANDAG website for more information.   Available there is the list of 
projects that won’t be finished if we don’t pass the initiative.  One of the initiatives 
that most people support is an addition of a whole new trolley line known as the 
Purple Line that will start down in the South Bay and bring individuals up into San 
Diego.  She asked people to go to the website and provide comments.   

 
7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  City Manager Blair 
King reported that in January the City Council asked staff to work with the City’s lobbyist, 
Jonathan Clay, and pursue legislation to allow for speed cameras to be enacted in California.  As 
of February 19, which was the deadline to introduce legislation, there was not a bill that was 
introduced to allow for speed cameras.  Currently, speed cameras are not allowed either on local 
streets and roads or state highways.  Mr. Clay had discovered that there were two major cities in 
California who were interested in using speed cameras on local streets and roads.  These are the 
City of San Francisco and the City of San Jose.  He also discovered, during his due diligence, that 
Southern California AAA was strongly opposed to such legislation.   

 
Jonathan Clay, JGC Government Relations, provided additional comments.  They looked for a 
vehicle to try to see what opportunities there might be.   With the late January timing, the deadline 
had already passed for putting our own language into Leg Counsel, which is the first step in 
introducing a bill.  They approached some of the other major cities that they knew had been 
exploring this and had also heard that the Chair of the Senate Transportation Committee was going 
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to carry the bill.  Based on conversations with the Chief Consultant for the Senate Transportation 
and Housing Committee, who works for Senator Bell, they said that they had not pursued it because 
of the opposition from the auto clubs and conversations with the Governor’s office.  For those 
reasons, the Chair of the Committee opted not to do it.  They also had some further conversations 
on the Assembly side with the Assembly Transportation Committee.  One of the things they 
highlighted is, because this is a state highway and not a local street and road, Coronado would also 
likely engender opposition from the Highway Patrol and Highway Patrol unions.  For a variety of 
reasons, no one ended up introducing a bill on this matter.  The City could put its own language in 
and try to find an author to carry such legislation but the City Manager wanted him to walk the 
Council through the due diligence that was done in terms of trying to find at least a vehicle and 
also to understand where the potential pitfalls are in pursuing this type of legislation. 
 
Mayor Tanaka summarized that it is fair to say that the idea of putting in this legislation has fairly 
powerful enemies and no one put in legislation probably because they saw that it was a fairly uphill 
struggle for this year.   
 
Mr. Clay agreed and said that is historically why you haven’t had any movement on speed cameras 
for local streets and roads.  There is built-in opposition.    
 
Mayor Tanaka continued by saying that the next step forward for Coronado, strategicially, is to 
look for that same date in the next year and aim our efforts toward gathering intelligence to see if 
the climate is the same and what can be done to help.   
 
Mr. Clay added that if the City wishes to introduce legislation on it and have it be the City’s own 
sponsored bill with an author, the City should probably take action on something like that in 
November to try to give everyone enough time in the December time frame to start talking with 
members of the legislation delegation and members of the legislature so that we can get language 
into Leg Counsel for that January deadline and then be able to have a bill introduced by the 
February deadline.  There is always the possibility that someone could get an amended bill.   
 
Councilmember Sandke thanked Mr. Clay for his work on this.  He asked if he had found any 
difference in the approach, particularly in terms of the Highway Patrol saying they don’t want it 
on highways, and they don’t really enforce our highway anyway, in terms of different approaches 
versus local streets and roads and opposing them on highways.  Would we have an opportunity 
should, for example, our roadways no longer be state highways?  Would that open a door for us?   
 
Mr. Clay doesn’t feel that it does.  If it is a local street or road, it is probably more in the realm of 
possibility.  Some of the comments from the committee staff, who typically are the ones who do 
the analysis of these bills, asked what other measures have happened at the local level to try to 
calm traffic, etc.  The whole issue that it is a state highway complicates that.  There aren’t a lot of 
options for the City because of that.  He doesn’t want to say it gets easier if it is a local street and 
road because San Francisco and San Jose were exploring it for just local streets and roads and that 
didn’t happen either.  It seems more in the realm of the possible, though.   
 
Mr. King reminded everyone that this is a non-agenda item and falls into the context of the City 
Manager providing a report on direction provided by the City Council.  
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8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 
 8a. Public Hearing:  Adoption of a Resolution Approving a One-Lot Tentative 
Parcel Map to Allow for Condominium Ownership of Three Residential Units for the 
Property Addressed as 770 F Avenue in the R-3 (Multiple Family Residential) Zone (PC 
2015-21).   Tricia Olsen, Associate Planner, gave the presentation. 
 
Councilmember Downey asked a question about access into the units. 
 
Ms. Olsen explained that there is access along the sides and from the garages.   
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing and, seeing no one wishing to speak on the item, 
the public hearing was closed.   
 
 MSUC (Bailey/Sandke) moved that the City Council adopt A RESOLUTION 

OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING A ONE-LOT TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP TO 
ALLOW FOR CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP OF THREE 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR THE PROPERTY ADDRESSED AS 770 
F AVENUE, CORONADO, CALIFORNIA.  The Resolution was read 
by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by 
City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8789. 

 
Councilmember Downey explained to the public that although no one likes to see things that 
happen to historic properties, this is actually a success.  They were able to save the front house.  It 
gives the view and recognition that the City wants to have of that historical property.  That is why 
she was curious to see how the entrances went around the back and that people have to walk around 
the house to get to the front entrances.  This developer has complied with the City statutes and 
zoning and she will vote in support of the motion.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 8b. Public Hearing:  Adoption of a Resolution Approving a Two-Lot Tentative 
Parcel Map for the Property Addressed as 427 A Avenue in the R-1B (Single Family 
Residential) Zone (PC 2015-22).  Tricia Olsen, Associate Planner, gave the presentation. 
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing. 
 
Steve Mullin, applicant, explained that he is asking for relief from conditions 8, 9, 18, 19, 20 and 
24 on the proposed ordinance.  This is not a standard development.  He is not tearing anything 
down or putting anything up so there won’t be any traffic in the alley or anything being built.  He 
is trying to preserve the historical asset that is his house.  The Planning Commission raised the 
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issue of Adella Lane as the City’s responsibility.  He spoke about the specifics of what he is asking 
for.   
 
Councilmember Downey asked if these requests were raised with the Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Mullin didn’t raise anything at the Planning Commission because he didn’t think it was a 
negotiable kind of thing and when two of the Commissioners raised the issue, City staff talked 
them down.   
 
Floyd Ross used to live in this house.  He supports the applicant wholeheartedly.   
 
City Attorney Johanna Canlas commented that because these are items that were not discussed 
with staff earlier on, it may be beneficial for the Council to consider continuing the public hearing 
to a date certain so that staff can look at some of the issues.   
 
Mayor Tanaka added that the Council may adjudicate this itself.  That is his preference.   
 
Mayor Tanaka closed the public hearing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka wouldn’t ordinarily be interested in negotiating these items because they go through 
a pretty long process.  One of the things that makes this property and this situation different in his 
opinion is because all we are talking about is the parcel map split.  There is no new construction 
going on.  Many of the conditions that the applicant is debating are all tied to new construction.  It 
is a reasonable request to not charge the applicant to redo an alley that doesn’t need to be redone 
because there is no construction going on.  The same is true of the front sidewalk.  In the future, if 
one or both of the owners propose new construction, all of these conditions will start to come up 
and they will have to trigger it.  He is comfortable removing 8 and 9 and as far as 18, 19 and 20 he 
doesn’t see why we have to order the removal of trees.  He will not support removing condition 
24.  Even though no new construction is going on, the owner is getting a benefit and the benefit is 
the ability to sell two lots instead of one and that is why there is a housing fee.  This process is the 
same for everyone.  Everyone should follow the same rules.  He doesn’t see any merit for 
exempting that rule.  He is happy to exempt the other five because this is, in fact, atypical.   
 
 MSUC (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council adopt A RESOLUTION 

OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING A TWO-LOT TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP FOR THE 
PROPERTY ADDRESSED AS 427 A AVENUE, CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA.  The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its 
entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as 
RESOLUTION NO. 8790.  The Resolution reflects the removal of 
conditions 8, 9, 18, 19, 20.  Condition 24 is retained. 

 
Councilmember Downey agrees wholeheartedly with Mayor Tanaka’s analysis.  Condition 24 is 
actually the cost of getting a new lot designated so that you can sell it.  It doesn’t matter what you 
are doing.  That has to be done.  We are doing that.  We are taking one parcel and allowing it to 
be sold as two and that is what triggers that cost.   
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Councilmember Woiwode can see why 8 and 9 wound up in here since it is part of the process but 
he doesn’t know why 18 wound up in there.   
 
Cliff Maurer, Director of Public Services, explained that when there is a redevelopment and parcel 
split staff takes the opportunity to improve our parkways to the standards we want in the City.  At 
Mr. Mullin’s residence there are palms, which are not approved street trees.  Had this been a 
redevelopment, the palms would be removed and shade trees would be put in their place with a 
proper irrigation system to support those as once they are placed they become City-owned street 
trees.   
 
Councilmember Sandke thought there might have been some encumbrance to the public right-of-
way for people that use the parking spots adjacent to the property. 
 
Mr. Maurer did not think that was part of this.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 8c. Public Hearing: Adoption of a Resolution Implementing the Annual Indexed 
Adjustments to Police, EMS/Ambulance and Development-Related User Fees, and to the 
Wastewater Capacity Fees for Fiscal Year 2016-17.  Tom Ritter, Assistant City Manager, 
gave the presentation. 
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing and, seeing no one wishing to speak on the item, 
the public hearing was closed.   
 
 MSUC  (Sandke/Woiwode) moved that the City Council adopt A 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CORONADO ADOPTING THE FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 
SCHEDULES OF POLICE, EMS/AMBULANCE FEES, 
DEVELOPMENT USER FEES, AND WASTEWATER CAPACITY 
FEES TO BE CHARGED BY VARIOUS CITY DEPARTMENTS 
AND REPEALING PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED AND/OR 
CONFLICTING FEES FOR SUCH SERVICES.  The Resolution was 
read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and 
adopted by City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8791. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None 
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11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.   Mayor 
Tanaka asked Councilmembers to submit their reports in writing.   
 
 11b. Review of Commercial Loading Zones in the Alley Adjacent to the El Cordova 
Hotel and Oxford Park Complex (Block 4).   Blair King, City Manager, prefaced the report.  
City Attorney Johanna Canlas added that for those Council members who were not present at the 
time this was originally heard, there is a blue sheet item that has the staff report and the minutes 
available.  Jim Newton, Principal Engineer, gave the presentation. 
 
Councilmember Bailey referred to the letter from Tina Pivonka dating back to last year when this 
item first came up for consideration.  She had cited access as their primary concern or at least a 
big concern.  She also mentioned several units as being especially difficult for consistent access.  
These are Unit 1, Unit 6, Unit 7, Unit 8.  Mr. Newton mentioned that several calls that came in 
specifically spoke to having accessibility issues.  Did we ask which garages were still having those 
issues? 
 
Mr. Newton would need to go back to see if that could be identified through the call log records.  
He thinks most of those were to PD so he would need to coordinate with them on that.   
 
Councilmember Downey thinks that we will hear from the public that the other reason this was 
done was to figure out the noise and deal with some of the noise from the trucks.  The placement 
does seem to have helped in some instances but maybe not in every single unit.  Can Mr. Newton 
clarify for the record what the noise ordinance time is for trucks to be able to start unloading legally 
in this alley? 
 
Mr. Newton believes that the noise ordinance says that 7 a.m. is the time.   
 
Councilmember Sandke thought he read somewhere that there was a requirement or request to 
paint red curb or the red fire safety line down that alley.  He noticed in the photos that has not been 
done.  Did we decide not to do that or that it just was not appropriate for that alley? 
 
Mr. Newton explained that part of the initial request, when there were conversations with the Fire 
Department, was for safety, for accessibility.  One of the proposals from the residents, when they 
approached the Fire Department, was looking at some of the other alleys in town and why we don’t 
implement fire lane striping in this particular alley.  In this case, staff felt that because of the mixed-
use nature of this alley that it might not be the best approach.   
 
Mr. Sandke referred to the earlier comment that there are about 12 other mixed-use alleys.  Do we 
use the red striping in any of those? 
 
Mr. Newton believes that the majority do not have that striping.  There might be one or two blocks 
but he is not positive.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
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Patricia Faircloth, Oxford Park resident, commented that blocking of the garages is still happening.  
Trucks still park behind Units 1, 2 and 3 and they block access.  She feels that the City Council 
should not use what they perceive a lack of calls to the police as a determining factor.  She has 
called three times in the last two months and one of those times she called back because the truck 
had already left and she didn’t want to be the person who cried wolf.  Her personal experiences 
have shown that the police usually don’t come or they come out too late.  Her last call was this 
morning at 6 a.m. when a big truck was parked, definitely blocking her garage.  There was lots of 
noise.  The police did come out, and this was the only time she has ever had the police come out 
or they have come out, and he ended up backing out of the alley which made a lot of noise.  If she 
had known that the number of calls to the police was going to be relied on, she would have called 
every time there was a violation, even if she had no intent of leaving her garage but she didn’t do 
that.  She also wanted the City Council to realize that the staff’s field observations have limited 
value and that they actually show continued violations by the drivers.  Nineteen visits in one year 
is not a representative sample of 365 days, with 11 hours of commercial parking each day, 7 a.m. 
to 6 p.m., because that equals 4,015 hours, which gives a statistical sampling of 0.0047.  The field 
observations actually do show two violations though.  On 2/20/15, Zone 1, there is one truck and 
an additional truck parked behind it.  On 3/3/15, the grease truck is parked south of the loading 
zone.  That gives statistically 10% of the recorded observations given by the engineer as a 
violation.  What is even more important here, though, is significantly only three visits were made 
during the busy months, the summer months.  There were absolutely zero visits made in July.  Staff 
didn’t contact any of the residents before making that decision.  She suggests temporarily banning 
the commercial parking in the area adjacent to Oxford Park Zones 1 and 2.  Trucks can continue 
to park in Zone 3 behind Bruegger’s, on Orange in front of the Brigantine, and in the Brigantine 
parking lot in the morning.  If this is not enough, also consider adding another commercial zone 
on Orange behind the current zone and in front of the timeshare on Adella because there are no 
guest rooms on that side.  Test for six months to see how that goes. 
 
Mike Morton, President, Brigantine Corporation, operator of Miguel’s and the Brigantine, 
recommended accepting the staff recommendation of keeping the loading zones as is.  He believes 
this was a good compromise between the entire alley and having no parking whatsoever for 
deliveries.  They work with all of their vendors.  He made personal phone calls to all of their 
vendors and asked them to be respectful of the City ordinance and to come out after 7 a.m., 
specifically the grease pumping company, and since then, and he believes the residents would 
agree, they have been in compliance within the loading zone and they have been trying to come at 
later hours, altering their schedules in several hours to try to be respectful.  He respectfully asked 
for Council approval of the staff recommendation. 
 
Rita Sarich, Coronado MainStreet, commented that the Board of Coronado MainStreet supports 
the staff recommendation.  Perhaps it is not a perfect solution but in this busy mixed-use alley, it 
serves the important needs of the businesses and it doesn’t lose any on-site parking.   
 
Tina Pivonka, Unit 1, commented that they did meet with Mike Morton and the El Cordova group 
in January.  They did talk about a lot of issues and she knows that Mr. Morton has made some 
calls.  She does ask why Shamrock was there at 6 a.m. this morning with two guys offloading from 
the back and the side, banging their boxes, talking at 6 a.m.  If Shamrock had been notified and if 
the truckers were complying that wouldn’t have happened this morning.  It still is happening.  She 
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suggests that the Council take a look.  Yes, the grease truck has started to come later but now he 
is parking in the front, in front of the dumpsters, illegally.  She sent pictures of that last week.  
There has been discussion in the past that the hotel was there first and that the hotel pays all of 
these taxes.  The situation has changed.  The community has gotten bigger.  The trucks are bigger.  
Miguel’s expanded.  There are many more deliveries.  There is more trash.  There is more noise.  
The trucks are still noisy, polluting and blocking their access.  What can be done because there 
does need to be a balance for the interests of the residents, with the commercial, with the visitors?  
As they have had to live with this for over a year and it is better but it is still not satisfactory.  She 
would propose that if the two spots were just banished for six months to see what happens that the 
trucks would do just fine with the commercial loading on Orange that is there that has always been 
there.  They are now parking on the street on Adella, early in the morning, not before 7 but doing 
the big truck loading.  It is working fine.  They still have Bruegger’s and they are using the 
Brigantine restaurant.  They use that back alley because it is there.  That front area – there were no 
observations by staff of the front area on Orange to see how often that was open while those trucks 
were being used.  She asked that the City continue with the experimentation and see about taking 
those two spots out for six months to see how much trouble there is.  She will submit that there is 
not going to be that much trouble.  In the event that the City wants to maintain the status quo, they 
ask that the City please repaint the “keep clear” lines and the yellow that is there because they are 
almost gone and she doesn’t know how easily they could be seen.  The no parking sign was right 
there and was violated by Shamrock.  If they could at least have the lettering repainted, at a very 
minimum, but she did suggest that the City go for the residents this time and see how it goes.   
 
Betty Galbo showed the log of all the calls she has made.  Since then there have been more.  She 
wishes the Council had been there this morning to see this fellow helping them back out.  She 
asked why they were backing out.  Why didn’t they just go straight through the alley?  He 
responded that they were trying to make a fast get away.  They were young kids driving these 
trucks.  He jockeyed back and forth.  Her day did not go well.  The notifications that Mike Morton 
gave obviously are not effective because this was to alert the suppliers not to come before 7 a.m.  
They do.  One came this morning and it was horrible.  It has become a nightmare, especially for 
her, because the City has demarcated a 60’ area directly behind her unit.  These trucks are 5’ from 
her bedroom.  She saw the mail truck just “wail” down, passing a delivery truck on his left.  She 
gets the brunt of all the deliveries.  She knows this is a balancing act.  This is about health and 
safety versus money.  As far as Mr. Walton’s recommendation, it is not working.  That was based 
on incomplete information.  She asked that the City remove the demarcation from behind her unit.   
 
Jerry Davee, one of the owners of the El Cordova Hotel since 1974, went through the process with 
the City Engineer and staff in 2014.  Staff very thoroughly reviewed all of the options that were 
available to accommodate the needs of the Oxford Park condominium owners to get into their 
garages.  That is what this was all about – accessibility.  We have added onto that since that time 
with noise, pollution, quality of life, and a lot of other things.  He is willing to address those 
although the issue was whether or not you could get into your garage and that has been solved.  
There is not one person who cannot get into their garage.  These trucks are not out there 11 hours 
a day.  They deliver in the morning and they are gone.  They come at various times but there is 
traffic going up and down this alley all day long and it has nothing to do with the El Cordova.  We 
need to have the deliveries of food and supplies to our tenants and to the hotel in order to operate.  
That is the purpose of an alley.  It is not to put traffic out on Orange Avenue as has now been 
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suggested that we are going to park in loading zones in front of the Brigantine.  What would they 
do?  Deliver their goods through the hotel entrance and then around through the lobby?  We went 
through that when we did this in 2014 and the City Engineer came up with a reasonable plan at 
that time.  It allowed accessibility.  The worst thing that happens now is if there is a truck they 
may have to back or jockey to get into that garage location.  They have observed all this.  The City 
Engineer’s office has observed it.  The Police Department has observed it.  In all this time, there 
have been two or three accessibility calls made since 2014 in November.  That is over 400 days.  
And we’ve had three calls?  If you have complaints that have been suppressed that is not their 
fault.  We aren’t dealing with something that wasn’t called in.  It apparently wasn’t something that 
was thought to be very monumental at the time.  What this has gotten down to is really a noise 
issue.  And what it has gotten down to is the point where now we have had to have a cease and 
desist order against Betty Galbo from coming into our lobby and yelling at our manager, yelling 
at our staff and disrupting our guests.  We didn’t want to do this but it has come to that.  We have 
accommodated every single request that she has complained about – the air conditioning units are 
too loud in the back side of our units – they were replaced.  We are still working on replacing some 
of them with a newer kind.  She has complained about the grease trap.  You have to take this stuff 
out.  It is a health and safety issue.  There is no other way.  We aren’t going to put that out on 
Adella and it isn’t going to be put out on Orange Avenue.  The alley is the only way to 
accommodate things that are necessary in order for a hotel operation like theirs and the restaurants 
that are in it to operate.  He understands sensibility to noise.   If you live on an alley, you are going 
to have to accept the noise that comes with it.   
 
Bella, Unit 3 resident, where the first loading zone is, commented that not only do they not use the 
loading zones very well they also just aren’t very useful at all.  She hears noises every morning for 
an hour to two hours before she has to wake up for school.  It is very annoying.  When the cars 
and the trucks are passing, they leave around one inch when they are passing.  That is probably 
not the safest thing.  We don’t use the A/C in our house, which means we have to leave the 
windows open in the mornings and deal with the noise even louder.  It doesn’t make much 
difference when you close the windows.  She has seen plenty of different trucks go outside of 
alleys that are used commercially.  She has seen them park outside the alley and not disturb anyone.  
She doesn’t see why it is that big of a difference to move these places.   
 
Marc Potash, President, RAR Hospitality, the management company that manages the hotel, 
thanked staff for the recommendation and the Council for addressing this again.  We appreciate 
that there is a balance that has to go on between the residents and business.  One of the things that 
has made Coronado flourish is the community feel and the small village feel but we also have 
some very vibrant small businesses.  His responsibility, as the hotel operator, is to ensure that there 
is a good balance between the business needs and the needs of the residents.  Unfortunately, there 
has been some back and forth and one of the reasons that they appreciate this situation with the 
loading zones is it really is a compromise.  It was an accessibility issue and has suddenly become 
a much larger issue that really hadn’t come much to their attention.  Unfortunately, the ownership 
did have to issue this cease and desist letter that was something that they didn’t want to do but did 
become a harassment issue for their team members, which became a safety issue.  At the end of 
the day, there are two things.  It is a compromise.   Everyone is not going to be happy in a 
compromise but everyone is getting some to give another bit.  What they are looking for is the 
reasonable balance, which is what staff is recommending – to continue with the loading zones as 
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they are.  They are working with the vendors.  Not every vendor is perfect.  When there are 
enforcement issues, we appreciate the efforts with the police, with whom they have a great 
relationship.  At the end of the day, he wants to make sure we all understand that this is a 
compromise and we are working in our best interests and with the residents.   We are working to 
do what is in the best interest of the City, of the residents, and of the business.   
 
Mark Francois, General Manager, El Cordova Hotel, commented that this is a difficult issue for 
everyone.  They work tirelessly to maintain a state of peace and calm and try to consider the needs 
of everyone here.  The truth of the matter is that eliminating the first two loading zones grossly 
inhibits the business from being able to operate.  In addition to creating logistical nightmares, you 
are posing potential safety concerns for the vendors providing their goods and services to our 
businesses.  We work with our neighbors.  We have made ourselves available to our neighbors to 
address their concerns individually.  In previous meetings they have acknowledged that it has 
improved dramatically.  We would ask that the City Council, today, support the staff 
recommendation, allow our businesses to operate and contribute to the community meaningfully 
as we have for over 80 years, and continue the compromise as is.   
 
Mayor Tanaka is ambivalent.  He thinks we are here because this is an example of extremely poor 
zoning.  Ordinarily you wouldn’t put these two uses next to each other.  Ordinarily you wouldn’t 
have the commercial side’s use come so close to the alley.  If we could start from scratch, we 
would have done this much differently.  It is inevitable that, from time to time, you have to deal 
with unintended consequences.  We have dense residential on one side of an alley and we have 
dense commercial on the other.  It is absolutely fair to say that what we did 12 or 14 months ago 
was absolutely a compromise.  We have two competing interests that want the alley to be used a 
certain way and he voted for the compromise and very much believes that we said to try something 
that is in the middle that gives the commercial side loading zones but that we put them in areas 
where they are less likely to block garages.  Obviously, someone not being able to use his or her 
garage in a useful way was something we were going to have to deal with and we did.  He is 
ambivalent because, in the end, it is clear that the compromise still favors the commercial side.  
The commercial side gets the commercial loading parking they need very close to their businesses 
and obviously that is a narrow alley.  When you look at various pictures, even when the trucks are 
parked properly, it is not like they are neatly tucked away.  It still creates enough room to move 
but is not something he would want to drive by.  Quite frankly, it is obvious to him that the 
residential side of this alley doesn’t feel well served by the compromise.  If they don’t feel well 
served by it, he has to give some pause and think about whether this is the best solution forward.  
If he takes everyone’s self-interest out of this and asks what the best use of this alley is, to him it 
is rather obvious that the best use of an alley is that cars can move in and out of it safely, with 
relative ease and so on.  In his opinion, at least on first glance, the best use of this alley is not 
impeding it with really large trucks.  We are going to have to figure out everyone’s needs but 
objectively if he heard that an alley between two residential blocks had consistently the same 
blockage problem, he would not look kindly on whoever was doing the blocking.  Ordinarily he 
would side with the residents.  If he was in the same shoes as Oxford Park residents, he is sure he 
would be frustrated too.  So he is ambivalent.  He wants to find a solution that both sides can 
embrace and he was happy that we gave the compromise a shot but he is not entirely convinced 
that the compromise worked and he is not entirely convinced that it is our best solution forward.  
He is very much interested in hearing what the rest of the Council has to say.  He thinks he is 
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swayed by the idea that if we removed the loading zones those trucks would find a place to park 
so he is not entirely convinced that this is all or nothing.  One speaker said that we gave a 12-
month trial to this solution to see if it would work.  Maybe it is fair to say that we should give some 
other solution a try for 12 months.  Should we test the theory that trucks would find loading 
elsewhere because there are other loading zones and there are some that aren’t being used like the 
one right at the end of the alley?  Necessity is the mother of invention.   
 
Councilmember Downey has a different perspective.  As someone who lived in the 300 block of 
D, she was one of those people that lived on a block that was all residential on their side of the 
alley and commercial that didn’t have any parking.  As she understands it, the compromise has 
done two things.  It has given more opportunity for more people to get in and out of their garages 
but because of that, the trucks now, instead of being anywhere in the alley they want to be, are 
concentrating in areas so more noise is going to specific homes than would have gone when the 
trucks were dispersed.  Although we do have some complaints, and she doesn’t deny them, it 
appears they are the location in the alley that is the best way to get them away from people trying 
to ingress and egress in their units.  She thinks that did work.  She thinks it solved the original 
problem.  Maybe we need to ask ourselves if the second issue, the noise issue, can be addressed.  
She asked staff, because this has been an ongoing question, as to what our noise ordinance says 
when noises can happen.  The Shamrock truck that was there at 6 a.m. was obviously violating our 
noise ordinances.  She appreciates the police not wanting to issue tickets to everyone if they didn’t 
know but she has talked to one of the owners of the businesses and all of the owners that delivered 
were notified that they needed to comply with the Coronado zoning code.  She thinks what we 
need to do is just make a decision, as a Council, just like we asked our police to seriously enforce 
speeding on Third and Fourth, that, all over town, we need to seriously enforce the noise ordinance.  
It is not just in this alley.  It is everywhere.  Her suggestion is to leave the zones where they are.  
It is a compromise that works.  She thinks we seriously make a statement about enforcement of 
noise.  She would ask the businesses that have contractors to issue, in writing, to every single 
contractor, what the noise ordinance says so that whether you are new or not you were supposed 
to get that passed down and you showed up with your truck.  If you show up before 6, you will get 
a ticket.  It is only going to happen once in every business and then that will get passed down to 
every driver.  That is kind of harsh and she recognizes that but she was sitting at her house when 
her next door neighbor was redoing their home and EDCO showed up at 6 a.m. with a dumpster.  
That is the solution we should be talking about.  The real problem we are having is noise in that 
alley and it is the same in every alley all over town.   
 
Councilmember Bailey is pleased to hear that the compromise the Council moved forward on last 
time around has at least made the situation a little better, albeit far from perfect.  It has improved 
the situation somewhat.  No matter what we do, though, the access is never going to be great.  
Accessibility is never going to be perfect here because of how narrow the alley is.  Even if we 
were to remove the commercial loading zones, if we aren’t actually enforcing people not parking 
in those commercial loading zones, then the accessibility will remain the exact same as it is today.  
There was a statement made that the current compromise doesn’t remove any parking spots from 
our streets when in fact it does.  If we have residents that are no longer using their garage, then 
they are parked on the streets.  He is open to considering other alternatives but at the very, very 
least, if we were to move forward with the status quo, we need increased enforcement in this area.  
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If it wouldn’t improve accessibility, at the very least it should help with the noise issues.  He would 
really like to see City staff step up in that regard, especially for the early morning noise.   
 
Councilmember Sandke thinks Ms. Downey laid it out very nicely.  He was surprised to learn that 
the vote for this was 3-2.  The goal was to preserve the parking for the residents, accommodate 
commercial parking, and accommodate visitor parking.  The plan that came out of the Council 
achieved those goals relative to our strategic plan and what we need to have happen in our 
downtown.  The hotel folks spoke very eloquently to their commercial needs and their efforts to 
work with their vendors, which clearly are not 100%.  He thinks some opportunities exist with the 
vendors to force a little better behavior from there.  He applauds his colleagues speaking about 
additional enforcement.  He also found himself very much in line with former Councilmember 
Ovrom’s opinion on this.   You are serving an awful lot of businesses and not just the El Cordova 
and the Brigantine.  He doesn’t think you can eliminate commercial traffic in this alley and he 
doesn’t think you should eliminate these spots.  We should do the enforcement piece and do a little 
bit more effort with the vendors to work with them to be good neighbors.  When he walked the 
alley with Ms. Galbo, they saw some opportunities for signage.  There may be some other 
opportunities for red curbs in that alley that might be helpful.  He would be supportive of the staff 
recommendation along with some incumbency upon the vendors and commercial businesses to be 
more respectful of the residents. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode reiterated that when the Council talked about this the last time, it was 
about access to the garages and that was the basis of the recommendation.  He is pleased to hear 
that has improved.  It is frustrating to see drivers disrespectful of the rules that have been set.  We 
are going to have a lot of traffic in this alley whether we remove those spots or not.  It really seems 
important to him that the businesses do all they can to make sure that those spaces are properly 
used and that we don’t have trucks stacking behind the space and Mr. Sandke’s suggestion that 
you don’t open the door before 7 a.m. will help make the point to the drivers.  It seems to him that 
putting the burden on the police is going to be hit or miss but where we really could have constant 
enforcement is from the businesses themselves making sure there aren’t any violations in that alley.  
Trucks are going to use that alley whether they park to unload or not.  It is going to be a noisy alley 
and nothing we do, including moving loading zones, is going to keep that from occurring.  We 
absolutely should be able to make this solution work since it looks to him like the only problems 
have been those who didn’t respect the spaces that we lined out.  That brings up another point.  We 
need to restripe and make those markings much more visible.  He is supportive of continuing with 
the process.  He would really like to see the businesses take ownership for enforcement and he 
would like the City to help out by restriping the place.   
 
 MS  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve maintaining 

the existing loading zones in the alley but we additionally request the 
owners of the businesses, in writing, to notify all of the contractors or 
delivery people as to what the hours are for noise reduction in 
Coronado and not to deliver before those start.  The Council directs 
that the police enforce that as soon as they are notified and that the 
markings are repainted.   

 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  96 
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 March 15, 2016   
 

96 

Ms. Downey asked if there is any reason we couldn’t put a sign up limiting hours for loading and 
unloading.  She would like the sign to reflect the noise ordinance hours. 
 
Ms. Canlas commented that the City’s noise ordinance precludes loading and unloading from the 
hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.   
 
Mr. King added that the issue of signage came up a year ago when this was discussed.  At the time 
one of the conflicts was that it is tight.  Staff will put the signage up as it can to advise people.   
 
 MSC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve maintaining 

the existing loading zones in the alley but we additionally request the 
owners of the businesses, in writing, to notify all of the contractors or 
delivery people as to what the hours are for noise reduction in 
Coronado and not to deliver before those start.  The Council directs 
that the police enforce that as soon as they are notified and that the 
markings are repainted.  Loading hour restrictions are to be marked 
on, in or near the spots.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode  
   NAYS:  Tanaka 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
  11c. Gateway Vision Plan Design Concepts and Direction.   City Manager Blair King 
gave a brief introduction.  Councilmember Bailey, subcommittee member, added introductory 
remarks.  Cliff Maurer, Public Services & Engineering Director, gave the presentation.   
 
Councilmember Sandke commented that one of the things they talked about through the campaign 
was pedestrian and bicycle rampage up to the wing to incorporate the wing in a more useful 
manner.  He is not sure if this is too early in the process to ask if that has been a consideration or 
if it is still in play.   
 
Mr. Maurer responded by saying that would not be taken out of play.  That was discussed in the 
earlier public meetings and with the consultant earlier.  It certainly could be done.  The one 
objection to that was that the wing structure was too far east of where we need the pedestrians and 
cyclists to cross.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
David Fairbank commented that looking at the improved proposal there is a certain ambivalence 
as to the pedestrian crossing at Fourth Street and Glorietta.  One is to put a wall up so you cannot 
cross.  Another is to put an island in the middle so you can cross and he would presume putting in 
a cross walk of some sort.  Not included in the proposal is part of the proposal that is in the second 
option, which is the roundabout, which is the pedestrian overpass.  That pedestrian overpass is 
very vague.  He would suggest that if the pedestrian overpass idea is still alive, which he thinks it 
is, that it be included in the scope of work for our consultant to consider the feasibility so that when 
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it comes back to whether we want to build such a thing, we know what it is we are talking about, 
where it goes and what the engineering problems are we would have to face.  He is not advocating 
for it.  In fact, once we get to see what it really is, he might be opposed to it.  He thinks we should 
know what it is we are talking about.   
 
Bonnie Carpenter was on the traffic committee some 35 years ago and it appears that there has 
been no perceivable change other than more vehicles and bicycles.  When residents, tourists and 
workers come into Coronado, they see a falling apart, paint peeling, old dirty toll plaza, dead tree, 
and a Caltrans parking lot.  They used to see the old blue port-a-potty until the residents 
complained.  For the past month, she has seen a pillow and some metal objects at the entrance of 
the bridge by the Golf Course.  She doesn’t see that the powers that be are those who are 
responsible to keep our roadways clear and in good working condition really care for our fine 
City’s appearance and where they are coming and going.  If there is money to replace perfectly 
good sidewalks like Second Street and Orange Avenue, it is going on now as well as a number of 
other previous replacements, she hopes there will be sufficient funds to allocate for the 
refurbishment and beautification of the entrance to Coronado.  It is time for a change and a new 
look for Coronado.   
 
Michael Schmid stated that his biggest concern with what he is hearing is that there is going to be 
money spent to beautify which is all good but he wants to make sure there is enough money left to 
actually calm traffic and make the City safer while it is beautiful.  He is wondering how this project 
fits in with the security station there operated by CHP for bridge security and if that is closing 
down and if that affects this whole project and also how possible relinquishment would affect this 
project.   
 
Toni McGowan is good with any of the options but she has spent a lot of time at the toll plaza.  
The truth is it is an orphaned building.  It has a lot of jurisdictions but no one is taking ownership 
of it.  Whatever happens, it would be nice if we could make that a useful space.  The electricians 
are there.  CHP is there.  She thinks that making use of it would be good.  It would be a nice place 
for a museum or something that is tourist drawing and where people would want to stop and spend 
a little time instead of it just being a byway.  With all the options that are there, if it looks like we 
are just going to be redoing it, making it a place that has some love where people want to stop is 
going to be important or it is just going to end up as an orphan again.   
 
David Greer mentioned the idea of looking into it for a transit center, a place where people can 
park before they come to Coronado to get some information.  The 904 bus could take people from 
there to other points in Coronado.  There is space there to use it more appropriately and make it 
work for us.   
 
Rita Sarich, Coronado MainStreet, is so excited that this project has been resurrected.  We have 
been working on this for years.  She read the motion from the MainStreet Board, “MainStreet 
supports the retention and restoration of the wing as part of the City’s entrance project.  We feel 
that the wing is worthy of preservation as a historic architectural structure and it is an integral part 
of the bridge’s original design.  We are also mindful of the project’s scale as the area is adjacent 
to a residential neighborhood.  We support the addition of traffic calming elements that are 
practical and aesthetically pleasing.  We further support the addition of responsible water 
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conscious landscaping through the S curve which was omitted last time and the S curve corridor 
to minimize the amount of asphalt.  We appreciate the Council’s efforts to initiate this very 
important project as quickly as possible as the renovation of our City’s entrance has been on the 
MainStreet agenda as well as the City’s for years.  From a practical standpoint, working with the 
existing structure we feel is the most cost effective and, therefore, the most expedient solution.” 
 
David McDonald wanted to say with all of the money that we are proposing to spend on 
beautifying this area he is very surprised that we are not all looking into the option of getting cars 
from the neighborhoods of First, Second and Third and the Tidelands area, including Tidelands 
Park, the hotel, the Hospital and those areas for people that come over and all they want to do is 
get back over the bridge but they can’t get to it from that area without going through our 
neighborhoods, whether that is First, Second, Third, Orange, A, B and C and impacting those 
neighborhoods when all they want to do is get on Fourth and go over the bridge.  He can’t believe 
we can’t come up with an idea to build something to get people back onto that bridge from the 
Tidelands area.  He appreciates the effort to beautify that area which many people believe is an 
eyesore and has been for many years; however, let’s start looking and making decisions about the 
infrastructure in our City to accommodate all of the cars that come over the bridge every single 
day and all they want to do is get back over the bridge.  We need to find a solution to get those 
cars from that area back onto the bridge without impacting the rest of the City.   
 
Mike Donovan thinks that the plan that the subcommittee put together with City staff is a logical 
way to move forward.  The grand plan is going to be a waste of time because it is just too much 
money.  He thinks that the way this is headed is right.  He put in a plug for preserving the wing.  It 
is part of the original structure of the bridge from an artistic standpoint.  It kind of represents the 
1960s and 1970s when the bridge was built.  If we do tear it down, we will be sorry we did down 
the line.  He would really recommend keeping it.  He did see one picture or sketch of having, in 
big letters, on top of the wing, ‘Welcome to Coronado.’  He would highly vote against that.   
 
Susan Anderson was one of the non-artistic people who applied and put in one of the very first 
examples of what was wrong with Coronado.  She was part of that initial group of real estate 
people.  She was thrilled when she was asked to put her thoughts together.  She went to every 
subsequent meeting of the group that was put together to come up with the six different options 
and that is what she thought was going to be discussed today.  She likes the idea of moving forward 
with this.  She thinks it is well past time.  If our money is losing value, we should take action now.  
One of the things she is concerned about is that it should be taken in context with the traffic issues 
we are facing.  Slowing down the traffic coming off that bridge is the single most important thing.  
Beautification certainly but safety second and part of it should be the access of pedestrians across 
that.  She disagrees with Mike and Rita about the wing.  She thinks it should be torn down and 
thrown away.  She thinks there was a problem with the structure itself in terms of getting the traffic 
on because of the placement of the posts in the wing itself.  She loved the roundabout option 
because that slowed the traffic down.  Plantings should be environmentally useful and thoughtful.   
 
Danny Zaragoza never even understood why it looked like it did when it was a tollbooth.  It was 
disappointing to see very small turnouts at the meetings for something that is so important for the 
City.  It is such an important piece of our property and our City.  He sees a roundabout because 
the focus is slowing down traffic.  In every meeting that was key.  The other possibility that he 
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sees there is reconnecting Glorietta for pedestrians.  It is not an easy thing to do but it is really not 
that difficult to do and it was discussed more in depth at the meetings.  The wing only works its 
purpose as what it was for – a toll plaza.  That is why it either stays as it is or it goes because 
something else is happening.  The CHP does not need to be there for any reason.   
 
Charles Crehore hopes that whatever we do we keep in mind about maintaining it.  Every time he 
drives through there he can’t understand why it is allowed to look the way it is right now.  There 
is trash, weeds, garbage, peeling paint – it looks like you are entering a ghetto.  He has no idea 
why it hasn’t been cleaned up.  He hopes that whatever is put in there will be maintained better 
than what has been maintained there now.   
 
Kim Schmid loves the idea of the roundabout as long as it would incorporate both Third and 
Fourth.  We could make that a really beautiful area to have that be calming as you go on and as 
you are coming off.   
 
Fern Nelson thinks all of these ideas are wonderful.  We just need to get moving on it.  There are 
so many things that need to come together.  We do need to have cohesion on this.  We have all 
agreed that we need traffic calming.  We definitely need a pedestrian crossing.  She likes the idea 
of the traffic from Tidelands having a nice way to get onto Fourth and the bridge.  Beautifying, of 
course, in the area as it always does look bad.  As far as the wing goes, she is not a fan of the wing.  
She didn’t even realize that it was a real wing until one of the meetings.  You can only tell it is a 
wing from the air.  She doesn’t think most people that go through there realize that this is supposed 
to be a wing of a plane.  She likes the roundabout idea and if we want to have a tribute to our 
aviators that could be built in with the roundabout.   
 
Councilmember Bailey reiterated that there is broad dissatisfaction with the appearance of the toll 
plaza.  This is a really good opportunity to deploy some solutions to help with traffic calming.  
When we were first going down this path three years ago, he showed up at the public workshop 
where that drawing was presented and we only had two people from the public there and one 
person was there by mistake.  As far as the public outreach this time around, he attended both 
public workshops and there were between 40 and 60 people at each of them.  There were hundreds 
of people who participated through a website where the different options were presented and the 
results of that survey are included in the staff report.  This time around, there has been a lot more 
public outreach and a lot more public involvement.  While he was hoping that there would be some 
real big master plan that everyone seemed to get behind, there really wasn’t.  All in all he thinks 
that a lot of people really liked the roundabout idea.  That was his first choice as well until he saw 
the price tag.  The preserve and improve approach is much more feasible from an engineering 
standpoint and the funding is also available.  It is very likely to have the public’s support.  In 
addition to that, we can still receive a lot of the same benefits of a roundabout if the preserve and 
improve approach were to deflect traffic out even further than it currently is today.  He thinks there 
are still some benefits that we can have, similar to the roundabout concept, and we can incorporate 
that into the preserve and improve approach.  Under the current recommendation to move forward 
with that CHP building would possibly be on the table.  We wouldn’t necessarily say not to touch 
it but we are also not saying we have to get rid of it.  It is something that is on the table.  As far as 
the connectivity for pedestrians along Glorietta that is still also on the table.  The pedestrian bridge 
would also still be an option.  What the recommendation does is create a framework and the City 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  100 
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 March 15, 2016   
 

100 

can color within these lines for a certain budget.  That is what this whole exercise has been.  He is 
happy to move forward with it as it is.  He does want to be clear for the public that although this 
is a great opportunity to improve the aesthetics of the entrance to our City, he knows all the Council 
members and he would agree that this is a great opportunity to improve the traffic calming 
elements.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode began by saying that when we took this on the reason we took it on is 
because we felt that the landscaping project didn’t do enough in the traffic calming area and it 
didn’t solve some of the systemic problems that we thought this project could solve.  So we have 
made that part of it a priority throughout our discussions.  The point Mr. Bailey made about 
deflection of the lanes accomplishing much of what the roundabout would do is entirely on point.  
We specifically discussed that as we were looking at various options.  There are other things that 
are traffic-calming measures that we have said we want to do on the rest of Third and Fourth and 
our expectation is that those things would come into this project as well.  For instance, it may be 
appropriate to have a speed table as you exit the bridge.  That is one of the kinds of things we 
ought to be looking at.  Whether or not the wing stays – visually it is a very strong traffic-calming 
element.  It is a barrier.  If we take that out, we have to put in something that has the same kind of 
calming effect psychologically to slow drivers down as well as physically to require them to make 
some maneuvers.  All those are the kinds of things we want to talk about and that would be talked 
about in the context of an environmental study.  The point, at this stage, is for us to create a project.  
That is what the feedback from these public workshops indicates.  He is delighted that there was 
so much interest and so much online interest and that is a testimony to the point that Mr. Bailey 
made in looking at it last time around when no one showed up.  The consultant did a really good 
job with public outreach.  We do think we have some understanding of what the public wants to 
accomplish.  We have an identified source of funds, which fits this task perfectly, which is the 
bridge toll funds.  There is nothing more germane to the purpose of those bridge toll funds than 
trying to calm traffic in and out of Coronado.  We would like to go forward with it and we would 
like to keep it in a scale that is doable, both in terms of political will and also financially.   
 
Mayor Tanaka referred to page 178 of the staff report where it mentions that we got to a point 
where we put a subcommittee together in November 2013.  On November 5, 2013, we had a plan 
we could have voted to move forward on, funded and proceeded with.  We chose not to.  He 
remembers uttering that the plan before the Council at that time was a “B.”  One of the reasons 
they didn’t move forward with it was because Mr. Woiwode and Mr. Bailey said that we could do 
better.  When we talk about how our money has less purchasing power, he would also say that it 
is also our fault that we let it go.  We didn’t hold ourselves accountable to having a quicker 
timeline.  Hopefully what we bought with that time is a better design, a better plan and he thinks 
that is what the Council needs to decide today.  One thing that is really clear for him is that people 
are divided over the wing.  If nothing else, we should put something to a vote.  The easiest thing 
to put to a vote is whether the City should continue to plan around retaining that wing structure as 
part of a future gateway project.  One reason he thinks it would be wise to move forward with 
some kind of a vote is because we don’t really know what our citizens want and why not get the 
feedback.  We are not handicapping ourselves because three years later we don’t have a plan.  We 
don’t know to what extent preserve and improve existing would be that wing or what we would 
want to do with that.  At least finding out if the public wanted to keep it and also what the vote 
turn out is would be telling.  All of us agree that we wish that the entryway to our City, no matter 
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what it is, was maintained better.  We all have to acknowledge, though, that it is not an accident.  
The reason that area is not maintained well is because it is grossly unsafe.  It is no accident that 
the state doesn’t have great plans for cleaning that area up and maintaining it.  He thinks we all 
need to think about that.  It is certainly a challenge to keep that wing structure maintained properly 
and the physical plant maintained properly.  He thinks we do have time to put that in as part of 
preserve and improve.  He is sure that, to whatever extent the City of Coronado would be willing 
to take the lead, he has more confidence in our commitment to maintain cleanliness and good 
upkeep in that area.  That is also a good question about the wing structure.  It has lasted this long.  
One can presume that it is probably in good enough shape to last another some number of decades 
but we don’t know for sure.  What he does know is that it isn’t easy to just shut that area down and 
do maintenance.  The only time we could shut it down and do maintenance would be 2 or 3 a.m. 
and he is just guessing.  Also, we have that unique geographic isolation that if and when we do 
shut the bridge down we are creating some problems for people getting in and out of Coronado, 
particularly if there is an emergency.  All of that brings him back to whether or not we want to 
keep the wing structure.  Is it wise to keep a structure that we are forever going to have a challenge 
maintaining?  He is certainly for letting the voters decide that instead of the Council or if there are 
three or more members who just want to move forward and get something done to beautify that 
area, then maybe we just want to take the risk and bet on the wing now.  He would rather put it to 
a vote and then have firmer marching orders.    
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that he and Mr. Bailey had this discussion with staff several times.  The 
way they proposed to resolve it is that they are proposing that wing structure removal be one of 
the options studied in this next phase because there are environmental consequences of removing 
it or of retaining it, there are cost consequences of removing or retaining, and there are traffic-
calming issues associated with removing or retaining.  They didn’t feel they had all the answers to 
those questions to be able to make that decision at this point.  That is why they want it to be part 
of the next phase.   
 
Mayor Tanaka would rather, to some extent, find out what the public wants to do and then work 
on the engineering.  He feels like we are drifting.  The only thing we would be deciding on if we 
went with preserve and improve is that we are all agreeing that we didn’t like the price tags of the 
other items and that is reasonable and fair but he still doesn’t feel like we have a vision that could 
be easily described if asked.  This is definitely just punting it to the next council because we haven’t 
really provided a vision other than we are going to focus on that same place that we started in 
2013.  He is willing to move forward with the recommendation but he is just not excited about it.   
 
Councilmember Downey attended some of the workshops as a civilian resident who was 
interested.  She has to say that she really, really agrees with Mr. Bailey in that she liked the 
roundabout.  She thought that was a nice way to enter Coronado.  She also didn’t realize it was a 
wing when she came to Coronado 22 years ago.  She agrees that we are split in this town.  She  has 
heard 50/50 about who likes the wing and who doesn’t.  One of the things we don’t like isn’t so 
much the wing structure but it is the way the building and the fencing, when you come into town, 
is maintained.  She didn’t hear any discussion about that.  Part of the problem is trying to figure 
out who has the legal authority over that building.  At this point, we don’t know.  One of the issues 
she heard is people wanted to know if we could do something about that fence.  She asked if that 
was discussed at all. 
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Mr. Bailey responded that the specific element was not but it was not precluded either.  It was 
simply a matter of whether we wanted to preserve and improve this area.   
 
Ms. Downey would be very interested in that if that is in this option.  There are two things that we 
can do.  We seem to be much better at getting things done than Caltrans does in terms of cleaning, 
repairing, painting.  She would be interested in seeing what we could do to that, if we have to keep 
the building, to make it look prettier or put a prettier fence around it, etc.  The way the fence is 
now allows all kinds of garbage to be left there.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that this is a wish list.  He assumes there is no objection to Ms. 
Downey’s argument of trying to improve aesthetics any way we can, including plans with fencing.   
 
Mr. Bailey thinks that would be the expectation in moving forward with preserve and improve. 
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that what they did when they left the Council meeting with the charge 
to work on this was to open the aperture fully and to say we are going to consider these grand 
plans.  There were six different options that emerged from all of that.  The stage we are at in this 
process is that we have enough information that…there is no project at this point.  There is nothing 
on which to start an EIR.  There is nothing to stick up on the wall and show people what it would 
look like.  We haven’t done that yet because we had to decide how much of the grand ideas we 
wanted to incorporate in what was brought forward to the Council.  Our goal, at this point, is to 
get direction from the Council that it wants to commit to something.  If it wants the roundabout, 
then that is a different direction than we are recommending but maybe that is the way the Council 
wants to go.  If it is to do the best we can with the preserve and improve, then all of those things 
that you are talking about would, of course, be a part of the process.  We did not attempt to design 
this.  That is why there is no picture.  We are trying to converge on direction to staff so that they 
can put in that level of detail so that we can have those discussions. 
 
Ms. Downey is kind of disappointed.  She was ready to do something grand like the roundabout 
which obviously costs a lot of money and we would have to look at other options to help fund it.  
Our residents told us to do something and to fix this.  This is too big an issue to just say to go out 
and spend money because it might lose a little bit of value.  She agrees that it would be nice to get 
some input from the public but one of our problems is that it has gotten a little bit harder to put an 
advisory vote on the ballot because of the Supreme Court ruling that anything cities put on ballots 
requires CEQA.  It isn’t impossible but she is just putting that out there for consideration. 
 
Councilmember Sandke thinks this comes down to four elements.  They are traffic calming, 
connectivity, beautification, and an expression of community pride, which he thinks is glaringly 
absent in this entry to our City.  The subcommittee has come forward with a pragmatic, achievable 
way forward.  He agrees with the comment that whatever we build we had better keep pretty.  
When it comes to the wing, he believes that an adaptive reuse is a wonderful way forward with it.  
He thinks the view from the top of that wing would be monumental for the Bay and give us a 
chance to use some ramping and ways to provide some of that connectivity, both from the 
Tidelands side and from the Golf Course side.  In terms of the remarks about making traffic easier 
to get from Tidelands onto the bridge, he sees some elements of positivity in there; however, he 
thinks the unintended consequences of traffic avoiding the Fourth Street departure in the 
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afternoons might woefully ease any wins on that particular item.  Mr. Greer’s comments about a 
park and ride or another comment about a visitor center reuse for that building or another building 
sounds very interesting to him.  In terms of traffic calming on the roundabout, he has driven 
roundabouts from Zagreb to Tijuana and none of them are calm.  He is nervous about the traffic 
calming elements of that roundabout going forward but he remains open minded.  He would be 
comfortable moving forward with the recommendation.  He looks forward to seeing a little more 
detail on what happens but without moving the ball forward, he doesn’t think we ever get to the 
goal line.   
 
Mayor Tanaka heard some comments about being in favor of the roundabout and he assumes the 
recommendation before the Council is more about political and financial reality.  He asked if there 
is some part of the subcommittee that would like to gamble and see if the public wants to support 
the roundabout or something else.  He likes that they are being prudent and he doesn’t think it 
would be wrong for the City to move forward with that.  In terms of giving the public some chance 
to weigh in, there is nothing lost if you like a plan and want to see if the public wants to support 
it.  If they don’t, then what is before the Council today would be the default.  He doesn’t see any 
disadvantage to us potentially throwing out the grandiose and seeing if that is how we fix how ugly 
our entryway is.  If we go with the preserve and improve, his prediction is that in 10 and 20 years 
from now we are going to hear the same complaints.  He asked if either Mr. Bailey or Mr. Woiwode 
have any interest in changing that recommendation to something bolder. 
 
Mr. Woiwode would want to understand the process Mayor Tanaka is advocating.  Is he saying 
that we would develop it enough that we could do an EIR and at that point take it to the voters?  
That is what would be required.   
 
Ms. Canlas agreed that for a Council-sponsored initiative it would be a project that requires CEQA. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if, based on what the work product has already been, she can give him an 
estimate of what she thinks the environmental stuff would be to put something on the ballot.  Are 
we talking 12 months, longer, more like 24?   
 
Ms. Canlas would say anywhere from 18 to 24 months, depending on the level of comments and 
how we would respond to those comments. 
 
Mayor Tanaka feels that maybe it is a job worth doing well.  That is what we have done with the 
turn restriction stuff.  We don’t like that it takes that long or the cost and expense.   
 
Mr. Bailey responded that he and Mr. Woiwode were discussing just that.  If there is an opportunity 
to go for a home run, this is probably the best time to do it; however, given the financial restrictions 
we will likely face, given the sticker shock we will likely face, given that we really want to get the 
public’s buy-in on this, it probably makes sense to go to the voters and that wouldn’t realistically 
happen until 2018.  What is that going to do for our purchasing power?  He thinks they both wanted 
something grander out of this.  In some ways he shares Mayor Tanaka’s disappointment in what 
they are providing today because at the end of the day it just kind of looks like an amplified version 
of RBF’s original proposal.  While RBF’s original proposal wasn’t a home run, it was something 
better than the status quo.  If we are going to take a shot at a home run, we all need to realize that 
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the risk is the public won’t be behind it, that our purchasing power will continue to diminish, and 
that four years from now we will find ourselves in the exact same spot with a lot less money to 
spend.  This isn’t just about beautification but is about improving the traffic calming elements and 
enhancing the traffic calming elements.  How he sees this project going forward would be to move 
forward with this recommendation, knowing it is an amplified version of RBF’s original design, 
and incorporate some of the changes that Ms. Downey was specifying, knowing that can be done 
within a reasonable timeframe.  It wouldn’t necessarily require a vote of the people.  We already 
know we have their support to improve it.  He wouldn’t mind going to the public this time around 
for an advisory vote on the wing structure to give us some additional guidance but he thinks there 
are substantial risks in going for a home run and most of them come down to financial and just 
time.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that in 1988 Coronado voters had a chance to vote for moving ahead 
on cut and cover or not.  They voted no.  Ten years later they were asked whether they wanted to 
pursue a bored tunnel concept and they voted yes.  Then in 2010, they were asked to check in on 
the tunnel idea and they said no.  In the end that was valuable data.  A lot of people could tell you 
that the worse the traffic problem is, the more likely the public is to take the risk.  We are at a 
crossroads here.  We can pursue what he thinks is modest gains.  It is not a risk to put something 
together, give the voters a look at it, and for them to say no.  He thinks that is a better use of the 
toll money to try to come up with a grander solution that fixes more problems rather than a solution 
that is more feasible, within our budget, and just maintains the status quo.  His point is we have 
given the tunnel a try and he doesn’t think anyone is going to give that a try in the next decade.  
Maybe this is the time to not move forward with preserve and improve existing but to continue to 
plumb a better, bolder solution.  We have to do the environmental anyway.  He wanted to give the 
subcommittee one more chance because if we move forward with their recommendation the 
turning point is we are taking bold off the table.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked the City Attorney if there is any way we can phrase this to simply be an advisory 
vote to get the public’s pulse on whether or not a roundabout concept is something they would 
want to get behind so that we wouldn’t have to wait so long. 
 
Ms. Canlas responded that there is a Supreme Court case that says that council-sponsored ballot 
initiatives are subject to CEQA.  Absent further review, she is going to go to the conservative side 
and say that CEQA would be required.   
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that as much as he would like to see something grand there and as much 
as he believes that if the City were really motivated to do it, now would be the time to do so, he 
would rather take the approach that our real objective here is the same as it was when we 
commissioned the Third and Fourth Street Traffic Study and that is to look at improving behavior 
of motorists along those roads.  He doesn’t think we need a roundabout to do that.  He thinks we 
can accomplish all of the things that we can in the way of traffic calming without going to that 
grand a view.  And he believes that is kind of urgent.  He believes that we ought to take a step that 
does what we can do now.  It is possible that in 20 years that someone may want to tear out what 
we build and put in a roundabout.  Everything will be different at that time.  Certainly the traffic 
will not be less.  He thinks we have a concept that can play functionally and can look good and he 
would like to see the City go forward with it and he would like to see us marry it up with the other 
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traffic calming measures up and down Third and have something real that changes the fundamental 
functions of the system.   
 
Mr. Sandke referred to Mayor Tanaka’s remarks.  He seemed to indicate that there would be some 
additional problem solved or we could get a better product if we went with the roundabout versus 
the traffic calming measures that can be part of the preserve and improve.  What problems is he 
thinking could be better solved by the roundabout other than the fact that it is prettier? 
 
Mayor Tanaka responded that the number one thing a roundabout could theoretically do 
conceptually is to allow for a certain amount of cyclical movement and so those people near 
Tidelands, theoretically, could potentially get over to the other side of town.  Maybe what the 
environmental shows is that, with that volume of traffic, it wouldn’t work.  One of the reasons the 
tunnel failed, he thinks, is because people no longer thought it was realistic to receive an 
appropriation of $500 million.  Maybe, even though the sticker shock number of $66 million is 
there, the public is willing to move down that road for the sake of long-term peace.  Most people 
who were advocates of the tunnel would have told you with a straight face that there was no way 
for it to happen without Congress paying for most of it.  He thinks this is a dollar amount that we 
could theoretically get to.  The question is whether the public wants to pursue it.  Do we, as a 
Council, want to give it a little more time and a little more study?  Mr. Woiwode makes a very 
good point that we can cut that all off at the pass and deal with what is in front of us.  If we don’t 
really feel strongly about taking a risk, then maybe we would be foolish to.   
 
Mr. Sandke doesn’t dismiss the beauty of reclaiming 14 acres of green space.  People talk about 
no one making any more Coronado.  This is a chance for us to make more Coronado and it is a 
price that maybe people would be willing to bear.  We don’t, as a community, generally think that 
big.  He doesn’t dismiss the fact that doing something bold would be fantastic for our community 
but he wants to do something. 
 
Mayor Tanaka added that Caltrans offering us money is not necessarily the right enticement to talk 
about relinquishment.  That is something that will be debated a little later.  If we move forward 
with this, do all of the planning so that we can give a very clear picture to the public of what the 
project looks like, what it will cost and what its limitations are, if the public did green light that 
and say to go for it, then there might be a much stronger purpose for talking to Caltrans about 
relinquishment.   
 
Ms. Downey appreciates Mayor Tanaka’s going down this route.  Her thought was that any of the 
good things that we could actually do to improve traffic in just improving the status quo and 
moving the lanes over and doing everything else would lead to us doing CEQA.  She doesn’t think 
we are saving anything by really using that option as we should if that is the option we end up 
going when we get a vote.  We aren’t saving that much time.  The stuff we could do without 
CEQA, we could do now.  It would not cost $1 million to put new plantings in, have a cleaning 
crew go out.  She doesn’t want to suggest that we shouldn’t do anything until we get this in front 
of the voters in two years.  We could decide we will ask our City Manager to put together a task 
force as to what our current wonderful grounds staff could do to make it better.  It is not an either 
or.  We could actually make it look prettier while we are working to get a vote from the people on 
what direction they want.   Someone said that the City has abandoned Third and Fourth and the 
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City has never done anything of any significance to try to fix the problem.  Although she doesn’t 
agree with that, she doesn’t think we have done anything that made a big difference.  She does 
think we have to take that or we are saying no and that Third and Fourth were designed to be a 
highway through our City and we are okay with that.  This is our chance to ask the voters if that is 
what they are saying.  She is behind that.  She recognizes it will take a CEQA effort and the 
community deciding they want to step up and do it.  Then at least we know.   
 
Mr. Bailey spoke about the survey results.  There were 371 responses to the survey.  Forty-six 
percent support a roundabout approach.  Fourteen percent said they prefer the preserve and 
improve.  A handful, 7%, recommended removing the structure, 4% a boulevard, etc.  He brought 
that up because, as Ms. Downey was saying, we are going to have to do an EIR anyway.  Perhaps, 
just like we are doing with the next agenda item when we are saying to go for a more 
comprehensive EIR study even though we might not ultimately pursue that on the ballot perhaps 
we take a similar approach with this.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked, with the work we have already done, whether the consultants had a good 
sense of whether or not the existing traffic volume could be handled by a roundabout.  Were they 
confident that this is somehow feasible or did they not really plug the numbers in and just kind of 
architecturally put this together? 
 
Mr. Woiwode understands that there was never an attempt to do that kind of an analysis and that 
a roundabout, with these kinds of volumes, is pretty hard to find.   
 
Ms. Downey wanted to try to put in perspective the votes.  Although it was only plurality that was 
the roundabout, there was actually 71% that wanted the grand idea.  She agrees we would have to 
do a study to figure out what the appropriate one is.  That is what stuck out with her.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked the Council to continue this item for one to two months to give the two 
subcommittee members one more chance to think.  He doesn’t think we are losing anything if we 
delay it another one to two months.  He thinks we might lose a lot if we move forward with the 
recommendation and get remorse later.  He thinks we will have a hard time recovering from that 
and being bold.   
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that if we were to go with a proposal for a roundabout or the cut and 
cover, understanding the time frame that goes with that, would he be interested in doing something 
like the 2012 plan now while the rest of this goes on because he thinks one of the messages he is 
hearing is we keep kicking this down the road. 
 
Mayor Tanaka wants to give them both a little more time to decide.  They can do a dual tracked 
approach if there is low hanging fruit they are ready to move forward on they can come back in 
one meeting.  He would be happy to give more time to work with either the existing consultant or 
a different one to see if something is not feasible.  If the roundabout is just not feasible, then we 
should stop there.   
 
Mr. Bailey would prefer to come back within one month.   
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Mr. Woiwode thinks that one-month is quick.   
 
Ms. Downey would be thrilled if they came back and said there is a dual track.   
 
Council consensus was to continue this item for one to two months.   
 
The City Council went into recess at 7:13 p.m. 
 
The City Council reconvened at 7:27 p.m. 
 
 11d. Review of Proposed Ballot Options for Left-Turn Prohibitions from 
Westbound SR 75 (Third Street) onto A, B, and C Avenues.     Blair King, City Manager, gave 
a brief introduction.  Johanna Canlas, City Attorney, gave the presentation.   
 
Councilmember Sandke noticed that there isn’t a third option that says more or less what Mr. 
Bailey said that kind of kicked off this whole discussion.  The time restrictions, simply to look at 
the rush hour in the afternoon – he understands you have to do the EIR to the most restrictive but 
he is not sure that we are doing the most prudent thing to have the least impact on our residents 
but at the same time achieve the safety goals we are after.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if it wouldn’t be too late to add a third option that would be the no turn 
restrictions like the first option but ones that are more time specific. 
 
Ms. Canlas responded that it is not too late.  She pointed out that at the time the Council discussed 
this, there was discussion as to what is the more impactful and how that can be reviewed through 
CEQA.  The City is not married to anything yet.  The Council can define the parameters on what 
is before it.  She understood what Mr. Bailey’s initial request was but there was a discussion at the 
Council level, two meetings ago, whether or not it would be all periods and then all impacts would 
be covered under the study.  The rush hour could be an alternative to that one.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if anyone was opposed to creating that third option and putting in some time 
restrictions.  If we study closing it at all times, it won’t be hard to roll it into that same 
environmental document. 
 
Mr. Sandke added that even if you just change the language from via signage for all periods to via 
signage for specific periods and then let the study folks or the Council decide what specific periods 
it wants covered. 
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that one of the things the Council decided at the last meeting was to 
have two tracks – one that is just built around the signage approach and then the other track is a 
permanent way.  People can cheat on signs and then we have an enforcement issue.  If we fully 
close the streets that is not an option.  Mr. Sandke has raised a good point of there being a middle 
road between these two.  All we are doing is trying to put options together that we can act on later.  
It might be better to just word out what he just said and then have three options to choose from 
instead of two.   
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Council consensus was to do that. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked Mr. Bailey, as he made the original suggestion, if he wanted to say 2-6 in the 
afternoon and something similar in the morning. 
 
Councilmember Bailey responded by saying that 2-6 was part of the initial proposal but he believes 
that the reason we went with the approach of all hours was because that included specific hours 
and by having a more comprehensive extensive environmental review, we weren’t necessarily 
short changing ourselves from exploring that option in the future.  It would simply require 
changing the ballot language but we wouldn’t have to go through an additional EIR later.  He 
thinks adding that third option now might give the public more of an idea of the options that are 
on the table. 
 
Mr. Sandke believes that there will be different impacts if you do it part of the day rather than the 
whole day.  He would like that specifically spelled out.  It makes it much more compelling to be 
able to answer.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that we already have 5-8 in the morning.  It is already on the books.  
We don’t have to study that. 
 
Ms. Canlas agreed.  Should the Council decide not to move forward or should the ballot measure 
not pass that will remain as that is existing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the Council is okay with the third option simply being the afternoon hours 
of 2-6. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode asked if we are backing ourselves into a corner by being that specific.  
Would the study identify what the peak periods are and would it make more sense to stipulate that 
it would be peak periods.   
 
Mr. King commented that if the Council were to go forward and say that for the purpose of CEQA 
evaluation it would like to evaluate a project which would permanently prevent left hand turns 
with a physical device that would be the project that would be analyzed.  CEQA requires 
alternatives.  Normally the one alternative is going to be the no project alternative, which will be 
existing conditions.  In addition, though, the project could be evaluated with not physical barriers 
but with just signage and the project alternatives could be evaluated, rather than at all times, for 
specific times.  That would be placed in there.  Then when the document is brought back for 
certification, at that time, those analysis alternatives have been evaluated and the Council could 
make its final selection.  At that time, the project it would like to go forward would put a ballot 
question before the public. 
 
Mayor Tanaka would like to spell out 2-6.  Things can always be changed later.  He thinks that 
this process is flexible.  We also know anecdotally that is when our rush hour period is.   
 
Council consensus was to create the third option.   
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Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
John Orlowski asked how restricting vehicle access to the 300 block of A, B, C Avenues prevents 
pedestrians and bicyclists from crossing Fourth Street along A, B and C Avenues.  Four weeks 
have passed with no action taken regarding pedestrian safety and lives on Fourth Street along A, 
B and C Avenues; therefore, he again asks the City Council and now the City Manager to instruct 
the Director of Public Services to immediately erect no pedestrian crossing barriers with signs that 
direct the pedestrians and bicyclists to use the crosswalk on Fourth Street and Orange Avenue.  
The corner of Orange Avenue and Third Street already has such a pedestrian barrier.  Why not 
Fourth Street along A, B and C Avenues?  We are here today because of the location of the bridge.  
The bridge should have gone directly to North Island or to the Ferry Landing or perhaps a tunnel 
such as the one that links Oakland to Alameda would have worked.  Instead, a previous state public 
body or agency made the mistake of allowing construction at the most illogical location possible 
for the bridge which now pours endless traffic through the center of Coronado.  Almost 50 years 
since the bridge opened we are here and 50 years from now our descendants will be here talking 
about one thing – traffic – unless the City Council decides to implement a real, long-term traffic 
solution and not just move traffic from one street to another because the last time it closed A, B 
and C Avenues in 2013 you created gridlock and diverted over 3,500 motor vehicles onto D and 
E Avenues adjacent to our school sites putting more children at risk.  The Council should strive 
toward a win/win scenario for all of Coronado rather than continuing with its current divisive 
tactics.  Again, the Council should strive toward a win/win scenario for all of Coronado.   
 
David Greer contacted Caltrans about this and they said that these requests have to come from the 
City itself.  His idea is that we need another way to get traffic down the Strand besides going down 
Orange Avenue.  This could be done by coming off the bridge, taking a right hand turn, going all 
the way under the bridge and come back up along the Golf Course, hit a roundabout, and you are 
on Glorietta Boulevard and you can get on Pomona or whatever.  This scenario is the way the 
traffic flows in the afternoon anyway.  Why not use that same advantage to help out with the 
increased traffic due to the Navy Campus?  It might even solve the A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J left 
hand turn problem.  He encouraged the City to make this request of Caltrans so that they can see 
if it is viable or not.  He believes it is.   
 
Jeff Farrell commented that it appears to him that the goal is to divert all traffic to Orange Avenue.  
If that is so, the City should do this for all the streets along Third since most of the traffic from A, 
B and C will avoid Orange and continue to D, E and F, etc.  This happened in a similar fashion 
when A, B and C were closed several years ago along Fourth, effectively making those streets cul-
de-sacs.  The bulk of that traffic diverted to D and E.  Eventually the City closed D as well due to 
the undue burden on D, which just pushed it to E and F.  Eventually the plan was scrapped.  Traffic, 
like water, will flow where there is the least resistance.  Whatever mitigation of traffic incidents 
along this closure area prevent will just shift to the other side of Orange.  Actually, he would 
imagine the incidents will increase on that side since these streets are already heavily burdened by 
traffic and will not only increase due to the increase in traffic diverted from the turns on A, B and 
C.  He would recommend that the Council review the failed experiment along Fourth from years 
ago to help predict the future failure of this idea.  Traffic in this City is awful; however, all of us 
have chosen to live here.  That means we have all made the decision to tolerate traffic in our 
neighborhoods.  He personally would love to see his street turned into a cul-de-sac but not at the 
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expense of his fellow neighbors and other City residents.  He asked that the City look for other 
ways to calm traffic in our City without just transferring the burden from one group of residents to 
another.  That said, he can’t understand how this motion can be allowed to move forward and 
request that the Council reject it.   
 
Mike Donovan asked what is going to happen with the alleys.  If you cul-de-sac the streets, the 
alleys could still be used.  He doesn’t know if that should be in the narrative or part of the 
engineering study.   
 
Michael Schmid supports the closing of these streets.  He sees it firsthand every day as a pedestrian.  
Blocking crossing Third and Fourth by pedestrians to go up to Orange is not the answer.  The 
answer is to start training every driver that Third and Fourth Street is part of Coronado.  It is not a 
highway.  It is not just an on ramp to the Base and part of that training, he believes, will come from 
meaningful solutions and he implores this body to start swinging for the fences, going for the home 
run, for these issues and to be leaders and not followers of whatever loud, vocal group says is 
going to change their lives.  His life was changed when his son was struck by someone making a 
left turn off of A onto Fourth and not looking forward to where they were driving.  He hopes that 
no one else goes through this.  It is time for meaningful change.   
 
Kim Schmid commented that just putting signs to restrict turning times is not going to work.  That 
is already in effect on the alleys.  They still turn from 2-6.  The signs are not the answer.  She 
spoke with Sergeant Harris.  They do not have the manpower to enforce all the laws that are on 
the books.  They don’t have the manpower to enforce so many cars and the traffic that is here.  
Putting the signs out is going to do nothing.  The person who spoke to putting up signs to stop 
people from crossing Fourth is not going to get us what we want.  If there is a rabid dog in the 
living room, you don’t just put up barriers to keep your children from the living room.  You shoot 
the rabid dog.  The point is that the traffic on Third and Fourth is the issue here.  Allowing the 
traffic to still go 40 or 45 mph in 25 or 35 mph zones is the problem.  The problem itself has to be 
addressed.  These little Band-Aids are not helpful.  She asked the City to go big.   
 
Toni McGowan would like to get back to looking at the octopus instead of the different arms. All 
of the things we are talking about today are the same plan but we are trying to solve one here and 
one there.  The City will talk about the entry.  Can we talk about this comprehensively?  Can we 
look at it all together with that plan and how that is going to work with what we might be doing 
with the City entry, with relinquishment if that happens?  She feels like it is disconnected and we 
are making decisions.  The Council may make this decision but then in a month, we are going to 
be talking about the entry again and we will have already made this decision.  She is hoping we 
can look at it all as a comprehensive plan for at least a couple months’ period of time.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks the comments of the last speaker are good.  Certainly you want to look at 
something that is orchestrated from a high level.  He believes that what we are doing today is 
partially preserving our options for the future.  Moving forward today doesn’t mean that all three 
of these items will be put on the ballot.  We don’t know.  What we do know is that we want to try 
to enable the possibility of doing more to exist.  If we don’t move forward and say yes to what is 
in front of us, then those options are off the table.  Just as we had in our last discussion to talk 
about state law and environmental impact requirements and environmental studying, these things 
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can’t be considered and the public can’t vote on these things if we don’t first plumb it out and 
figure out what the environmental documents are.  Also, for the individuals who spoke from D and 
E Avenues, part of an environmental study is to actually use traffic engineers to predict what the 
impacts will be to D and E.  In other words, you might find, even though you would rather have 
the City stop right now and not consider it, the City’s job is to think about the entire picture and if 
the Council wants to move forward on this, any council is going to want to know what the predicted 
impact will be in terms of traffic counts on D and E.  It is very fair to say that the last time we 
tested this the public rejected it.  It is very fair to say that maybe the public will do the same thing 
but we don’t know and this is about creating options for the public.  In the end, the City Council 
can either trust its gut about what the public will support or we can tee an issue up for the public 
to decide themselves.  With all due respect to the people who don’t want this, from his point of 
view, this is about giving the public an option.  The public can exercise its option to vote no and 
then that will be that.  This option will be closed for years or maybe a decade or two.  If the public 
is willing to reconsider its position or if the public does think that this is a reasonable next step to 
try to mitigate problems on Third and Fourth between A, B and C, then we are giving the public 
that option if they want to take it.  For him, this is a no brainer to move forward with the three 
tracks.  Two of them are clearly lesser options but that might be the wisdom of the next council.  
We are trying to preserve some of those options.  The point was made that Mr. Bailey and Mr. 
Woiwode are going to come back one more time and we are not precluded from integrating all of 
these things into one plan.  We wouldn’t be people involved in elections if we didn’t try to do 
something, if we didn’t try to come up with new solutions.  The public voting on something is 
going to give all of us, including every new Council member, marching orders.  The public might 
say that its preference is to do nothing.  If that is the case, it is a democracy and the public is going 
to get what it wants.  If the public votes no on whatever is put forward in the future, then that 
Council’s job is, to some extent hit a reset button or to hit Plan B and keep moving forward and 
trying to find something that either they will adopt themselves as a Council or will put to a vote to 
see if the shareholders want to move forward with the idea. 
 
Councilmember Downey will say, in full disclosure that the last time we had turn restrictions she 
lived on the 300 block of D.  All the traffic that couldn’t go on A, B and C was diverted to her 
street.  She did not, as a private citizen, vote to restrict traffic on D because she understood that all 
that was going to do was send it down E.  She was hoping we could address it.  She is skeptical of 
what the results will be because, as Mr. Bailey has predicted, he thinks it won’t be as bad because 
now we have two lanes that can turn on Orange.  But we won’t know until the study is done.  Once 
the study comes up, she will have to recuse herself because of the location of property she owns.  
But in terms of studying it so we will know the answers to that question – did our gambit to put 
two turn lanes on Orange take all that excess traffic so it can stop on A, B and C and continue on 
Orange?  Maybe that is the answer and we are all okay with it.  She is willing to put it to the study 
session to let the EIR go through and actually have facts for this or a future Council and the public 
to decide.  How that gets incorporated into whether or not we do a bigger, more permanent solution 
for the whole entryway will have to let the studies show.  She doesn’t see a problem in at least 
studying this because there is a big difference with the two lanes on Orange that weren’t there.  It 
was only half a lane when it happened in 2004.  She thinks it is different enough and there is 
enough concern about protecting Fourth and making it safer that she would be willing to support 
it but she does like having all three of these options go forward.  She reminded everyone that when 
you do an EIR instead of an EIS, we are going to have to choose the preferred alternative so the 
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Council will have to pick one of those three options to have the thorough analysis in the EIR.  It is 
not like we can take all three of them all the way through to the end and then pick the best one.     
 
Councilmember Bailey heard the comment that the last time we did this it was a failed experiment.  
That is pretty strong language but it is spot on.  It was a failed experiment.  We got it wrong but 
part of the reason we got it wrong last time was because we didn’t go through the same process 
that we are going through right now.  That was a disservice to the public and to the people on D 
and E.  He knows that the Council at that time wasn’t intending to do that but if we could go back 
in time and do this all over again, we would be doing this exercise before we put up those 
barricades so that we would have real data that we could implement some type of mitigating 
solution so that traffic wouldn’t be pushed up onto D and E but perhaps could have been 
accommodated by those two left turn lanes on Orange Avenue.  He agrees with both Mayor Tanaka 
and Councilmember Downey that there is no harm in studying this.  The public deserves real data.  
The Council deserves real data.  He knows that this Council won’t take any action that would 
exacerbate the problems on other streets without trying to mitigate those.  He thinks there is no 
harm in moving forward with those three proposals.   
 
Councilmember Sandke remains convinced that a specific look at this is important.   We are kind 
of boxing ourselves in, though, in terms of turn restrictions only.  He thinks A Avenue one-way 
east bound or northbound, whatever it would be, would go a long way to alleviating the horrible 
turning actions that take place every day at the bottom of Fourth.  He would like to shoot the rabid 
dog if he could.  He feels tremendously burdened as an elected official to try to reclaim this 
residential neighborhood.  He feels tremendously sad for the people who put up with the 
positioning of the bridge and a lot of stuff went into that decision, most of it driven by how high 
the bridge needed to be in a short amount of time so that the Navy could still accomplish its 
operational goals.  And there was room to put it in.  However, that is all water under the bridge.  
He would move forward with the recommendation and it is an intractable problem maybe more 
solvable by the addition of the double traffic lanes and he looks forward to learning more.  He does 
have a question as far as timing goes.  He thinks we were under the impression that there was no 
way this study was going to be done in time for the November election.  Is that still the case? 
 
Ms. Canlas responded that it is.  The same timeline of 18 to 24 months is in effect depending on 
how many comments we get. 
 
Mr. Sandke commented that short of paying whatever a special election costs, it is going to be 
2018 before we get to talk about this again.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode is supportive. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked Ms. Canlas about the question on alleys.  He remembers that when he made 
his statement he had mentioned alleys.  He assumes that anything we do environmentally will also 
include closing those alleys either via the signage which is already there but if cul-de-sac is the 
move, we can cul-de-sac the alleys off as well. 
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Ms. Canlas commented that at this point there are already turn restrictions applied to the alleys.  
One of the things that is different from the letter streets versus the alleys is that they were not 
subject to the vote. 
 
Mayor Tanaka understands that but at the end of the road, if cul-de-sacs is the way to go and, if at 
the end of the road we put something on the ballot that asks whether these streets be cul-de-sac’d 
it is correct that it would be silly to leave the alleys open.  We have to at least include that 
possibility.  We could pull it away later but he doesn’t want us to be in a position where we want 
to add it and our timing was bad. 
 
Mr. King understands that the direction would be, if the City goes forward, it would want to study 
the closure of the alleys as well. 
 
Mr. Bailey used to live in that area.  He has met with several of the neighbors and they shared a 
pretty deep concern with cul-de-sacing that area.  That would be so restrictive of their access that 
they might not be supportive of this.  They were hoping Mr. Bailey would communicate to the rest 
of the Council that they would like to see at least one of the options would be restricting 
southbound traffic but leaving northbound going forward.  His reading of this environmental 
review would allow us to go down that road after we get that report back but we wouldn’t 
necessarily have to spell that out as an option now because it would be less extensive than what is 
being proposed. 
 
Ms. Canlas reiterated, as was pointed out by the City Manager and Councilmember Downey, that 
there will be alternatives but it is going to come back to the Council and the Council will have to 
identify what the preferred alternative is so that is the one that is going to be moved forward and 
have more review and analysis.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if we would have to include that specific option in this for it to be addressed. 
 
Ms. Canlas asked Mr. Bailey to repeat it so that she could take note of it and incorporate it in 
whatever project description we convey to the consultants. 
 
Mr. Bailey stated that it would be a physical barricade that would restrict left turns from Third 
Street onto the 300 blocks of A, B and C while still allowing traffic to turn left from the 300 block 
of A, B and C onto Third Street.   
 
Mayor Tanaka understands but is only reflecting back to that being done the last time and the failed 
experiment.  Impatient people just turned illegally in the wrong lane of traffic and we have an 
enforcement issue.  The purpose of fully cul-de-sacing would be to eliminate our need to park 
police officers there but he thinks Mr. Bailey’s point is still valid and we should study it.  We 
haven’t made a prescriptive decision.  We are just saying we want these things included and at a 
later date the Council will pick a preferred alternative.    
 
 MSUC  (Bailey/Downey) moved that the City Council go forward with the EIR 

on the three options discussed.  Those options will include looking at 
whether or not alleys are restricted and will include looking at whether 
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or not there will be permanent barriers for only half of a street as a 
potential.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 11e. Review of AB 2075 (Atkins) to Relinquish State Highway Route 75 to the Cities 
of Coronado, Imperial Beach, and San Diego.  Blair King, City Manager, gave the presentation.  
Deanna Spehn, Assemblymember Atkins’ Chief of Staff, provided additional remarks. 
 
Councilmember Bailey referred to Mr. King’s comment that we don’t, at present, have any idea of 
what the true cost would be associated with relinquishment, whether it be increase in liability costs 
or maintenance costs.  What kind of direction would Mr. King need from the Council to actually 
go about obtaining that information and what would be the steps in obtaining that? 
 
Mr. King responded that Caltrans has offered that, if the Council were to request, they would 
prepare a version or a project study report or a transportation system analysis and evaluation to 
indicate what the condition of the road is and what they believe are the costs required to place the 
road in good condition.  Parallel to that, once the City has that information, it would be easier for 
City staff to judge what additional maintenance costs or management costs are associated with the 
right-of-way.  In the other project study report that is available that was conducted for the City of 
Imperial Beach, there are future costs for maintenance that are estimated that were also thrown 
into the kitty by Caltrans.  If the Council were interested, he would suggest that it ask to ask 
Caltrans to initiate a transportation evaluation or project study report.   
 
Councilmember Downey talked about trying to get an estimate on the additional risk costs.  One 
of the things that comes with this is that we all get the Nixile reports on the accidents that are on 
the Strand or accidents that are on Third and Fourth and even though we have insurance that covers 
all of that, we also have a certain amount of deductible or co-pay that the City is going to pay.  
Every time there is an accident and we get sued, it is going to cost a certain amount of money.  She 
has not kept track on the number of accidents on Third and Fourth (SR 75) or the Strand.  Is it 
possible that, at some point, we could get a rough idea of the number of accidents so we could put 
some kind of idea on how much the cost of risk would be assuming? 
 
Mr. King responded by saying that the annual traffic report has the number of accidents that occur 
within the year identified by location.  He would be hesitant to speculate if there would be 
additional cost.  He can talk about how our insurance coverage works now.  Currently, Coronado 
is a member of a risk management pool, a JPA.  We have a self-insured retention amount, which 
is the equivalent to a deductible.  We pay our self-insured retention and then enter into the pool.  
The pool typically has two categories of costs.  We are in a fairly large pool now.  The one is the 
pooled cost, which are shared jointly by the pool and then the other are the reinsurance costs.  
Typically, our contribution to the pool and reinsurance is based on loss history.  One could 
speculate that if accidents were to occur, our loss history would go up and with our loss history 
going up our insurance costs could increase.   



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  115 
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 March 15, 2016   
 

115 

 
Ms. Downey is trying to figure out what the loss retention is that the City is on the hook for with 
respect to every single lawsuit that we would have to be defending before our insurance kicks in.   
 
Mr. King feels that is a decision that the Council can make but that could be $50,000, $100,000, 
and, again, the self-insured retention is usually a judgment business decision based upon the cost 
for the pooled and the reinsurance. 
 
Ms. Downey asked what it is right now. 
 
Mr. King believes it is $50,000. 
 
Ms. Downey is trying to figure out the line that was drawn on the map.  Apparently what we are 
talking about ends before we get to our toll plaza.  It might be easier if we owned the rights there 
instead of Caltrans.  Are those off the table because that is something Caltrans does not want to 
allow? 
 
Ms. Spehn responded that the definition of where the state route begins and ends was provided to 
them by Caltrans and went through legislative counsel at the state.  There is a legal definition of 
the parameters of the state highway.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the bridge is part of SR 75. 
 
Ms. Spehn does not know that answer.  She believes it would be but the state isn’t relinquishing it 
back to itself.   
 
Mayor Tanaka understands the state’s position of not wanting to relinquish the bridge.  We are 
focusing on the technicality.  Right now, as the state highway system exists, if you are on the 5 
and you choose to go over the bridge to Coronado, when you start going on the bridge you start 
entering SR 75.  We are kind of saying that isn’t it convenient that in this plan in front of the 
Council the state is still going to say that the bridge is something, it is part of SR 75 so that would 
just terminate kind of subjectively at this point.   
 
Ms. Spehn explained that the way the relinquishment law works is you can only relinquish back 
within a city limit or a county limit.  You don’t get to relinquish another persons’ property, in this 
case, the state’s property to Coronado.   
 
Mayor Tanaka is not sure he entirely agrees with how that was worded but he understands what 
Ms. Spehn is saying. 
 
Ms. Downey forgot that the staff report includes a division of the Streets and Highway Code that 
defines SR 75 as going from I 5 and it goes all the way to the next time you get to I 5.  Regardless 
of whether it is 75 or not, Ms. Spehn is saying that Caltrans doesn’t want to give up anything past 
Glorietta, so that Glorietta to the bridge is not an option.  If we were going to go back and say that 
we would take it as long as we got the toll plaza… 
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Ms. Spehn responded that is the case because it is not within your jurisdiction.  It is not within the 
boundaries of the City of Coronado.   
 
Mr. King referred to an illustration that was prepared in 2013 by Caltrans.  At that time, Caltrans 
showed what they believed the limit to relinquishment was.  In informal conversations, there has 
been an indication to him that if the City were to want to take up through the maintenance yard, 
Caltrans would be acceptable to that. 
 
Ms. Spehn added that is all part of the negotiations between a city and Caltrans that takes place.  
That document that Imperial Beach has is the result of their negotiations with Caltrans.  A lot of 
things can be done across a negotiating table.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode commented that the legislation is necessary as a part of the 
relinquishment process.  Is that correct?  And this bill is happening basically because Imperial 
Beach wants that legislation.  Is that correct? 
 
Ms. Spehn responded that legislation is required.  Caltrans cannot, on its own, grant 
relinquishment.  It has to go through the legislative body and it has to go to the Governor’s desk.  
There are two ways that you can do a relinquishment bill.  The way that Assemblymember Atkins 
opted to do it is that each city, each jurisdiction, would have to request that the relinquishment 
process be initiated.  It is not imposing it on any city within the SR 75 boundaries.  Imperial Beach 
has requested.  They approved a resolution several months ago by their City Council requesting 
that a relinquishment project be initiated.   
 
Councilmember Sandke noticed in the staff report and other documents he has read that 282 is not 
included in the Atkins’ bill currently even though this 2013 map shows it.  Was the thinking, from 
the legislator’s office, that we didn’t want to do that or was there thinking that maybe if they asked 
for it we would get it?  How would that process look if we want to include 282 going forward? 
 
Ms. Spehn responded that you ask the Assemblymember if she is willing to add it to the bill and 
she adds it.   
 
Mr. Sandke asked if it is time to include other things we want such as speed cameras to enforce 
our speed limits in our residential neighborhoods. 
 
Ms. Spehn responded that this is only about relinquishment.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
Kim Schmid would like to ask the Council to move forward with requesting the proposal from 
Caltrans for the relinquishment of SR 75.  This roadway has become increasingly dangerous over 
the past few years to the point where people are being seriously injured or killed.  Caltrans has let 
it be known that they have little interest in making any changes that help the safety of our 
community.  In fact, they willingly raised the speed limit on this roadway that was already 
averaging 37 mph in a residential area.  Look at the relinquishment as a business deal.  Everything 
has its price and at a time when Caltrans wants to relinquish this roadway and Coronado wants to 
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have safer, calmer streets, why not at least be open to a negotiation?  This would just be a starting 
point.  No commitment is involved.  With SB 254 pending, Caltrans is a vote away from 
relinquishing that highway to us with absolutely no negotiation and absolutely no funding to go 
with it.  Please be open to all of the options and see what they have to say.  There is no better time 
than right now.  Second, she would like to propose that the Council rehire the consultants that were 
hired for the traffic calming report that was done last year.  She showed a rendering of what the 
Fourth Street intersections could and can look like.  She would like to have everyone agree that it 
was obvious that the consultants who were hired were told to put traffic signals in all the options.  
She doesn’t know why this preset agenda was in place but it obviously hindered the consultants 
from actually doing their job and giving us their expert knowledge on ways to calm the traffic.  
The consultants flat out told her and her husband that traffic signals are not traffic calming devices 
and she could see the frustration in that particular consultant’s eyes.  Why they were told to use 
them in the traffic calming report she doesn’t know.  Let’s get them back in here.  They have all 
the data.  They have our City memorized. They know the traffic flows, the quantities – everything 
about our City.  Let’s let them do their job, which was to calm the traffic, not to put in stoplights.  
It is the perfect time to implement the gateway program with the traffic calming on Third and 
Fourth with all the information they already had.  It is perfect opportunity for Mayor Tanaka to 
leave a legacy of making these changes on Fourth Street that have never been done in 40 years.   
 
Carolyn Rogerson read this and was really quite surprised that Caltrans wants to relinquish.  One 
man’s relinquishment is another man’s dumping.  She really does have a lot of respect and empathy 
for those who live in the Third and Fourth Street corridor from the bridge all the way down to 
North Island.  She realizes the problems people have living there.  We have to realize, though, that 
SR 75 is not just the Third and Fourth Street corridor and before the City makes any decisions as 
to what it wishes to do, she thinks we need to know very clearly how many miles of roadway we 
are talking about, what it costs to maintain that roadway.  Not only do we have the Third and 
Fourth Street corridor, we have going through the City and all of that 65 mph roadway that goes 
through the Silver Strand, past the Navy out to the Imperial Beach city line.  That is a lot of 
roadway to maintain.  Please let’s remember that the Navy is going to be increasing their traffic 
there so we are going to have an increase in heavy equipment, trucks and vehicles on the roads 
that we now use and she doesn’t think they are all going to come through IB.  They are going to 
come over the bridge, down Third and Fourth, all through what is now SR 75 past the Cays.  As 
she understands it, IB wanted this.  That is fine.  San Diego wanted this.  She doesn’t know if this 
is such a great idea for Coronado.  Besides the liability that Councilmember Bailey and Downey 
have mentioned, we also have to think about cleaning up this roadway.  We are going to be taking 
on an awful lot of expense if we accept this relinquishment.  Not only do we need to look this gift 
horse in the mouth, she thinks this gift horse needs a complete, full body MRI.   
 
Michael Schmid can understand some of Ms. Rogerson’s points about the Silver Strand portion 
but he thinks it is imperative that we begin to negotiate because during negotiations you don’t 
necessarily have to take relinquishment of things that fall under Caltrans’ guidelines as highways 
versus the sections he is talking about which does not fall under those guidelines.  Let’s not get 
distracted by certain areas just not fitting in.  Let’s look and see what there is, what can be done 
and, as far as liability, there is a great liability to do nothing or a great potential liability to do 
nothing also.   
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Deanna Spehn clarified that the City of San Diego has not taken any position on this at all.  
Councilmember David Alvarez has sent a letter of support for the bill; the City itself has not spoken 
with their office about whether it would be interested in relinquishing its portion.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if she has any idea what the timeline might be for the City of San Diego to 
do something. 
 
Ms. Spehn explained that the legislation will take until August before it goes to the Governor’s 
desk and then after that there is no deadline by which a city needs to respond.  It is any time that a 
city is interested then the mechanism is there though the legislation.   
 
David Greer commented that earlier tonight we were debating very heavily about $5 million or $7 
million or spending $60 million on a gateway project.  Do you really think we can maintain all of 
these roads all the way down to Imperial Beach?  You are talking hundreds of millions of dollars.  
Caltrans themselves does not do what needs to be done.  We think we can?  If you think 
relinquishment is so great and we can do whatever we want on these roads, we can’t.  We have to 
follow the same highway manual that Caltrans does as put out by the state.   
 
Toni McGowan is hoping that the Council will support this.  She actually believes that we can run 
our own City and can manage our own streets.  The thing that holds us back from everything every 
time we want to do anything is Caltrans, Caltrans, Caltrans.  This is an opportunity; support this 
process and she hopes the Council will support it.   
 
Fern Nelson is very concerned about taking over SR 75.  She feels like we are getting backed into 
it, even backed into evaluating it just because IB took over part of it.  She is extremely concerned 
about the cost.  To take over Third and Fourth alone is going to be an issue.  Taking over Silver 
Strand is just going to be a huge nightmare, especially since the base down there hasn’t even been 
built yet.  She thinks it is a huge financial commitment.  Certainly it is okay to look into the issue 
but she is very concerned about the amount of money we will be on the hook for.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that there is a right way to handle relinquishment and a wrong way to 
handle relinquishment.  The right way is what Imperial Beach has done.  They wanted it for 
themselves.  They approached Caltrans.  Caltrans was willing to put together a map and enter into 
negotiations.  He wants to be really clear that is the right way to do it.  If you, as a city, contemplate 
it, talk about it, agendize it, and make a decision to do this.  That is how government is supposed 
to work.  He wants to be really clear that there is a wrong way to do relinquishment.  Here is how 
the wrong way sounds.  Let Imperial Beach trigger your process for you.  That is absolutely the 
wrong path for the City of Coronado and proof of it is this map.  This map doesn’t make any sense 
for people in Coronado but it does make sense for someone else who sort of gets Coronado.  
Logically, the red should end when you hit Fourth Street because 282 exists.  282 connects the 
bridge to the Navy Base.  He wants to be really clear about something.  Whether you favor 
relinquishment or oppose it, there is a reason the state routes are drawn the way they are, and 
numbered.  There is a concept.  One of the concepts here that we all need to accept is that more 
cars come in and out of Coronado than Coronado produces.  This is not a local issue.  That is why 
the state of California designated not one but two different state highways.  One acknowledges the 
traffic that goes back and forth from the Bridge to the Navy and back out, and a second one that 
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acknowledges all the traffic we get from our other way in and out of town, the Strand.  You don’t 
deserve to call yourself a Coronadoan if you don’t understand that there are only two main ways 
to drive in and out of Coronado.  The state route system acknowledges that.  He wants to be 
emphatic.  For the people who want to pursue this, he gets that but the end result of wanting 
relinquishment does not justify a terrible process.  A terrible process is Imperial Beach requesting 
it, us getting named into it, and then just acquiescing and saying it is a fait accompli.  He firmly 
believes that if relinquishment is an important topic to discuss, and he does not like the idea but he 
is certainly willing to concede it is worth a City Council discussion, and step one from Coronado’s 
point of view would be one member agendizing the issue, see if the Council wants to discuss it, 
and then start studying and discussing it.  The absolute wrong way to do it is to let Imperial Beach 
start this movement and now we feel we have to respond. 
 
In front of him today, the clear response is that the Council should request that Assemblymember 
Atkins remove the City of Coronado from this.  We didn’t request this and this isn’t drawn to favor 
the City of Coronado.  If this Council or a future Council wants to talk about relinquishment, then 
we ought to pick up that torch ourselves, define what we think should be relinquished, whether it 
is just 282 or 75 or the whole thing, and he wanted to point out leverage.  Even Ms. Spehn said 
that there is a lot to be gained at the negotiating table.  To him, this is the weakest version of 
leverage we could have to just say we got pulled into this.  There is no logical reason for Coronado 
to be in this, particularly the way this map is drawn.  Why would it make any sense to keep the 
bridge under state control, dump 100,000 trips into Coronado, not allow us to fix the toll bridge 
plaza, and leave the rest of 282 stranded orphans there.  That doesn’t make any sense.  This begs 
us to respond and not to respond on our terms but to respond on either Speaker Atkins’ terms or 
Imperial Beach’s terms, Caltrans’ terms – we don’t have leverage in this.  Step 1 is to say, 
respectfully, that this does not suit our needs and to please remove us from it.  Step 2 is to see how 
Speaker Atkins responds.  If she says no and that her judgment is that it should stand, then we deal 
with that.  He really thinks the strongest relinquishment discussion happens when we say we are 
at the point where we want to discuss it.  He doesn’t want to say oppose it yet because he wants to 
see if Assemblymember Atkins is willing to remove Coronado from this.  Here is one reason why.  
It is totally subjective where all that red stuff ends right at Glorietta.  We all know that is within 
the City limits.  That is why when the Port asks something about Tidelands Park, we are asked as 
it is within our City.  He is not buying any of that stuff.  Logically, if the state wanted to relinquish, 
they ought to consider relinquishing the bridge because the starting point of SR 75 is when you 
leave 5 to go on the bridge.  If the state isn’t willing to do that, and he wouldn’t blame them, then 
it really casts a lot of doubt on the logic of relinquishing any of these state highways because the 
reason the state highways exist is there is far more traffic coming in and out of Coronado that has 
nothing to do with us.  Those are other people’s cars from other cities, other locales.  It is silly to 
say that we have the wherewithal or the resources to process all of that.  We don’t.  This is a 
shortcut and this is not the right way for Coronado to pursue relinquishment if it wants.  To him, 
it is very clear that we should see if Assemblymember Atkins would remove Coronado from this 
initially and if she won’t, then we should continue to talk about what we want to do to address 
what is on the table.  He wanted to make the point that he has no interest in trying to harm Imperial 
Beach.  If they want to pursue relinquishment that is great.  He thinks we need to make sure that 
this is pursued in a way where it helps Imperial Beach and it does not harm Coronado.  In his 
opinion, this harms Coronado.   
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Councilmember Woiwode sort of agrees with Mayor Tanaka.  When one thinks about how this 
came about, Imperial Beach came to the conclusion that a relinquishment worked for them because 
of some very specific things they are trying to accomplish – a project that they are building that 
they can only build if the highway is relinquished to them.  He thinks that is the right time at which 
to ask for it.  If we are doing work that requires relinquishment in order to accomplish it that is the 
point at time at which we want to talk about relinquishment and not have it something that is 
staring at us all the time without us taking a conscious look at it.  There are people who think that 
we can set speed limits differently than Caltrans does.  We can’t.  We have the same process and 
are governed by the same laws.  There are people who think we can do things with the roads that 
Caltrans can’t.  Maybe sometimes that is true.  Speed tables is one example where we are asking 
for them and we are asking for all of the traffic calming improvements that were recommended by 
the consultants except for the traffic signals so we are following through on that study and we are 
asking Caltrans’ permission to do those things.  If Caltrans is serious about their intent to make 
city streets more accessible to all modes of transportation, they may change their approach to those 
things.  He doesn’t think we should assume that we have to have the roads relinquished to us in 
order to make progress on those items.  The fact that state roads interconnect communities – SR 
75 has 12 miles inside Coronado, 1 mile inside Imperial Beach, and 1 mile in San Diego – makes 
it clear that we are the biggest factor in this bill and yet we haven’t had a public discussion about 
relinquishment.  He agrees that the cart is before the horse here in terms of our City’s interest.  He 
would also like to see our name removed from the bill.   
 
Councilmember Sandke shared in the Eagle last week that he thinks we have inexorably, step by 
step, council by council, year by year gotten closer to the necessity to do this.  He sees the point 
about the trigger being pulled by someone other than us.  He thinks that, in looking at the map, on 
the southern end the red line stops at Rendova.  Taking over the Strand would not be a good idea.  
He would not include the bridge even though the City boundary for Coronado is about a quarter 
of the way up the bridge.  Having some control over the toll plaza would have to come with money.  
We need the control we would want to have there.  Recognizing that the boundary right at Glorietta 
is not a conducive boundary for the things we want presents a stumbling block going forward.  He 
would certainly include 282 and the simple inclusion of the small plastic sign that says ‘Pedestrian 
Crossing’ has been like a root canal times one thousand just to get something like that done in the 
Safe Routes to School area  This has been horribly difficult and frustratingly so.  That is just one 
more tick of the boxes of all the things we have tried to do that Caltrans has said no to.  That is 
just old and we are tired of that broken record.  The community is tired of that broken record.  He 
doesn’t disagree that it would be expensive.  He doesn’t disagree that there are liability issues and 
maintenance issues and all those things need to be vetted.  The community needs to know what 
those numbers are before making a decision.  At the risk of adding one more thing to the ballot, it 
is probably something that the residents should vote on.  He would love to find some ways to 
include some very innovative solutions to what is a tremendously unique and dangerous situation 
in any traffic community and that would be a trial of some speed cameras for enforcement in the 
area between Orange Avenue and the bridge.  As Mr. Woiwode points out, we have to follow the 
same set of rules and he thinks we had better learn to play inside that box but find some innovative 
solutions to reclaim the neighborhood.  He thinks the definition of state of good repair is something 
that we have to be very careful about.  The City Manager talked a little earlier about something 
being thrown in the kitty.  This isn’t a poker game.  This is our future as a community and for us 
to be able to have all of the aces in our deck is simply not something that the state is going to let 
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happen.  It is important for us to go in with our eyes open and play a good hand.   A complete 
analysis of the existing roadways, as would happen with a project study that we talked about 
initiating, would be tremendously important and he would like included in that state of the art 
adaptive timetable traffic signals being included as well.  It is a big project and he doesn’t disagree 
that it would be expensive.  He thinks it would be in the interest of the state to get the roadway in 
what we both determine is a state of good repair and then, in the interest of the state, relinquish the 
roadway to us.  Whether that is with a vote tonight or not, he doesn’t think it is something we 
should give up on.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that Mr. Sandke has discussed how he feels about relinquishment and 
some of the ways to approach it.  The issue at hand is Imperial Beach is the mover behind this.  
They are the reason this bill exists and Coronado is being asked to review it.  Where does he stand 
on this bill? 
 
Mr. Sandke responded by saying that we have the attention of the state.  Our name is in a bill.  
Every time we have tried to get something done at the legislative level in Sacramento, we have 
gotten responses that things can’t be done as they are Coronado-specific.  He thinks it will be 
doubly difficult to come back to them later and say that we have a great idea now and have someone 
act on our behalf.  He thinks we have the attention of the legislature currently and we have the 
opportunity to move forward with a project study and perhaps even a public vote based on that 
study that would give us an opportunity to move forward.  He is at this level a support but amend.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the reason he is optimistic is because our name is in the bill. 
 
Mr. Sandke explained that the reason he is optimistic is because he thinks, given the fatality and 
the two serious injuries that we have had, we have an opportunity to use some legislative 
momentum on our behalf.  He thinks that specifically makes him think we should strike while the 
iron is hot.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks Mr. Sandke makes very good points about perhaps the time being ripe or 
nearly ripe to discuss relinquishment.  Where he really doesn’t agree with Mr. Sandke is he doesn’t 
agree that the process before the Council involves Coronado having any better leverage than it 
would all things considered.  He actually thinks we’d have far more leverage if we were the ones 
who initiated it.  He thinks the proof is that we really weren’t consulted on this.  If we were to 
oppose it today, we will then find out whether Assemblymember Atkins cares about our opinion 
or not.  If she decides to keep Coronado in her bill, then that will show that we don’t have any 
leverage.  We need to find out if the Assembly member really does care about the Coronado City 
Council’s position and if the colleagues in Sacramento do.  He is really concerned that this whole 
process was driven by Imperial Beach.  The Speaker’s bill is to advantage Imperial Beach.  It is 
not to advantage Coronado.  It is to dispose of Coronado.  We are part of this solution so in order 
to fix Imperial Beach’s problem logically they had to include us.  Mr. Sandke is absolutely right 
that the time may be ripe for a discussion on relinquishment.  He wants us to do it on the most 
favorable terms to our residents.   
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Michael Schmid thinks Coronado was added in response to a meeting they had with the Speaker 
at their house right after his son’s accident.  She was very sympathetic at that time that Coronado 
could do more to make these streets safe than Caltrans can.  That is when it was added.   
 
Mayor Tanaka appreciates that insight and he is sure that might be part of it but there is a larger 
picture.   
 
Deanna Spehn clarified that it is generally Caltrans’ policy that an entire route be put into the 
legislation because it takes a year for a bill to move through the legislature.  It also costs money to 
process a bill, just under $20,000 per piece of legislation.  That is why the administration’s 
preference, generally, is if you can consolidate.  In this case, it is an entire route.  The discretion 
is entirely Coronado’s whether or not you take advantage should the bill pass of asking for 
relinquishment and it is entirely Coronado’s discretion of sitting and negotiating with Caltrans.  
That is not a legislative process.   
 
Councilmember Downey is not as afraid that if we came to the decision we wanted to relinquish 
in a year or two that it would be harder to get the legislature’s attention.  When she met with Laurie 
Berman, she has been trying to get rid of SR 75 in Coronado for as long as she has been there 
because we are a pain in the neck to them.  Our citizens know who she is, her phone number and 
how to reach her.  She would prefer they didn’t.  She does her best but she gets a lot of input from 
Coronado and since Coronado residents see it as a local issue, her thought all along was why don’t 
we make it a local issue.  She also knows that we are going to be bound by the same laws that 
Caltrans is bound by in terms of what kind of traffic measures, in a lot of instances, you can use.  
It just means we have to answer all of the people that are mad that we can’t put whatever we want 
in.  She was certain there was an impetus for putting this in the bill and she thinks it is partly 
because they want to do the whole thing but then when you have the input of our residents 
specifically saying they want to be able to take control that all came together.  She doesn’t know 
if it harms Imperial Beach if we ask to be pulled out.  Since Caltrans has suggested they would not 
be including the bridge, which is a portion of SR 75, then she doesn’t know that it makes any 
difference whether it is the small section or the 14-mile section.  The other issue she has is she has 
no intention of supporting the City taking the bridge.  There is a reason Caltrans needs to operate 
the bridge.  We don’t have the budget, the time, the resources, or the inclination to be in charge of 
managing the bridge.  She would recommend that we actually ask Assemblymember Atkins to 
remove our name from this particular legislation but she thinks now is a great time to start looking 
at those numbers, working with Caltrans on those numbers.  It is $50,000 now but it could be 
$100,000 any time there is an accident.  We know how many accidents we have on SR 75.  She 
wants to have idea of how much the costs are that we have to incorporate into us possibly taking 
over the bridge.  She also does agree that there are a lot of things we can talk about because one 
of the things that we would have always wanted to do with Caltrans and we have no leverage at 
all is we have asked several times why we can’t have three lanes going outbound all weekend long.  
It is a simple reason because they would have to put another shift on.  There are a lot of options 
out there but she doesn’t know that this is the right time to do it.  She is recommending that at this 
time we ask to be pulled from the bill but that we actually start the staff work to see.  Everyone on 
Third and Fourth wants to know why we don’t do it.  So let’s find out what it is so people can talk 
about and maybe put it up to a vote.   
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Councilmember Bailey commented that it doesn’t sound like there is support for us to stay in the 
bill as it is written.  He is happy to also support removing ourselves from the bill but to piggyback 
off of Ms. Downey he would also like to see us have this discussion.  We don’t have any leverage 
right now because we aren’t at the table.  How do we gain leverage?  Perhaps it is as simple as 
asking Caltrans for a proposal through a PSR and if we don’t like it, we can reject it.  He would 
rather have that option available to us sooner rather than later where we don’t have the option at 
all and they can just dump it on our laps.  He is fine pulling Coronado out of this bill but he would 
like to direct staff to agendize for discussion at a subsequent Council meeting what it would 
actually look like for Caltrans to prepare a PSR.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that there is a way forward for today.  Something that is abundantly clear to 
him is that this is an election year and we are very close to that election.  One of the things that he 
thinks is really important about an election year is it is the City’s chance to vet candidates and have 
these discussions.  He thinks it would be far more healthy to see who is running for City Council 
and who is running for Mayor and there will be at least five to ten forums.  They will ask the 
question as to where people stand on relinquishment.  And it is really important to let that process 
play out.    
 
Mr. Bailey responded by saying that we are eight months away from the election.  He has no doubt 
that they will be asked what it would look like if we did take over Third and Fourth Street.  As of 
right now we don’t know because we have no information to go off of.  He would rather have that 
information available for those exact discussions.  He doesn’t see any harm in asking Caltrans to 
put something on the table. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks the flaw to his position is we are letting Imperial Beach dictate our timeline 
again.  He knows that is not Mr. Bailey’s intention but it has the same result.   
 
Mr. Bailey thinks the discussion on Imperial Beach is irrelevant.  One way or the other we are 
going to have to have this discussion in the future and he would rather know this information 
sooner rather than later before being forced into a corner where we have no options.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that if that is all one motion, he will have to vote against it.  He thinks 
we need to bifurcate the issue and first see if there is a Council majority that is ready to put a 
motion forward to request that Assemblymember Atkins amend her bill to remove Coronado from 
it and then we certainly can take up discussions about relinquishment but he doesn’t think we have 
to tie the two together and if the two are tied together, he has to vote against it.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if Mayor Tanaka views the process of requesting a PSR to be akin to pursuing 
relinquishment. 
 
Mayor Tanaka does.  He doesn’t want to send the signal that we want it.  He wants to send the 
signal that we first want to have our own discussion and if and when we as a City decide to pursue 
it, we chose to pursue it.   
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Mr. Bailey asked at what point we would be actually ready to have that discussion if we have no 
information to go off of.  He hears Mr. King saying that Caltrans will make us a proposal and then 
we will have some information with which to decide if this actually makes sense for Coronado.   
 
Mayor Tanaka challenges Mr. Bailey to use Council Policy #2 to formally think about how he 
wants to word it and word it that way.  He does not want to ad hoc add that.   
 
Jonathan Clay wanted to present some information for the Council.  If the City decides to go down 
the path to have a conversation with the Assemblymember about removing Coronado from the 
language, he thinks it should also then consider what happens if that is done and what happens if 
that is not done.  This bill will most likely be heard some time in the month of April.  The policy 
committees are going to be meeting then.  It could be heard as early as next week.  If the City 
wanted to engage one way or the other, it would want to have a position at that point.   
 
Mayor Tanaka wants to do something more deliberate.   
 
 MSC  (Tanaka/Woiwode) moved that the City Council request 
Assemblymember Atkins to amend her bill to remove the City of Coronado.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  Sandke 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 MS  (Bailey/Sandke) moved that the City Council direct staff to agendize 

for future discussion having Caltrans prepare a Project Study Report 
or the Caltrans document regarding relinquishment.   

 
Ms. Downey doesn’t know that we need to go that route.  She knows our staff is so over worked 
but rather than go to Caltrans and ask them to do that, first she would rather have an idea of what 
the costs are, what we think they are.  We do a far better job of maintaining our streets than Caltrans 
has ever done.  If we know how many miles exist on all of the roads and we know what our seven-
year replacement plan is, we could do a back of the napkin at least for road maintenance for some 
of these roads.  She thinks we can have a ballpark figure about additional legal risk costs that might 
be necessary based on the number of accidents.  Our staff could put together at least a basic idea 
of some of the costs we are taking on.  What it won't have is what could be offered in negotiations 
with Caltrans.  She doesn’t know that she wants to go out and so definitively say that we are 
heading in a direction and for Caltrans to give us something. 
 
Mr. Bailey’s intention behind this is simply to say to Caltrans that they told us informally many 
times that they want to give us Third and Fourth Streets and now we want to be able to discuss this 
from an informed position after knowing what the maintenance costs look like.  Mr. King has 
stated that Caltrans won’t provide that information to us unless we, as a body, formally request it.   
 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  125 
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 March 15, 2016   
 

125 

Mayor Tanaka asked if Mr. Bailey thinks that his motion encourages Assemblymember Atkins to 
keep Coronado in the bill.  Mr. Bailey responded that, if that is the case, she hasn’t listened to this 
body. 
 
Ms. Downey understands that there is a risk that this could go down the road where we don’t have 
any say in the matter.  Based on how some of these processes work, and she really appreciates Ms. 
Spehn coming to talk about this, because she understands that it could get pushed down our throats 
and we wouldn’t have a chance to stop the train.  She believes Ms. Spehn when she says that is 
not the case but the staff report suggests that it is possible that it is going to be up to the California 
Transportation Commission, etc.  She is just not as comfortable that we could stop the train if we 
decided we didn’t want it.  That is her worry.  That is why going to ask Caltrans for that report just 
makes it that much likelier that it will get shoved down our throats.  She wants it to be on our terms 
and wants to get a better understanding of what the costs and benefits would be and to negotiate 
from a position of strength as opposed to last-ditch efforts. 
 
Mr. Bailey agrees and that is why he thinks that we are going to have to have this discussion.  All 
this motion would do is simply say to Caltrans to put together some information for us.  He 
completely agrees that we need to substantiate that information on our own.  At this point in time, 
we do have leverage because we can always say no.  Eventually we might reach the day where we 
don’t have that leverage any more.  Why would we want to limit the information available to us if 
Caltrans is willing to provide it?  All he is seeking is information.  He just wants to know some 
facts.   
 
Mayor Tanaka would rather see the issue forced and then us dealing with it then and that way we 
never gave the signal that we were really open to it.  Again, we could, at a minimum ask staff to 
put together their own preliminary thoughts before moving forward.  He would rather take the 
more conservative approach of wait and be deliberate rather than do it right now.   
 
Mr. Woiwode thinks this all makes sense for Imperial Beach because they had a specific need and 
relinquishment enables them to satisfy that need.  We haven’t done that yet.  We haven’t come up 
with a reason why relinquishment works in our benefit.  We speculate that it might.  We speculate 
that we could do things that Caltrans won’t do but we don’t know that for a fact.  He would rather 
see us tie relinquishment to something in particular that we want to accomplish.  The issue of how 
much the road costs and whether or not it is worth it only makes sense in the context of what we 
benefit from and we don’t know that benefit until we have got a toll plaza project or a traffic 
calming project or something in front of us that we could do with relinquishment but we could not 
do without.    When we get to that point then he thinks he is ready to talk about it.  Until that point, 
he thinks we are just asking people to negotiate against us.   
 
Mr. Bailey withdrew his motion.   
 
12. CITY ATTORNEY:    No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:  None. 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 9:05 p.m.  
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       Approved: (Date), 2016 
 
 

______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest:  
 
 
______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC  
City Clerk 
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04/05/16 

APPROVAL OF READING BY TITLE AND WAIVER OF READING IN FULL OF 
ORDINANCES ON THIS AGENDA 

The City Council waives the reading of the full text of every ordinance contained in this agenda 
and approves the reading of the ordinance title only.   
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ACCEPTANCE OF THE STREET PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE FY 14/15 PROJECT 
AND DIRECTION TO THE CITY CLERK TO FILE A NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 14/15 project and direct 
the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  $60,000 was appropriated from the General Fund (Project Acct # 400710-
9759-15SLURRY) and $280,000 was appropriated from the Highway Users Tax (HUTA) (Project 
Account Number 206376-9759-15SLURRY) for the design and construction of this project.  The 
total project cost, including design, construction, testing and inspection, and other miscellaneous 
expenses, is $313,716 as shown below.  The remaining balance of $26,284 will be available for 
appropriation in the FY 16/17 budget.  

General Fund HUTA Funds Totals 
Construction Cost $19,616 $278,786 $298,402 
Project Contingency (Change Orders) $0 $0 $0 
Testing/Inspection $14,000 $0 $14,000 
Miscellaneous Expenses $100 $1,214 $1,314 
Total Project Costs $33,716 $280,000 $313,716 
Remaining Balance $26,284 $0 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

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

ANALYSIS:  Roy Allan Slurry Seal, Inc. was issued a Notice to Proceed on September 28, 2015.  
The project was completed in accordance with the plans and specifications on October 30, 2015.  
Filing of the Notice of Completion was delayed until the final change order was fully executed; this 
occurred in early March.  Recording of the Notice of Completion is an important step in finalizing 
the construction contract.  It is a written notice issued by the owner of the property to notify 
concerned parties that the work has been completed and it triggers the time period for filing of 
mechanics’ liens and stop notices to 30 days.  Final retention payment is not made to the contractor 
until the 30-day period to file liens and stop notices has lapsed. 

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Johnson 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\04-05 Meeting  SR Due Mar. 24\FINAL Street Prev. Maint. - Notice of 
Completion.doc 
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AWARD OF CONTRACT TO AMERICAN ASPHALT SOUTH, INC. IN THE AMOUNT 
OF $259,972 FOR THE STREET PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE FY 15-16 PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Award a contract to American Asphalt South, Inc. in the amount of 
$259,972 for the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 15-16 project.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The project budget is within the FY 15-16 Capital Improvement Program 
allocation of $407,000, which appropriated $184,000 from the General Fund Account (400710-
9827-16SLURRY) and $223,000 from the Highway User Tax Fund Account (206376-9827-
16SLURRY). 

It is recommended that the project be funded as follows: 

Project Budget 
Contract Award $259,972 
Project Contingency (≈10%) $25,997 
Inspection/Testing (≈10%) $28,597 

Total Project Budget $314,566 

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

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  Every year, as part of the annual preventive maintenance program, the City 
slurry seals approximately one-seventh of the City streets on a rotating basis.  Slurry seal is a 
preventive maintenance treatment that consists of a thin layer of asphalt and sand mixture applied 
to the road surface which extends the life of the road by protecting it from oxidation.  Slurry sealing 
rejuvenates or revitalizes old bituminous-wearing surfaces and makes slippery surfaces “nonskid.” 
Pavement markings are also repainted, improving visibility at night.  This year’s project is 
scheduled to be completed prior to summer; the following areas will be slurry sealed (also see the 
attached map): 
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• Glorietta Boulevard (Pomona Avenue to Fourth Street; Fourth Street to Second Street) 
• Vista Place 
• Bay Circle 
• Guadalupe Avenue 
• Margarita Avenue (Bay Circle to Sixth Street; Sixth Street to Pomona Avenue) 
• Monterey Avenue 
• Jacinto Place 
• Visalia Row 
• San Luis Rey 
• Miguel Avenue 
• Glorietta Place 
• Soledad Place 
• Bayshore Bikeway (Coronado Yacht Club to Fiddler’s Cove; culvert bridge to 

Imperial Beach city limit) 
 

ANALYSIS:  Bids were publicly opened on March 10, 2016, with the following results: 
 

BIDDER BID 
American Asphalt South, Inc. $259,972.00 
Roy Allan Slurry Seal, Inc. $276,012.50 
Pavement Coatings, Inc. $282,900.00 
All-American Asphalt $367,375.00 

 
Staff reviewed the bid package, insurance, bonding, and references for American Asphalt South, 
Inc.  In accordance with the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, American 
Asphalt South, Inc. is the lowest responsible and responsive bidder.  Public contracting laws 
require the City to award the contract to the lowest responsible and responsive bidder, in this case, 
American Asphalt South, Inc. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect to reject all bids. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering /Katzenstein 
Attachment:  Maps of areas to be slurry sealed (3 pages) 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\04-05 Meeting  SR Due Mar. 24\FINAL Authorization to Award - Street Prev. 
Maint.docx 
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APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER 
TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH BENOLD CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, IN 
AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $110,000, FOR THE REFURBISHMENT OF CITY 
BUS SHELTERS  

RECOMMENDATION:  Appropriate funds and authorize the City Manager to execute an 
agreement with Benold Construction Company, in an amount not to exceed $110,000, for the 
refurbishment of City bus shelters. 

IMPACT:  The bids for the refurbishment of the bus shelters ranged from $94,980 to $122,645. 
The lowest bid was from Benold Construction Company.  There is available fund balance in the 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) fund for this project.  An additional appropriation of 
$30,000 is being requested to supplement the $80,000 currently budgeted in expenditure budget 
account (216641-8060).   

PROJECT BUDGET 
Base Bid $94,980 
Contingency (approximately 15%) $15,020 
TOTAL $110,000 

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

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Coronado Municipal Code Chapter 8.07.010, “Bid Procedures in Public 
Works Contracts,” requires that the notice inviting bids for public works projects shall be 
published at least once and no fewer than ten days before the bid opening date.  Notices were 
published on the City of Coronado’s website for public bids on January 5, 2016.   

BACKGROUND:  In 1999, the City of Coronado obtained an encroachment permit from 
Caltrans for the purpose of installing bus shelters at the bus stops along Highway 75.  The bus 
shelters, as well as the metal, beach-themed artwork attached to the shelters, are City property. 
Since then, the shelters have corroded to the point where they are in need of refurbishment.  On 
August 8, 2015, the City Council authorized staff to advertise a Request for Bids (RFB) for the 
bus shelters’ refurbishment.  This project includes moving the bus shelters from an 
environmentally sensitive area to an approved, remote work site; removing the metal artwork; 
removing all rust; fabricating and attaching replacement parts; applying new corrosion-inhibiting 
coating; reattaching the metal artwork and, finally, reinstalling the bus shelters at their original 
locations.  
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ANALYSIS:  The bids were opened on February 4, 2016, with the following results:    
 

Contractor Bid Amount 
Benold Construction Company $94,980 
Telliard Construction $119,700 
San Diego Construction Company $122,645 

 
Staff reviewed the bid package and references for Benold Construction Company.  In accordance 
with the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, Benold Construction Company 
is the lowest responsible and responsive bidder.  If awarded, public contracting laws require the 
City to award the contract to the lowest responsible and responsive bidder, in this case, Benold 
Construction Company.   
 
ALTERNATIVE:   The Council may elect to reject this bid and not award the contract based on 
the results of this RFB process. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Maurer 
Attachment A: Photos of the five bus shelters 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A PURCHASE 
AGREEMENT FOR AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $80,000 THROUGH 
COOPERATIVE PURCHASING PROGRAMS FOR ONE FULLY OUTFITTED WORK 
TRUCK  

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase agreement for an 
amount not to exceed $80,000 in order to replace one work truck which is programmed for 
replacement in the current FY 2015-16 Vehicle and Equipment Replacement (VER) Fund 135.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The replacement of this vehicle was programmed in the FY 2015-16 VER 
budget.  The table below compares the amount budgeted for the vehicle and equipment, as well 
as 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. 

Chevrolet 3500HD Truck, 
Fleet Division, (Unit 8-1) 

$  80,000  $  62,200  $17,800 $80,000 National Joint Powers 
Alliance (NJPA) Contract 
#102811  

TOTAL $ 80,000 $ 62,200 $17,800 $80,000 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE: No public notice is required. 

BACKGROUND:    Coronado Municipal Code Section 8.04.060 requires the approval of the 
City Council for the purchase of goods, supplies and/or equipment above $30,000.  The 
Municipal Code has a provision for purchases of supplies and equipment to be accomplished 
through cooperative purchasing (CMC § 8.04.070).  Cooperative purchasing is a national- and 
State-approved tool used by government agencies to join with other jurisdictions to buy similar 
products.  When purchasing cooperatively, a “lead agency” is the central purchaser for several 
jurisdictions.  Because these contracts tend to be for purchases of large quantities, the lead 
agencies are able to negotiate for lower unit costs.  Staff will be able to purchase the proposed 
vehicle and equipment cooperatively, at competitive pricing, from existing National Joint Powers 
Alliance (NJPA) contracts.  

ANALYSIS:  Chevrolet 3500HD Truck (Unit 4-1):  The FY 2015-16 VER Fund 135 includes 
$80,000 to replace one Public Services Fleet Division truck.  The existing truck is 10 years old, 
and is no longer serviceable as a front line response vehicle.  The proposed purchase price, 
including outfitting, will not exceed the approved budget amount.  This truck is available for 
purchase through the National Joint Powers Alliance bid number 102811, a cooperative 
purchasing contract. (Attachment A)   
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ALTERNATIVE: The City Council could choose to not authorize the purchase of the vehicle or 
equipment described above, and could recommend that staff use the Request for Bids (RFB) 
process instead. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Maurer  
Attachment A: National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA) Contract #102811 (Unit 8-1)  
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AUTHORIZATION FOR CITY MANAGER TO APPROVE CHANGE ORDER ONE IN 
THE AMOUNT OF $44,132 TO THE ANCHOR QEA AGREEMENT FOR DESIGN AND 
PRE-CONSTRUCTION SERVICES FOR THE GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY (BLRF) RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve Change Order No. 1 to the Professional Services Agreement 
with Anchor QEA in the amount of $44,132. 

FISCAL IMPACT: Funding for the Anchor QEA contract (including the change order) is 
within previously appropriated Dock C and BLRF project funds and the costs will be prorated to 
each funding source.  The funding source for this project is $1,105,500 of grant funds for the 
boat launch ramp facility ($630,000 grant from the California Department of Boating and 
Waterways, and a $470,000 CIP grant from the Port District) and $3,965,000 in fee revenue 
generated by the marina operation for the Dock C replacement.  The City Project Account No. 
220591-9830-LMRDCKC has been established to record the project expenditures. 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE: Not applicable. 

CEQA:  Approval of a Change Order to the Anchor QEA Agreement is not subject to CEQA 
review and approval.  However, the Dock C/BLRF Reconstruction Project itself is subject to 
environmental review. The City is serving as the lead Agency with regard to CEQA processing 
and has certified a Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project.   

BACKGROUND:  On August 18, 2015, the City Council approved the conversion of a 
professional services agreement from URS/Cash & Associates to Anchor QEA to provide 
design, permit and “preconstruction” services for the Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Facility 
(BLRF) Reconstruction Project.  The amount of the contract was $418,273.  This action by the 
City Council allowed for the continuation of professional services provided by: 1) the same 
marina engineer/architect (Randy Mason) for the Dock C Project; and 2) the same engineer (Bob 
Sherwood) for the BLRF Project (who was previously employed by Algert Engineering and will 
serve as a subconsultant for Anchor QEA).  The previous contract with Algert Engineering as the 
architect/engineer for the BLRF Project was subsequently terminated.   

Under the previous URS/Cash & Associates contract (for services provided by Randy Mason), 
the City expended $127,548 in engineering/design costs for the multiple conceptual drawings for 
Dock C and the Public Dock (including low free board) component of the BLRF Project.   

At the direction of the California Department of Parks and Recreation, Division of Boating and 
Waterways (DBAW), the Anchor QEA agreement was subsequently amended administratively 
to bifurcate the scope of work for the BLRF Project between those elements that are and are not 
funded by the approved DBAW grant. 

04/05/16 

103

5g



 
ANALYSIS:  Over the past months, Anchor QEA has prepared the preliminary and final design 
drawings for the Dock C and BLRF Project and developed preliminary construction cost 
estimates.  This has also entailed additional work not originally included in their approved Scope 
of Work.  The work outlined in the Change Order was authorized by City staff and subsequently 
performed by Anchor QEA in order to meet milestones to begin construction by the end of this 
year.  This includes designing the site fire line that was originally going to be done by one of the 
City’s on-call engineering contractors; revising the gangway entrance and platform design based 
on City requirements; and reformatting of drawings done by other consultants.   
 
The City continues to receive the necessary regulatory permits and approvals for the Dock C and 
BLRF Project.  The City received approval of its application for a Coastal Development Permit 
from the California Coastal Commission on March 9, 2016.  The City anticipates the Port 
District will conclude its final actions on the project during its May 2016 meeting.  The City also 
anticipates receiving regulatory permits and approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and other federal and state agencies in the coming months as well. 
 
As the City nears the end of the permitting phase of the project, it will work with Anchor QEA to 
prepare the construction bid specifications and final bid, award, and contract documents.  As 
stated in the staff report presented on August 18, 2015, these services were not included in the 
initial Scope of Work.  Prior to this construction phase of the Project, City staff will return with a 
subsequent Change Order for the required bid and construction management services as well as 
development of the final as-built record documents.  The projected costs for these tasks is 
estimated to be $127,015.  
 
ALTERNATIVES: The City Council could decide to: 1) not approve the Change Order 
Request; or 2) request staff defer the matter until such time as the subsequent Change Order is 
submitted for the bid and construction management services to be provided by Anchor QEA. 
 
Submitted by Office of the City Manager\Torres and Public Services & Engineering\Cecil 
Attachment:  Anchor QEA Change Order No. 1 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS TO INCREASE PARKING IN THE VICINITY OF THE 
JOHN D. SPRECKELS CENTER AND BOWLING GREEN AND APPROVAL TO 
REMOVE ONE FIRE HYDRANT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado to 
Remove and/or Modify Red No Parking Curb Zones in the Vicinity of the John D. Spreckels Center 
and Bowling Green to Increase Parking by Five Spaces”; adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of 
the City of Coronado to Modify a 12-Minute Green Curb Parking Zone on Orange Avenue Adjacent 
to the Coronado Police Station (700 Orange Avenue)”; and approval to remove one fire hydrant. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The cost to remove the red curbs and to modify the green curb will be paid 
from the John D. Spreckels Center and Bowling Green construction budget and accomplished by the 
Public Services Streets Division.  The cost to remove the hydrant will also be from the John D. 
Spreckels Center and Bowling Green construction budget and done by California-American Water, 
the water provider for Coronado. 

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:  Residents within a 300' radius of the Center were notified.  

BACKGROUND:  At the December 1, 2015, City Council meeting, the Council awarded a contract 
for construction of the John D. Spreckels Center and Bowling Green.  At that meeting, the Council 
requested staff to look at alternatives to the proposed parking on Seventh Street.   

ANALYSIS: At the February 2, 2016, City Council meeting, staff presented six potential locations 
where red curbs could be removed or modified.  The Council approved five of those locations.  Most 
of the locations require only the removal or respacing of the red curbs.  The red curb on Orange 
Avenue will be reduced and the green curb shifted north, creating a new parking space on Orange 
Avenue.  One location will require the removal of a fire hydrant.  That fire hydrant is considered 
redundant as there are three other fire hydrants in close proximity to the one proposed to be removed. 
One red curb location requires a waiver of the MTS bus stop standard 80-foot zone.  Staff made a 
request to MTS to shorten the bus stop, which was granted on March 2, 2016.  

ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could direct staff to consider alternate parking locations.  

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Cecil 
Attachments: A. Red Curb Zone Resolution  

B. Green Curb Zone Resolution 
C. Location Photos 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\04-05 Meeting  SR Due Mar. 24\FINAL JD Spreckels Ctr removal of 
red curbs for additional parking.doc 
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Attachment A 
 

 RESOLUTION NO.  
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO TO 
REMOVE AND/OR MODIFY RED NO PARKING CURB ZONES IN THE VICINITY 
OF THE JOHN D. SPRECKELS CENTER AND BOWLING GREEN TO INCREASE 
PARKING BY FIVE SPACES 
 
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that 
RESOLUTION No. 8354, entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING RED NO PARKING 
CURB ZONES THROUGHOUT THE CITY OF CORONADO,” adopted June 2, 2009, and as 
amended to date, is hereby further amended by a modifying the following sections to read as 
follows: 
 
14. D AVENUE 
 

M. Beginning at the intersection of the prolongation of the north curb line of Seventh 
Street and the prolongation of the west curb line of D Avenue; thence northerly 
along said west curb line a distance of one hundred thirteen (113) feet to the true 
point of beginning; thence northerly a distance of sixty-two (62) feet 

Q. Delete 
 

65. ORANGE AVENUE 
 

LL. Beginning at the intersection of the prolongation of the south curb line of Seventh 
Street and the prolongation of the west curb line of Orange Avenue; thence 
southerly along said west curb line a distance of sixty-nine (69) feet to the true point 
of beginning; thence northerly sixty (60) feet .  

 
69. OLIVE AVENUE 
 

F. Along the inside curb of the curb that parallels D Avenue within the parking area at 
the east end of Olive Avenue. The red curb zone shall have a distance of 32 feet 
measured from its current southerly terminus.  

G. Delete 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 5th 
day of April 2016, by the following vote, to wit: 
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AYES: 
 
NAYS: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, 
       Mayor of the City of Coronado 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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          Attachment B 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ________ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO TO 
MODIFY A 12-MINUTE GREEN CURB PARKING ZONE ON ORANGE AVENUE 
ADJACENT TO THE CORONADO POLICE STATION (700 ORANGE AVENUE) 
 
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that Resolution 
No. 8353, entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING GREEN NO PARKING CURB 
ZONES THROUGHOUT THE CITY OF CORONADO,” adopted on June 2, 2009, is hereby 
further amended by adding Modifying Section 78. B. to read as follows: 
 
 
65. Orange Avenue 
 

D. Beginning at the intersection of the prolongation of the south curb line of Seventh 
Street and the prolongation of the west curb line of Orange Avenue; thence south 
along said west curb line a distance of sixty-nine (69) feet to the true point of 
beginning; thence southerly along said west curb line a distance of twenty-two 
(22) feet. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 5th 
day of April 2016, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
 
AYES: 
 
NAYS: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, 
       Mayor of the City of Coronado 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 

 

115



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

116



Attachment C 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE DESTRUCTION OF CERTAIN 
DOCUMENTS LOCATED IN THE DEPARTMENTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, 
CITY CLERK, CITY MANAGER, FIRE, POLICE, PUBLIC SERVICES & 
ENGINEERING, AND RECREATION/GOLF 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt a “Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
authorizing the destruction of certain documents located in the departments of Administrative 
Services, City Clerk, City Manager, Fire, Police, Public Services & Engineering, and 
Recreation/Golf” in compliance with the City’s Records Retention Policy. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  There will be no cost for the shredding and disposal of documents that 
contain personnel and confidential information as the City will be able to participate in the free 
community-wide shred event being held by EDCO on Saturday, April 23. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  The adoption of a resolution authorizing the destruction of 
records according to City policy is an administrative decision, which does not implicate any 
fundamental vested right.  In such a decision a reviewing court will examine the administrative 
record to determine whether the City Council complied with any required procedures and 
whether the findings, if any, are supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  A records retention schedule for the City of Coronado was adopted by the 
City Council on April 15, 2003, and amended in 2006 and 2009.  This retention schedule, in 
accordance with State of California Government Code Section 34090, permits the destruction of 
certain City records which are no longer required for the effective operation of the City, provided 
there is approval of the City Council by resolution and the written consent of the City Attorney.   

ANALYSIS:  During normal maintenance and management of City records, City departments 
have identified records that are ready for purging and destruction.  In compliance with 
Government Code section 34090, it is not believed that these records have a lasting 
administrative, legal, fiscal, historical, or research value.  Records Destruction Lists have been 
prepared which identify the records to be destroyed by record type, date, and retention period as 
listed in the City of Coronado Records Retention Schedule.  These lists are included as Exhibit A 
of the attached Resolution.  Destruction of these records complies with the provisions of the 
City’s Records Retention Policy.  The City Attorney has reviewed the lists and has approved the 
destruction of these documents.   

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachments: 1. Resolution 

2. Exhibit A - Department Records Destruction Lists
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Attachment 1 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AUTHORIZING THE DESTRUCTION OF CERTAIN DOCUMENTS LOCATED IN THE 
DEPARTMENTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, CITY CLERK, CITY MANAGER, 

FIRE, POLICE, PUBLIC SERVICES & ENGINEERING, AND RECREATION/GOLF 
 
 
WHEREAS, a Records Retention Schedule for the City of Coronado was adopted by the 

City Council on April 15, 2003, amended March 21, 2006, and October 6, 2009; and 
 
 

WHEREAS, the Records Retention Schedule for Coronado, in accordance with State of 
California Government Code Section 34090, permits Department Directors to destroy certain 
City records which are no longer required for the effective operation of the City, provided there 
is approval of the City Council by resolution and the written consent of the City Attorney; and 

 
 
WHEREAS, Government Code §34090 provides that the director of a City department 

may destroy records retained by the Department, without making a copy thereof, after those 
records are no longer required for the effective operation of the City; and 
 
 
 WHEREAS, in order to exercise the authority of Government Code §34090, the 
Department Director must have the approval of the City Council by resolution and the written 
consent of the City Attorney; and 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Department Directors of each department personally represent that 
his/her department is in possession of a quantity of records which are no longer required for the 
effective operation of the City, and that each of the records proposed for destruction meets the 
following criteria: 
 

Is more than two (2) years old, and which period of time complies with the City’s 
Records Retention Policy; 
Does not involve a death; 
Does not involve a crime the prosecution of which is incomplete; 
Does not involve current, potential, or threatened litigation; 
Does not involve a pending or contemplated personnel action; 
Does not involve an ongoing enforcement matter; 
Does not affect the title to real property or liens thereon to include easements, deeds, 
covenants, and official maps;  
Does not relate to contracts, leases, or development agreements; 
Does not have, in the opinion of the Department Director, a lasting administrative, legal, 
fiscal, historical, or research value; and 
Is not a document that pertains to the Tunnel Project. 
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 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Coronado, California, that the City Clerk and Department Directors are hereby authorized to 
destroy, without making a copy thereof, records that meet the criteria proposed above, and that 
are within the following categories as outlined in Exhibit A. 

 
 

  PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, this _____ day of __________, 2016, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
  

AYES:   
 NAYS   
 ABSTAIN:  
 ABSENT:  
 
 
 
      ___________________________________ 
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
      City of Coronado, California 
 
 
ATTEST:      
 
 
__________________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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Attachment 2 
 

EXHIBIT A 
 
 
RECORDS DESTRUCTION LISTS OF CERTAIN DOCUMENTS LOCATED IN THE 
DEPARTMENTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, CITY CLERK, CITY MANAGER, 
FIRE, POLICE, PUBLIC SERVICES & ENGINEERING, AND RECREATION/GOLF 
 
 
CONSENT IS HEREBY GIVEN TO 
THE DESTRUCTION OF THE DOCUMENTS 
DESCRIBED HEREIN. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Johanna Canlas, City Attorney 

 
 
 
(Individual department lists attached.) 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, REAFFIRMING REGULATIONS FOR CANDIDATES 
FOR ELECTIVE OFFICE PERTAINING TO CANDIDATE STATEMENTS AND 
ADDING CHINESE AS A REQUIRED LANGUAGE PURSUANT TO THE 
CALIFORNIA SECRETARY OF STATE’S DIRECTIVE 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, Reaffirming Regulations for Candidates for Elective Office Pertaining to Candidate 
Statements and Adding Chinese as a Required Language for the Translation of Election 
Materials in San Diego County Pursuant to a Directive from the California Secretary of State.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None.  All costs associated with producing candidate statements are borne 
by the candidates who file statements. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:    Adopting procedures and regulations for conducting a 
municipal election are legislative actions of the City Council.  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. 

BACKGROUND:  California Elections Code Section 13307 provides that the governing body 
of any local agency may adopt regulations pertaining to materials prepared by any candidate for 
municipal election, including costs of candidate statements.  Section 13307 further provides that 
the governing body of the local agency has the ability to decide how many words may be 
included in the candidate statement, allowing a minimum of 200 words and a maximum of 400 
words.  The City of Coronado has set the number at 200 words.  Finally, section 13307 also 
allows the governing body to estimate the cost of printing, handling, translating, and mailing the 
candidate statements and to require each candidate filing a statement to pay in advance to the 
local agency his or her estimated pro rata share as a condition of having his or her statement 
included in the voters pamphlet.   

This is a standard resolution which is required to be adopted prior to each election.  It sets the 
word limit for candidate statements.  Candidates are required to pay for their statement at the 
time of submission. 

The only deviation in this resolution is the inclusion of the Chinese language as a required 
language for the translation of election materials in San Diego County, pursuant to a directive 
from the California Secretary of State. 

The San Diego County Registrar of Voters office arranges for the translation of candidate 
statements and that expense is included in the election costs that are passed on to the candidates 
who submit statements.  

LEGAL NOTICE:  No legal notice of the candidate statement regulation is required.  Per 
Elections Code section 13307(e) “a written statement of the regulations (related to candidate 
statements) shall be provided to each candidate or his or her representative at the time he or she 
picks up the nominating papers.” 
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ANALYSIS:  The attached resolution spells out the local regulations pertaining to the upcoming 
November 8, 2016, election.  The only proposed change is to Section 2.  Foreign Language 
Policy to add Chinese. 
 
At this time, the estimated cost for candidate statements is unknown.  However, it is anticipated 
that an estimate will be determined prior to the start of the nominating period (July 18-August 
12) and will be provided to all individuals who choose to file a candidate statement.  When the 
accounting for the election is completed by the Registrar of Voters Office, the candidates are 
either billed for the cost above the estimate or refunded the excess paid. 
 
 
Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment: Resolution  
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RESOLUTION NO.  _____ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA, REAFFIRMING REGULATIONS FOR CANDIDATES FOR ELECTIVE 
OFFICE PERTAINING TO CANDIDATE STATEMENTS AND ADDING CHINESE AS 
A REQUIRED LANGUAGE FOR THE TRANSLATION OF ELECTION MATERIALS 
IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY PURSUANT TO A DIRECTIVE FROM THE CALIFORNIA 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

 
WHEREAS, Section 13307 of the Elections Code of the State of California provides that 

the governing body of any local agency may adopt regulations pertaining to materials prepared 
by any candidate for municipal election, including costs of the candidate’s statement.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 

CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER 
AS FOLLOWS: 

 
SECTION 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS.   That pursuant to Section 13307 of the 

Elections Code of the State of California, each candidate for elective office to be voted for at an 
election to be held in the City of Coronado on November 8, 2016, and each municipal election 
thereafter, may prepare a candidate statement on an appropriate form provided by the City Clerk.  
The statement may include the name, age, and occupation of the candidate and a brief 
description of no more than 200 words on the education and qualifications of the candidate 
expressed by the candidate him/herself.  The statement shall not include party affiliation of the 
candidate, nor membership or activity in partisan political organizations.  The statement shall be 
filed in typewritten form in the office of the City Clerk at the time the candidate’s nomination 
papers are filed.  The statement may be withdrawn, but not changed, during the period for filing 
nomination papers until 5 p.m. of the next working day after the close of the nomination period. 

 
SECTION 2. FOREIGN LANGUAGE POLICY.  Pursuant to the Federal Voting 

Rights Act, the City is required to translate candidate statements and have them printed in the 
voter pamphlet in the following languages:  Spanish, Chinese, Tagalog, and Vietnamese.   

 
SECTION 3.  PAYMENT. The candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of 

translating the candidate’s statement into the required foreign languages as specified above and 
to have the statement printed in the main voter pamphlet.  The City Clerk shall estimate the total 
cost of printing, handling, translating, and mailing the candidate statements filed pursuant to the 
California Elections Code, including costs incurred as a result of complying with the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 (as amended), and require each candidate filing a statement to pay in advance 
to the City his or her pro rata share as a condition of having his or her statement included in the 
voter pamphlet.  In the event the estimated payment is required, the estimate is just an 
approximation of the actual cost that varies from one election to another and may be significantly 
more or less than the estimate, depending on the actual number of candidates filing statements.  
Accordingly, the Clerk is not bound by the estimate and may, on a pro rata basis, bill the 
candidate for additional actual expense or refund any excess paid depending on the final actual 
cost.  In the event of overpayment, the Clerk shall refund the excess amount within 30 days of 
the final accounting of the candidate statement costs as computed by the Registrar of Voters 
Office after the election. 

 
 

04/05/16 

155



 

 
SECTION 4.  ADDITIONAL MATERIALS.  No candidate will be permitted to 

include additional materials in the sample ballot package. 
 

SECTION 5.    That the City Clerk shall provide each candidate or the candidate’s 
representative a copy of this resolution at the time nominating petitions are issued. 
 

SECTION 6.   That all previous resolutions establishing Council policy on payment for 
candidate statements are repealed. 
 

SECTION 7.   That this resolution shall apply at the next ensuing municipal election 
and at each municipal election after that time. 
 

SECTION 8.   That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 
resolution and enter it into the book of original resolutions. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado this 5th day of 
April 2016. 
 

AYES:  
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:  

 
 
 
            
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
      City of Coronado, California 
 
CERTIFY AND ATTEST: 
 
 
     
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
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APPROVE CANCELING THE JULY 5 AND AUGUST 2 REGULARLY SCHEDULED 
CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS 

RECOMMENDATION:  Cancel the first City Council meetings in July and August (July 5 and 
August 2) consistent with past practice.   

PUBLIC NOTICE:   None required; however, the modified City Council summer schedule will 
be posted at City Hall and on the City’s website.  

BACKGROUND:  In the past, the City Council has canceled one or two of its regularly 
scheduled Council meetings in July and August due to summer and vacation plans.  In 2015, the 
City Council canceled the first meetings in both July and August to allow for one regular City 
Council meeting per month.  This item is placed on the agenda for the Council to discuss 
whether it desires to cancel any meetings and, if so, which meeting(s).   

ANALYSIS:  The City Council meeting dates in July and August are July 5 and 19, and August 
2 and 16.  (See attached calendar.)  If the first meetings in July and August are canceled, the 
remaining meetings should be sufficient to carry out the City’s business; however, a special 
meeting may be called if any urgent matters arise outside of these dates. 

The proposed summer schedule will allow for election matters to be addressed as well as other 
City business.  

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford  
Attachment:  July and August calendars 
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July 2016 
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednes

day Thursday Friday Saturday 

       1 2 

3 4 

 
 

5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 
 
 

28 29 30 

31       

 

August 2016 
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednes

day Thursday Friday Saturday 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 
 
 

8 
 
 

9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 31    
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SELECTION OF SAN DIEGO INTERFAITH HOUSING FOUNDATION AS THE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPER FOR THE REHABILITATION AND 
OPERATION OF THIRTY-FIVE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS; APPROVAL OF A 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH INTERFAITH HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE CORPORATION TO PROVIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPERTY 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES; AND AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE 
THE AGREEMENT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the selection of San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation 
(SDIHF) as the Affordable Housing Developer for the rehabilitation and operation of thirty-five 
(35) affordable housing units; approve the professional services agreement with Interfaith Housing 
Assistance Corporation (IHAC) to provide affordable housing property management services; and 
authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  Selection of SDIHF as the developer for the rehabilitation and operation of 
thirty-five affordable housing units has no fiscal impact.  However, there will be costs for 
consultant and legal fees to prepare a Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA), Ground 
Lease, and Health and Safety Code Section 33433 Summary Report.  It is anticipated that the City 
will contribute the properties through a long-term ground lease (Lease), but that SDIHF will apply 
for and obtain other public and private funding for rehabilitation and operation of the 35 units.  
Specific business terms recommended for the proposed City/SDIHF transaction will be determined 
after detailed property inspection, development of a rehabilitation scope of work, and in-depth 
feasibility analyses.  

Property management service fees are offset by the revenue generated by property rents.  Interfaith 
Housing Assistance Corporation (an affiliate of San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation) has 
proposed fees of $60 per dwelling unit per month.  Because IHAC does not charge fees for new 
tenants, re-certifications or filling vacancies, property management costs are not expected to 
increase.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  The City Council has the ability to exercise broad discretion 
in the selection of a developer for affordable housing.  Awarding a contract implementing existing 
laws or policies 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 of Coronado in any challenge of the decision to award the agreement. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

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

As a result of the implementation of AB 1x 26, on February 1, 2012, all redevelopment agencies 
were dissolved and the City agreed to assume the affordable housing assets and act as the successor 
to the former CDA.  Furthermore, the dissolution of redevelopment eliminated the funding source 
04/05/16 
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for managing the affordable housing program.  Since then, the rental income from the properties 
has been sufficient for property management and minimal maintenance but cannot sustain the other 
affordable housing activities, such as rehabilitation of the units.   

In 2015, the City retained Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) to assist with identifying a 
developer to assume responsibility for the full operation, rehabilitation, and management of the 
affordable housing properties now owned by the City as the Successor Housing Agency.  A 
Request for Qualifications was distributed in August and four firms submitted proposals.  The 
proposals were reviewed by staff and KMA and the top two firms (San Diego Interfaith Housing 
Foundation and Affirmed Housing Group) were selected for interviews.  The interview panel 
consisted of two City Councilmembers, a Design Review Commissioner, a Planning 
Commissioner, a KMA representative, and the Director of Community Development. 

Currently the four properties are managed by McKee Asset Management and their contract expires 
June 30, 2016.  Staff is proposing for IHAC to assume the property management as of July 1, 2016, 
when the current contract expires.  

ANALYSIS: 

San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation was selected by the panel based on the following: 

Vision/Development Program Summary 
San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation proposes to rehabilitate all of the existing units and 
maintain the current number of affordable units at the current income levels for the term of the 
affordability period.  They have a demonstrated understanding of the community’s character and 
connection to the past and will work closely with City staff, the commissions, and the community 
on potential rehabilitation options for each site (See Attachment 1). 

Property Management 
SDIHF has demonstrated experience and a record of providing excellent property management 
through well-trained customer-oriented staff, quality professional vendors, technical expertise, and 
on-site property management. 

Development Team 
SDIHF assembled an experienced team that has previously collaborated with City staff and the 
community on projects with scattered site rehabilitation components.   

This 35-unit scattered site project fits well with SDIHF’s business strategy.  SDIHF currently 
operates four other affordable housing complexes in Coronado: Senior Housing (550 Orange), 
Orange Villas (450 Orange), 225 Orange Avenue, and 525 Orange Avenue.  Because SDIHF owns 
and operates these units, they have the ability to create efficiencies in the management and 
operation of the additional units.   

Next Steps 

Similar to the structure of the agreement pertaining to the Villas (450 Orange Avenue) and the 225 
Orange Avenue project, the City (acting as the Successor Housing Agency) would enter into a 
Disposition and Development Agreement and long-term ground lease (Lease) with the developer.  
The City would retain ownership of the land.  Management and operation of the property over the 
04/05/16 
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55-year term of affordability, in accordance with all requirements and regulations, would be the 
developer’s responsibility. 
 
SDIHF Timeline 
In order to enter into a DDA, SDIHF will conduct a Physical Needs Assessment (PNA) in order 
to compile a detailed picture of potential rehabilitation elements for each of the four sites.  They 
will create an initial financial pro forma analysis, which will incorporate the detailed rehabilitation 
scopes of work, preliminary rehabilitation budgets, and achievable funding amounts from 
conventional lenders, the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, and other potential 
financing sources.  The City’s economic consultant KMA will conduct a feasibility evaluation of 
the SDIHF pro forma analysis.  These steps, and other processes as outlined in Attachment 2, need 
to occur in order to prepare and negotiate the DDA and Lease.  It is anticipated that a DDA and 
Lease will be available for City Council consideration and approval in fall 2016.  Assuming that 
the Council approves the DDA and Lease at that time, SDIHF will proceed to complete detailed 
design documents, process entitlements, and apply for and secure necessary funding from the 
various public and private sources.  Commencement of the rehabilitation project is targeted for 
late 2017. 
 
Property Management 
Since the current property management contract expires June 30, 2016, staff has requested from 
IHAC a property management proposal (Attachment 3) to assume property management 
responsibilities when the current contract expires.   Having IHAC available as property manager 
will allow for transition over the next three months, reduce the amount of disruption to current 
tenants, and allow tenants to become familiar with IHAC staff.  Attachment 4 is the draft 
professional agreement between the City Acting as the Successor Housing Agency and IHAC, 
which includes their proposal and scope of work. 
 
Staff is recommending the Council approve the selection of San Diego Interfaith Housing 
Foundation as the affordable housing developer of the 35 units; approve the agreement with IHAC 
to provide affordable housing property management services as of July 1, 2016; and authorize the 
City Manager to execute the contract. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The Council could choose not to approve the selection of San Diego 
Interfaith Housing Foundation and extend a property management agreement with McKee Asset 
Management to property manage the 35 units.  
 
Submitted by Community Development/Hurst & Huth 
 
Attachment 1: Vision and Development Program Summary  
Attachment 2: SDIHF Timeline 
Attachment 3: Property Management Proposal 
Attachment 4: Property Management Agreement and Scope of Work 
 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\04-5 Meeting  SR Due Mar. 24\FINAL- Approval of Affordable Housing 
Developer.doc 
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ATTACHMENT :2 

Vision and Development Program Summary 

San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation 

SDIHF excels at developing/rehabilitating, managing and operating affordable housing. We are 
eager to do the same for more families and seniors in Coronado. Recognizing the uniqueness of 
this scattered site 35-unit opportunity presents a canvas to create housing that will enhance not 
only the lives of its residents, but also add to the charming character of Coronado. SDIHF has 
concluded that three main priorities encompass our development concept for this 4-site 
opportunity. 

The development concept for this opportunity requires a combination of moderate to substantial 
rehabilitation (depending on the property and Physical Needs Assessment) to provide for a 
building life span of at least 55 years. Our development concept and approach, described in three main 
priorities below, envisions this long-term orientation as is required by 4% low income tax credit funding. 
The quality and scope of the rehabilitation will require a strong team approach to meet this long-term 
outlook. SDIHF always looks beyond just the immediate rehabilitation efforts; it considers quality of 
workmanship, future maintenance and property management oversight for ultimate operational success. 

eI Three main priorities have been established in our approach to the development 
concept, rehabilitation and operations: 

1:. Aesthetics. 

To maintain the community's charming character and connection to the past, it is essential to 

carefully review each of the four sites. We believe that Coronado design history and sensitivity to 
neighbors plays a major part in creating and maintaining a community's character. Therefore, as we 

have done at our other Coronado developments, our first priority is to work with City staff, the 

Design Review Commission and Rodriguez Associates to identify all potential rehabilitation options. 

With such input and guidance we can then distill the options, coupled with realistic financial 
projections based on a Physical Needs Assessment, into a final game plan for implementation. 

Some key rehabilitation considerations will include facades, energy efficiency options, sustainable 

features and materials, long-term maintenance, parking, storage, accessibility and living comfort. We 
will develop a detailed rehabilitation scope during the process described in the preceding paragraph. 

2. Collaboration. 

In our 46 years of affordable housing development and management, we have found that working 

with a strong team is a crucial key to success. SDIHF has worked on scores of developments with 

some of the best teams in the industry. The Coronado scattered site 35-unit opportunity is no 

exception. We have assembled another great team with exceptional experience working in Coronado 

coupled with outstanding scattered site rehabilitation experience. Each team member will work with 

the vision and goals that we establish and will pursue every step of the process with collective success 

in mind. 
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Yet, our team concept extends well beyond just the traditional design, construction and financial 
components. We consider the City of Coronado, its staff and various boards and commissions as 
integral team members. We listen carefully and respectfully to those who know their community 
best. In doing so, we know that our success will only be established with our strong collaboration 
with the City of Coronado and community at large. 

Additionally, the rehabilitation of the scattered site 35-unit opportunity will more than likely require 
temporary relocation of residents at various junctures of the process. Project Manager Jon McMillen 
will plan and communicate carefully with residents to minimize their inconvenience at the same time 
as getting the job done efficiently. Jon has had experience in the relocation process with our previous 
Coronado developments. 

3. Excellent Property Management. 

A project is only as good as it will be in 20 years. It is vitally important that a rental community's 
property management firm be committed to providing excellent housing for the long haul. Interfaith 
Housing Assistance Corporation (IHAC), an affiliate of SO IHF, has proven itself to be such a firm. 
The City of Coronado recognized this when it chose SDIHF to develop Coronado Senior Housing, 
525 Orange & the scattered site Orange Villas project. 

Arguably one of the most challenging endeavors in the real estate spectrum, IHAC has honed its 
property management skills over the years with well trained, customer oriented staff, technical 
expertise required by affordable housing funders and partners and a passion for excellence. We know 
that the communities and cities we serve require and demand professional oversight. IHAC takes that 
responsibility seriously as we strive to be an asset and standard bearer within the community. 

IHAC has never failed an administrative or maintenance inspection conducted by funders and 
partners. We have a large pool of quality professional vendors and our relationships with them have 
been strongly established over the years. With a strong and tested presence already in the area, we 
look forward to continuing our service to Coronado with the development and management of this 
scattered site 35-unit opportunity. 

Lastly, having property management in-house allows for early and constant coordination with the 
development team. This will facilitate proper planning, communication with residents and 
coordination of critical timing elements for leasing requirements and documentation. 

Business Strategy 

The scattered site 35-unit opportunity fits perfectly into our business strategy. We have a priority to work 
in communities in which we have established a presence and track record. This creates a synergy and 
efficiency in our operations. With our on-site management and maintenance personnel already operating 
out of the Coronado Seniors site located a 550 Orange Avenue, we can effectively and efficiently 
integrate these four sites into our existing operations. 

Matt Jumper knows and works well with Coronado staff. He also knows the unique culture of Coronado. 
Doris Snashall, our Director of Property Management, is a resident of Coronado. Our site staff knows our 
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Coronado residents well and are liked and respected by them. This is a significant advantage and benefit 
to SDIHF and the City. 

We are grateful for our strong relationship with Coronado and our ability to continue improving the 
community and enhancing the lives of its citizens. 

Principal Features Likely to be Included in a Rehabilitation Program 

SDIHF will conduct a Physical Needs Assessment (PNA). From that assessment, we will be able to have 
a detailed picture of potential rehabilitation elements for each of the four sites. 

Previous PNA's conducted on 525 Orange Avenue and 225 Orange Avenue uncovered myriad 
rehabilitation features. As a guide from those properties, we will review the following, as well as other 
cosmetic features, on the scattered site 35-unit opportunity: 

*Structural and Fayade Enhancements 

* Stucco 

* Windows 

*Cabinets 

*HVAC 

*Electrical Upgrades and Fixtures 

"'Stairs and Walkways 

*Concrete 

*Roofing 

*Painting 

* Doors 

*Flooring 

"'Plumbing Upgrades and Fixtures 

*Railings 

"'Fencing 

* Landscaping 

* Also included in the review will be Title 24 issues, handicap accessibility issues and the use of 
sustainable materials and features. 

Conceptual Financing Plan 

We envision that a 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) with multifamily tax-exempt bonds 
will be the primary financing execution for the project. Current rents are 50% and 60% of the Area 

Medium Income. We will use this target rent structure as a baseline, then work from there to determine 
the exact rental mix to maximize the financial benefit under the 4% LIHTC application scenario while 
delivering the affordability levels desired by the City. Small projects, especially acquisition/rehabilitation 
projects, can face challenges as not all lenders and investors have an interest the smaller amount of credits 
or the debt opportunity. That said, SDIHF has previously generated strong investor-lender interest for 
similar projects. The City can also expect that the project scale will not have the economies of larger 
projects, particularly in the face of the fixed costs of bond-financed projects. SDIHF expects to mitigate 
this by utilizing a highly efficient "direct purchase" bond execution, and possibly a "one stop" process 
with one lender/investor. We will work with lender, investor/limited partner and the City of Coronado to 
structure a deal that works best for this particular scattered site 35-unit opportunity. This will be an 
interactive process with all financial parties identifying the best possible financing strategy. 
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Key variables and features to be reviewed and considered under a 4% tax credit/tax exempt bond structure 
will include: 

o Desired Affordability Targeting 
o Ownership Structure and "Year 15" Buyback Option 
o Potential Long-Term Ground Lease - City of Coronado 
o Potential City "Gap" Loan 
o Developer Fee Deferral 
o Developer/General Partner Loan/Capital Contribution 
o Other "Soft Loans" Loans and/or Grants 
o Property Appraisal/Acquisition Value 
o Tax Credit Acquisition Basis Determination 
o Tax Credit Rehabilitation Basis Determination 
o Rental Income and Expenses 
o First Mortgage Debt based upon NOI 
o Achieving Clean Legal/Tax Opinions Regarding Financing Structure 

After the Physical Needs Assessment is completed we will present an initial development pro-forma that 
will be a baseline. Evan Becker will help us to identify all potential sources. We will work with the City 
of Coronado and revise and update it as we work toward the final and best financial structure for the 
project. It is imperative that we receive collective input from all the potential financial partners/lenders so 
that consensus building will help produce the financial plan that will ultimately be included in the DDA. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

 

 
SAN DIEGO INTERFAITH HOUSING FOUNDATION 

CORONADO SCATTERED SITE UPDATED PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 
March 2016 

 
Procedure        Timeline 

 
Respond to Request for Proposal/Qualifications  September 2015 
Developer Interviews      February 2016 
Developer/Property Manager Selected    March/April 2016 
Coordination/Document Review for Property Management Mar. ‘16 – June ’16  
Preliminary Discussions w/City about Rehab/Design Scope Apr. ’16 – June ’16 
Set Up Bank Accounts – Transition for Property Mgmt. Apr. ’16 - June ‘16 
Review and Negotiate Elements of DDA & Ground Lease May ’16 – Aug. ’16 
Obtain City Inducement Resolution    June 2016 
Conduct Environmental and Physical Needs Assessment June ’16 – Aug. ‘16 
Develop Temporary Relocation Plan during Rehabilitation June ’16 – Aug. ’16 
Communicate with Residents about Temporary Relocation June ’16 – Aug. ‘16  
Developer to Price Rehabilitation Scope    June ‘16 – Sept. ’16  
Develop Budget Numbers for DDA    June ’16 – Sept. ’16 
Assume Property Management/Operations   July 2016 
City to Notice Tenants for Relocation Qualifications  July 2016 
Developer to Finalize Rehabilitation Scope   September 2016 
Finalize DDA and Ground Lease     Sept. ’16 – Oct. ‘16 
Obtain City Planning Approval for Rehab/Design  October 2016 
Commence Necessary Architectural Drawings   October 2016 
Communicate with Residents about Rehabilitation Scope October 2016 

 Submit Necessary Drawings for City Planning Review  October 2016 
 Submit Necessary Plans for Building Permits   Dec. ’16 – Jan. ‘17 

Obtain Preliminary Lender and Equity Commitments  February 2017 
Obtain City Building Permit Approval    March 2017 
Prepare and Submit FHLB AHP Application   March 2017 
Contractor to Bid Rehab Drawings/Scope   March ’17 – May ’17 
Prepare 4% Tax Credit and CDLAC Bond Applications April 2017 
Receive AHP Application Response    Apr. ’17 – May ’17      

 Submit 4% Tax Credit and CDLAC Bond Applications  June 2017 
Conduct TEFRA Hearing with City and CSCDA   June 2017 

 Execute Final Construction Contract    June 2017 
Receive CDLAC/TCAC Allocation     August 2017  

 Lender/L.P. Due Diligence and Closing Process  Aug. ’17 – Sept. ‘17 
 Commence Rehabilitation      October 2017 

Rehabilitation Completion & Placed in Service (10 months) August 2018 
Convert to Permanent Loan(s)     November 2018 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

 

INTERFAITH HOUSING ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 

PAYMENT FOR SERVICES 

 

AGENCY shall compensate PROPERTY MANAGER as follows. 

a) AGENCY agrees to pay the PROPERTY MANAGER fees  in  the  amounts  indicated  for 

the tasks identified  below  for: 

1. Management: A flat rate of $60.00 per dwelling unit per month. 

2. Evictions: actual legal costs incurred. 

3. Preparing Property for rental, lease, or sale: included in management fee above 

except actual advertising, repair and maintenance costs incurred less any 

security deposits withheld  which  shall be an AGENCY  expense. 

 

b) This Agreement does not include providing on-site management services, property 

sales, re-financing, preparing Property for sale or  re-financing,  modernization,  fire  

or major damage restoration, rehabilitation, obtaining income  tax,  accounting,  or  

legal  advice, representation before public agencies,  advising  on  proposed  new  

construction,  debt collection, or counseling. If AGENCY requests the PROPERTY 

MANAGER to perform services not included in this Agreement, a fee shall be agreed 

upon before such services are performed. 

 

c) The PROPERTY MANAGER may divide compensation, fees and charges due under 

this Agreement in any manner acceptable to the PROPERTY MANAGER. 

 

d) The PROPERTY MANAGER may receive fees and charges from tenants for (i) 

processing credit applications, and (ii) any returned checks, and (iii) any other similar 

services that are not in conflict with this Agreement. 

 

e) PROPERTY MANAGER may perform any of the PROPERTY MANAGER's duties, and 

obtain necessary products and services, through affiliated companies or 

organizations in which the PROPERTY MANAGER may own an interest only if such 

ownership or affiliation is approved by the AGENCY's Contract Officer in writing and 

in advance of commencement of any such   work. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall 

not receive any fees, commissions, or profits from unaffiliated companies in the 

performance of this Agreement, without prior disclosure to AGENCY. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

 

f) AGENCY agrees to pay to PROPERTY MANAGER a supervisory fee in connection with 

rehabilitation, construction or major damage repair in an amount equal to ten 

percent (10%) of the contract amount. All contracts and expenditures for work 

described in this section to which the supervisory fee applies must be approved and 

budgeted by the AGENCY prior to the commencement of such work. 

 

g) The PROPERTY MANAGER shall act as the agent for AGENCY in any resulting 

transaction. Depending upon the circumstances, it may be necessary or appropriate 

for PROPERTY MANAGER to act as agent for both AGENCY and tenant. PROPERTY 

MANAGER shall, as soon as practical, disclose to AGENCY any election to act as a 

dual agent representing both AGENCY and tenant. AGENCY understands that 

PROPERTY MANAGER may have or obtain property management agreements on 

other property, and that potential tenants may consider, make offers on, lease 

through PROPERTY MANAGER, property the same as or similar to AGENCY' s 

Property. AGENCY consents to PROPERTY MANAGER's representation of other 

Agency's' properties before, during, and after the expiration of this Agreement. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

 
 

AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
 

INTERFAITH HOUSING ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 
 

 This AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the date of execution by the City of 
Coronado Acting as the Successor Housing Agency of the former Community Development Agency, 
a municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as “CITY” and INTERFAITH HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE CORPORATION, a California Corporation hereinafter referred to as “PROPERTY 
MANAGER.”  Where the contracting entity is a joint venture such entity is hereinafter referred to as 
“PROPERTY MANAGER.” 
 

RECITALS 
 

 The CITY requires the services of a PROPERTY MANAGER to provide professional services 
for property management generally consisting of leasing, maintenance, and operating real property 
owned by the CITY, and providing all applicable reports and records.  The work to be performed by 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall be referred to herein as the “DESCRIBED SERVICES.” 
 
 On    , 2016, the City Council for the CITY approved this AGREEMENT 
and authorized the City Manager to execute the form of this Agreement.  
 

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

The CITY’s Community Development Director shall serve as the CITY’s “CONTRACT 
OFFICER” for this AGREEMENT and has the authority to direct the PROPERTY MANAGER, 
approve actions, request changes, and approve additional services.  Any obligation of the CITY shall 
be the responsibility of the CONTRACT OFFICER.   
 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of these recitals and the mutual covenants contained 
herein, CITY and PROPERTY MANAGER agree as follows: 
 
1.0 TERM OF THE AGREEMENT 
 
1.1 This AGREEMENT shall be effective beginning the first day of July 2016 and shall be in 
effect for one year or until terminated by the CITY pursuant to Section 8 herein.  The CITY shall 
have the option to extend the AGREEMENT, if agreed to by the PROPERTY MANAGER, for one 
additional year.  No adjustment to the fee schedule is allowed during the term of the AGREEMENT.   
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1.2 The PROPERTY MANAGER shall commence the performance of the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES at 12:00 AM on July 1, 2016.   Time is of the essence in this AGREEMENT.  Failure to 
meet the schedule contained in this AGREEMENT is a default by the PROPERTY MANAGER. 
 
1.3 This AGREEMENT may be terminated in accordance with the provisions contained in this 
AGREEMENT. 
 
2.0 PROPERTY MANAGER'S OBLIGATIONS AND SCOPE OF WORK 
(ATTACHMENT A) 
 
2.1 PROPERTY MANAGER shall provide the CITY with the professional services for the 
properties which are described in ATTACHMENT A, hereinafter referred to as “DESCRIBED 
SERVICES.” 
 
2.2 PROPERTY MANAGER shall perform all the tasks required to accomplish the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES in conformity with the applicable requirements of Federal, State and local laws in effect 
at the time that the scope of work is substantially completed by the PROPERTY MANAGER. 
 

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

 
2.3 During the term of this AGREEMENT, PROPERTY MANAGER shall maintain professional 
certifications as required in order to properly comply with all applicable Federal, State and local laws.  
If the PROPERTY MANAGER lacks such certification, this AGREEMENT is void and of no effect. 
 
2.4 The CITY's review, approval or acceptance of, or payment for, the services required under 
this AGREEMENT shall not be construed to operate as a release or waiver of any rights of the CITY 
under this AGREEMENT or of any cause of action arising out of PROPERTY MANAGER’s 
performance of this AGREEMENT, and PROPERTY MANAGER is responsible to the CITY for all 
damages to the CITY caused by the PROPERTY MANAGER's performance of any of the services 
under this AGREEMENT. 
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2.5 Conflict of Interest and Political Reform Act Obligations if determined to be applicable - 
according to ATTACHMENT B - CONFLICT OF INTEREST DETERMINATION. 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall at all times comply with the terms of the Political Reform Act and 
the local Conflict of Interest Ordinance.   The level of disclosure categories shall be set by the City 
and shall reasonably relate to the SCOPE OF SERVICES provided by PROPERTY MANAGER 
under this AGREEMENT. 
 
3.0 PAYMENT AND SCHEDULE OF SERVICES  
 
3.1 PROPERTY MANAGER is hired to render the DESCRIBED SERVICES and any payments 
made to PROPERTY MANAGER are full compensation for such services. 
 
3.2 The amount of payment to PROPERTY MANAGER for providing the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES is set forth in ATTACHMENT C – PAYMENT FOR SERVICES, which is attached 
hereto and incorporated herein.  No payment shall be allowed for any reimbursable expenses unless 
specifically described in ATTACHMENT C. 
 
3.3 Payment for all undisputed portions of each invoice shall be made within 45 days from the 
date of the invoice. 
 
4.0 CITY'S OBLIGATIONS 
 
4.1 CITY shall provide information as to the requirements of the DESCRIBED SERVICES, 
including budget limitations.  The CITY shall provide or approve the schedule proposed by the 
PROPERTY MANAGER. 
 
4.2 CITY shall furnish the required information and services and shall render approvals and 
decisions expeditiously to allow the orderly progress of the PROPERTY MANAGER’s services. 
 
5.0 SUBCONTRACTING   
 
5.1 For maintenance or repairs, PROPERTY MANAGER may engage SUBCONTRACTORS 
pursuant to ATTACHMENT A.  
 
5.2 If PROPERTY MANAGER subcontracts for any of the work to be performed under this 
AGREEMENT, PROPERTY MANAGER shall be as fully responsible to the CITY for the acts and 
omissions of PROPERTY MANAGER’s SUBCONTRACTORS and for the persons either directly 
or indirectly employed by the SUBCONTRACTORS, as PROPERTY MANAGER is for the acts and 
omissions of persons directly employed by PROPERTY MANAGER.  Nothing contained in the 
AGREEMENT shall create any contractual relationship between any SUBCONTRACTOR of 
PROPERTY MANAGER and the CITY.  In any dispute between the PROPERTY MANAGER and 
its SUBCONTRACTOR, the CITY shall not be made a party to any judicial or administrative 
proceeding to resolve the dispute.  The PROPERTY MANAGER agrees to defend and indemnify the 
CITY as described in Section 13 of this AGREEMENT should the CITY be made a party to any 
judicial or administrative proceeding to resolve any such dispute. 
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6.0 CHANGES TO THE SCOPE OF WORK  
 
6.1 The PROPERTY MANAGER shall not perform work in excess of the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES without the prior written approval of the CONTRACT OFFICER.  All requests for extra 
work shall be by written Change Order submitted to the CONTRACT OFFICER and signed prior to 
the commencement of such work.  Fees for additional work will be negotiated on a fixed fee basis. 
 
6.2 The CITY may unilaterally reduce the scope of work to be performed by the PROPERTY 
MANAGER.  Upon doing so, CITY and PROPERTY MANAGER agree to meet in good faith and 
confer for the purpose of negotiating a deductive change order. 
 
7.0 ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
 
7.1 This AGREEMENT sets forth the entire understanding of the PARTIES with respect to the 
subject matters herein.  There are no other understandings, terms or other agreements expressed or 
implied, oral or written, except as set forth herein.  No change, alteration, or modification of the terms 
or conditions of this AGREEMENT, and no verbal understanding of the PARTIES, their officers, 
agents, or employees shall be valid unless agreed to in writing by both PARTIES. 
 
8.0 TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT 
 
8.1 In the event of PROPERTY MANAGER’s default of any covenant or condition hereof, 
including, but not limited to, failure to timely or diligently prosecute, deliver, or perform the 
DESCRIBED SERVICES, or where the PROPERTY MANAGER fails to perform the work in 
accordance with the scope of work (ATTACHMENT A), the CITY may immediately terminate this 
AGREEMENT for cause if PROPERTY MANAGER fails to cure the default within ten (10) calendar 
days of receiving written notice of the default.  Thereupon, PROPERTY MANAGER shall 
immediately cease work and within five (5) working days: (1) assemble all documents owned by the 
CITY and in PROPERTY MANAGER's possession, and deliver said documents to the CITY, and (2) 
place all work in progress in a safe and protected condition.  The CONTRACT OFFICER shall make 
a determination of the percentage of work which PROPERTY MANAGER has performed which is 
usable and of worth to the CITY.  Based upon that finding, the CONTRACT OFFICER shall 
determine any final payment due to PROPERTY MANAGER. 
 
8.2 This AGREEMENT may be terminated by the CITY, without cause, upon the giving of fifteen 
(15) days written notice to the PROPERTY MANAGER.  Prior to the fifteenth (15th) day following 
the giving of the notice, the PROPERTY MANAGER shall assemble the completed work product to 
date, and put same in order for proper filing and closing, and deliver said product to the CITY.  The 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall be entitled to just and equitable compensation for any satisfactory 
work completed.  The CONTRACT OFFICER and PROPERTY MANAGER shall endeavor to agree 
upon a percentage complete of the contracted work if fees are fixed, or an agreed dollar sum based 
on services performed if hourly, and terms of payment for services and reimbursable expenses.  
PROPERTY MANAGER hereby expressly waives any and all claims for damages or compensation 
arising under this AGREEMENT except as set forth herein. 
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9.0 OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS 
 
9.1 All work products (i.e., documents, data, studies, drawings, maps, models, photographs and 
reports) prepared by PROPERTY MANAGER under this AGREEMENT, whether paper or 
electronic, shall become the property of CITY for use with respect to this PROJECT, and shall be 
turned over to the CITY upon completion of the PROJECT or any phase thereof, as contemplated by 
this AGREEMENT.  
 
9.2. Contemporaneously with the transfer of such documents, the PROPERTY MANAGER 
hereby assigns to the CITY and PROPERTY MANAGER thereby expressly waives and disclaims, 
any copyright in, and the right to reproduce, all written material, drawings, plans, specifications or 
other work prepared under this AGREEMENT, except upon the CITY’s prior authorization regarding 
reproduction, which authorization shall not be unreasonably withheld.  The PROPERTY MANAGER 
shall, upon request of the CITY, execute any further document(s) necessary to further effectuate this 
waiver and disclaimer. 
 
10.0 STATUS OF PROPERTY MANAGER  
 
10.1 PROPERTY MANAGER shall perform the services provided for herein in a manner of 
PROPERTY MANAGER’s own choice, as an independent contractor and in pursuit of PROPERTY 
MANAGER's independent calling, and not as an employee of the CITY.  The PROPERTY 
MANAGER has and shall retain the right to exercise full control and supervision of all persons 
assisting the PROPERTY MANAGER in the performance of said services hereunder, the CITY only 
being concerned with the finished results of the work being performed.  PROPERTY MANAGER 
shall confer with the CITY at a mutually agreed frequency and inform the CITY of incremental 
work/progress as well as receive direction from the CITY.  Neither PROPERTY MANAGER nor 
PROPERTY MANAGER’s employees shall be entitled in any manner to any employment benefits, 
including, but not limited to, employer paid payroll taxes, Social Security, retirement benefits, health 
benefits, or any other benefits, as a result of this AGREEMENT.  It is the intent of the parties that 
neither PROPERTY MANAGER nor its employees are to be considered employees of CITY, whether 
“common law” or otherwise, and PROPERTY MANAGER shall indemnify, defend and hold CITY 
harmless from any such obligations on the part of its officers, employees and agents. 
 
11.0 ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT  
 
11.1 This AGREEMENT and any portion thereof shall not be assigned or transferred, nor shall any 
of the PROPERTY MANAGER’s duties be delegated or sub-contracted, without the express written 
consent of the CITY. 
 
11.2 PROPERTY MANAGER agrees that the individuals named below shall be personally 
assigned to perform the DESCRIBED SERVICES to provide supervision and have responsibility for 
the work during the entire term of this AGREEMENT.  No substitutions to these named individuals 
shall be made without prior approval of the CONTRACT OFFICER. 
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12.0 COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES  
 
12.1 PROPERTY MANAGER warrants that it has not employed or retained any company or 
person, other than a bona fide employee working for PROPERTY MANAGER, to solicit or secure 
this AGREEMENT, and that PROPERTY MANAGER has not paid or agreed to pay any company 
or person, other than a bona fide employee, any fee, commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gift, or 
any other consideration contingent upon, or resulting from, the award or making of this 
AGREEMENT.  For breach or violation of this warranty, the CITY shall have the right to terminate 
this AGREEMENT without liability, or, at the CITY's discretion to deduct from the AGREEMENT 
price or consideration, or otherwise recover the full amount of such fee, commission, percentage, 
brokerage fee, gift or contingent fee.  
 
13.0 INDEMNITY - HOLD HARMLESS 
 
13.1 To the extent permitted by law, PROPERTY MANAGER, through its duly authorized 
representative, agrees that CITY and its respective elected and appointed boards, officials, officers, 
agents, employees and volunteers (individually and collectively, “CITY Indemnitees”) shall have no 
liability to PROPERTY MANAGER or any other person for, and PROPERTY MANAGER shall 
indemnify, protect and hold harmless CITY Indemnitees from and against, any and all liabilities, 
claims, demands, actions, causes of action, proceedings, suits, damages, judgments, liens, levies, costs 
and expenses, including reasonable attorneys' fees and disbursements (collectively “claims”), which 
arise out of, or pertain to, or relate to the negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of 
PROPERTY MANAGER, its employees, agents, and SUBCONTRACTOR’s in the performance of 
services under this AGREEMENT. 
 
13.2 PROPERTY MANAGER’s obligation herein does not extend to liability for damages for 
death or bodily injury to persons, injury to property, or other loss, damage or expense arising from 
the sole negligence or willful misconduct by the CITY or its elected and appointed boards, officials, 
officers, agents, employees and volunteers. 
 
13.3 PROPERTY MANAGER 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 
PROPERTY MANAGER is obligated to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the CITY pursuant to 
this AGREEMENT. 

 
13.4 This provision shall not be limited by any provision of insurance coverage the PROPERTY 
MANAGER may have in effect, or may be required to obtain and maintain, during the term of this 
AGREEMENT.  This provision shall survive expiration or termination of this AGREEMENT. 
 
14.0 INSURANCE & BOND 
 
14.1 PROPERTY MANAGER shall obtain and, during the term of this AGREEMENT, shall 
maintain policies of professional liability (errors and omissions), automobile liability, and general 
liability insurance from an insurance company authorized to do business in the State of California in  
insurable amounts of not less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence and two million 
dollars ($2,000,000) aggregate.  For professional liability insurance, the policy shall be on a claims 
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made and in the aggregate basis.  The insurance policies shall provide that the policies shall remain 
in full force during the life of the AGREEMENT, and shall not be canceled without thirty (30) days 
prior written notice to the CITY from the insurance company.  Statements that the carrier “will 
endeavor” and “failure to mail such notice shall impose no obligation or liability upon the company, 
its agents or representatives,” will not be acceptable on insurance certificates. 
 
14.2 The CITY, its officers, officials, employees, and representatives shall be named as additional 
insureds on the required general liability and automobile liability policies.  All policies shall contain 
a provision stating that the PROPERTY MANAGER’s policies are primary insurance and that 
insurance (including self-retention) of the CITY or any named insured will not be called upon to 
contribute to any loss.  This provision shall apply regardless of any language of the general liability 
and automobile liability policy maintained by the CONSULTANT during the term of this 
AGREEMENT. 
 
14.3 Before PROPERTY MANAGER shall employ any person or persons in the performance of 
the AGREEMENT, PROPERTY MANAGER shall procure a policy of workers’ compensation 
insurance as required by the Labor Code of the State of California, or shall obtain a certificate of self-
insurance from the Department of Industrial Relations. 
 
14.4 PROPERTY MANAGER shall furnish certificates of said insurance and policy endorsements 
to the CONTRACT OFFICER prior to commencement of work under this AGREEMENT.  Failure 
on the part of PROPERTY MANAGER to procure or maintain in full force the required insurance 
shall constitute a material breach of contract under which the CITY may terminate this AGREEMENT 
pursuant to Paragraph 8.1 above. 
 
14.5 The CITY reserves the right to review the insurance requirements of this section during the 
effective period of the AGREEMENT and to modify insurance coverages and their limits when 
deemed necessary and prudent by CITY’s Risk Manager based upon economic conditions, 
recommendation of professional insurance advisors, changes in statutory law, court decisions or other 
relevant factors.  The PROPERTY MANAGER agrees to make any reasonable request for deletion, 
revision or modification of particular policy terms, conditions, limitations or exclusions (except where 
policy provisions or established by law or regulation binding upon either party to the contract or upon 
the underwriter of any such policy provisions).  Upon request by CITY, PROPERTY MANAGER 
shall exercise reasonable efforts to accomplish such changes in policy coverages and shall pay the 
cost thereof. 
 
14.6 Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared to and approved by the CITY.  At 
the CITY’s option, the PROPERTY MANAGER shall demonstrate financial capability for payment 
of such deductibles or self-insured retentions.  
 
14.7 PROPERTY MANAGER hereby grants to CITY a waiver of any right to subrogation which 
any insurer of said PROPERTY MANAGER may acquire against the CITY by virtue of the payment 
of any loss under such insurance.  This provision applies regardless of whether or not the CITY has 
requested or received a waiver of subrogation endorsement from the insurer. 
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15.0 DISPUTES 
 
15.1 If a dispute should arise regarding the performance of this AGREEMENT, the following 
procedures shall be used to address the dispute: 
 

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

 
b. Within five (5) days of receipt of the position statement, the CONTRACT OFFICER 
shall prepare a response statement containing the responding party’s full position and a 
recommended method of resolution. 

 
c. After the exchange of statements, if the dispute is not thereafter resolved, the 
PROPERTY MANAGER and the CONTRACT OFFICER shall deliver the statements to the 
City Manager for a determination. 

 
15.2 If the dispute remains unresolved, and the parties have exhausted the procedures of this 
section, the parties may then seek resolution by mediation or such other remedies available to them 
by law. 
 
16.0 GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
16.1 Accounting Records.  PROPERTY MANAGER shall keep records of the direct reimbursable 
expenses pertaining to the DESCRIBED SERVICES and the records of all accounts between the 
PROPERTY MANAGER and SUBCONTRACTORS.  PROPERTY MANAGER shall keep such 
records on a generally recognized accounting basis.  These records shall be made available to the 
CONTRACT OFFICER, or the CONTRACT OFFICER's authorized representative, at mutually 
convenient times, for a period of three (3) years from the completion of the work. 
 
16.2 CONTRACT OFFICER.  The Community Development Director shall serve as the CITY’s 
“CONTRACT OFFICER” for this AGREEMENT and has the authority to direct the PROPERTY 
MANAGER, approve actions, request changes, and approve additional services within her/his 
authority.  Any obligation of the CITY shall be the responsibility of the CONTRACT OFFICER.  
Excepting the provisions pertaining to dispute resolution, no other party shall have any authority 
under this AGREEMENT unless specifically delegated in writing. 
 
16.3 Governing Law.  This AGREEMENT and all matters relating to it shall be governed by the 
laws of the State of California and any action brought relating to this AGREEMENT shall be held 
exclusively in a state court in the County of San Diego.  PROPERTY MANAGER hereby waives the 
right to remove any action from San Diego County as is otherwise permitted by California Code of 
Civil Procedure Section 394. 
 
16.4 Business License.  PROPERTY MANAGER and its SUBCONTRACTORS are required to 
obtain and maintain a City Business License during the duration of this AGREEMENT. 
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16.5. Drafting Ambiguities. The PARTIES agree that they are aware that they have the right to be 
advised by counsel with respect to the negotiations, terms and conditions of this AGREEMENT, and 
the decision of whether or not to seek advice of counsel with respect to this AGREEMENT is a 
decision which is the sole responsibility of each Party. This AGREEMENT shall not be construed in 
favor of or against either Party by reason of the extent to which each Party participated in the drafting 
of the AGREEMENT. 
 
16.6. Conflicts between Terms. If an apparent conflict or inconsistency exists between the main 
body of this AGREEMENT and the Exhibits, the main body of this AGREEMENT shall control. If a 
conflict exists between an applicable federal, state, or local law, rule, regulation, order, or code and 
this AGREEMENT, the law, rule, regulation, order, or code shall control. Varying degrees of 
stringency among the main body of this AGREEMENT, the Exhibits, and laws, rules, regulations, 
orders, or codes are not deemed conflicts, and the most stringent requirement shall control. Each Party 
shall notify the other immediately upon the identification of any apparent conflict or inconsistency 
concerning this AGREEMENT. 
 
16.7 Non-Discrimination. PROPERTY MANAGER shall not discriminate against any employee 
or applicant for employment because of sex, race, color, age, religion, ancestry, national origin, 
disability, medical condition, genetic information, marital status, or sexual orientation.  PROPERTY 
MANAGER shall take affirmative action to insure that applicants are employed and that employees 
are treated during employment without regard to their sex, race, color, age, religion, ancestry, national 
origin, disability, medical condition, genetic information, marital status, or sexual orientation and 
shall make reasonable accommodation to qualified individuals with disabilities or medical conditions.  
Such action shall include, but not be limited to the following:  employment, upgrading, demotion, 
transfer, recruitment, or recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of 
compensation, and selection for training, including apprenticeship.  PROPERTY MANAGER agrees 
to post in conspicuous places available to employees and applicants for employment any notices 
provided by CITY setting forth the provisions of this non-discrimination clause. 
 
17.0 NOTICES 
 
17.1 Any notices to be given under this AGREEMENT, or otherwise, shall be served by certified 
mail.  For the purposes hereof, unless otherwise provided in writing by the parties hereto: 
 

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

 
City of Coronado 
Community Development Department 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
Attn.:  Department Director 
Tel. No. (619) 522-7338; Fax (619) 522-2418 

 
b. The address of the PROPERTY MANAGER, and the proper person to receive any 

notice on the PROPERTY MANAGER's behalf, is: 
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INTERFAITH HOUSING ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 
7956 Lester Avenue 
Lemon Grove, CA 91945 
Attn: Matthew B. Jumper, President 
Telephone No. (619) 668-1532 ext. 313     
 

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

 
19.0 ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
 
19.1 Consequential Damages.  Neither party shall be liable to the other for consequential 
damages, including, without limitation, loss of use or loss of profits, incurred by one another or their 
subsidiaries or successors, regardless of whether such damages are caused by breach of contract, 
willful misconduct, negligent act or omission, or other wrongful act of either of them. 
 
19.2 Responsibility for Others.  PROPERTY MANAGER shall be responsible to the CITY for 
its services and the services of its SUBCONTRACTORS.  PROPERTY MANAGER shall not be 
responsible for the acts or omissions of other parties engaged by the CITY nor for their construction 
means, methods, techniques, sequences, or procedures, or their health and safety precautions and 
programs. 
 
19.3 Representation.  The PROPERTY MANAGER is not authorized to represent the CITY, to 
act as the CITY’s agent or to bind the CITY to any contractual agreements whatsoever. 
 
19.4 Periodic Reporting Requirements.  The PROPERTY MANAGER shall provide a written 
status report as provided in ATTACHMENT A. 
 
19.5 Rights Cumulative.  All rights, options, and remedies of the CITY contained in this 
AGREEMENT shall be construed and held to be cumulative, and no one of the same shall be 
exclusive of any other, and the CITY shall have the right to pursue any one of all of such remedies or 
any other remedy or relief which may be provided by law, whether or not stated in this 
AGREEMENT. 
 
19.6 Waiver.  No waiver by either party of a breach by the other party of any of the terms, 
covenants, or conditions of this AGREEMENT shall be construed or held to be a waiver of any 
succeeding or preceding breach of the same or any other term, covenant or condition herein contained.  
No waiver of any default of either party hereunder shall be implied from any omission by the other 
party to take any action on account of such default if such default persists or is repeated, and no 
express waiver shall affect default other than as specified in said waiver. 
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19.7 Severability.  In the event that any part of this AGREEMENT is found to be illegal or 
unenforceable under the law as it is now or hereafter in effect, either party will be excused from 
performance of such portion or portions of this AGREEMENT as shall be found to be illegal or 
unenforceable without affecting the remaining provisions of this AGREEMENT. 
 
19.8 Exhibits Incorporated. All Exhibits referenced in this AGREEMENT are incorporated into 
the AGREEMENT by this reference. 
 
20. SIGNATURES   
 
20.1 Each signatory and party hereto hereby warrants and represents to the other party that it has 
legal authority and capacity and direction from its principal to enter into this AGREEMENT, and that 
all resolutions or other actions have been taken so as to enable it to enter into this AGREEMENT. 
 
PROPERTY MANAGER:   CITY: 

 
By:  _____________________________ 
Matthew B. Jumper 
President 

 
By:  ______________________________  
Blair King 
City Manager 

Date:  _______________________________ Date:  _______________________________ 
  
 
By:  _____________________________ 
Doris Snashall 
Director of Property Management 
 

 

Date: ____________________________  
 
APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: 
 
___________________________________ 
Director                          Date 
 
APPROVAL AS TO FORM: 
 
____________________________________ 
Johanna N. Canlas, City Attorney          Date 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC, City Clerk             Date 

 
ATTACHMENT A ‒ SCOPE OF WORK/PAYMENT FOR SERVICES 
ATTACHMENT B ‒ PROPERTY MANAGER CONFLICT OF INTEREST DETERMINATION 
ATTACHMENT C – PAYMENT FOR SERVICES  
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ATTACHMENT A 

INTERFAITH HOUSING ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 

SCOPE OF WORK 

1. PROPERTY COVERED BY THIS AGREEMENT: 
 

a. 445-451 Orange Avenue, Coronado, California 92118 – 3 
b. 406-430 Orange Avenue, Coronado, California 92118 – 17   
c. 560-566 G Avenue, Coronado, California 92118 – 4 
d. 840 G Avenue, Coronado, California – 11   

 
2. PROPERTY MANAGER RESPONSIBILITIES: 

AGENCY grants PROPERTY MANAGER the authority and  power, at AGENCY's expense, 
to perform those activities described in subdivisions (a) through (l), inclusive, below, in 
consideration of the compensation set forth in ATTACHMENT C. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, where the activities result in expenses to be incurred by PROPERTY MANAGER, 
other  than  as  contemplated  in  ATTACHMENT  C,  the  activities  shall  be  performed at 
AGENCY's expense. 
 

a. Advertising. The PROPERTY MANAGER may display FOR RENT, FOR LEASE, 
and similar signs on the Property in accordance with all Municipal Codes of the City 
of Coronado. 
 

b. Rental/Leasing. The PROPERTY MANAGER may initiate, sign, renew, or cancel 
rental agreements and leases for the Properties or any part of them; and collect and give 
receipts for rents, other charges, and security deposits. Any lease executed by 
PROPERTY MANAGER for AGENCY shall not exceed one year. Rent shall be in 
accordance with a rent schedule provided by the AGENCY in the spring of each 
calendar year. The PROPERTY MANAGER agrees to implement the annual rent 
schedule upon receipt from the Agency as described in paragraph 2.c.3 of this 
ATTACHMENT. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall assure that units are rented to 
income-eligible tenants in the affordability categories established by the AGENCY, as 
follows: 

Two (2) units  to Lower Income Households and one (1) unit to Very 
Low Income Households at 445-451 Orange Avenue, Coronado, California 
92118. 

Eight (8) units to Lower Income Households and nine (9) units to Very 
Low Income Households at 406-430 Orange Avenue, Coronado, California 
92118. 
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Two (2) units to Lower Income Households and two (2) units to Very 
Low Income Households at 560-566 G Avenue, Coronado, California 92118.  

Six (6) units to Lower Income Households and five (5) units to Very 
Low Income Households at 840 G Avenue, Coronado, California 92118. 

As used in this subdivision (b) the terms, "Lower Income Households" and "Very Low 
Income Households," shall have the meanings given to them i n Health and Safety 
Code sections 50079.5 and 50105, respectively. 

c. Tenancy Termination. The PROPERTY MANAGER may sign and serve in 
AGENCY’s name notices which are required or appropriate; commence and prosecute 
actions to evict tenants; recover possession of the property in AGENCY’s name; 
recover rents and other sums due; and when expedient, settle, compromise, and release 
claims, actions and suits, and/or reinstate tenancies, provided, however, that 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall not be authorized to compromise any claims against the 
AGENCY involving the payment of moneys (other than the return or security deposits, 
or other funds held by AGENCY in a fiduciary capacity with a tenant). 
 

d. Repairs/Improvements. The PROPERTY MANAGER will cause the buildings, 
appurtenances and grounds of the properties to be maintained according to standards 
acceptable to AGENCY including all normal maintenance and repair work as may be 
necessary. The PROPERTY MANAGER may sign, make, cause to be made, and/or 
supervise repairs, improvements, alterations, and declarations to the Property; purchase 
and pay bills for services and supplies. PROPERTY MANAGER shall obtain prior 
approval of AGENCY on all expenditures over $500.00 for any one item or for 
reoccurring charges that exceed $2500 in a fiscal year (July 1 through June 30). 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall endeavor to obtain the best reasonable price for all 
purchases using AGENCY funds and shall obtain at least three competitive quotes for 
purchases exceeding $500 unless waived by the Contract Officer. Prior to approval 
shall not be required for monthly or recurring water, sewer, gas, electricity, and trash 
removal charges in accordance with the annual budget adopted by the Agency, or, if in 
PROPERTY MANAGER’s opinion, emergency expenditures over the maximum are 
needed to protect the Property or other property(ies) from damage, prevent injury to 
persons, avoid suspension of necessary services, avoid penalties or fines, or suspension 
of services to tenants required by a lease or rental agreement or by law. In the event 
that emergency expenditures are authorized by the PROPERTY MANAGER, the 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall notify the Contract Officer as soon as practicable after 
such authorization. PROPERTY MANAGER shall not advance PROPERTY 
MANAGER’s own funds in connection with the Property or this Agreement. 
PROPERTY MANAGER agrees to follow any procedures required by the Agency, 
which are within the standard of care of the PROPERTY MANAGER. 
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e. Contracts/Services. At AGENCY’s expense, the PROPERTY MANAGER may 
contract, hire, supervise, and/or discharge firms and persons, including utilities, 
required for the operation and maintenance of the Property. PROPERTY MANAGER 
may perform any of PROPERTY MANAGER’s duties through attorneys, agents, 
employees, or independent contractors, and, shall supervise the work. PROPERTY 
MANAGER may require such subcontractors to be responsible for their acts, 
omissions, defaults, negligence, and/or costs of same. 
 

f. Expense Payments. At the AGENCY’s expense, the PROPERTY MANAGER may 
pay expenses and costs for the Property from AGENCY’s funds held by PROPERTY 
MANAGER in the trust account, unless otherwise directed by AGENCY. Expenses 
and costs may include, but are not limited to, property management fees and charges, 
expenses for goods and services, property taxes and other taxes, assessments, loan 
payments, and insurance premiums. 
 

g. Security Deposits. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall receive security deposits from 
tenants, which deposits shall be placed in PROPERTY MANAGER’s trust account. 
AGENCY shall be responsible to tenants for return of security deposits held by 
AGENCY. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall maintain detailed records of security 
deposits payable by each unit/tenant. Receipts shall be deposited on a gross basis, then 
disbursements shall be paid from the trust account per Section 2.j of this Attachment 
A. 
 

h. Trust Funds. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall deposit all receipts collected for 
AGENCY, less any sums properly deducted or disbursed, in a financial institution 
whose deposits are insured by an agency of the United States government. The funds 
shall be held in a trust account separate from PROPERTY MANAGER's personal 
accounts. PROPERTY MANAGER shall not be liable in event of bankruptcy or failure 
of a financial institution. 
 

i. Reserves. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall maintain a reserve in PROPERTY 
MANAGER's trust account of a minimum of $1,000.00. 
 

j. Disbursements. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall disburse AGENCY' s funds, held 
in the PROPERTY MANAGER's trust account, in the following order: 
 

1.  Compensation due PROPERTY MANAGER under paragraph 9, 
2.  All other operating expenses, costs, and disbursements payable from 

AGENCY's funds held by PROPERTY MANAGER, 
3.  Reserves and security deposits held by PROPERTY MANAGER, 
4.  Balance to AGENCY. 
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k. Agency Distribution. The PROPERTY MANAGER shall remit funds to AGENCY 

within 10 days of notification by AGENCY. In no case shall AGENCY request 
disbursement more frequently than a monthly basis. 
 

3. REQUIRED TASKS: 
The PROPERTY MANAGER shall perform those tasks identified in subdivisions (a) through 
(e), inclusive, below: 
 

a. Project administration. Financial record-keeping and reporting in accordance with 
professional standards and applicable laws. 
 

1. Rent Collection 
2. Accounts receivable and payable as required and determined by the 

Agency. 
3. Create and implement a procedure for the collection of past due tenant 

rent payments. 
4. Pay vendor and subcontractor contracts and invoices. 
5. Prepare and issue year end 1099s for vendor and subcontractor 

payments. 
 

b. County Housing Authority. Coordinate  and  comply  with County Housing Authority 
regulations for Section 8 tenants, if applicable: 
 

1. Obtain new or replacement Section 8 tenants. 
2. Coordinate new tenant leases with Housing Authority. 
3. Reconcile monthly Housing Assistance Payments. 
4. Create and procedures for the collection of past due Housing Assistance 

Payments. 
5. Complete repair of deficiencies resulting from Housing Authority 

periodic property inspections. 
 

c. Tenant Matters. Conduct Tenant matters in a professional manner and in accordance 
with any applicable rules of the AGENCY: 
 

1. Screen new tenants, conduct credit checks, verify employment, conduct 
personal references, and establish total household income. 

2. Coordinate tenant eligibility with City/Agency Staff. 
3. Implement annual rent schedule as set by the Agency and notify tenants 

30 days prior to effectiveness of new rents. 
4. Collect monthly tenant rent, including late fees, if applicable. 
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5. Conduct pre move-in and move-out property inspections. 
6. Conduct eviction process, if required. 
7. Establish and maintain an applicant waiting list. Such waiting list shall 

be updated no less than one time per year and shall be exhausted prior 
to advertising for unit vacancies. 
 

d. Unit maintenance.  
1. Receive and process tenant routine repair requests and emergency 

repair requests on a 24-hour basis, seven days per week. If this task is 
subcontracted, the cost for administration of maintenance requests will 
be paid by the PROPERTY MANAGER. 

2. Oversee work provided by maintenance staff or subcontractor. 
3. Comply with any responsible housing program maintenance or 

inspection requirements. 
4. Conduct a bi-weekly inspection of each property to include landscaped 

areas, parking areas, and all common areas and initiate any repair or 
maintenance activity required by such inspection. 

5. Ensure that trees, shrubs, and other landscaping features are maintained 
on a regular basis. 

6. Hire an exterminator to provide an ongoing program of pest control. 
7. Establish a regular preventative maintenance schedule for cleaning and 

painting gutters, railings, common areas, outside windows, HVAC and 
other appurtenances. 

8. Ensure the removal of trash as often as necessary to maintain the 
properties in a neat, clean and sanitary condition. 

9. Conduct an annual inspection of all units and identify any damage or 
maintenance problems. 

10. Conduct an annual inspection of smoke detectors within each 
apartment. 

11. Inspect all elevators (if applicable) on an annual basis for current 
operating permits and monthly by a licensed vendor. 

12. Recharge all fire extinguishers on an annual basis and as needed. 
 

e. Reporting. 
1. Submit to AGENCY's Contract Officer a report a listing of all receipts, 

and disbursements, a schedule of accounts receivable and payable 
(including security deposits) and a reconciled bank statement for the 
previous month. This report shall be prepared and submitted on or 
before the 30th of each month for the prior month's activity. The report 
shall also include a listing of any items of significance during that 
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month, including but not limited to vacancies, changes in tenants, and 
major repairs. 

2. Submit an annual certification of income eligibility for each unit of 
each property within 45 days of being provided an updated Rent and 
Income Schedule by the AGENCY. 

3. Submit annual budget that projects income and expenses for each 
property by April 1 of each year. This report shall also include a review 
of the condition of each property and recommendations for 
maintenance, repair or renovation beyond routine maintenance and 
shall take into account the general condition of the properties and 
AGENCY's objectives for the ensuing fiscal year (July l through June 
30). 

4. Maintain records in a form that are consistent with generally accepted 
accounting principles and with applicable governmental requirements. 
Such records shall be subject to examination by AGENCY and its 
authorized representatives during regular business hours. Records shall 
be retained for not less than three (3) years. 
 

4. LEAD-BASED PAINT DISCLOSURE: 
 
The Properties were constructed prior to 1978. AGENCY hereby discloses the following 
information to the PROPERTY MANAGER, for purposes of management of the Property: 
 

a. AGENCY has no knowledge of lead-based paint or lead based paint hazards in the 
housing except as described in P&D Environmental Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessments for each Property. 

b. AGENCY has no reports or records pertaining to lead-based paint or lead based hazards 
in the housing, except the following, which AGENCY shall provide to PROPERTY 
MANAGER for each Property: P&D Environmental Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment. 

c. The AGENCY may notify the PROPERTY MANAGER if all, or portions of, lead-
based paint in a Property have been abated, in which case the AGENCY will direct the 
PROPERTY MANAGER when the lead-based paint notice is no longer required. 
 

5. EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY: 
 
The Properties are offered i n compliance with Federal, State, and Local anti-discrimination 
laws. Further, PROPERTY MANAGER shall comply with, and include, in every lease, the 
following language: 
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"The lessee 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 
lease is made and accepted upon and subject to the following 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 lessee 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, sub lessees, 
subtenants, or vendees in the premises herein leased." 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

INTERFAITH HOUSING ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 
 
 

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

 “PROPERTY MANAGER 1” means an individual who, pursuant to a contract with a 
state or local agency: 

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

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

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

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

6. Grant CITY approval to a plan, design, report, study, or similar item; 
7. Adopt, or grant CITY approval of, policies, standards, or guidelines for 

the CITY, or for any subdivision thereof; or 
 

(B) Serves in a staff capacity with the CITY and in that capacity participates in making a 
governmental decision as defined in Regulation 18702.2 or performs the same or 
substantially all the same duties for the CITY that would otherwise be performed by 
an individual holding a position specified in the CITY’s Conflict of Interest Code. 

 
 
 
DISCLOSURE DETERMINATION: 

 
□ 1. PROPERTY MANAGER will not be “making a government decision” or 

“serving in a staff capacity” as defined in Sections A and B above.   
  No disclosure required. 
                                                 
1 The City’s Conflict of Interest Code and the Political Reform Act refer to “consultants,” not “contractors.”  The City’s 
professional services agreements might refer to the hired professional as a “contractor,” not a “consultant,” in which case 
the Conflict of Interest Code may still apply.  The Conflict of Interest Code, however, does not cover public works 
contractors. 
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□ 2. PROPERTY MANAGER will be “making a government decision” or “serving 

in a staff capacity” as defined in Sections A and B above.  As a result, 
PROPERTY MANAGER shall file, with the City Clerk of the City of 
Coronado in a timely manner as required by law, a Statement of Economic 
Interest (Form 700) as required by the City of Coronado Conflict of Interest 
Code, and the Fair Political Practices Commission, to meet the requirements 
of the Political Reform Act. *  

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

 
 

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

INTERFAITH HOUSING ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 
 

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

 
Investments: “Investment” means a financial interest in any business entity engaged in the business 
of [insert types of businesses, e.g., if PROPERTY MANAGER is working on a public works project, 
he or she should disclose investments in contracting firms, building material suppliers, design firms, 
etc.] 
 
Real Property: “Real property” interests are limited to real property in the City of Coronado, wherever 
located. 
 
Sources of Income: “Sources of income” means income (including loans, business positions, and 
gifts) of the PROPERTY MANAGER, or the PROPERTY MANAGER’s spouse or domestic partner 
in excess of $500 or more during the reporting period from sources that are business entities engaged 
in the business of [insert types of businesses, e.g., if PROPERTY MANAGER is working on a public 
works project, he or she should disclose investments in contracting firms, building material suppliers, 
design firms, etc.] 
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ATTACHMENT C 

SEE ATTACHMENT 3 
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PUBLIC HEARING:  APPROVAL OF A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A REVISED 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CONGESTION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FEE 
TO MITIGATE THE IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS ON 
THE SAN DIEGO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION ARTERIAL SYSTEM FOR FY 
2016/17 

ISSUE:  Whether to implement the increase to the City’s traffic mitigation fee as required by the 
voter-approved TransNet initiative.  The fee increase is required in order to continue to receive 
TransNet sales tax revenue. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Hold a public hearing and adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of 
the City of Coronado Adopting a Revised Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement 
Program Fee to Mitigate the Impacts of Development of Residential Units on the San Diego 
Regional Transportation Arterial System for FY 2016/17,” increasing the existing uniform 
transportation mitigation fee by two percent from $2,310 to $2,357 for each newly constructed 
residential unit. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  In accordance with the voter-approved TransNet initiative, each city in San 
Diego County is required to collect a mitigation fee for new residential units in order to be 
eligible to receive TransNet sales tax money.  The City is eligible to receive an estimated 
$589,000 in TransNet sales tax revenue in FY 2016/17.  The program, which went into effect in 
July 2008, contains a provision for SANDAG to annually adjust the minimum traffic mitigation 
fee for inflation.  SANDAG has increased the minimum mitigation fee by two percent, which 
must be collected beginning July 1, 2016.  It is not anticipated that this increase will have a 
significant impact on Coronado due to the small number of “new” residential units constructed 
within the City.  “New” residential units subject to the RTCIP fee are units that create a net 
increase to the number of residential units in Coronado.  Only a few new residential units are 
added per year.  Tearing down an existing unit and building a new one in its place would not be 
subject to the fee.  Revenue from the fee remains with Coronado and must be used for projects 
that improve movement on SR 75 (a regional arterial road).  , The amount collected for FY 
2014/15 was $24,273.  The funding is deposited into the TransNet fund (210) and used to 
augment the City’s transportation program. 

CEQA:  Not a project under CEQA. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Adoption of the resolution to increase the transportation 
mitigation fee 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 Legal Notice for a change of fees imposed as a condition of approval of 
a development project must be published twice to the general public, with the first publication a 
minimum of ten days prior to a public hearing and the second at least five days after the first 
publication.  The legal notice was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on March 16 and 
23, 2016. 
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BACKGROUND:  On March 18, 2008, the City Council adopted Ordinance Number 1991 
which added Chapter 82.34 of the Coronado Municipal Code adopting a uniform transportation 
mitigation fee for the purpose of defraying actual or estimated costs of constructing planned 
regional transportation facilities.  At the same meeting, Resolution Number 8276 was adopted, 
which established a Regional Transportation Improvement Program fee of $2,000 for each and 
every non-exempt and newly constructed residential unit in the City of Coronado.  The TransNet 
ordinance requires that the RTCIP fee be adjusted annually in an amount not to exceed the 
percentage increase set forth in the Engineering Construction Cost Index (CCI), but not less than 
two percent.  For FY 16/17, the CCI was calculated at two percent, bringing the RTCIP fee to 
$2,357. 
 
ANALYSIS:  At its February 26, 2016 meeting, the SANDAG Board of Directors approved an 
adjustment to the TransNet Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program fee, 
raising the minimum RTCIP exaction from $2,310 to $2,357 for FY 2016/17 (2.0% increase).  
Although SANDAG has oversight of the TransNet program, it is the responsibility of each 
agency to assess and collect the mitigation fees.  Adoption of the attached resolution will 
increase the existing transportation mitigation fee to be consistent with SANDAG’s Board of 
Directors’ action and keep the City of Coronado eligible to continue to receive TransNet funding 
under the provisions of the initiative. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering Department/Walton 
Attachments: A. Resolution 
 B. Minutes from the February 26, 2016, SANDAG Board of Directors Meeting  
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\04-05 Meeting  SR Due Mar. 24\FINAL RTCIP Mitigation Fees Increase.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR JK JNC 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 
ADOPTING A REVISED REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CONGESTION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FEE TO MITIGATE THE IMPACTS OF 
DEVELOPMENT OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS ON THE SAN DIEGO REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION ARTERIAL SYSTEM FOR FY 2016/17 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Coronado is a member agency of the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG), a joint powers agency consisting of the City, the County of San 
Diego, and the seventeen other cities situated in San Diego County; and 
 

WHEREAS, SANDAG, acting in concert with the member agencies of SANDAG, in its 
capacity as the San Diego County Regional Transportation Commission, developed a plan 
whereby the shortfall in funds needed to enlarge the capacity of the regional system of highways 
and arterials in San Diego County (the “regional arterial system”) could be made up in part by a 
transportation uniform mitigation fee on future residential development; and 
 

WHEREAS, as a member agency of SANDAG, the City of Coronado participated in the 
preparation of that certain “RTCIP Impact Fee Nexus Study,” dated September 5, 2006, (the 
“Nexus Study”), prepared pursuant to California Government Code Section 66000 et seq., the 
Mitigation Fee Act; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that funding of construction of the regional arterial 
system affecting the City of Coronado with proceeds of the county-wide one-half cent ($.005) 
transactions and use tax imposed by Ordinance No. 04-01 of the San Diego County Regional 
Transportation Commission approved by San Diego County voters through Proposition A in 
2004 (the “TransNet Ordinance”) will be inadequate even with those fees adopted pursuant to the 
Nexus Study; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in order to receive funds collected by SANDAG through the TransNet 
Ordinance, the City Council must impose and collect not less than $2,357 for each newly 
constructed residential housing unit beginning July 1, 2016, to mitigate the impact each unit has 
on the regional arterial system; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has added Chapter 82.34 to the Coronado Municipal 
Code, adopting the San Diego County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee Program 
Ordinance of 2008 (the “Ordinance”), which approves the implementation of a monetary 
exaction for each newly constructed residential housing unit in the City of Coronado; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Ordinance provides that the City Council shall adopt a schedule of fees 

calculated according to the calculation methodology set forth in Table 11 of the Nexus Study, as 
may be amended from time to time; and 
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ATTACHMENT A 

WHEREAS, SANDAG approved an increase in the Regional Transportation Congestion 
Improvement Program raising the minimum mitigation fee by two percent from $2,310 to 
$2,357. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF CORONADO AS FOLLOWS: 

 
Section 1.  Findings.  The City Council hereby refers to and incorporates herein by 

this reference those findings set forth in section 82.34.020 of the Coronado Municipal Code as if 
set forth in full herein. 

 
Section 2.  Calculation of Fees.  The methodology set forth in Table 11 of the Nexus 

Study has been used to establish the schedule of fees set forth in this resolution. 
 
Section 3.  Schedule of Fees.  For the purpose of funding those certain improvements 

to the regional arterial system identified in the Nexus Study, and in accordance with the 
Ordinance, the following schedule of fees shall be applicable to each and every non-exempt and 
newly constructed residential unit in the City of Coronado: 

 
Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program fee FY 2016/17 – $2,357 

 
 Section 4. Effective Date.  This resolution shall become effective on the sixtieth 
(60th) day following its adoption (the “Effective Date”).  Upon the Effective Date, the fees 
identified and approved by this resolution shall be levied, collected and disposed of in 
accordance with the California Mitigation Fee Act (California Government Code Section 66000 
et seq.) and section 82.34.040 of the Coronado Municipal Code in effect as of the Effective Date. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 
5th day of April 2016 by the following vote, to wit 
 
 
 AYES:   
 NAYS:   
 ABSTAIN:  
 ABSENT:  
 
       ____________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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COUNCIL REPORTS ON INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
ASSIGNMENTS 

04/05/16 
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Councilmember Sandke – Report on “Other Agency” meetings 2/19/16 to 3/23/16 
 
 
2/25 State of the County address 

2/26 SANDAG Board Meeting 

 Borders Committee 

2/27 Meeting with residents concerning Bay View Park 

3/1 South County Economic Development Council 

3/3 Career Day – Coronado High School 

3/4  Albondigas Lunch- Chula Vista infrastructure tax measure 

3/7 Rotary Bi-National club – Afghanistan Ambassador event 

3/8 Meet with Council Candidate Mike Donovan 

 Meet the School District consultant re: new superintendent 

3/9 Climate Change breakfast event 

 SANDAG Retreat 

3/10 SANDAG Retreat 

 City Commissioners Dinner 

3/11 SANDAG Retreat 

3/14 League of CA Cities Lunch 

 AICUZ Meeting with SAN planning and local working group 

3/17 MTS Board Meeting 

3/19 Coronado Historical Assn Gala 

3/21 Meet with Toni Atkins, City Manager about Fourth Street safety issues 

3/23 Tijuana Tourism Authority Lunch 
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Report on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments for Michael Woiwode   
Period ending 3/15/2016 

 
 
Monday, 3/14: SAFE’s Drug Store kick-off with meeting of parents, kids who are participating, 
and volunteers.  Drug Store event is Tuesday, 3/15. 

Monday, 3/14: League of California Cities monthly meeting.  Presentations from South, North, 
East, and San Diego Economic Development Councils.  Each has a different focus area.  The 
common thread is the plans to increase local jobs. 

Friday, 3/11: Senior Volunteer Appreciation Dinner. 

Friday, 3/11: SANDAG Retreat: consideration of factors that may influence who votes in a 
November election. 

Thursday, 3/10: Committee and Commissioners Dinner. 

Thursday, 3/10: SANDAG Retreat: exploration of what should be the focus of a revenue ballot 
measure in November.  Central to the argument is what effect would the projects have on people 
in various portions of the region, and what are the projects the public wishes to support. 

Wednesday, 3/9: SANDAG Retreat: discussion about needs for freight movement, support in 
federal legislation, and how that fits in the SANDAG plan, especially at the border and along the 
North Coast Corridor. 

Tuesday, 3/8: Briefing from David Spatafore on possible public valet parking. 

Monday, 3/7: SAFE Coffee Talk, on the chemistry of kids’ brains.  Approximately 50 attendees. 

Monday, 3/7: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority briefing on plans to develop Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan for Coronado. 

Thursday, 3/3: Bayshore Bikeway Committee meeting.  Update on progress for next segments, as 
well as improvements along the Imperial Beach stretch, and plans for Bikeway Village in 
Imperial Beach. 
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PRESENTATION FROM THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY 
REGARDING PREPARATION OF AN AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN FOR 
NAVAL AIR STATION NORTH ISLAND (NASNI) 

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive the presentation and provide input and direction, including 
identification of City Council representatives to participate in the Airport Authority’s “Working Group.” 

FISCAL IMPACT: Costs of City of Coronado participation in preparation of the ALUCP for NASNI 
are unknown. In addition to staff time, it is anticipated that professional services will be needed to 
supplement existing staff resources.  The cost and type of services is unknown at this time.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  State law requires formal consultation between the Airport Land Use 
Commission and the affected local jurisdictions when an Airport Influence Area is established. The City 
Council has broad discretion in providing input and direction. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required.  

BACKGROUND: The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, acting as the Airport Land 
Use Commission (ALUC), has initiated preparation of an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
for Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI).  According to the Airport Authority, the ALUCP is intended 
to ensure that development in the vicinity of NASNI is compatible with noise, safety, airspace protection, 
and overflight standards of the Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) study that was prepared 
by the Department of Defense in 2011.   

In November 2015, the City Council considered the potential make up of a “stakeholders working group” 
to be established by the Airport Authority.  A list of potential representatives was identified and provided 
to the Airport Authority staff. It was intended that one or more City Council members would be invited to 
participate in the working group meetings, in addition to staff representatives.  The Airport Authority 
convened the first meeting of the working group on Monday, March 14.  

A Public Information meeting was held on Tuesday March 22 to provide to the public an introduction and 
overview of the NASNI ALUCP process.  Approximately 3,200 property owners received an invitation to 
that meeting.  

ANALYSIS:  The Airport Authority has requested the opportunity to provide a briefing to the City 
Council to explain their work program, timeline, public outreach plan, and public information meeting 
schedule (Attachment 1). The attached schedule indicates that the plan preparation and environmental 
review will take two years to complete.  The schedule anticipates separate monthly meetings with City 
staff, with the working group, and the public.  The Scope of Work (Attachment 2) explains the technical 
analyses that the Airport Authority will use to prepare an ALUCP for NASNI.  

The presentation will provide opportunities for the City Council to ask questions, provide input and 
direction, and identify Council members to participate on the working group.  

Submitted by Community Development/Brown 

Attachments: 1) Airport Authority Informational Materials and Meeting Schedule 
2) Scope of Work of Technical Analyses

SR-Presentaition from SDCRAA 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC RAH N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Attachment 1
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Attachment 2
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO FILL ONE VACANCY ON THE PARKS 
AND RECREATION COMMISSION  

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint one individual from the list below to serve a three-year term 
to expire March 31, 2019. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A vacancy notice was published in The Coronado Eagle & Journal on 
February 17 and 24, 2016.  Notices were posted at City Hall, the Public Library, and on the City 
website.   

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

ANALYSIS:  Commissioner Kathy Nichols was appointed to a first three-year term on March 
19, 2013.  She is eligible to be appointed to a second, three-year term.  However, she has 
declined to be reappointed. 

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

Daniel B. Hunting, M.D. 
Christopher N. Toogood 

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

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment: Application 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA RAM 
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO FILL ONE VACANCY ON THE 
CULTURAL ARTS COMMISSION  

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint one individual from the list below to serve out the remainder 
of the current term, which expires December 31, 2017. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A vacancy notice was published in The Coronado Eagle & Journal on 
December 9 and 16, 2015.  Notices were posted at City Hall, the Public Library, and on the City 
website.  As no applications had been received by the January 4, 2016 deadline, the deadline was 
dropped and notices on the City website and in the City Manager Weekly Update indicated the 
position was “open until filled.” 

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

ANALYSIS:  Commissioner Kari Kovach resigned her position in December 2015.  There are 
approximately 20 months remaining in her unexpired term.   

Shortly after Ms. Kovach’s resignation, Commissioner Nancy Swanson submitted her 
resignation.  Ms. Swanson had been appointed to a full three-year term in December 2015. 
While the Contract Arts Administrator, Kelly Purvis, and commission members are seeking 
applicants for this second vacancy, it is felt the vacancy created by Ms. Kovach’s resignation 
should be filled at this time to further the work of the commission.  Notices of the second 
vacancy are posted at City Hall, the Library, on the City website, and in the City Manager 
Weekly Update. 

The following individual has submitted an application for the Council’s consideration: 

Sherril Rena Altstadt 

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

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Application 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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REPORT ON MULTI-YEAR FINANCIAL FORECAST THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2021 
FOR THE GENERAL FUND  

ISSUE:  This is an information item with a presentation and discussion about the multi-year financial 
forecast of the City’s General Fund in advance of the development of the FY 2016-17 budget.    

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive the report on multi-year projections for the General Fund. 

FISCAL IMPACT: Each year, these projections get a fresh look and take into consideration the 
most current information available.  There is no fiscal impact associated with receiving a report on 
the financial projections.   The projections are intended as a high-level review. This multi-year 
projection presentation is intended to provide a backdrop and context for the 2016-17 budget 
meetings.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: This report is for informational purposes.  The City Council is 
not required to take any action to approve, disapprove, or modify the reported information.  The City 
Council has broad discretion in providing direction on the development of the City’s financial plan. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

BACKGROUND:  Staff is beginning its work on development of the FY 2016-17 budget.  In 
preparation, staff has prepared this multi-year financial projection of the General Fund.  The purpose 
of completing this forecast is to identify trends, evaluate financial risk, assess the likelihood that 
services can be sustained at current levels, determine the level at which capital 
expenditures/investment can be made, and identify future commitments and resource demands.  The 
financial projections also provide an opportunity to discuss key variables that impact the level of 
revenue and expenditures.    

ANALYSIS OF THE GENERAL FUND: Staff has forecast the General Fund revenues, 
expenditures, and ending balances through FY 2020-21 using conservative assumptions.  This 
forecast is contained in the attached worksheets.  The worksheets show summary financial 
information with current and projected revenues, operating expenditures, and transfers for each of the 
next five fiscal years.  The worksheets also include FY 2014-15 actual expenditures (Column 1) and 
the adjusted budget for FY 2015-16 (Column 2).     

Overall, the forecast relies upon conservative estimates for revenues and expenditures.  However, 
current upward growth trends in property taxes, sales taxes, and transient occupancy taxes have been 
recognized for the upcoming fiscal year.  Actual results will likely produce higher revenues and lower 
expenditures than shown.  One such indicator for improved revenue results is that the actual revenue 
in FY 2014-15 (after removing the 5.865M transfer) was higher than the projection for the current 
fiscal year 2015-16.  The City typically underspends its operating expenses by 1% to 2%.   The 
discussion below includes the basic approach for how the projections were developed. 

Revenue Projections 

The revenue forecast for FY 2016-17 assumes significant growth in taxes and modest or no growth 
for all other revenue categories, with an average annual growth rate of 2.1%.    

04/05/16 
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The City’s general government activities are supported primarily by the revenue from Property Taxes, 
Transient Occupancy Taxes, and Sales and Use Taxes, with the largest source, approximately 50%, 
being from property taxes.  In developing the attached projections, the annual growth multiplier used 
to estimate Property Tax revenue was 5.5% for the first year and 1.5% thereafter.  This level of growth 
is reasonable considering that assessed valuation growth for FY 2014-15 and FY 2015-16 has 
exceeded 5.0%, which was due to sustained building improvement activities and property sales.  The 
estimated growth in revenue from Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) is projected at 5% for the first 
year and 2.0% thereafter.  Sales and Use Taxes are projected at an average growth rate of 2.1% 
annually, also modest compared to the last few years of actual growth.   These two revenue categories 
are also more elastic and sensitive to market changes than property taxes. Although the local, state 
and national economy have improved over the last few years, a slowdown in these variable revenues 
is distinctly probable. Thus, the continuing use of conservative revenue estimates.    
   
All other revenue categories are projected to remain flat or grow less than 2%.     
 
Expenditure Projections 
 
Personnel:  Personnel costs are the largest component of the City’s operating budget.  Pension costs 
continue to be a primary driver of cost growth in the personnel category.  FY 2015-16 is the first year 
that the City experienced the impact of new amortization methods and actuarial assumptions that were 
adopted by the CalPERS Board in 2013.  The attached projections are based upon CalPERS’ latest 
actuarial projections using the aforementioned methodologies.  As designed by the new actuarial 
methods to amortize current unfunded liabilities over 30 years, the City’s pension costs will rise 
steeply for five years, than will level off for 20 years, ramping down over the last five years of the 
amortization period.   The current unfunded liabilities are primarily the result of significant investment 
losses in the last decade and also due to improvements in mortality rates.   Note that each year the 
gain or loss experienced in the plan is amortized over a 30-year period. The estimates contain a factor 
to allow for continuing contributions to the Pension reserve fund at a $500,000 per year level. 
 
The expenditure forecast was developed based on current staffing and service levels with two 
exceptions.  Based on the moderate growth in the forecasted property taxes, an increase in staffing 
for the Police Department has been shown with an initial cost increase of approximately $285,000. 
This increase in staffing includes two police services officers and one sworn police officer.  With the 
new Spreckels Center starting operations in FY 2017, an increase of $166,000 in the first year is 
projected.  As the Center ramps up for a full year of operations, this amount is expected to grow larger 
to begin with and then decrease in the out years as program revenues start to pick up.  For purposes 
of this projection, other basic personnel costs (aside from pensions) were developed using a 2% 
multiplier.  
 
Non-Personnel: With minor exceptions, all non-personnel expenditures and operating transfers have 
been projected at a growth multiplier of 3% per year.   
 
Capital Projects and Facilities Refurbishment:   In January 2013, the City Council established an 
annual capital projects funding target for the General Fund equal to 5% of projected revenue.   For 
the last two years, capital improvement project (CIP) funding from this General Fund source has been 
split between current and near-term projects (CIP Fund 400) and future projects (Major Facilities 
Replacement Reserve Fund 136).  This report shows funding for the facilities replacement fund as 
recommended to the City Council at $1.3 million with an inflation factor of 2% shown for the 
04/05/16 
 

252



succeeding years.  The City Council will receive a CIP list during the budget workshop on May 17. 
Even with the use of the conservative assumptions in projecting both revenues and expenditures, the 
amount available for the CIP will range in amounts from $3.8 million in FY 2017 to $2.7 million in 
FY 2021.  The list of projects that should be completed in the next five years will undoubtedly exceed 
the capacity of the General Fund revenue sources to meet those capital needs. The Council will be 
faced with the need to prioritize the CIP in order to meet the most pressing needs and to stay within 
the current revenue threshold or to dip into reserves in order to meet these major facility building 
needs.  Another continuing challenge will be to adequately staff the design and engineering functions 
in order to properly implement the CIP.   
 
Results:  The projected results are generally positive showing General Fund revenue exceeding 
operating expenditures in each of the five years (see lines b and c on the Attachment).  The projections 
show a balanced budget with any excess (revenues above operating expenses) shown as capital outlay 
amounts.  Contributions to the Pension Stabilization Fund are proposed at $500,000 per year.  If 
pension costs increase at a rate that will not allow for this continued level of funding, these 
contributions may need to be reduced or discontinued.  The fund balance at June 30, 2021 is projected 
at $39.7 million, well above the projected minimum reserve requirement estimated to be $25.6 
million.  Ultimately, the growth or decline in fund balance will depend upon actual revenue and 
expenditure growth.   
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Krueger 
Attachment: Multi-Year General Fund Financial Projection  
   
I:\STFRPT\Budget & Finance\multi yr projs 2017 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR JK JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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REVIEW AND ESTABLISH PRIORITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 

ISSUE:   What are the City Council’s priorities for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016-2017? 

RECOMMENDATION:  Review tasks and provide direction. 

FISCAL IMPACT: Costs are inherent to the discussion of priorities.  In order to be efficient 
with personnel, equipment, and resources, an understanding of the Council’s priorities is needed. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Reviewing work and tasks assigned to City staff and 
providing direction with regard to priorities for FY 2016-17 is an administrative decision not 
affecting a fundamental vested right.  The City Council has broad discretion in providing 
direction concerning its priorities.  

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

BACKGROUND: A successful City Council acknowledges priorities and concentrates 
efforts.  According to a survey of 255 California City Managers conducted by Cal-ICMA, 86.85 
percent (218) of the City Managers surveyed said that goal setting was one of the essential 
cornerstones of a successful City Council. 

Annually, the Council, in the format proposed for this meeting, has provided direction with 
regard to its priorities and areas of emphasis.  As the budget is prepared, awareness of the 
Council’s priorities helps to ensure that the budget contains sufficient resources to focus upon the 
Council’s priorities during the upcoming Fiscal Year.  This year, the Council will again be asked 
to review a list of tasks, policy emphasis, and projects posted in the Council Chamber and mark 
priority projects with five stickers that are color coded for each member of the Council.   A 
project that receives a sticker from at least three Councilmembers will be considered a high 
priority project.  

ANALYSIS: A successful outcome will identify the Council’s collective expectations and 
acknowledge the large and diverse workload currently being carried on by the City’s staff.  The 
workload has reached a point where the volume of projects is slowing forward momentum.  Of 
specific concern are projects that require effort and resources, but are unlikely to be successful or 
approved by a controlling public agency.  With limited time and resources, the projects which 
are unlikely to succeed take time and resources away from those projects which have a greater 
likelihood of success and impede the delivery of the overall list of projects and initiatives.  

The attributes of stability, consistency, and predictability are the cornerstones to success that will 
continue to be emphasized.  A long-term view is given emphasis over a short-term view. 

Over the past several years, significant progress has been made on many of the Council’s 
previously designed priority projects:  

Pension Cost Management and OPEB Benefits - Multiple prepayments toward future pension 
costs have been made.  This has allowed pension costs to be budgeted at a higher amount than 
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actually required, creating an annual fund balance which has allowed the Council to establish a 
pension stabilization fund.  The Council has established an OPEB account and eliminated its 
unfunded OPEB liability. 
 
Management of the dissolution of the former Community Development Agency – To date, 
the financial harmful effects of the dissolutionment process have been successfully mitigated; 
contractual payments to the School District have been made; due to successful court decisions, 
the validity of loans made by the City’s General Fund to the former Community Development 
Agency have been confirmed; contracts to the Hospital have been recognized as enforceable 
obligations; and the City’s resources have been protected from being “clawed back.”   
 
Senior Activity Center – The John D. Spreckels Center and Bowling Green project is under 
construction. 
 
Infrastructure Replacement Strategy Asset Management Plan – On October 6, 2015, the 
City Council approved an Asset Management Plan prepared by GHD and allocated $8.6 million 
to the Facilities Replacement Fund.  On December 15, 2015, the Council approved an ongoing 
funding formula and utilization policy for the fund. 
 
Summer Shuttle Bus Service – Ridership has increased every year for the past three years of 
the Summer Shuttle’s existence.  The Council has directed that a more robust service along the 
Silver Strand be developed for the 2016 season.  When the Summer Shuttle operates over the 
904 route, it has the most ridership of any route county-wide within the Metropolitan Transit 
System. 
 
Toll Plaza/Gateway Plan – On March 15, the Council’s subcommittee presented the Gateway 
Plan.  The Council asked the subcommittee to return with its recommendation in April or May. 
 
AICUZ/ALUCP – The San Diego Regional Airport Authority has begun to prepare the Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Naval Air Station North Island.  It is anticipated that 
the ALUCP will require that the City Council amend the City’s Zoning Ordinance and possibly 
the General Plan and Adopted Local Coastal Plan.  This process is envisioned to take several 
years or longer. 
 
Wastewater Master Plan – A draft of the update of the City’s 2000 Wastewater Master Plan 
has been prepared by Atkins Consulting and is awaiting final review at a future City Council 
meeting. 
 
Cays Entrance Project – After a study prepared by Psomas Engineering in 2013, and upon 
extensive consultation and continual review with the Cays Homeowners Association, a 
construction contract has been executed and the Notice to Proceed has been issued.  Construction 
is expected to commence mid-April and be completed within sixty days. 
 
RSIP Committee - The committee’s report will be presented to the City Council at a future 
Council meeting. 
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Recycled Water Feasibility Study – Based upon the RBF study in 2011, the City Council 
authorized additional work in December 2014 to explore, with the permission of the Navy, three 
candidate sites at North Island for a reclaimed or recycled water plant.  In 2015, the Navy 
concluded that the sites will not meet the needs of the Navy.  Staff is reviewing technology that 
will be suitable for a recycled water project at the Golf Course. 
 
Third and Fourth Street Traffic Study – The City Council held a Special Meeting in June 
2015 to discuss and provide direction for various items related to traffic enforcement.  The City 
Council encouraged Caltrans to certify the speed study to facilitate the use of Lidar for 
enforcement, directed that the Police Department use its resources for enforcement, requested 
Speed Advisory Signs, and directed that pedestrian advisory signs be incorporated into the 
wayfinding sign program.  In October 2015, the City Council considered a range of potential 
improvements to SR 75/282 and provided direction.   Most immediately, City staff is now 
pursuing bulb-outs at Fourth Street at A and C Avenues and the south side of Fourth and 
Pomona, a speed table on Fourth Street between Pomona and A Avenue, and a traffic signal at 
Fourth and Alameda. 
 
Parking – In 2013, the City Council considered the Planning Commission’s recommendations 
with regard to Parking Meters and Joint Use and Valet Parking.  Subsequently, later in the year, 
the City Council directed that new parking meter technology be tested in order to improve 
parking enforcement without raising parking rates.  After testing new meters at two blocks for 
over a year, the Council directed that new “smart” parking meters be installed City-wide, which 
was accomplished in March 2016.  Meanwhile, work is continuing facilitating private valet 
parking options along Orange.   
 
ALTERNATIVE:  There is no alternative to having the City Council decide upon its collective 
priorities. 
 
Submitted by City Manager/King 
Attachment: Fiscal Year 2016-17 High Priority Projects 
 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Fiscal Year 2016-17 High Priority Projects 
 
 
Previous High Priority Designations 2013-14 
 
Pension Cost Management and Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) 

Redevelopment Dissolution – DOF Litigation 

Senior Center 

Infrastructure Replacement Strategy and Asset Management Plan 

 
Previous High Priority Designations 2014-15 
 
Pension Cost Management and Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) 

Summer Shuttle Bus Service 

Toll Plaza traffic calming and enhancement 

Wastewater Master Plan 

AICUZ/ALUCP 

Cays entrance 

Pomona Roundabout 

RSIP Committee 

 
Previous High Priority Designations 2015-16 
 
Toll Plaza Entrance 

Recycled Water Feasibility 

Downtown Parking 

Third and Fourth Street Traffic Calming 

 
2016-17 Projects 
 
Third and Fourth Street Speed Enforcement 

El Cordova Hotel and Oxford Alley Parking Enforcement 

Beach Fire Ring Enforcement 

Short-Term Vacation Rental Enforcement 

Code and Ordinance Enforcement 

Gateway Plan 
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Spreckels Center Operations Plan 

Implementation of “Out and About” Coronado 

Left Turn Restrictions from Third/Pomona 

Speed Camera Legislation 

Speed Table on Fourth and Pomona  

Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at H and I at Fourth 

Raised crosswalk with Rapid Flashing Beacon at I and Third 

Modifications to Palm and Third with Palm remaining a through street 

Modifications to Palm and Fourth with Palm remaining a through street 

H and Third Speed Table 

F and Third and Fourth Speed Tables 

B at Third and Fourth Speed Tables and Rapid Flashing Beacon 

Modification of Intersection at Pomona and Third 

Partial closure of A and Pomona to prohibit turns onto A 

Glorietta Bay Boat Launch Project and Dock C 

Active Transportation Master Plan 

Traffic Signal at Alameda and Fourth 

Bulb-outs Fourth and A and C 

Third and Fourth Avenue of Heroes Banner Program 

Cays Entrance Improvements 

Library Technology Improvements 

City technology upgrades, new accounting software, website upgrade, Regional Communication 

1800 MgH, Computer Aided Dispatch & PD Record Management System  

Spreckels Park Restroom Replacement 

Glorietta Bay Pump Station Wet Well Structural Repairs 

Recycled Water Project 

Golf Course Turf Reduction 

Golf Course Maintenance Building Replacement 

Country Club Parker Basin Storm Drain System 

First Street Access Points 

Art Commission workplan implementation 
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South Beach Restroom 

Pine Street and North Beach Outfall Rehabilitation 

Third Fourth and I Avenue Drainage Improvements 

Street lighting project on Third and Fourth 

Commercial Area Parking 

Undergrounding Overhead Utilities 

Summer Shuttle and the Strand Streak 

Clean and maintain commercial district – trash receptacles 

NPDES Implementation  

Enhanced local access television 

Expanded web presence  

Update and amend the Local Coastal Plan 

Development of Historic Preservation District 

RSIP 

Airport Compatibility Use Plan Issues 

Coastal Campus Development Issues 

Rehabilitation of 35-scattered units Affordable Housing Project 

Prepayment of General Fund loans to the former CDA 

Coronado Bridge suicide prevention features 

Completing hospital land purchase 

Developing Cooperative School District Programs 

Grand Caribe Land Conservancy Project 

Remodel/Refurbishment Fire Stations 

Strand Beautification 

Golf Course Pro Concession solicitation 
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PROVIDE DIRECTION TO STAFF REGARDING THE PROPOSAL TO INSTALL 
SIDEWALK ALONG THE PERIMETER OF SUNSET PARK  

ISSUE:  Provide direction on whether the City Council would like to create a new project or 
expand the scope of an existing one for the installation of sidewalk along the perimeter of Sunset 
Park.  

RECOMMENDATION:  Direct staff to include the design and construction of a sidewalk along 
the entire perimeter of Sunset Park in the existing Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to re-turf 
and retrofit the irrigation system in Sunset Park currently planned for Fiscal Year 2017/18. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The current Sunset Park Improvements project to re-turf and retrofit the 
irrigation system in the park is planned for FY 2017/18 with a budget of $350,000.  It is estimated 
to cost an additional $48,000 to extend the sidewalk along Ocean Drive.  If the sidewalk is further 
extended along Ocean Boulevard, it would cost an additional $38,000, for a total additional cost 
of $86,000 for all the sidewalk improvements (see attached Location Map).  If the Council directs 
that sidewalk should be installed along the perimeter of Sunset Park as part of the irrigation 
retrofit/re-turf project, staff will increase the proposed project budget a corresponding amount to 
cover the added cost in the FY 2017/18 CIP that is to be adopted in June.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Review and direction related to the study of a potential project 
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].   

CEQA:  The Sunset Park Improvements project, with or without the sidewalk improvements, is 
categorically exempt under Article 19 Class 1 – Existing Facilities which involve negligible or no 
expansion to the existing use. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  At the March 1, 2016, City Council meeting, Councilmember Bailey requested 
that a discussion to extend the sidewalk on Ocean Drive along the perimeter of Sunset Park 
adjacent to Ocean Drive be placed on a future agenda.  The Council agreed to consider the request. 

At its March 14, 2016 meeting, the Parks and Recreation Commission was presented with the 
proposal for a perimeter sidewalk along the Ocean Drive portion of Sunset Park.  The area residents 
and sports interest groups that use the park were notified of the meeting via mail.  There was no 
opposition expressed at the meeting and two attendees spoke favorably about the proposal.  The 
Commission voted in favor of additional investigation of the sidewalk and the possibility of its 
eventual installation (see attached letter).  

Sunset Park is located in the southwest quadrant of the City, bordered on the west by Naval Air 
Station North Island, on the south by Ocean Boulevard, and on the east and north by residential 
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development.  There is currently no sidewalk bordering the park; in addition, dogs are prohibited 
from the grass surface, causing a concern since pedestrians who are walking their dogs along 
Ocean Drive tend to either walk in the street with traffic or violate the ordinance that prohibits 
dogs in the park.  
 
ANALYSIS:  Construction of a sidewalk along Ocean Drive on the side of Sunset Park is feasible.  
There is available space within the park to provide a five-foot-wide sidewalk along Ocean Drive; 
the total length of new sidewalk installed would be approximately 500 linear feet extending from 
just behind the residence at 100 Ocean Drive to the intersection of Ocean Drive and Ocean 
Boulevard.  The approximate cost to install this section of sidewalk would be $48,000.  In order 
to install this section of sidewalk, there are six signs that would need to be relocated to the back of 
the new walk which would cost approximately $200 each for relocation.  Additional costs involved 
in such a project would be installation of ADA-compliant pedestrian ramps at the corners of Ocean 
Drive at Ocean Boulevard and at Ocean Drive and Ocean Court.  Modifications to the drinking 
fountain area adjacent to the Ocean Drive/Ocean Boulevard intersection would also be 
recommended to maintain an ADA-compliant path of travel from the sidewalk to the fountain.  
These costs are estimated to total approximately $10,000 and are included in the $48,000. 
 
It may be beneficial to install sidewalk along the entire perimeter of Sunset Park rather than just 
along the Ocean Drive frontage.  Extending the proposed sidewalk to run along Ocean Boulevard 
would add an additional 500 feet of sidewalk and provide a contiguous sidewalk surface around 
the entire park linking with the existing sidewalk that currently terminates near the Navy gate at 
the end of Ocean Boulevard.  This additional 500 feet of sidewalk would require five regulatory 
signs to be relocated to the back of the proposed sidewalk at a cost of $200 per sign.  It is estimated 
that this portion of new sidewalk and sign relocation could be constructed for approximately 
$38,000.  
 
To take advantage of construction efficiencies and reduce the amount of time the park is disrupted 
due to construction activities, it is recommended that the new sidewalk be incorporated into the 
Sunset Park Improvements project identified as a FY 2017/18 Capital Improvement Project.  This 
project will retrofit the existing irrigation system, removing irrigation boxes from the center of the 
park that is often used as a playing field (improving safety and functionality).  The project will 
also unify the irrigation system of the park with the North Beach turf and landscape area, 
improving maintenance and reliability.  It will also replace the existing turf, the surface of which 
has become uneven and contains a mixture of different blends of grass.  The turf replacement will 
provide a level surface with a uniform grass blend selected for durability under heavy use, resulting 
in a more aesthetic and improved multi-use surface.  Adding the additional sidewalk to this project 
would allow the work to be done under one contract; this will shorten the duration of disruption of 
the park due to construction and should reduce the cost to the City versus bidding the sidewalk as 
a separate project.  The project design and construction schedule would be coordinated with the 
City’s Recreation Department so that construction (estimated to require 60-90 days) occurs during 
the least busy time of the year for the park and when it will be closed for the irrigation and re-
turfing project. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The Council may direct staff not to plan for the construction of a sidewalk 
along Sunset Park.  The Council could also choose to amend the ordinance prohibiting dogs in 
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Sunset Park to allow them to be walked on a leash only within five feet of the existing perimeter 
curb. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Johnson 
Attachments: 1. Location Map 
 2. Letter from Parks & Recreation Commission 
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