
Joint City Council/SA Meeting May 3, 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, May 3, 2016 

Coronado City Hall Council Chamber 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, California 92118 

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. 

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 April 19, 2016. 

4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS
a. Proclamation:  Peace Officers Memorial Day.  (Pg 1)
b. Proclamation:  Bike Month.  (Pg 5)
c. Proclamation:  National Historic Preservation Month.  (Pg 9)
d. Presentation of Historic Preservation Plaques to Property Owners with

Historically Designated Structures.  (Pg 13)

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. 
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a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  (Pg 15) 

 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 17) 

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

 
c. Acceptance of the Pine Street Pump Station Upgrade Project and Direction to the 

City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 67) 
 Recommendation:  Accept the Pine Street Pump Station Upgrade project 

and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
d. Award of As-Needed Mechanical Engineering Consultant Services Contract to 

BSE Engineering.  (Pg 69) 
 Recommendation:  Award an as-needed consultant services contract for 

professional mechanical engineering to BSE Engineering. 
 
e. Award of a Consultant Services Contract in the Amount of $159,810 to Chen 

Ryan Associates, Inc. to Create a Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan.  (Pg 
71) 

 Recommendation:  Award a contract to Chen Ryan Associates, Inc., in the 
amount of $159,810 to create a Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan 
for the City. 

 
f. Award of Contract to NEWest Construction Company, Inc. in the Amount of 

$215,000 for Construction of the Bandel Storm Water Pump Station 
Rehabilitation Project and Authorization to Issue a Work Order Modification to 
Psomas for Professional Engineering Construction Support for a Not-to-Exceed 
Amount of $15,000.  (Pg 87) 

 Recommendation:  Award a contract to NEWest Construction Company, 
Inc. in the amount of $215,000 for construction of the Bandel Storm Water 
Pump Station Rehabilitation project and authorization to issue a work order 
modification to Psomas for construction support for a not-to-exceed amount 
of $15,000. 

 
g. Authorization for the City Manager to Amend LaRoc Environmental Purchase 

Order No. 1500112 with an Increase of $55,026 for Storm Water Program 
Management Support.  (Pg 89) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to amend the existing 
purchase order. 
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h. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute the Purchase of Two Sanitary 
Sewer Station Replacement Pumps with Flo-Systems, Inc. and Barrett Engineered 
Pumps, Respectively, for a Combined Total of $63,994.  (Pg 93) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase of 
two pumps for the combined cost of $63,994. 

 
i. Authorization to Advertise the Storm Water Diverter Stations Project for Bid.  (Pg 

103) 
 Recommendation: Authorize staff to advertise the Storm Water Diverter 

Stations project for bid.  
 
j. Authorization for the City Engineer to Issue Encroachment Permit No. E1604-004 

to Allow Construction of Improvements at 1033 B Avenue, Suite 102, to 
Encroach along the Frontage of the Property into the City Right-of-Way; and 
Authorization for the City Manager to Issue a Commercial Use Permit to Allow 
the Placement of Outside Dining Furnishings.  (Pg 105) 

 Recommendation:  (1) Authorize the City Engineer to issue Encroachment 
Permit No. E1604-004 to the owners of 1033 B Avenue, Suite 102, to encroach 
along the frontage of the property into the City right-of-way; and (2) 
authorize the City Manager to issue a commercial use permit to allow the 
placement of outside dining furnishings at this address. 

 
k. Authorization to Purchase Microsoft Enterprise Agreement Licensing through a 

Cooperative Purchase Program and Authorization for the City Manager to 
Execute the Purchase Agreement with PCMG, Inc. in an Amount Not to Exceed 
$185,000.  (Pg 121) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute a purchase 
agreement with PCMG, Inc. for the Enterprise Agreement (EA) renewal. 

 
l. Second Reading and Adoption of “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City 

of Coronado, California, Amending Section 32.08.020(A) of Chapter 8 of Title 32 
of the Coronado Municipal Code to Allow Leashed Dogs at Bayview Park.”  (Pg 
133) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, California, Amending Section 32.08.020(A) of Chapter 8 of Title 
32 of the Coronado Municipal Code to Allow Leashed Dogs at Bayview 
Park.” 

 
m. Consideration of Request to Waive the Alcohol Prohibition in Spreckels Park for 

Michael and Jackie O’Keefe to Hold a Pre-Wedding Gathering on Friday, July 8, 
2016.  (Pg 139) 

 Recommendation:  Approve the request and grant permission for alcohol to 
be served to adults in an enclosed area in Spreckels Park from 4 to 7 p.m. on 
Friday, July 8, 2016. 
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n. Adoption of Resolutions (1) Calling and Giving Notice of Holding a General 
Municipal Election on November 8, 2016, for the Election of Certain Municipal 
Officers, and (2) Requesting the San Diego County Board of Supervisors to 
Consolidate the City’s General Municipal Election with the Statewide General 
Election to be Held on the Same Date.  (Pg 143) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt (1) “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, California, Calling and Giving Notice of the Holding of a General 
Municipal Election to be Held on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for the 
Election of Certain Officers as Required by the Provisions of the Laws of the 
State of California Relating to General Law Cities” and (2) “A Resolution of 
the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, Requesting the Board 
of Supervisors of the County of San Diego to Consolidate a General 
Municipal Election to be Held on November 8, 2016, with the Statewide 
General Election to be Held on the Same Date Pursuant to Section 10403 of 
the Elections Code.”  It is further recommended that the City Council direct 
the City Clerk to file copies of the appropriate resolutions with the San Diego 
County Board of Supervisors and the San Diego County Registrar of Voters. 

 
 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) 
 
 COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS – ORAL:  Councilmember Downey - Update on 
TransNet Ballot Measure. 
 
 7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: 

a. Presentation of Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting 
from the Government Finance Officers Association.  (Pg 149)   

 
 8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None. 
 
 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 153) 
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b. Briefing by Residential Standards Improvement Program (RSIP-3) Committee on 
Proposed Recommendations Pertaining to Single Family and Multi-Family 
Development Standards (PC 2013-08 City of Coronado).  (Pg 159) 

 Recommendation: Direct staff to prepare the required zoning ordinance 
amendments and initiate the public hearing process with the Planning 
Commission and City Council.  

 
c. Provide Direction on a Request for a Three-Month Pilot Project for a Public Valet 

Service at the Intersection of Orange and B Avenues.  (Pg 293) 
 Recommendation:  Receive report and provide direction to staff.   
 
d. Authorize the City Manager to Issue a Request for Proposals for the Head Golf 

Professional Concession at the Coronado Municipal Golf Course.  (Pg 325) 
 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to issue the Request for 

Proposals. 
 
e. Introduction of “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 

California Amending Chapter 40.28 of the Coronado Municipal Code by Adding 
Section 40.28.015 ‘Consumption of Alcohol On Public Property–City Hosted 
Functions’.”  (Pg 349) 

 Recommendation:  Introduce “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City 
of Coronado, California, Amending Chapter 40.28 of the Coronado 
Municipal Code by Adding Section 40.28.015 ‘Consumption of Alcohol on 
Public Property–City Hosted Functions’.” 

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

a. Consideration of Request from Mayor Tanaka that the City Council Approve 
Placing on a Future Council Agenda a Discussion about the Provisioning of 
Crossing Guard Services.  (Pg 355) 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
 

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

OUR WEBSITE AT 
www.coronado.ca.us 

 
 

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

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

CITY COUNCIL 
 OF THE 

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

AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 

Coronado City Hall 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, CA  92118 
Tuesday, April 19, 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:  Harold Mosley v. City of Coronado, et al. 

    United States District Court Case No. 16cv00065-H (DHB) 
 
2. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION 
 AUTHORITY:   Government Code Section 54956.9(a) 
 NAME OF CASE: Marvin Quon v. City of Coronado 

WCAB No. ADJ996-4280 
 
3. COMMUNICATIONS - ORAL:  None. 
 
ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION 3:30 p.m. 
 
The Closed Session reconvened at 3:39 p.m.  Mayor Tanaka announced that direction was 
given to staff. 
 
Mayor Tanaka called the regular meeting to order at 4 p.m.    
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

Present: Councilmembers/Agency Members Bailey, Downey, Sandke, 
Woiwode and Mayor Tanaka 
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Absent:  None 
 
Also Present:  City Manager/Agency Executive Director Blair King   

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

 
2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.   Floyd Ross provided the 
invocation and Mayor Tanaka led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
3. MINUTES:   Approval of the minutes of the Regular Meeting of the City Council/the City 
Council Acting as the Successor Agency of April 5, 2016. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Woiwode) moved to approve the minutes of the Regular 

Meeting of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor 
Agency of April 5, 2016, with de minimis corrections.  The minutes were 
so approved.  The reading of the minutes in their entirety was 
unanimously waived.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None 
   ABSENT:  None 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:  None 
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5j with the addition of Items 11b, 11c, 11d, 
11e and 13a. 
 
Councilmember Sandke suggested the addition of Items 11b, 11c, 11d, 11e and 13a.  
 
Councilmember Bailey requested that Item 5h be continued.   
 
City Manager Blair King and City Attorney Johanna Canlas offered comments to explain that the 
continuation of Item 5h would not pose a problem for the City. 
 
Councilmember Downey commented on Items 5e, 5f and 5g.  She thanked City staff for working 
with the CCHOA on the median gardens.  On Item 5f, one of the concerns is that we had to repair 
a portion of the bulb-out because an unknown vehicle or vehicles drove over the top of the 
sidewalk.  This was just during construction and things weren’t marked well.  She recommends 
that we do a better job of marking this as it is unusual.  For Item 5g, she pointed out to the public 
that we are going to have a wonderful new restroom constructed that will also have cement pads 
for portable restrooms for large crowds and there will be temporary portable restrooms at the 
playground.  She didn’t see, in the designs for the ones by the playground, a reflection of making 
them just a little bit nicer. 
 
Councilmember Sandke applauded City staff for its efforts on Item 11e.   
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Councilmember Woiwode commented that on Item 11d, MTS has decided to move the bus stop 
that is at Avenida de las Arenas onto SR 75 and is aware of the schedule and is working with 
Caltrans and City staff to get that done by May 27. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thanked Jeff Tyler, Cultural Arts Commission Chair, for the Commission’s efforts 
on Item 11b. 
 
Helen Kupka thanked the Council, staff, the CTID, and the Loews for making the shuttle happen 
for the Coronado Cays.   
 
Ms. Downey commented that the Board of the Coronado Promenade Concerts are also excited 
about the shuttle.   
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5j with the addition of Item 11b - Approve 
the Acceptance of the “Naked Warrior” Sculpture and its Placement in 
Glorietta Bay Park; Appropriate $50,000 for the Project; Authorize the 
City Manager to Execute a Gift Acceptance Agreement; and Authorize 
To Bid the Project; 11c - Introduction of “An Ordinance of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado, California, Amending Section 
32.08.020(A) of Chapter 8 of Title 32 of the Coronado Municipal Code 
to Allow Leashed Dogs at Bayview Park”; 11d - Authorize the City 
Manager to Execute Contracts with the San Diego Metropolitan 
Transit System to Operate the Free Summer Shuttle and with Loews 
Coronado to Operate the New Free Silver Strand Summer Bus and 
Allocate $60,000 to the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget for this Fiscal 
Year’s Portion of Costs for these Services; 11e - Approve the General 
Zone Locations of Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs along Third and 
Fourth Streets and Alameda Boulevard; and 13a - Consideration of 
Request from Mayor Tanaka for the Council to Review a Request from 
Michael and Jackie O’Keefe to Waive the Alcohol Prohibition for a 
Gathering in Spreckels Park on Friday, July 8, 2016, from 4 to 7 p.m. 

 
   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, Just, and Conform to the Approved Budget for FY 2015-2016.     
The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10112007 thru 10112218 and City of 
Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency of the City of 
Coronado warrant No. 90005595.   The City Council approved the warrants as certified by the 
City/Agency Treasurer.   
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 5c. Adoption of a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Approving the 2016 Coronado Apartment Vacancy Factor Pursuant to Subsection 
82.40.100(F) of the Coronado Municipal Code.  The City Council adopted A RESOLUTION 
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO ADOPTING THE 2016 
CORONADO APARTMENT VACANCY FACTOR PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION 
82.40.100(F) OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE.  The Resolution was read by title, 
the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as 
RESOLUTION NO. 8797.   
 
 5d. Acceptance of the Coronado Cays Fire Station Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) Access and Parking Space Project and Direction to the City Clerk to File a Notice of 
Completion.  The City Council accepted the Cays Fire Station ADA Access and Parking 
Space project and directed the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion.   
 
 5e. Appropriation of Funds and Authorization for the City Manager to Execute 
Change Order #1 to the Conversion of Turf to Drought Tolerant Plants in the Coronado 
Cays Medians Agreement with the Urban Corps of San Diego in an Amount Not to Exceed 
$30,000..  The City Council appropriated funds and authorized the City Manager to execute 
Change Order #1 in an amount not to exceed $30,000 to cover the cost of additional materials 
and work necessary to correct several discrepancies in the plant coverage and material 
selection of the original contract. 
 
 5f. Authorize the City Manager to Approve Change Orders for the Bulb-Outs at 
Second Street and Orange Avenue Project in Excess of 10% of the Contract Amount.  The 
City Council authorized the City Manager to execute change orders for the Bulb-outs at 
Second Street and Orange Avenue project in excess of 10% of the contract amount. 
 
 5g. Authorization to Advertise the Spreckels Park Restroom Project for Bid.    The 
City Council authorized staff to advertise the Spreckels Park Restroom project for bid. 
 
 5h. Award of a Consultant Services Contract in the Amount of $159,810 to Chen 
Ryan Associates, Inc. to Create a Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan.  This item was 
continued to May 3. 
 
 5i. Approval of a Two-Year Extension of the Marina Management Agreement 
with California Yacht Marina-Chula Vista, LLC to Continue Serving as the Manager/Agent 
for the Glorietta Bay Marina.  The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute a 
Two-Year Extension of the Marina Management Agreement with California Yacht Marina-
Chula Vista, LLC (CYM). 
 
 5j. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Multi-Year Purchase 
Agreement for Occupational, Pre-Employment Health Services with Sharp Rees-Steely and 
UCSD, for an Amount Not to Exceed $60,000 per Year.  The City Council authorized the 
City Manager to execute a multi-year purchase agreement with Sharp Rees-Steely and 
UCSD for provision of pre-employment evaluations including physicals and drug testing, as 
well as care for work-related injuries and illnesses which includes the assessment, treatment, 
and rehabilitation of employees after an injury or illness. 
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6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. John Orlowski commented that if you again restrict access to A, B and C Avenues 
the traffic will move to D, then E, which occurred in 2003 since the 300 block of 
Orange Avenue lacks the capacity.  He showed photos that reflect that the 300 block 
of Orange Avenue lacks the capacity to absorb any additional traffic.  The City 
needs a real long-term solution and not just move traffic from one street to another.  

b. Rita Sarich announced the 26th Annual Car Show, Motorcars on MainStreet that is 
upcoming this Sunday from 10 a.m. to 3 p.m.  She thanked City staff for being so 
easy to work with.     

c. Laura Crenshaw thanked everyone for participating in the Coronado Flower Show 
this past weekend.   

d. Sue Gillingham, Coronado Chamber of Commerce, spoke about the Coronado 
Salute to the Military Ball this past weekend.  She thanked everyone for their 
support and efforts.   

e. Councilmember Downey commented that April is National Volunteer Month.  
She volunteers in a lot of organizations in town but what she saw last weekend at 
the Flower Show was full community participation.  She hasn’t seen that in any 
other event as profusely.   
 

7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  No report. 
 
At this point in the meeting, Mayor Tanaka took Item 10a, Report from the Port 
Commissioner Concerning Port Activities, out of order. 
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 
 8a. Public Hearing: Approval of the Annual Report from the Coronado Tourism 
Improvement District (CTID) Advisory Board and Adoption of a Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado Declaring Its Intent to Continue to Levy Two One-Half 
Percent (0.5%) Assessments on Four Hotel Businesses within CTID I and CTID II during 
Fiscal Year 2016-17.     
 
Councilmember Sandke recused himself due to a financial interest. 
 
Assistant City Manager Tom Ritter gave the presentation.  CTID Executive Director Todd Little 
gave a presentation.   
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing. 
 
Myra Durbin is surprised at what she heard.  What she sees in the newspaper is that the people 
who live in Coronado do not want more tourists.  They have been very successful on what they 
have done for the little guy and the big guys but she doesn’t hear where they have been successful 
for the homeowners in Coronado and that leads her to feel that perhaps more needs to be done to 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  147 
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 April 19, 2016   
 

147 

not have so many tourists.  It is not just the vehicle volume.  Living on Tenth Street she has the 
tourists walking past her house continually.  There is no off season anymore.   
 
Susan Keith spoke against the resolution. She thinks that if the Council were to interview ten 
Coronado residents, nine of them would agree with the woman who just spoke.  There are certainly 
enough visitors in this town.  We don’t need to advertise for more.  She would like the Council to 
particularly look at the difference between District 1 and District 2.  If she understands correctly, 
District 2’s monies are limited to advertising for heads in beds, conventions.  She has no problem 
with that.  Most of those people arrive in town using public transportation, walk everywhere, and 
they do go to our restaurants and stores.  It is the daytime visitors that they are advertising for with 
the monies from District 1 which are being advertised locally.  The locals in San Diego County 
bring everything they want to Coronado when they come and then they leave it.  They leave it on 
her front yard or down at the beach, maybe in trash cans, maybe not.  All we do is clean up after 
these people.  They do not add anything to our community.  She would like the Council to take a 
look at the difference between those two districts and please consider restricting District 1 to no 
longer advertising in the San Diego County area.  That is just ridiculous.  Let’s go for the heads in 
beds but not the daytime visitors.  Local visitors to Coronado do not add anything to our economy 
and all they do is cost us money as we clean up after them.  Please reconsider how these two 
districts are formed and approved and what monies they can spend where.   
 
Gerry MacCartee has been co-owner of two businesses in Coronado, one of which still carries on 
after 35 years, Coronado Touring.  This is a business that relies on our visitors.  They make a point 
on all their tours of sharing the names of restaurants, shops, where to go, what to see.  We have 
the extreme privilege of beginning their tour in the beautiful Glorietta Bay Inn.  We are part of an 
effort to promote the tourist industry.  She is also a resident and she looks to the City to protect 
this village and our way of life, to make sure her streets are safe, the traffic is calmed and the magic 
of what our guests call paradise is preserved.  She fully supports the promoting of our hotels but 
she does not feel that dollars should be used to invite throngs of day visitors, certainly not until we 
have solved the enormous traffic nightmare.  At the same time, these crowds keep away the very 
locals and hotel stayers who want to use our restaurants.  To see our town being sold on a TV 
commercial at the dinner hour is very scary.  Believe me in this, Coronado sells itself.  It always 
has.  There will come a time, if we continue in this direction, when people will simply opt not to 
come over to a place which is known to be jam packed and congested.  Please think carefully.  Do 
not kill the goose that has so laid this golden egg.   
 
Jennifer Dunham, TMB Marketing, on behalf of Coronado Ferry Landing, spoke on behalf of the 
management and marketing team at the Ferry Landing.  Over the last year, they have done a lot of 
changes to turn over a lot of the shops and the merchant storefronts we have there.  Smart Growth 
is something that is very important to them.  In their staffing team for events they say every day, 
more customers, not more cars.  Things like the Uber program that was connected to the San Diego 
Restaurant Week are great programs that we adopted this year and also spread across many of the 
other events that we had.  They look to CTID for inspiration on how to have events to increase 
traffic but not the traffic with cars and they also look to CTID to support them when it comes to 
the off-season which the merchants can directly speak to with the numbers that drop.   
 
Doug St. Denis spoke on behalf of the Coronado Island Film Festival.  Their experience with CTID 
was much like the experience of the Film Festival itself.  It was four days of a magical mix of 
residents and visitors, all coming together to have so much fun watching 85 films.  They filled up 
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the restaurants and the hotels.  They didn’t want them bringing cars so they went to the CTID and 
worked to get a free trolley for the festivalgoers.  The trolley was so successful that there was 
demand for a second trolley.  She thanked the CTID for its part in making the festival so successful.   
 
Roberta Korte, Coronado Taste of Oils, is also a resident and spoke to support the CTID.  She is a 
direct beneficiary of the efforts of the CTID.  We need these events and the off-season people.   
 
Tim Rohan commented that, on the surface, a vote to continue the 1% assessments against the four 
largest hotels in Coronado to fund the CTID seems like a no brainer.  In 2015, it brought in 
approximately $1,170,000 at no monetary cost to the residents.  However, when we look deeper 
into what the CTID does, we see that while there is no monetary cost to the residents of Coronado, 
there is a rather large impact to our lifestyles.  The CTID spends approximately 2 to 4% of its 
budget on programs that might actually alleviate congestion.  Those programs probably do make 
the residents of Coronado’s lifestyles minutely better.  However, the CTID spends 96 to 98% of 
its budget, over $1.1 million, in efforts which directly hurt the residents of Coronado.  The CTID 
efforts lead to increased density, more gridlock, more parking woes, more danger to our children, 
longer waits, and higher prices everywhere in Coronado.  In allowing this assessment to go through 
without significant and specific directives in how a large portion of the CTID budget should and 
will be spent, i.e., something like 40% towards improving traffic and parking mitigation, the 
Council and Mayor will, once again, be siding with business over the residents of Coronado.  We 
all know more people in Coronado does not make our lives better.  It actually makes our lives 
worse.   
 
David Wright owns a business in town and is a homeowner.  He wears the two hats of the business 
owner and resident.  He thinks the CTID has done a wonderful job and his business has grown 
quite a bit since purchasing it in 2012.  The town really does depend on tourism.  He thinks we are 
all kidding ourselves if we don’t admit that.  He really does feel what the people are saying about 
the traffic and congestion.  They have no idea what traffic congestion is until they try to cross a 
street on Pacific Coast Highway in the middle of the day in Corona Del Mar.  He knows we will 
never get there and doesn’t think there is any possible way we can.  This is nothing compared to 
some of the beach communities we draw from.  It is probably impossible to quantify how much 
business we get from CTID efforts.  The people do come from all over the world and he does think 
that is, in large part, due to the efforts from the CTID.  He also employs six people, all of whom 
live in Coronado.  Virtually every business in the Spreckels Building would voice exactly what he 
is saying.  They get a huge amount of help from the CTID.  He thinks they do a terrific job.   
 
Keith Butler, Associate Superintendent, Coronado Unified School District, read a letter from Dr. 
Jeffrey Felix, Superintendent.  “In addition to a highly qualified and hardworking staff, and a 
community of motivated and high achieving students, Coronado Unified School District is also 
home to a unique collection of modern facilities.  Many of these facilities are also used by 
community or outside groups.  While student achievement remains the primary focus of our staff, 
the significant task of managing and maintaining the over $500 million in CUSD facilities cannot 
be overlooked.  Responsibility for facility funding decisions falls ultimately under the fiduciary 
duty of the School Board.  This requires long-term planning combined with thoughtful decision 
making along the way.  CUSD is one of the many jewels that make up the Crown City; our 
environment, culture and facilities are very much integral to our success.  One such facility is the 
world-class Brian Bent Memorial Aquatic Complex, the BBMAC.  Despite a rocky start, it is now, 
by any standard, an asset to our entire community including local businesses, City coffers, school 
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athletic programs, and physical education curriculum.  Today, this facility can boast that not only 
is it not a financial drain on the district, it is in fact a revenue producer for Coronado.   Some facts 
related to that:  we now get teams from over 20 countries visiting; over $400,000 of winter tourism 
and TOT revenue is generated by BBMAC; there are 30 days of swim instruction in water safety 
for many CUSD students in the current year; and our students gain time and the District spends 
less money by being able to have teams not practice elsewhere.  As many Coronado retailers, 
restaurant owners, and hoteliers can attest, the BBMAC is a major reason why the winter and 
spring tourist season has become more robust.  The BBMAC has been successful in marketing the 
Coronado community with the assistance of the CTID.  With a generous grant from the CTID, 
BBMAC proudly announces that the US Open Water National Swim team will train at Coronado’s 
BBMAC this August, their last training camp before departing to Rio de Janeiro for the summer 
2016 Olympics.  We have had many teams including the five mentioned by Mr. Little that have 
come to BBMAC as a result of CTID in the off season.  With this good news, and another year of 
funding from CTID, the BBMAC will continue to bring teams of people from all over the world 
to Coronado during the season’s off-peak tourism months.  I strongly support the continued 
funding of the Coronado Tourism Improvement District under the strong leadership of the 
Executive Director Todd Little, the CTID Board of Directors, and the advisory board to the City 
Council.  Sincerely, Jeffrey P. Felix, EdD” 
 
Kris Grant, Coronado Lifestyle magazine, is a member of the International Food, Wine and Travel 
Writers’ Association and was just at an organizing meeting at Loews Coronado Resort because 
they are going to be having their international conference here in October.  These are travel and 
food writers from all over the United States and Australia.  The organizers of the event turned to 
the CTID for help in bringing the convention here.  It will probably be about 60 to 100 travel 
writers.  She thanked the CTID for its help in putting this conference together.   
 
Sue Gillingham spoke on behalf of the Coronado Chamber of Commerce.  The Chamber supports 
the CTID organization.  Not all residents are familiar with the Chamber and sometimes they are 
mixed up with the CTID.  The Chamber is a membership group of several hundred local 
businesses.  Their mission statement is to help businesses succeed so that our community prospers.  
Many of the member businesses are very familiar to the residents.  Chances are the residents’ 
children got their first job at one of the Chamber businesses.  The CTID is a separate organization 
from the Chamber and it is focused on the hospitality industry.  Its mission is to promote Coronado 
as a year-round destination while contributing to the vitality of the community.  The governing 
board consists of nine members, four of which are from the hotels.  The Chamber has participated 
on this board since its inception along with Coronado MainStreet, and the Coronado Historical 
Association and Visitor Center.  The hotel members are eager to receive feedback from the 
Chamber, CHA, the Visitor Center, and MainStreet.  The Chamber believes that they continually 
evaluate the benefit CTID marketing efforts bring to their properties while trying to mitigate 
negative impacts on the residents.  The truth of the economic situation in Coronado is that many 
of the favorite restaurants and shops could not survive without the income generated by off-island 
visitors.  We also need to remember that the TOT, paid by overnight visitors, funds over 30% of 
Coronado’s City services.  In FY 2013, TOT brought in $13.7 million to our coffers and $6 million 
more than it did in 2010.   That money has been invested in us.  The Chamber strongly believes 
that our civic organizations should all work together to retain Coronado’s precious balance 
between being a resort town and a residential village.  They look forward to another year of 
collaboration with CTID to this end.   
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Jacques Spitzer added that what he has seen by paying close attention to what the CTID has done 
over the last three years is fulfill that promise of Coronado Tourism Improvement District.  The 
‘I’ gets lost sometimes in the fact that not only are they thinking of really creative ways to increase 
tourism in smart ways during off peak times but they are really doing everything they can to avoid 
what is already the peak season.  The CTID is doing incredible things for off-peak marketing 
seasons.  He runs a marketing agency that has worked with over 30 local businesses and he thinks 
people see how busy it is in the summer and assume that every business is doing well but the magic 
of Coronado is that there are so many small businesses that are supported by these year-round 
tourism efforts.   
 
Mayor Tanaka closed the public hearing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka began by saying that he first ran for Mayor in 2008 and that was when the economy 
was in shambles and he remembers after taking office that he would be approached by small 
business owners.  He often was met with frustration in that they felt that the City Council didn’t 
do enough or very much to help them.  That was the spirit in which the Council supported a CTID 
1 – it wanted to do something that would help the small business owners.  One of the ways the 
CTID was constructed was by putting people on that board that were representative of small town 
Coronado.  There are two at-large members out of the nine, Mary Ann Berta and David Spatafore, 
who are on that board for the purpose of giving that locals’ feedback and then representatives from 
CHA, the Chamber and MainStreet were put on that board as they understand Coronado and could 
be trusted to vote in favor of protecting our City and not selling it out.  What he also has been very 
impressed with, though, is that the four hotels involved have been very civic minded in terms of 
how they have lent their expertise.  We have been very fortunate to have two general managers of 
the Hotel Del while he has been in office who are really on top of their game and a lot of the 
success we have had as a City, in terms of bringing in the types of businesses we have talked about 
in off peak, a lot of that expertise has come from those hotel general managers.  Coronado is unique 
in its size.  You don’t see a city of our size so competitive in terms of hotel space and number of 
beds and he is really excited at how well those hotel GMs work together.  The bottom line is that 
the CTID and its successor, CTID 2, are successful.  It is obvious and prudent that you support 
things that are successful.  The people who have spoken against the CTID or have thrown the 
cautionary tale should be listened to.  One way forward is, if the Council supports CTID 1 and 2 
today, to trust that board of nine people and to provide feedback on not to market to day trippers 
as much and so on he believes they will listen.  He thinks that the worst thing the Council could 
do would be to try to micromanage that board or its director.  They have heard the comments made.  
He thinks the CTID works and should be supported.  He thinks it has acted prudently and he 
doesn’t want to do anything to send any mixed messages.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode commented that a couple of interesting successes were highlighted and 
are important for us all to bear in mind.  When he ran for office, vacancies of businesses was one 
of the topics he heard about.  Storefronts have been much more successful and he believes, in part, 
that is because of the work of the CTID.  The BBMAC is an interesting example.  When he first 
came on the Council that pool was in trouble and there were people advocating for the City to take 
it over.  What we did was to work with them to come up with fee structures, and so on and move 
programs around and they became very aggressive about marketing the poo and the CTID has 
given them the missing link to make that program successful.  That alone has saved the City of 
Coronado a lot of money.  He is very concerned about the point Mrs. Keith makes about the types 
of visitors who come not adding anything, leaving trash, etc.  One of the things we have to keep 
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in mind is that there are 800,000 more people in the region than there were 20 years ago and there 
will be another million people in the next 20 years in the region who sometimes go to the beach.  
Whether or not the CTID is working to bring those people in here, clearly that is not something 
we want.  We don’t want people to just show up here to leave trash and not benefit our businesses.  
The CTID has heard that message and to the extent that we can bring people to restaurants in Uber 
and other ways and not contribute to the traffic and keep everything functioning without increasing 
traffic certainly is the direction we want to go in.  CTID 2 is focused exclusively on that and very 
effectively.  He is certainly sympathetic to the idea of whether or not there are tourists coming here 
that detract from the quality of life of the residents and he would just challenge the CTID Board 
to keep in mind whether or not any of the programs contribute to that, again, accepting the fact 
that there is pressure just built in the region that is going to continue moving in that direction.   We 
certainly don’t want to aggravate that.  At this point in time, he is supportive of continuing the 
programs.   
 
Councilmember Bailey thinks Ms. Gillingham hit the nail on the head that it is up to the Council 
to try to maintain this precious balance to the greatest extent possible.  Oftentimes there are factors 
out of our control.  He is glad to see the CTID transition more to a group convention business 
model because they bring over the least impactful type of tourists.  The day trippers tend to bring 
their cars and leave their trash versus the conventioneers who tend to leave their cars at home and 
spend their money at our local businesses.  We have all heard from the local business owners that 
they can’t make it on local business alone.  He appreciates that.  He hopes CTID will continue to 
pursue that type of business model.  He referred to Mayor Tanaka’s comment about not wanting 
to micromanage the CTID and he completely understands and respects that.  What seems to give 
our residents a little bit of heartburn is the perception that we are actively advertising our City 
when we don’t need to anymore.  Looking through the CTID’s budget, their advertising on TV 
accounts for less than 4% of their entire budget.  As Mr. Woiwode said, our region is growing and 
people are going to continue to come here whether or not we advertise.  He wouldn’t mind seeing 
that $40,000 going to other forms of attracting tourists such as the Uber program or subsidizing 
ferry rides.  He thinks that decision should be left up to CTID but if we are listening to our 
residents, our residents are telling us that they don’t really want us advertising any more on TV.  
He is mindful of that.  He would be happy to move forward with continuing CTID 1 and 2 if we 
were to limit their TV spending.   
 
 MS (Bailey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council move forward with CTID 

1 and CTID 2 with a limitation on TV spending.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that it is perfectly reasonable in 2016 to say what we are saying but in 
2010 some of the things we are talking about were asked for and approved.  It is one thing for the 
Council to legislate from the dais but he will say that he does not think it is necessary to tell them 
that because they have ears and can hear that there is a lot of pressure on the Council and on them 
to maybe curb that practice but one of the things in Mr. Little’s presentation is we can’t forecast 
the future.  Mr. Woiwode referenced what was going on along Orange Avenue in 2008.  Some of 
the people who are speaking up today might have a different point of view but there might be a 
rationale for doing what they are doing and 4% doesn’t seem like a big investment.  He is not sure 
the stipulation is needed.   
 
Councilmember Downey has struggled with this.  She also ran for election for her second term in 
2008 but more importantly she listed to former Hotel Del manager Todd Shallan when he 
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explained that during the downturn his hotel wasn’t full so he couldn’t send people over to the 
Glorietta Bay Inn and the shops in the Hotel Del then weren’t surviving because there just were 
not enough people in town.  When the hotel folks got together and proposed this whole idea to the 
City, one of the parts of the original CTID proposal was they wanted to try to find a way to 
consolidate and help promote tourism for the City in a way the City wanted.  There was a time 
when it was in the City budget to promote the Visitor Center and we had issues over how much 
money the City should be spending to promote it.  What our City residents said to the Council was 
that we will always have tourists.  We should be servicing those tourists that are here and finding 
ways to help our hotels survive but not impacting tourists.  We came up with some different things 
that would do that.  The CTID is the next iteration of that idea.  How can we best accommodate 
the tourists with less impact on our citizens?  She was thrilled when the Loews and CTID stepped 
up to help fund the free summer shuttle in the Cays.  That is something she has championed for a 
long time and we couldn’t figure out how to do it.  This provided the money to do that.  This 
provided an opportunity.  That is not just out of benevolence.  There is a hope that more people 
will come to the Loews because of this and there will be more businesses that get people buying 
because of this but it also helps all our residents.  But she does hear what the residents have been 
saying.  It took her a while to it figure out.  She had to get smart on what a media buy is.  She 
agrees with the Mayor that maybe this next year, since businesses have been doing better and 
tourists are doing better, maybe the CTID can look at ways to cut down on that but we need to 
give them that option.  They know how to do a media buy so that it is helping the businesses that 
need it and not bringing in folks that we don’t need at the times when we don’t need them.  She 
does understand the concern because she was taken aback when she heard the CHA advertisement 
on the radio.  She is sure the residents had the same reaction when they are watching the news.  
She would encourage our CTID members to think about how that local advertising is done.  We 
talked about how we buy local on TV because we can afford it but maybe we shouldn’t.  Maybe 
we should save up and do a big buy on the national ones so we are getting the people that fly in 
and aren’t driving in.  She doesn’t want to micromanage.  She would like the CTID to figure out 
how to do it from listening to the residents and what they want.  She won’t support the motion 
because Mr. Bailey has tried to direct how they do it.  She would support the motion to renew both 
CTID 1 and CTID 2 requesting they take into account, as they are forming their budget in the next 
year, what we really don’t want to hear on the TV and radio stations.   
 
Mr. Bailey clarified that his motion would include simply only restricting advertising to day 
trippers.  However CTID wants to interpret that is fine.  He trusts they would understand the intent 
of that motion.  The purpose of the motion is not to tell them what they can’t do but to be 
representative of what the public is saying that they don’t want them to do.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the restriction would have a duration of one year as this comes back to the 
Council for review on an annual basis.   
 
Mr. Bailey concurred. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode looked at the section of the report called, “Welcoming San Diegans” 
on page 121 of the agenda.  It talks about the Play Across the Bay campaign which is intended on 
bringing customers to Coronado stores during the off season and the advertising that is described 
there.  It ends April 30, well in advance of the off season.  He is guessing that when Mr. Bailey 
says TV advertising he means all these other media as well and he means this target set and not 
just TV advertising.  Is that correct? 
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Mr. Bailey responded that the intent is for day trippers.  It is to restrict advertising to day trippers.   
 
Mr. Woiwode clarified that it is even during the off season and shoulder seasons.   
 
Mr. Bailey agreed and would hope that CTID would continue to be creative in their efforts to 
attract people here during the off season and use the funding to attract people here through methods 
such as the Uber program they did during restaurant week and other similar programs so we are 
having the benefit from tourists without the negative consequences our residents are telling us they 
don’t want to see. 
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that something like the Uber program would have to be advertised.  Is 
the condition he wants to put on here anything that is advertised in the off season would not 
contribute to traffic?  He is thinking of the effects here rather than trying to manage the behavior.  
Do we want to focus on the effect?   
 
Mr. Bailey could support something like that.   
 
 M (Downey) moved that the City Council supports reauthorizing CTID 1 

and CTID 2 without any specific restrictions but encouraging the 
Board to listen to the input they have heard from the Council and 
public about concerns with advertising to locals.   

 
She continued by saying that the program Play Across the Bay concerns her as it concerns the 
locals so asking the Board to figure out how to maybe do exactly what Mr. Bailey is asking for but 
not direct how to do it from the dais.   
 
The substitute motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Woiwode would rather focus direction on effect than process.   
 
 MSUC (Bailey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council extend CTID 1 and CTID 

2 provided that the Board take into consideration how their advertising 
would affect parking and traffic congestion.   

 
Ms. Downey wants to be sure she understands the motion.  The CTID can advertise if they are 
advertising in a way that decreases traffic?  She is not sure how she would interpret that if she was 
on the Board of the CTID.   
 
 MSUC (Bailey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council extend CTID 1 and CTID 

2 and recommend to the CTID Boards that they strongly take into 
consideration their decisions in terms of advertising and how it affects 
parking and traffic congestion within the City of Coronado.   

 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that what Mr. Bailey has been gracious enough to do is to take out wording 
that requires something but again gives a clear signal.  He thinks all four Council members are 
trying to give that clear signal.  He thinks this still gives the Board flexibility to interpret that and 
it is only a one-year authorization.   
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Ms. Downey wants to be sure that the Council is in agreement that there is no legal issue.  That is 
her concern.  She wanted to be sure that the Board knows what it can and cannot do.  She said she 
is fine with the motion. 
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   RECUSED:  Sandke 
 
 8b. Public Hearing:  Consider Request from Resident for the Removal of 
Podocarpus Fern Pines Located on the Public Parkway Fronting 1001 E Avenue.  Director of 
Public Services & Engineering Cliff Maurer provided the report.  City Attorney Johanna Canlas 
noted that each public hearing is decided on its own merits.  In this particular case, the decision is 
based on the evidence that you’ve heard.  This does not set a precedent as to any future issue that 
may be involved.  This is limited to this particular situation.  
 
Councilmember Sandke asked what the prognosis is for relocation of any of these trees. 
 
Mr. Maurer responded that it is not really possible due to the age of the trees.   
 
Councilmember Downey asked if anyone knows how old these trees actually are.   
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing. 
 
Shannon Player was the person in charge of the planting of those trees in 1992 or 1993.  Those 
trees were planted by volunteers.  They specifically targeted that corner because it had been a 
rental property for 30 years and was a very blighted property.  The trees were knocked over by 
storms and then they finally survived.  There is a solution.  Sweep the sidewalk.  She goes by there 
all the time.  She hasn’t seen a lot of the fruit on the sidewalk lately.  It only fruits a certain time 
of year.  This year she understands they fruited early because there was such warm weather and 
the City wasn’t able to get in and do the spray on time because they fruited earlier.  She thinks it 
would set a bad precedent to remove the trees and we have lost so many trees in Coronado lately.  
We need our trees for shade and livability and a sense of permanence and everything else they give 
us.  She would ask that the City not remove the trees but mitigate the fruit with more sweeping.   
 
Paul Richardson lives at the property.  The seed cones are a hazard to him as they jam under his 
caster wheels.  It would be one thing if they only dropped one week out of the year but it is all year 
long they are dropping.  Some parts of the year they drop not too many but between December and 
March they were all over the place.  Even if you sweep them in the morning by afternoon more 
have dropped.  It is not as if this is just two weeks out of the year.  It is a hazard to him in his chair 
and to anyone else in a wheelchair going down those sidewalks or anyone using a walker or 
whatever.  There are four of them.  There is no way he can leave the house without seed cones 
being there and there are no street lights at night.  It is a clear hazard.  The sidewalks are to be 
ADA compliant with Title 3 of the Pedestrian Zone Requirements to be free of all obstacles, 
protruding objects, or any other obstruction which would be seed cones.  He would like these trees 
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removed and replaced with another tree on the tree committee’s list.  He read from the Street Tree 
Committee’s guidelines to demonstrate these seed cones pose an imminent threat to his person.   
 
Myra Durbin commented on how hard Paul and his housekeepers have worked to clean that street.  
She walks her dog every day down that street.  It is not just his side.  E on the other side there are 
new plantings of podocarpus.  She doesn’t understand why we are still planting the tree that is 
causing so much problem.  The male tree is a beautiful tree but this tree deposits on that sidewalk 
mountains and mountains of fruit.  This is also a mess in the street.  You don’t want to park under 
this tree.  She is requesting that Paul be relieved of all that he has gone through with trying to 
comply with living in Coronado.   
 
Laura Crenshaw was raised in the house next door to this property.  She cannot believe the City is 
even discussing this again.  She was present when this was discussed in 2012.  This man owns this 
property and is handicapped.  These are trees.  The podocarpus tree in Coronado is a mess anyway 
you look at it.  They are nothing extraordinarily rare.  He is willing to replace them.  He asked to 
have them removed when they were much smaller.  The City tried everything that can be done to 
make them not drop but they will continue to drop.  That is the nature of the tree.  This man has 
been through enough to get these trees removed.  He is willing to put new trees in and the City 
should grant him the approval to remove these trees.  He is a handicapped person and the people 
who come to see him perhaps might be handicapped.  Think of what you are doing in the safety of 
these streets.  It is a hazard to him.   
 
Carolyn Rogerson agrees with the previous speaker.  One of the things that she was struck by when 
she moved to Coronado full time was that there is not an awful lot of accommodation for 
handicapped people.  There are not a lot of areas in the City where handicapped people can walk 
unimpeded, just on Orange Avenue.  This is a resident who is handicapped.  This is a tree.  It is a 
filthy, filthy tree and she is very familiar with this tree.  The tree really can be replaced by 
something just as shade providing and just as lovely.  She can’t understand how anyone can say 
that we have to inconvenience this man.  She thinks the City would be liable if someone slipped 
because it can’t keep that sidewalk clean.   
 
Mayor Tanaka closed the public hearing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that it is true that we talked about this item a number of years ago.  He 
thanked Mr. Richardson for being patient and giving this process a chance.  He supports this 
request because this type of tree is not the most popular type of tree in the City.  You don’t have 
to have a mobility issue in order to have a problem with the droppings of a podocarpus.  Mr. 
Richardson does have a mobility issue and it could gum up his wheels.  This is certainly something 
that the Council should take into account and that does not set a bad precedent.   
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved that the City Council authorize staff to remove 

the four female podocarpus fern pines and that we allow the resident 
to work with the tree committee for the four trees that will replace 
them.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
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   ABSENT:  None 
 
9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:   
 
 10a. Report from the Port Commissioner Concerning Port Activities.  Port 
Commissioner Garry Bonelli thanked the City for approving the “Naked Warrior” sculpture.  The 
I Avenue First Street storm drain will be on the agenda for the Port next month.  Dock C and the 
Glorietta Bay Boat Ramp should have all the permits necessary for proceeding.  The Coronado 
Yacht Club is getting real close.  He is looking forward to getting it submitted in the next month.  
The Grand Caribe Isle 20th anniversary is coming up.  The beautification project is underway.  The 
marine boat storage project is underway as well.  Admiral Bonelli spoke about the bridge lighting 
project.  This will be coming up on the Port agenda in the next month or two.  He also mentioned 
the Harbor Island former rental car parcel.   
 
Councilmember Downey is a little bit uninformed as she was unaware that there was a five-year 
lease signed for marine boat storage.  This is a boat storage facility for people who don’t live in 
Coronado.  How will they access the water?   
 
Admiral Bonelli said this is dry storage for people willing to pay the rent.  They will pull up their 
trailer, load the boat, and then use access to the Bay wherever it already exists.  He will be speaking 
at Candelas at 8:30 a.m. tomorrow.   
 
11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.  
 
Mayor Tanaka asked that Council members submit their reports in writing.   
 
 11b. Approve the Acceptance of the “Naked Warrior” Sculpture and its Placement 
in Glorietta Bay Park; Appropriate $50,000 for the Project; Authorize the City Manager to 
Execute a Gift Acceptance Agreement; and Authorize To Bid the Project.  Under Consent, 
the City Council authorized the acceptance of the “Naked Warrior” sculpture and its 
placement in Glorietta Bay Park; authorized the City Manager to execute a gift acceptance 
agreement; appropriated a Capital Improvement Project amount not to exceed $50,000 for 
the installation; and authorized staff to bid the project with installation of the project 
completed for dedication on November 11, 2016. 
 
  11c. Introduction of “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, Amending Section 32.08.020(A) of Chapter 8 of Title 32 of the Coronado 
Municipal Code to Allow Leashed Dogs at Bayview Park.”   Under Consent, the City Council 
introduced AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 32.08.020(A) OF CHAPTER 8 OF TITLE 32 OF 
THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW LEASHED DOGS AT BAYVIEW 
PARK.   The Ordinance was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived 
and placed by the City Council on FIRST READING.   
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 11d. Authorize the City Manager to Execute Contracts with the San Diego 
Metropolitan Transit System to Operate the Free Summer Shuttle and with Loews Coronado 
to Operate the New Free Silver Strand Summer Bus and Allocate $60,000 to the Fiscal Year 
2015-16 Budget for this Fiscal Year’s Portion of Costs for these Services. Under Consent, the 
City Council: (1) Authorized the execution of a contract with San Diego Metropolitan Transit 
System (MTS) to operate the Free Summer Shuttle from May 27 through September 25, 
2016, at 15-minute intervals; (2) Authorized the execution of a contract with Loews 
Coronado to operate the Free Silver Strand Summer Bus for the same period at 30-minute 
intervals from the Cays to the Village; and (3) Allocated $60,000 to the FY 2015-16 budget 
for this fiscal year’s portion of costs for these services. 
 
 11e. Approve the General Zone Locations of Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs along 
Third and Fourth Streets and Alameda Boulevard.   Under Consent, the City Council 
approved the general zone locations for new vehicle speed feedback signs along Third and 
Fourth Streets and Alameda Boulevard. 
 
12. CITY ATTORNEY:    No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:   
 
 13a. Consideration of Request from Mayor Tanaka for the Council to Review a 
Request from Michael and Jackie O’Keefe to Waive the Alcohol Prohibition for a Gathering 
in Spreckels Park on Friday, July 8, 2016, from 4 to 7 p.m.  Under Consent, the request was 
approved.   
 
14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 5:52 p.m.  

 
 
       Approved: (Date), 2016 
 
 

______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest:  
 
 
______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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PROCLAMATION:  PEACE OFFICERS MEMORIAL DAY 

The Mayor will present the proclamation to members of the Coronado Police Department. 
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PROCLAMATION:  BIKE MONTH 

The Mayor will present the proclamation to Bicycle Advisory Committee Chairperson Dan Orr 
and members of the BAC 
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PROCLAMATION:  NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION MONTH 

The Mayor will present the proclamation to representatives from the Historic Resource 
Commission, the Coronado Historical Association, and Coronado MainStreet. 
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PRESENTATION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLAQUES TO PROPERTY 
OWNERS WITH HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED STRUCTURES 

The City of Coronado is committed to its Historic Preservation Program and the Historic 
Preservation Plaque is one way the City can recognize property owners for supporting Historic 
Preservation within the community.  To date, 202 Historic Resources have been designated in the 
City of Coronado.  The City appreciates the contribution these property owners have made to 
Historic Preservation in Coronado through the historic preservation of their properties, which 
enhances the City’s unique charm, character, and village atmosphere.   

Representatives from the Historic Resource Commission, the Coronado Historical Association, 
and Coronado MainStreet will stand with the Mayor for the reading of the Historic Preservation 
Month proclamation. 

Historic Resource Commission Chair Dave Gillingham will assist the Mayor with the 
distribution of the plaques. 

Owner’s Name Address Year Built    Architectural style 
Steven Mullin 427 A Avenue 1912 Craftsman Bungalow 
Lorenzo Cue Sanchez Navarro 855 Alameda Boulevard 1936 French Eclectic 
James and Jamie Jamison 601 Fourth Street 1926 Tudor 
James and Jennifer Jacobs 924 H Avenue 1886 Victorian (altered) 
Chris and Nancy Nygard 323 J Avenue 1932 Spanish Eclectic 
Marnie Herndon 808 Third Street 1913 Craftsman Bungalow 
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APPROVAL OF READING BY TITLE AND WAIVER OF READING IN FULL OF 
ORDINANCES ON THIS AGENDA 

The City Council waives the reading of the full text of every ordinance contained in this agenda 
and approves the reading of the ordinance title only.   
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ACCEPTANCE OF THE PINE STREET PUMP STATION UPGRADE PROJECT AND 
DIRECTION TO THE CITY CLERK TO FILE A NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Pine Street Pump Station Upgrade project and direct the 
City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  $200,000 was appropriated from Wastewater funds (Project Account 
#510781-9850-14017) for the design and construction of this project. At the December 16, 2014, 
City Council meeting an additional $150,000 was allocated to the project from the Wastewater 
account for a total project budget of $350,000.  The total project cost, including design, 
construction, testing and inspection, and other miscellaneous expenses, is $314,640 as shown 
below.  The remaining balance of $35,360 will be returned to the Wastewater Fund. 

Project Budget Analysis 
Budget Actual Costs

Design  $50,000 $47,000
Construction Budget $250,400 $250,400
Project Contingency (Change Orders) $36,000 $4,240
Miscellaneous Expenses $13,600 $13,000
Project Budget vs. Actual Costs $350,000 $314,640
Remaining Balance $35,360

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:  The Pine Street Pump Station project consisted of (1) replacement of the 
pump controls and backing board; this was needed because of the age of the pump station and 
the corrosive environment which was causing the electrical components to deteriorate; 
replacement parts are becoming difficult to locate; (2) replacement of the existing pumps with 
new chopper pumps; similar to the control panel, the pumps were showing signs of wear and 
needed to be replaced; the new pumps are chopper pumps that chop/grind materials such as 
flushed rags that clog conventional centrifugal pumps; (3) replacement of the fence enclosure to 
improve equipment access to the station; (4) installation of a wet well cleaning pipe to allow 
Public Services personnel a convenient way to clean the interior of the wet well; and (5) addition 
of a water source and hose bib to aid in cleaning and maintenance operations.    

ANALYSIS:  AToM Engineering, Inc. was issued a Notice to Proceed on May 5, 2015.  The 
project was completed in accordance with the plans and specifications on December 4, 2015, 
forty-two working days beyond the established completion date.  The contractor was assessed 
liquidated damages in the amount of $10,500 ($250/day), which was deducted from their 
contract via a change order and reflected in the Actual Costs shown above.  The request for the 
Notice of Completion was delayed because punch list items had to be completed and there was a 
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dispute between the prime contractor and the electrical subcontractor regarding payment, which 
has been resolved.  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 
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AWARD OF AS-NEEDED MECHANICAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANT SERVICES 
CONTRACT TO BSE ENGINEERING  

RECOMMENDATION:  Award an as-needed consultant services contract for professional 
mechanical engineering to BSE Engineering. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None at this time; fees for the various tasks will be negotiated and agreed 
upon based on the scope of services prior to any work being authorized. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Awarding a contract for consultant services 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:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The Public Services and Engineering Department utilizes engineering 
consulting firms to complete the design of City facilities and public infrastructure.  Currently, the 
department has as-needed contracts with civil and geotechnical consulting firms; these firms do 
not specialize in mechanical design and systems analysis.  The City has upcoming projects where 
this expertise is required and the department would like to contract with an experienced and 
qualified firm to provide these services on an as-needed basis.   

ANALYSIS:  Based on state law and City administrative procedures, professional services are 
selected on a competitive, qualifications-based process.  A Request for Qualifications (RFQ) was 
issued on March 3, 2016, soliciting proposals from consultants interested in providing 
professional mechanical engineering services to the City.  Nine firms submitted qualifications 
packages.  A selection committee reviewed the qualifications packages and rated them based on 
their capabilities and experience, key personnel, ability to accomplish various type of tasks 
which may be assigned, and experience working with local governments.  The following firms 
submitted qualifications packages for consideration: 

Advanced Professional Engineering Consultants  
BSE Engineering 
IDS Mechanical Engineers 
Kitchell 
MA Engineering 
P2S Engineering, Inc. 
TTG Engineers 
Turpin & Rattan Engineering, Inc. 
Walsh Engineers 

BSE Engineering was rated the highest and is the firm that is recommended for an as-needed 
contract to provide the City with required mechanical engineering services.  BSE Engineering 
demonstrated the best understanding of the City’s infrastructure and possible services that may 
be required; they have provided services to the City in the past either as a prime consultant or 
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subconsultant.  In addition, BSE Engineering has in-house capabilities to integrate electrical and 
plumbing design services. 
 
The proposed as-needed services contract would be valid for a period of one year and be re-
evaluated to determine if the RFQ process and selection of the most qualified consultant should 
be undertaken again or if BSE Engineering has performed to a high standard and their contract 
should be renewed for an additional year. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could direct staff to issue Requests for Qualifications (RFQs) 
each time mechanical design services are needed; however, this would lengthen the design 
process.  
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Walton 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\05-03 Meeting  SR Due Apr. 21\As-Needed Mechanical Eng. 
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AWARD OF A CONSULTANT SERVICES CONTRACT IN THE AMOUNT OF 
$159,810 TO CHEN RYAN ASSOCIATES, INC. TO CREATE A COMPREHENSIVE 
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN  

RECOMMENDATION:  Award a contract to Chen Ryan Associates, Inc., in the amount of 
$159,810 to create a Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan for the City. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan was approved as a 
$180,000 effort, with 50% being City funded and 50% funded with an approved SANDAG grant 
(matching funds with each agency contributing up to $90,000).   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Awarding a contract for consultant services 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. 

CEQA:  The selection and award of the contract is not a project as defined under CEQA. 
Environmental review for the Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan is a component of the 
scope of work included in the contract and will be completed prior to City Council consideration 
of the plan.  $21,000 of the contract amount has been allocated to environmental review.  If a 
higher level of environmental review such as a Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental 
Impact Report is required, the City will incur additional costs that cannot be determined at this 
time. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  On March 3, 2015, the City Council authorized the filing of an application 
for SANDAG Active Transportation Grant Program Funds for a Comprehensive Active 
Transportation Strategy (CATS) and adopted Resolution #8722 whereby the City would commit 
a 50% match or $90,000 for the $180,000 planning effort.  Coronado’s grant application was 
accepted and a Grant Agreement with SANDAG was fully executed on December 1, 2015.   

ANALYSIS:  A Request for Proposals (RFP) was issued on January 22, 2016, soliciting 
proposals from consultants interested in developing a Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan 
for the City.  The scope of work includes the identification of projects and recommendations that 
will complete a multi-modal transportation network in Coronado that accommodates the needs of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and students biking or walking to school.  Deliverables include a 
pedestrian master plan component, an updated bicycle master plan component, an updated Safe 
Routes to School plan component, and an environmental review component.  The planning 
process includes robust public involvement components to engage Coronado’s citizenry, 
including stakeholder interviews, a Stakeholder Advisory Committee, public workshops, online 
questionnaires, and community bike and walking tours.  The final adopted Plan will include 
prioritized project recommendations for pedestrian, bicycle, and Safe Routes to School 
improvements, as well as an implementation and funding plan.  The following six firms 
responded to the RFP: 
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 Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. 
 Alta 
 KTU+A 
 KOA Corporation 
 Steer Davies Gleave 
 Fehr and Peers 

 
City staff evaluated the proposals and invited the following three firms for interviews and ranked 
them based on the scoring criteria that included their past experience, key personnel proposed, 
and project approach.  The result of the ranking is as follows: 
 

1. Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. 
2. Steer Davies Gleave (tie) 
2. Alta (tie) 

 
All three of the consulting firms interviewed had excellent qualifications and experienced staff 
making the selection of a single firm difficult.  Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. was ultimately 
recommended as they demonstrated experience in similar type projects in size and scope; 
namely, a Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan for the City of Solana Beach and 
Community of Linda Vista.  Chen Ryan teamed with Circulate San Diego, Project Design 
Consultants, Psomas, and Recon Environmental.  The Chen Ryan team emphasized plans and 
designs that are consistent with both engineering guidelines and the character of the community 
and will conduct a wide-reaching public engagement campaign throughout the planning process.  
 
Part of the outreach effort includes the establishment of a Stakeholders Advisory Committee 
(SAC) to better understand the various needs/desires of different sectors of the community.  
Although the makeup of the SAC has not been established; it is envisioned that the Committee 
will have representatives from: 
 

 Business Representative (Chamber of Commerce or MainStreet) 
 CUSD Student Representative 
 Transportation Commission Representative 
 Third and Fourth Street Corridor Representative 
 Village Representative 
 Cays Representative 
 Shores Representative 
 Bicycle Advisory Committee Representative 
 Senior Representative 

 
The summary of work items for Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. includes the following: 
 

Review of Existing Plans and Policies 
Stakeholder Interviews and Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meetings 
Data Collection Needs Assessment 
Online Questionnaire and Public Workshops 
Walking Audits and Community Bike Rides 
Development of Project Concepts and Environmental Review 
Draft and Final Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan 
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A detailed scope of work is attached. 
 
Based on the submittals to the Request for Proposals and the interviews, the scope of work, and 
their project approach, Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. is recommended as the consultant for the 
creation of the Comprehensive Active Transportation Plan. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect to enter into a consultant contract with an alternate 
firm or initiate another RFP process. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Walton 
Attachment: Chen Ryan Associates Inc. proposed Scope of Work   
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AWARD OF CONTRACT TO NEWEST CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC. IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $215,000 FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE BANDEL STORM WATER 
PUMP STATION REHABILITATION PROJECT AND AUTHORIZATION TO ISSUE A 
WORK ORDER MODIFICATION TO PSOMAS FOR PROFESSIONAL 
ENGINEERING CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT FOR A NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT OF 
$15,000 

RECOMMENDATION:  Award a contract to NEWest Construction Company, Inc. in the 
amount of $215,000 for construction of the Bandel Storm Water Pump Station Rehabilitation 
project (Contract No. 16-CO-ES-582) and authorization to issue a work order modification to 
Psomas for construction support for a not-to-exceed amount of $15,000.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  As identified in the FY 15/16 Capital Improvement Program (CIP), 
$370,000 from the Storm Drain Fund has been allocated to the project.  Therefore, there are 
sufficient funds available to construct the project. 

It is recommended that the project be funded as follows: 

Project Budget 
Contract Award $215,000 
Project Contingency (15%) $32,250 
Construction Support $15,000 
Design & Bid Support $69,406 

Total Project Budget $331,656 

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:  The Bandel pump station is a major storm water pump station constructed in 
1996 located in Bandel Park at the intersection of Tenth Street, Alameda Boulevard, and J 
Avenue.  The Bandel pump station does not currently have back-up power; in the event of a 
power outage during a rain event, the surrounding area will flood if a portable generator is not 
brought to the site and connected inside the below-ground control room.  This project will install 
an above-ground generator connection for a portable generator that will be solely dedicated to 
the Bandel pump station.  In addition, the project includes replacement of deteriorated equipment 
and electrical upgrades.  The optional additive bid item includes an access port to the sewer main 
to allow for video inspection for maintenance purposes. 
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ANALYSIS:  Bids were publicly opened on March 30, 2016, with the following results: 
 

BIDDER BASE BID BASE BID 
WITH 

ADDITIVE 
NEWest Construction Company, Inc. $215,000 $290,000 
Kaveh Engineering & Construction, Inc. $224,850 $264,350 
M-Rae Engineering, Inc. $231,442 $289,990 
Ortiz Corporation $242,200 $318,200 
A.B. Hashmi, Inc. $253,550 $308,550 
Atom Engineering Construction, Inc. $298,398 $346,398 
Fordyce Construction, Inc. $319,539 $486,379 
Downstream Services, Inc. $328,462 $402,082 
Blue Pacific Engineering & Construction, Inc. $339,000 $414,000 
Aherns Mechanical, Inc. $393,800 $448,900 

 
The project was advertised using the base bid as the means of awarding the contract.  A bid 
additive for the construction of an access manway to the discharge sewer main, which would be 
located on Alameda Boulevard, was part of the bid proposal to determine if it could be included 
within the approved CIP appropriation.  The added $75,000 for the bid additive would put the 
total project budget at over $400,000, exceeding the CIP allocation; therefore, based on the cost 
of the additive work, it is recommended that the contract be awarded only for the base bid work. 
 
One bid protest was received from M-Rae Engineering, Inc. asking if NEWest Construction 
Company, Inc. and Kaveh Engineering & Construction, Inc. had the necessary qualifications and 
licenses to perform the type of work specified in the plans and specifications.  Staff researched 
the qualifications for both companies and determined they met the necessary requirements for 
performing the work. 
 
Staff reviewed the bid package, insurance, bonding and references for NEWest Construction 
Company, Inc.  In accordance with the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, 
NEWest Construction Company, 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, NEWest Construction Company, Inc. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect to reject all bids. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Odiorne 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO AMEND LAROC 
ENVIRONMENTAL PURCHASE ORDER NO. 1500112 WITH AN INCREASE OF 
$55,026 FOR STORM WATER PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SUPPORT  

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to amend the existing purchase order.    

FISCAL IMPACT:   The FY 2015/16 budget account 530031-8030 (contract services) has 
available funds to support the $55,026 purchase order amendment request.  Fees are in 
accordance with the contract agreement.  The current combined storm water and wastewater task 
contract value for this year is $234,885.01.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Awarding a contract task proposal 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: The Public Services and Engineering Department utilizes professional 
consulting firms to support NPDES Permit compliance.  On May 7, 2013, the City Council 
approved the Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) process and awarded a contract for as-needed 
consulting services for storm water and wastewater compliance and program management to 
LaRoc Environmental.  

On May 28, 2013, the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted Order No. R9-
2013-0001, which became effective June 27, 2013, and has since been amended by Order No. 
R9-2015-0100.  The Permit requires each jurisdiction to implement programs and processes that 
ultimately protect, preserve, enhance, and restore the water quality and designated beneficial 
uses of waters of the State.  Compliance is mandatory.   

Since contract approval and award, LaRoc Environmental has provided the City technical 
support including: water quality monitoring; City Hall front counter support for development 
project review; construction and commercial business inspection services; Jurisdictional Runoff 
Management (JRMP) revisions; illicit connection/illicit discharge investigation; technical review 
and reporting; Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP) development; and JRMP annual 
effectiveness assessment.   

As Permit compliance requirements continue to intensify, the need for consulting services has 
increased at the level commensurate to a full-time position.   In its February 16, 2016 meeting, 
the Council recognized the extensive use of contract services by approving the addition of an 
Associate Engineer–Water Programs staff position in the FY 2015/16 mid-year budget.  The 
Associate Engineer position is in recruitment and is funded by reallocating reduced contract 
support funds.  Consulting services will decrease, however, there will remain a requirement for 
some level of external, technical consulting services.  
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ANALYSIS: Amending Purchase Order No. 1500112 will continue storm water support, 
projected through September 2016, for ongoing Permit tasks and, at the same time, will bridge 
support during the transition when the Associate Engineer is hired and oriented to their new 
position.  The total cost for LaRoc Environmental consulting services in FY15/16 are projected 
to be $255,000. With the addition of the Associate Engineer to the City Staff, who will 
concentrate on water resources related issues, the costs of LaRoc Environmental’s FY16/17 
consulting services will reduce to a projected amount of $95,000.  Specific support tasks LaRoc 
Environmental will provide the City, in part, or in whole, include: 2015/16 Jurisdictional Runoff 
Management Program/Water Quality Improvement Plan (JRMP/WQIP) Annual Report, water 
quality monitoring activities, commercial business fats, oils and grease (FOG) inspections, State-
wide trash policy evaluation, Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge (IC/ID) investigations and 
expert technical review.  The LaRoc Environmental purchase order amendment, cost, and level 
of effort has been reviewed by staff and found to be fair and reasonable.   
 
ALTERNATIVE: The Council could choose to not to accept LaRoc Environmental’s 
purchase order amendment.  If the proposal is not accepted, the City does not have the internal 
resources to perform all Permit requirements and runs the risk of Permit non-compliance, putting 
the City at risk for Notices of Violations (NOVs) and/or monetary penalties.   
 
Submitted by Public Services and Engineering/Maurer  
Attachment A:  LaRoc Purchase Order Amendment Request 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE 
PURCHASE OF TWO SANITARY SEWER STATION REPLACEMENT PUMPS 
WITH FLO-SYSTEMS, INC. AND BARRETT ENGINEERED PUMPS, 
RESPECTIVELY, FOR A COMBINED TOTAL OF $63,994 

ISSUE: Whether the City Council should authorize the City Manager to execute a pump 
purchase with Flo-Systems, Inc. for a Transbay replacement pump and with Barrett 
Engineered Pumps for a spare pump to be used at either the Glorietta Bay or Cays Main 
pump stations.  The combined purchase cost is $63,994.   

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to execute the purchase of two 
pumps for the combined cost of $63,994.     

FISCAL IMPACT: During the February 6, 2016, City Council meeting, $100,000 was 
added to the Public Services Wastewater budget 510010-8252 for the repair and purchase 
of sanitary sewer pumps. The Flo-Systems proposal, for the Transbay pump, is 
$34,307.28 (Attachment A). The Barrett Engineered Pumps proposal is $29,686 
(Attachment B).  Both vendors, Flo-Systems (Attachment C) and Barrett Engineered 
Pumps (Attachment D) have sole source agreements with the pump manufacturers.   

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. Coronado Municipal Code Section 
8.04.060 requires City Council approval for the purchase of goods, services and/or 
equipment above $30,000. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: No public notice is required. 

BACKGROUND:  The Transbay pump station collects all sanitary sewer flows within 
the City boundary, including flows from Naval Air Station North Island and Naval 
Amphibious Base, and then transfers the effluent through a pipeline under the San Diego 
Bay to the City of San Diego where the effluent is transported and treated.  Transbay is 
outfitted with five pumps, which will automatically determine the number of pumps 
required to move the volume of effluent the station receives.  Under normal conditions, 
the station operates with three pumps.  All five pumps, however, are designed to operate 
in cycles.  Cycling the pumps ensures equal use and maintains comparative pump 
efficiencies.  The Transbay pump station transfers approximately 3 million gallons of 
effluent daily.   

One of the Transbay pumps received considerable damage to the volute, known as the 
shell, when shaft and impeller (internal moving parts) broke free.  While some internal 
parts have been replaced previously through preventive maintenance, the volute is a fixed 
part and typically does not require replacement.  The volute damage and internal parts 
damage require that the pump be replaced.   
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The Glorietta Bay and Cays Main pumps are engineered to use the same submersible 
pumps, which are easily installed.  The Glorietta Bay station operates with four pumps 
and the Cays Main operates with two pumps.  The Cays Main station transfers effluent to 
the Glorietta Bay pump station, which then transfers the effluent to the Transbay pump 
station. 
 
Both Glorietta Bay and Cays Main stations have full operating pumping systems. The 
purchase of this spare pump ensures adequate redundancy in the event of a pump failure.  
The purchase lead time for a replacement pump and the potential consequences of 
manual, temporary pumping operations in equipment and manpower resources, justifies 
spending funds upfront to have a replacement pump in the City’s inventory.  
 
ANALYSIS:   Optimal operating levels at the Transbay pump station requires five 
pumps.  Purchasing the Transbay pump will restore operating levels and will reduce wear 
and tear on the remaining pumps.  Purchasing a spare pump, to be used where needed at 
Glorietta or Cays Main, minimizes pump downtime when repairs are needed.  Pumps 
typically take between six and eight weeks for repairs.  A spare pump allows for same 
day, or next day, restoration of normal pump station operations.    
 
ALTERNATIVE: The City Council could choose to not authorize the purchase of the 
pumps.  Rejecting the purchases would jeopardize optimal operating levels.     
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Maurer 
Attachments:  A.  Flo-Systems, Inc. proposal 
  B.  Barrett Engineered Pumps proposal 
  C. Sole Source Memo Flo-Systems 
  D.  Sole Source Memo Barrett 
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March 25, 2015 

City of Coronado 
1300 First Street 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Re: Fairbanks Morse Sales Distribution 
Southern California and Southern Nevada 

Attention: Mr. Jorge Ramirez jramirez@coronado.ca.us 

Dear Mr. Ramirez, 

Flo-Systems, Inc. is Fairbanks Morse’s exclusive distributor for municipal pumps and pump 
parts in Southern California and Southern Nevada.  In addition, they are also an authorized field 
installation, service and repair facility for Fairbanks Morse pump products.  Please feel free to 
contact me directly if you have any additional questions regarding Fairbanks Morse sales in the 
southwestern US. 

Sincerely, 
 
Jerry Eaves  
Western Regional Manager, FMPC 

Engineered Flow Technologies 
3601 Fairbanks Ave  
Kansas City, KS  66106 
Fax:      800-915-6122 
Cell:      916-474-1203 

           Jerry Eaves

Attachment C
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January 05, 2016 
 
Barrett Engineering 
1695 National Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92113 
 
 
To:  Joshua Smith 
City of Coronado 
1300 First Street 
Coronado, CA 92118 

 
 

Subject: Pentair Distribution  
 
 

This letter is to advise you that Barrett Engineered Pumps, located at 1695 National Avenue, San 

Diego, CA 92113 is the authorized distributor for Hydromatic Wastewater Products in the Municipal 

Markets for San Diego County, CA. 
 
 

This agreement gives them the right to promote and sell Hydromatic Products for the Municipal 

Markets in San Diego County, as limited by Pentair in its discretion. 

 
Please direct any inquires or orders to Barrett Engineered Pumps. 
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

       Rick Hicklin 
 
       GSH Manager, West Region 
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AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE THE STORM WATER DIVERTER STATIONS 
PROJECT FOR BID 

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize staff to advertise the Storm Water Diverter Stations project for 
bid. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  As approved in the Capital Improvement Program, $125,000 has been allocated 
for the design and construction of the project (Project Account Number 530783-9872-15016).  To date, 
approximately $30,000 has been spent on design and miscellaneous items.  The engineer’s construction 
estimate for the project is $115,000; when combined with the amount spent to date, the total of 
$145,000 may exceed the CIP budget.  If bids come in near the engineer’s estimate, exceeding the 
project appropriation, staff will review the bids to determine if (1) the scope of the project can be 
reduced to bring the costs within the available funding; (2) the project should be value engineered and 
re-bid; (3) the project should be deferred; or (4) an additional appropriation should be requested to 
construct the project as originally designed.  Based on this review, a recommendation will be forwarded 
to the City Council for consideration.  

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

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  In 2004, the City completed a project to install low-flow diverter valves in several 
storm drain inlets to comply with local and statewide storm water discharge regulations. These diverter 
valves send initial storm water runoff, which contains the highest pollutant loads, to the City’s sanitary 
sewer system where it is treated and properly disposed. These diverter stations are located in storm 
drain inlets that discharge directly to the ocean and bays and, due to their locations, have been impacted 
by beach sands and other debris so that the valves require constant maintenance for proper operation. 
This project will either retrofit or replace the older diverter valves with a mechanical, float operated 
valve that will reduce the amount of maintenance required for proper operation.  

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

ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect to bid the project at a later date. 

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Johnson 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\05-03 Meeting  SR Due Apr. 21\FINAL Auth. to Advertise SW Diverter Stations.docx 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY ENGINEER TO ISSUE ENCROACHMENT 
PERMIT NO. E1604-004 TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF IMPROVEMENTS AT 1033 
B AVENUE, SUITE 102, TO ENCROACH ALONG THE FRONTAGE OF THE 
PROPERTY INTO THE CITY RIGHT-OF-WAY; AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE 
CITY MANAGER TO ISSUE A COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW THE 
PLACEMENT OF OUTSIDE DINING FURNISHINGS 

RECOMMENDATION:  (1) Authorize the City Engineer to issue Encroachment Permit No. 
E1604-004 to the owners of 1033 B Avenue, Suite 102, to encroach along the frontage of the 
property into the City right-of-way; and (2) authorize the City Manager to issue a commercial use 
permit to allow the placement of outside dining furnishings at this address. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The applicant has paid the City an encroachment permit fee of $350 and, if 
approved, will be required to maintain the encroachment at their expense.  Consistent with other 
Commercial Use Permits, the City will receive $779.00 for the first year (prorated at $130.00) with 
three percent (3%) increases each year for the next four years.   

CEQA:  Categorical Exemption 15305 Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations (Encroachment 
Permits). 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A notice of the encroachment application, including a sketch of the area 
covered by both the Encroachment Permit and Commercial Use Permit, was sent to property 
owners and residents within a 300' radius of the address.   

BACKGROUND:  The City has been working with consultants and owners interested in opening 
a new restaurant at 1033 B Street, Suite 102, called Lobster West.  Tenant improvements have 
been approved by the Design Review Commission with plans to install outdoor dining in front of 
the establishment. An encroachment permit application as well as a commercial use permit 
application were submitted to the City for review and consideration. 

ANALYSIS:  The subject property is located at the corner of B Avenue and Ynez Place.  As 
shown in the encroachment permit application, the improvements proposed within the public right-
of-way on Ynez Place include an outdoor seating area with tables, chairs, and umbrellas, all of 
which is enclosed by a low wall and steel railing (see exhibits included in Attachment 1 – 
Encroachment Permit). 

The curb-to-property line distance along Ynez Place is sixteen feet. A hardscaped parkway with a 
street tree exists along a portion of the property frontage with a width of approximately six feet 
five inches. The proposed tables and wall by the Lobster West development extend between two 

105
5j



05/03/16 

feet nine inches and three feet four inches into the public right-of-way leaving over six feet of 
available sidewalk space remaining for pedestrian activity at all times. Umbrellas covering the 
tables and chairs closest to the sidewalk extend an additional eleven inches into the public right-
of-way, but are at a minimum height of eighty inches and should therefore pose limited, if any, 
restrictions on pedestrian accessibility. 
 
When considering improvements that encroach into the public right-of-way, the width of the 
remaining pedestrian path is always reviewed. Previous requests for outdoor dining facilities 
encroaching into the public right-of-way for collector roadways have been sized and approved to 
maintain a seven-foot-wide pedestrian path of travel while requests along local roadways have 
maintained a path of travel at least five feet in width. Ynez Place is considered a local street and 
the proposed plan provides more than the City’s desired five-foot-wide path of travel around the 
proposed encroachments. Furthermore, the proposed improvements exceed the Americans with 
Disabilities Act requirement for a four-foot-wide path of travel. 
 
The commercial use permit, as proposed, would allow the tenants to use the improvements 
depicted in the encroachment permit for outdoor dining. However, the permanent improvements 
addressed by the encroachment permit and the outside dining use are separate components and 
approval of one component does not require approval of the other.  The encroachment permit and 
commercial use permit can therefore be approved separately at the discretion of the Council. 
 
In reviewing the safety and design aspects of the proposed encroachments and outdoor dining area, 
no negative impacts were found to impact the public right-of-way.  The encroachment permit, if 
approved, will require the property owner to maintain the improvements.  It is recommended that 
the encroachment permit and commercial use permit for the proposed awnings and outside dining 
be approved. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: The Council may elect to (1) approve only the commercial use permit; (2) 
approve only the encroachment permit; or (3) deny the request for both permits.    
 
Submitted by Engineering & Project Development/Newton 
Attachments: 1. Encroachment Permit No. E1604-004 

2. Commercial Use Permit 
 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2016 Meetings\05-03 Meeting  SR Due Apr. 21\Lobster West Encroachment & CUP.docx 
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 

 
 

106



Attachment 1 

RECORDATION REQUESTED BY: 

   City Clerk 
   City of Coronado 
   1825 Strand Way 
   Coronado, CA 92118 

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. E1604-004 

An encroachment permit is hereby granted to the Permittee designated in paragraph one, 
Attachment A, as the owner of the Benefited Property described in paragraph two, Attachment A, 
to encroach as detailed in the diagram included as Exhibit A.  Attachment A and Exhibit A are 
hereby incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set forth at length. In consideration of 
the issuance of this encroachment permit, Permittee hereby covenants and agrees, for the benefit 
of the City, as follows: 

1. This covenant shall run with the land and be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the
future owners, encumbrancers, successors, heirs, personal representatives, transferees, and
assigns of the respective parties.

2. Permittee shall use and occupy the City Property only in the manner and for the purposes
described in paragraph four, Attachment A.

3. By accepting the benefits herein, Permittee acknowledges title to the City Property to be in
the City and waives all right to contest that title.

4. The term of this encroachment permit is indefinite and may be revoked by the City or
abandoned by Permittee at any time.  The City shall mail written notice of revocation to
Permittee, addressed to the Benefited Property which shall set forth the date upon which
the benefits of the encroachment permit are to cease.

5. City is entitled to remove all or a portion of the improvements constructed by Permittee in
order to repair, replace, or install public improvements.  City shall have no obligation to
pay for or restore Permittee’s improvements.

6. Permittee agrees to indemnify, defend and hold the City harmless from and against all
claims, demands, costs, losses, damages, injuries, litigation, and liability arising out of or
related to the use, construction, encroachment or maintenance to be done by the Permittee
or Permittee’s agents, employees or contractors on City Property.

7. Upon abandonment or revocation, Permittee shall, unless otherwise directed by the City
and at no cost to the City, return City property to its pre-permit condition within the time
specified in the notice of revocation or prior to the date of abandonment.

8. If Permittee fails to restore the City property, the City shall have the right to enter upon the
City Property, after sending notice to the Permittee delivered at the Benefited Property, and
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restore the City Property to its pre-permit condition which includes the removal and 
destruction of any improvements, and Permittee agrees to reimburse the City for the costs 
incurred. 
 

9. If either party is required to incur costs to enforce the provisions of this covenant, the 
prevailing party shall be entitled to full reimbursement for all costs, including reasonable 
attorney’s fees. 
 

10. Permittee agrees that Permittee’s duties and obligations under this covenant are a lien upon 
the Benefited Property.  Upon 30-day notice, and an opportunity to respond, the City may 
add to the tax bill of the Benefited Property any past-due financial obligation owing to the 
City by way of this covenant. 
 

11. Permittee waives the right to assert any claim or action against the City arising out of or 
resulting from the revocation of this permit or the removal of any improvement or any other 
action by the City, its officer, agents, or employees taken in a non-negligent manner, in 
accordance with the terms of this permit. 
 

12. Permittee recognizes and understands that this permit may create a possessary interest 
subject to property taxation and that the Permittee may be subject to the payment of 
property taxes levied on such interest. 
 

13. As a condition precedent to Permittee’s right to go upon the City property, this permit must 
first be signed by the Permittee, notarized, executed by the City and recorded with the 
County Recorder of the County of San Diego.  The recording fee shall be paid by Permittee. 

 
14. Permittee will maintain this encroachment at their expense for as long as the encroachment 

remains in existence. 
 

15. The applicant shall have their current general liability insurance policy on file with the 
City, labeling the City of Coronado as Additionally Insured and including the Additional 
Insured Endorsement. 
 

16. If any portion of the improvement is determined to be a pedestrian hazard, public nuisance 
or a public safety hazard in any way, as determined by the City Engineer, then that portion 
of the facility shall be removed by Permittee at the Permittee’s expense or the City shall 
remove all or any part of it at the Permittee’s expense. 
 

17. Any design changes to the encroachment area require the approval of the City Engineer. 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT 

By:_________________________ Date:_________________________ 
Ed Walton 
City of Coronado 
City Engineer 

ATTEST: AGREED AND ACCEPTED: 

By:_________________________ By:___________________________
     Mary L. Clifford, CMC 

 City of Coronado Owner/Authorized Representative 
 City Clerk       Permittee 

Date:________________________ Date:_________________________ 
    (Signature of owner, owners or  

           authorized representative) 

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

 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

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

personally appeared ___________________________________________________________,  

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

 
WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
 
________________________________________________ 

Place Notary Seal above                    Signature of Notary Public 
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ATTACHMENT A TO COVENANT REGARDING 
ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. E1604-004 

 
PARAGRAPH ONE: 
 

Permittee 
 
 Island Terrace, LP  
 154 Grand Street; Suite 4th Floor  
 New York, New York 10013  
  

PARAGRAPH TWO: 
 

Benefited Property 
 
 Lobster West 
 1033 B Avenue, Suite 102 
 Coronado, California 92118 
 A.P.N.:  537-561-01 
 

PARAGRAPH THREE: 
 
The encroachment will consist of improvements along twenty-two feet (22') of the 
property’s frontage along Ynez Place including tables, chairs, and umbrellas enclosed 
within an outdoor patio space by a CMU block wall and steel railing. The wall and steel 
railing extend between two feet nine inches (2'-9") and three feet four inches (3'-4") into 
the public right-of-way. Umbrellas covering the tables closest to the sidewalk extend an 
additional eleven inches (11") into the public right-of-way. 
 

PARAGRAPH FOUR: 
 

Purpose 
 
The purpose of this permit is to allow the Permittee to construct, at his/her expense, an 
outdoor patio space within the public right-of-way in order to provide outdoor dining; all 
improvements are as shown in Exhibits A and B of this encroachment permit and are 
adjacent to the Benefited Property. 
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EXHIBIT B TO COVENANT REGARDING 
ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. E1604-004 
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CITY OF CORONADO 
 
 
 

PERMIT FOR USE OF CITY PROPERTY 
FOR COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY 

 
 
 In accordance with Title 20, Chapter 20.12 of the Coronado Municipal Code, this Permit 
for Use of City Property for Commercial Purposes is issued as follows: 
 
1. Permittee:  This permit is issued to Island Terrace, LP (hereinafter referred to as 

Permittee), owners of the real property located at 1033 B Avenue, Suite 102, Coronado, 
California, 92118 for which Lobster West shall serve as a Tenant. 

 
2. Property:  The Permittee may utilize no more than seventy (70) square feet of which 

twenty-two linear feet (22 lf) of the property’s frontage along Ynez Place may include 
tables, chairs, and umbrellas enclosed within an outdoor patio space by a CMU block wall 
and steel railing. The wall and steel railing shall extend between two feet nine inches (2'-
9") and three feet four inches (3'-4") into the public right-of-way. Umbrellas covering the 
tables closest to the sidewalk shall extend an additional eleven inches (11") to the public 
right-of-way of the 1300 block of Ynez Place (at the corner of B Avenue) in the City of 
Coronado as described in Encroachment Permit Number E1604-004 (hereinafter referred 
to as the Property). 

 
3. Commercial Activity:  Permittee may use the above-described property only for the 

purposes of outdoor dining, limited to a seating capacity of sixteen (16) (as provided in 
Encroachment Permit Number E1604-004) including the sale and serving of alcohol 
subject to the approval of the California Alcohol Beverage Control Board, and further 
subject to any conditions contained herein.  The Permittee shall neither provide nor allow 
live music, recorded music, or other outdoor entertainment on the above-described property 
without the specific written consent of the City. 

 
4. Term of Permit:   
 

4.1 Subject to the conditions herein, this permit shall commence on May 3, 2016 and 
expire on June 30, 2020.   

 
4.2 Subject to the conditions herein, this permit may be extended at the discretion of 

the Office of the City Manager. 
 
4.3 This permit may be terminated by the City in accordance with Chapter 20.02 of the 

Coronado Municipal Code, and may be terminated immediately if the Permittee 
fails to comply with any of the terms and conditions stated herein. 
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4.4 In general, this permit may be terminated upon sixty (60) days written notice by the 

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

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

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

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

Permittee shall pay on or before July 1 of each year, the following amounts: 
 
6.1 From July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016 Seven hundred seventy-nine dollars ($779) – 

prorated at one hundred thirty dollars ($130) 
 
6.2 From July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2017 Eight hundred two dollars ($802) 
 
6.3 From July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018 Eight hundred twenty-six dollars ($826) 
 
6.4 From July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019 Eight hundred fifty-one dollars ($851) 
 
6.5 From July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2020 Eight hundred seventy-seven dollars ($877) 
 
6.6 If the encroachment permit of the Permittee is suspended or terminated after the 

Permittee has rendered payment of the required annual fees provided herein, the 
Permittee shall receive a prorated reimbursement for the months Permittee is not 
using the City’s public property. 

 
6.7 If the Permittee fails to pay the fees as required by July 31 of each year, a late 

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

 
7. General Conditions:   
 

7.1 The general provisions of Chapter 20.02 of the Coronado Municipal Code shall 
apply to this permit to include, without limitation, the grounds for suspension of 
revocation provisions contained in Section 20.02.170 through 20.02.190. 
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7.2 By accepting the benefits herein, the Permittee acknowledges title to the property 
to be in the City of Coronado and waives all rights to contest that title. 

 
8. Additional Conditions: 

 
8.1 The Permittee agrees to indemnify and hold the City and City’s officers, officials, 

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

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

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

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

 
8.2 At all times during which this permit is in effect the Permittee shall maintain a 

policy of liability insurance in an amount of not less than one million dollars 
($1,000,000) per claim for personal injury and property damage.  The Permittee 
shall also furnish a policy of Worker’s Compensation Insurance as required by 
California law.  Furthermore, in the event Permittee elects to serve alcohol in the 
outdoor dining area, the Permittee shall maintain liquor liability insurance coverage 
in an amount not less than one million dollars ($1,000,000).  These policies shall 
also name the City of Coronado, its officers, employees, agents and members of its 
City Council as additional insureds.  The Permittee shall furnish evidence of such 
coverages at all times during the term of this permit.  All of the coverages described 
above shall provide that the City of Coronado be furnished at least 30 days written 
notice from the insurer before the policy is canceled, revoked or otherwise expires. 

 
8.3 The Permittee shall not block or otherwise interfere with any established civic uses 

of City property. 
 
8.4 The Permittee shall keep the City property clean from any litter, solid waste, or 

trash resulting from the Permittee’s use of the City property.  Spills, residues, and 
deposits on the property shall be closely monitored and cleaned up immediately.  
The property shall be monitored at least hourly during business hours to ensure that 
tables are cleaned (bussed) and surrounding areas shall be policed to ensure that 
trash receptacles are not overflowing.  The Permittee shall maintain a trash 
receptacle on the property that shall be emptied at least once per day. 
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8.5 The Permittee shall comply with all applicable federal, state and local, laws, 

regulations and ordinances.  Permittee shall provide documentation demonstrating 
compliance with Coronado Municipal Code Title 61 “Stormwater and Urban Run-
off Management and Discharge Control” and the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements as they relate to food establishments prior 
to the issuance of an occupancy permit. 

 
8.6 The exercise of any privileges granted by this permit constitutes the acceptance of 

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

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

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

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

create a possessory interest subject to property taxation, and that in accordance with 
California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 107.6, he/he/it may be subject to the 
payment of property taxes levy on such interest. 

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

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

 
THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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Attachment 2 

Page 5 of 5 

 
 
This permit, together with each and every condition contained herein, is acceptable: 
 
 
 
______________________________________   _______________________ 
Island Terrace, LP Date 
By:  Island Terrace GP LLC, its General Partner 
By:  Rivendell Global Real Estate Inc., its sole 
Member, Yonatan Linenberg, in his capacity as 
Managing Director 
 
 
 
______________________________________   _______________________ 
Tom Ritter Date 
Assistant City Manager 
City of Coronado 
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05/03/16 

AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE MICROSOFT ENTERPRISE AGREEMENT 
LICENSING THROUGH A COOPERATIVE PURCHASE PROGRAM AND 
AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE PURCHASE 
AGREEMENT WITH PCMG, INC. IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $185,000 

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to execute a purchase agreement with 
PCMG, Inc. for the Enterprise Agreement (EA) renewal. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  Beginning in FY 2016-17, ongoing annual EA licensing costs for the latest 
cloud version will bring the annual costs up to approximately $58,000.  The total costs over three 
years are estimated to be $185,000 including projected license additions for new seasonal and 
temporary employees and additional systems. 

Upon approval, purchase order(s) will be released for payment after July 1.  All expenditures are 
within the Information Technology Division’s FY 2016-17 budget (not yet approved by the 
Council).  By approving the renewal and upgrade earlier than when the budget is adopted, the City 
will save approximately $8,000. 

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: It is the practice of the City’s IT Division to make yearly payments on a three-
year EA to cover licensing needs for all desktops, servers, applications, and databases.  In addition to 
providing version upgrades, the EA consolidates the City’s software purchases at a reduced cost 
while streamlining the software license management and accounting process.  The City’s current 
three-year EA with CompuCom expires on June 30, 2016. 

ANALYSIS: The IT Division recently sent out a request for quotes to four software vendors 
authorized to bid through the County of Riverside cooperative purchase program.  All four quotes 
are attached to this report.  Based upon a review of the quotes, the response from PCMG, Inc. 
represented the lowest cost for a three-year EA. 

Staff notes that, at the end of each contract year of the three-year agreement, the City must report to 
Microsoft any products that need to be added to the agreement, generally for additional seasonal or 
temporary staff or for system additions.  Microsoft identifies these license additions as “true-up” 
fees.   

As part of the EA renewal, the IT Division will be migrating the City’s email infrastructure to 
Microsoft’s cloud-based Office and email suite, Office 365. The attached quotes include all upgrade 
costs for the City’s 375 full-time staff, three-quarter staff, and part-time/seasonal staff currently 
identified in the network.  If the City chooses to renew the EA first and then migrate later, the 
additional expense amounts to nearly $8,000. 
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05/03/16 

The following bid summary shows that PCM-G is the lowest bidder for this proposed purchase. That 
bid is less than the next lowest bidder by $4,470. All four bidders are considered to be reputable 
suppliers and PCM-G is recommended for this purchase based on them being the lowest bidder. 
 

Bid Summary

Bidder Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total Bid

PCM‐G 54,805.78            57,345.60            57,345.60            169,496.98         

Insight 57,194.15            58,386.62            58,386.62            173,967.39         

Software One 58,815.92            58,815.92            58,815.92            176,447.76         

Dell 58,815.92            58,815.92            58,815.92            176,447.76           
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council could direct that staff find an alternative licensing supplier, 
utilize an alternative purchasing contract, or wait for the normal renewal and upgrade after budget 
adoption. The following bid  
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Krueger, Lewton 
Attachments: 1. PCMG Quote 

2. Insight Quote 
3. SoftwareOne Quote 
4. Dell Quote 

 
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 

 

122



Pa
rt
 #

Ite
m
 N
am

e
Yr
 1
 P
ric

e
Yr
 2
 &
 3
 P
ric

e
Q
ty

Yr
 1
 E
xt
.

Yr
 2
 &
 3
 E
xt
.

7R
6‐
00

00
1

O
36

5G
ov
E1
fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

49
.5
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

51
.9
5

$
25

1,
23

8.
75

$ 
   
   
 

1,
29

8.
75

$ 
   
   
   
 

AA
A‐
11

92
4

O
36

5G
ov
E3
fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

14
0.
39

$ 
   
   
   
   

14
7.
19

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

21
5

30
,1
83

.8
5

$ 
   
  

31
,6
45

.8
5

$ 
   
   
  

AA
A‐
12

41
4

CC
AL
Br
dg
O
36

5 
Al
ng

 M
on

th
ly
Su
b 
Pe

r U
se
r

15
.9
3

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

16
.6
1

$
11

0
1,
75

2.
30

$ 
   
   
 

1,
82

7.
10

$ 
   
   
   
 

AA
A‐
12

41
6

CC
AL
Br
dg
O
36

5F
SA

 A
ln
g 
M
on

th
ly
Su
b 
Pe

r U
se
r

13
.3
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

14
.0
4

$
24

0
3,
21

3.
60

$ 
   
   
 

3,
36

9.
60

$ 
   
   
   
 

U
4S
‐0
00

02
O
36

5G
ov
E1

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
  S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

60
.4
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

63
.0
6

$
11

0
6,
65

2.
80

$ 
   
   
 

6,
93

6.
60

$ 
   
   
   
 

7N
Q
‐0
02

92
SQ

LS
vr
St
dC

or
e 
AL
N
G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Li
c 
Co

re
Li
c

50
0.
77

$ 
   
   
   
   

52
2.
19

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

10
5,
00

7.
70

$ 
   
   
 

5,
22

1.
90

$ 
   
   
   
 

P7
1‐
07

28
2

W
in
Sv
rD
at
aC
tr
 A
LN

G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Pr
oc

85
9.
86

$ 
   
   
   
   

89
6.
65

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

3
2,
57

9.
58

$ 
   
   
 

2,
68

9.
95

$ 
   
   
   
 

4S
T‐
00

00
1

Pr
jc
tP
ro
fo
rO
36

5G
 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

18
3.
22

$ 
   
   
   
   

19
1.
06

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

15
2,
74

8.
30

$ 
   
   
 

2,
86

5.
90

$ 
   
   
   
 

P3
U
‐0
00

01
Vi
sio

Pr
of
or
O
36

5G
 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

95
.2
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
  

99
.3
3

$
15

1,
42

8.
90

$ 
   
   
 

1,
48

9.
95

$ 
   
   
   
 

54
,8
05

.7
8

$ 
   
    57

,3
45

.6
0

$ 
   
    16
9,
49

6.
98

$ 
   
 

Ye
ar
 2
 ‐ 
3 
An

nu
al
 P
ay
m
en

ts
:

3 
Ye
ar
 T
ot
al
:

19
40

 E
.  
M
ar
ip
os
a 
Av

e.
, E
l S
eg
un

do
, C
A 
90

24
5

Ci
ty
 o
f C

or
on

ad
o 
EA

 P
ric

in
g 
/ 
O
ff
 C
ou

nt
y 
of
 R
iv
er
si
de

 R
IV
CO

‐2
08

00
‐0
05

‐1
2/
16

 ‐ 
Re

vi
si
on

 3

En
te
rp
ris
e 
Pr
od

uc
ts

Ad
di
tio

na
l P
ro
du

ct
s

Ye
ar
 1
 A
nn

ua
l P
ay
m
en

t:

A
ttc

hm
en

t 1

123



Pa
rt
 #

AA
A‐
12

41
4

U
4S
‐0
00

02
AA

A‐
11

89
4

24
K‐
00

01
6

AA
A‐
11

91
9

U
9S
‐0
00

17

AA
A‐
12

42
6

AA
A‐
12

43
4

24
K‐
00

00
9

U
9S
‐0
00

08
Pa

rt
 #

Ite
m
 N
am

e
Tr
ue

 U
p 
Yr
 1

Tr
ue

 U
p 
Yr
 2

Tr
ue

 U
p 
Yr
 3

7N
Q
‐0
03

02
SQ

LS
vr
St
dC

or
e 
AL
N
G
 L
ic
SA

Pk
 M

VL
 2
Li
c 
Co

re
Li
c

3,
48

1.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
94

5.
66

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
41

0.
09

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

P7
1‐
07

28
0

W
in
Sv
rD
at
aC
tr
 A
LN

G
 L
ic
SA

Pk
 M

VL
 2
Pr
oc

5,
97

7.
52

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
05

7.
88

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

4,
13

8.
25

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

7J
Q
‐0
04

48
SQ

LS
vr
En
tC
or
e 
AL
N
G
 S
AS

U
 M

VL
 2
Li
c 
SQ

LS
vr
St
dC

or
e 
Co

re
Li
c

9,
86

7.
84

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

8,
34

9.
70

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

6,
83

1.
55

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

7J
Q
‐0
03

41
SQ

LS
vr
En
tC
or
e 
AL
N
G
 L
ic
SA

Pk
 M

VL
 2
Li
c 
Co

re
Li
c

13
,3
49

.0
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

11
,2
95

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

9,
24

1.
64

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pa
rt
 #

4S
T‐
00

00
1

P3
U
‐0
00

01

EC
AL
Br
dg
O
36

5F
SA

 A
ln
g 
M
on

th
ly
Su
b 
Pe

r U
se
r

2.
51

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

O
36

5G
O
VC

O
N
E3

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

16
.4
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

O
36

5G
ov
E4

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

16
.3
3

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

8.
49

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Pr
jc
tP
ro
fo
rO
36

5G
 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

Vi
sio

Pr
of
or
O
36

5G
 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
srAd
di
tio

na
l P
ro
du

ct
s ‐
 S
te
p‐
U
ps

Ad
di
tio

na
l P
ro
du

ct
s ‐
 H
ig
he

r E
di
tio

ns

Ite
m
 N
am

e
M
on

th
ly
 T
ru
e‐
U
p 
Pr
ic
e

Ad
di
tio

na
l O

nl
in
e 
Pr
od

uc
ts

O
36

5G
ov
E1

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

5.
39

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ad
di
tio

na
l P
ro
du

ct
s

19
40

 E
.  
M
ar
ip
os
a 
Av

e.
, E
l S
eg
un

do
, C
A 
90

24
5 
 

Ci
ty
 o
f C

or
on

ad
o 
Tr
ue

‐U
p 
Pr
ic
in
g 
/ 
O
ff
 C
ou

nt
y 
of
 R
iv
er
si
de

 R
IV
CO

‐2
08

00
‐0
05

‐1
2/
16

 ‐ 
Re

vi
si
on

 3

En
te
rp
ris
e 
O
nl
in
e 
Se
rv
ic
es

1.
42

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   15
.2
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

CC
AL
Br
dg
O
36

5 
Al
ng

 M
on

th
ly
Su
b 
Pe

r U
se
r

O
36

5G
ov
E3

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
srIte

m
 N
am

e
M
on

th
ly
 T
ru
e‐
U
p 
Pr
ic
e

En
te
rp
ris
e 
O
nl
in
e 
Se
rv
ic
es
 ‐ 
St
ep

‐U
ps

En
te
rp
ris
e 
O
nl
in
e 
Se
rv
ic
es
 ‐ 
H
ig
he

r E
di
tio

ns
11

.6
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
    17

.0
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

EC
AL
Br
dg
O
36

5 
Al
ng

 M
on

th
ly
Su
b 
Pe

r U
se
r

2.
87

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

O
36

5G
O
VC

O
N
E3

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
U
 M

VL
 O
36

5G
ov
E1

 P
er
U
sr

10
.6
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

O
36

5G
ov
E3

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
U
 M

VL
 O
36

5G
ov
E1

 P
er
U
sr

9.
86

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

O
36

5G
ov
E4

 S
hr
dS
vr
 A
LN

G
 S
U
 M

VL
 O
36

5G
ov
E1

 P
er
U
sr

124



4/
20

/2
01

6
Pa

ge
 1

 o
f 1

Ci
ty
 o
f C

or
on

ad
o

Ap
ril
 1
8,
 2
01

6
04

16
‐c
or
on

ad
o1

‐M
SE
A‐
jw

M
ic
ro
so
ft
 E
nt
er
pr
is
e 
Ag

re
em

en
t ‐
 G
ov

er
nm

en
t (
U
SD

)
Pr
el
im

in
ar
y 
EA

 R
en

ew
al
 P
ric

in
g

Co
ve
ra
ge
 S
ta
rt
 D
at
e:

7/
1/
20

16
Co

ve
ra
ge
 E
nd

 D
at
e:

6/
30

/2
01

9
N
um

be
r o

f M
on

th
s:

36

M
FG

 P
ar

t 
N

u
m

b
er

P
ro

d
u

ct
 N

am
e

P
ro

d
u

ct
 T

yp
e

M
o

n
th

ly
 P

ri
ce

 
(R

ef
er

en
ce

 
O

n
l y

)

M
o

n
th

s 
R

em
ai

n
in

g
 

P
ri

ce
Q

ty
Ex

te
n

d
ed

 
P

ri
ce

En
te
rp
ris

e 
Pr
od

uc
ts

7R
6‐
00

00
1

O
36

5G
ov

E1
Fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
4.
32

$
51

.8
4

$
25

1,
29

6.
00

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

AA
A‐
11

92
4

O
ff3

65
G
ov

E3
Fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
12

.2
3

$
14

6.
76

$
21

5
31

,5
53

.4
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
 

AA
A‐
12

41
4

CC
AL

Br
dg

O
36

5 
Al
ng

 M
on

th
ly
Su

b 
Pe

r U
se
r

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
1.
38

$
16

.5
6

$
11

0
1,
82

1.
60

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

AA
A‐
12

41
6

CC
AL

Br
dg

O
36

5F
SA

 A
ln
g 
M
on

th
ly
Su

b 
Pe

r U
se
r

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
1.
17

$
14

.0
4

$
24

0
3,
36

9.
60

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

U
4S
‐0
00

02
O
36

5G
ov

E1
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
5.
24

$
62

.8
8

$
11

0
6,
91

6.
80

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

Ad
di
tio

na
l P

ro
du

ct
s

4S
T‐
00

00
1

Pr
jc
tP
ro
fo
rO

36
5G

 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
15

.8
8

$
19

0.
56

$
15

2,
85

8.
40

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

P3
U
‐0
00

01
Vi
sio

Pr
of
or
O
36

5G
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
8.
26

$
99

.1
2

$
15

1,
48

6.
80

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

7N
Q
‐0
02

92
SQ

LS
vr
St
dC

or
e 
AL

N
G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Li
c 
Co

re
Li
c

So
ft
w
ar
e 
As
su
ra
nc
e

N
A

52
0.
85

$
10

5,
20

8.
50

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

P7
1‐
07

28
2

W
in
Sv
rD
at
aC

tr
 A
LN

G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Pr
oc

So
ft
w
ar
e 
As
su
ra
nc
e

N
A

89
4.
35

$
3

2,
68

3.
05

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

To
ta
l:

57
,1
94

.1
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
 

En
te
rp
ris

e 
Pr
od

uc
ts

7R
6‐
00

00
1

O
36

5G
ov

E1
Fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
4.
41

$
52

.9
2

$
25

1,
32

3.
00

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

AA
A‐
11

92
4

O
ff3

65
G
ov

E3
Fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
12

.4
9

$
14

9.
88

$
21

5
32

,2
24

.2
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
 

AA
A‐
12

41
4

CC
AL

Br
dg

O
36

5 
Al
ng

 M
on

th
ly
Su

b 
Pe

r U
se
r

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
1.
41

$
16

.9
2

$
11

0
1,
86

1.
20

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

AA
A‐
12

41
6

CC
AL

Br
dg

O
36

5F
SA

 A
ln
g 
M
on

th
ly
Su

b 
Pe

r U
se
r

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
1.
19

$
14

.2
8

$
24

0
3,
42

7.
20

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

U
4S
‐0
00

02
O
36

5G
ov

E1
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
5.
35

$
64

.2
0

$
11

0
7,
06

2.
00

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

Ad
di
tio

na
l P

ro
du

ct
s

4S
T‐
00

00
1

Pr
jc
tP
ro
fo
rO

36
5G

 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
16

.2
1

$
19

4.
52

$
15

2,
91

7.
80

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

P3
U
‐0
00

01
Vi
sio

Pr
of
or
O
36

5G
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
8.
43

$
10

1.
16

$
15

1,
51

7.
40

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

7N
Q
‐0
02

92
SQ

LS
vr
St
dC

or
e 
AL

N
G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Li
c 
Co

re
Li
c

So
ft
w
ar
e 
As
su
ra
nc
e

N
A

53
1.
56

$
10

5,
31

5.
60

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

P7
1‐
07

28
2

W
in
Sv
rD
at
aC

tr
 A
LN

G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Pr
oc

So
ft
w
ar
e 
As
su
ra
nc
e

N
A

91
2.
74

$
3

2,
73

8.
22

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

To
ta
l:

58
,3
86

.6
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
 

En
te
rp
ris

e 
Pr
od

uc
ts

7R
6‐
00

00
1

O
36

5G
ov

E1
Fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
4.
41

$
52

.9
2

$
25

1,
32

3.
00

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

AA
A‐
11

92
4

O
ff3

65
G
ov

E3
Fr
om

SA
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
12

.4
9

$
14

9.
88

$
21

5
32

,2
24

.2
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
 

AA
A‐
12

41
4

CC
AL

Br
dg

O
36

5 
Al
n g

 M
on

th
ly
Su

b 
Pe

r U
se
r

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
1.
41

$
16

.9
2

$
11

0
1,
86

1.
20

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

AA
A‐
12

41
6

CC
AL

Br
dg

O
36

5F
SA

 A
ln
g 
M
on

th
ly
Su

b 
Pe

r U
se
r

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
1.
19

$
14

.2
8

$
24

0
3,
42

7.
20

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

U
4S
‐0
00

02
O
36

5G
ov

E1
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
5.
35

$
64

.2
0

$
11

0
7,
06

2.
00

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

Ad
di
tio

na
l P

ro
du

ct
s

4S
T‐
00

00
1

Pr
jc
tP
ro
fo
rO

36
5G

 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
16

.2
1

$
19

4.
52

$
15

2,
91

7.
80

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

P3
U
‐0
00

01
Vi
sio

Pr
of
or
O
36

5G
 S
hr
dS

vr
 A
LN

G
 S
ub

sV
L 
M
VL

 P
er
U
sr

M
on

th
ly
 S
ub

sc
rip

tio
ns
‐V
ol
um

eL
ic
en

se
8.
43

$
10

1.
16

$
15

1,
51

7.
40

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

7N
Q
‐0
02

92
SQ

LS
vr
St
dC

or
e 
AL

N
G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Li
c 
Co

re
Li
c

So
ft
w
ar
e 
As
su
ra
nc
e

N
A

53
1.
56

$
10

5,
31

5.
60

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

P7
1‐
07

28
2

W
in
Sv
rD
at
aC

tr
 A
LN

G
 S
A 
M
VL

 2
Pr
oc

So
ft
w
ar
e 
As
su
ra
nc
e

N
A

91
2.
74

$
3

2,
73

8.
22

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

To
ta
l:

58
,3
86

.6
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
 

Th
re
e 
Ye

ar
 T
ot
al
:

17
3,
96

7.
39

$ 
   
   
   
  

C
on

fid
en

tia
l.

EA
Th

an
k 

yo
u 

fo
r t

he
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
 to

 q
uo

te
.

A
tta

ch
m

en
t 2

125



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

126



Quoted to: City of Coronado

Brian Lewton

blewton@coronado.ca.us

Date   4/14/16 BUDGETARY pricing to renew EA 8178790 (through 6/30/19).

Quantity Part # Description Unit Price Ext. Price

Enterprise Products

215 AAA-11924 O365GovE3fromSA ShrdSvr ALNG SubsVL MVL PerUsr  $   150.96 32,456.40$    
25 7R6-00001 O365GovE1fromSA ShrdSvr ALNG SubsVL MVL PerUsr  $   53.28 1,332.00$    
110 U4S-00002 O365GovE1 ShrdSvr ALNG SubsVL MVL PerUsr  $   64.68 7,114.80$    
240 AAA-12416 CCALBrdgO365FSA Alng MonthlySub Per User  $   14.40 3,456.00$    
110 AAA-12414 CCALBrdgO365 Alng MonthlySub Per User  $   17.04 1,874.40$    

Additional Products

15 4ST-00001 PrjctProforO365G ShrdSvr ALNG SubsVL MVL PerUsr 195.96$    2,939.40$    
10 7NQ-00292 SQLSvrStdCore ALNG SA MVL 2Lic CoreLic  $   535.58 5,355.80$    
15 P3U-00001 VisioProforO365G ShrdSvr ALNG SubsVL MVL PerUsr  $   101.88 1,528.20$    
3 P71-07282 WinSvrDataCtr ALNG SA MVL 2Proc  $   919.64 2,758.92$    

-$     

Product-total 58,815.92$    

Sub-Total 58,815.92$    
Tax -$     

Shipping No Charge
Total Your ANNUAL EA Price (on a 3-year EA contract) 58,815.92$    

total of 3 years of payments = 176,447.76$     

Please write "Electronic Delivery Only" on your order.

Pass-Through Warranty and Other Rights.  As a reseller, end-user warranties and liabilities (with respect to any third party hardware and software products provided by 
SoftwareONE) shall be provided as a pass-through from the manufacturer of such products.  All software products are subject to the license agreement of the applicable 
software supplier, as provided with the software packaging or in the software at time of shipment.

Quoted by Aaron Liggitt, SoftwareOne    7171 Forest Lane, Dallas TX 75230

SoftwareOne - software quote

Phone 916-735-3942 aaron.liggitt@compucom.com

Important: Please provide the email address of the recipient designated to receive a SoftwareONE 

"order confirmation"

Please fax your POs to Client Assistance Center at 800-366-9994.  You may call 800-400-9852, 

option 2, to check status on orders.

Attachment 3
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05/03/16 

SECOND READING AND ADOPTION OF “AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 32.08.020(A) OF 
CHAPTER 8 OF TITLE 32 OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW LEASHED 
DOGS AT BAYVIEW PARK” 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, 
Amending Section 32.08.020(A) of Chapter 8 of Title 32 of the Coronado Municipal Code to Allow 
Leashed Dogs at Bayview Park.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  In lieu of the full text of the ordinance being published within 15 days after passage, 
a summary of the proposed ordinance was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on April 27, 2016, 
and a summary will be published within 15 days after adoption. 

CEQA:  The proposed ordinance qualifies as a categorical exemption under Section 15305 of CEQA 
Guidelines, Class 5, Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations. 

BACKGROUND:  At its February 1, 2016 meeting, the City Council requested staff bring back an 
amendment to the Municipal Code that would allow for dogs, on leash, in Bayview Park.  Bayview Park 
is a small pocket park located on First Street.  

Over the last several years, residents have used Bayview Park as a place to walk their dogs.  Signage at 
the park listed prohibitions to include no dogs in the park, in accordance with Municipal Code 
(32.08.020(A)).  A dog waste dispenser is present at the park, which has been in place and serviced by 
Public Services for some time.  A petition signed by 116 residents from the area was received in support 
of adding Bayview Park to the list of parks where leashed dogs would be allowed.  The park is used 
mostly by residents, is not suitable for athletic activity, and consists of primarily concrete walkways, 
some limited landscape, and small turf outcroppings. 

The ordinance was introduced at the April 19, 2016, City Council meeting and members of the public 
were provided an opportunity to speak to the topic. 

ANALYSIS:  The Coronado Municipal Code (CMC) Section 32.08.020 prohibits dogs in various parks 
and beaches.  The adopted ordinance would amend the Municipal Code to allow dogs on leash in 
Bayview Park.   The precedent has been established to allow dogs on leash in selected parks while 
maintaining the prohibition on dogs in the majority of parks in Coronado.  Dogs currently are allowed on 
leash in Vetter and Harbor View (aka SDG&E Park) parks, and on the paved surfaces of Tidelands and 
Centennial parks. 

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment: Ordinance 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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05/03/16 

 
ORDINANCE NO. ______ 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 

CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 32.08.020(A) OF CHAPTER 8 OF TITLE 32 OF 
THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW LEASHED DOGS AT BAYVIEW 

PARK 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Coronado owns and maintains twenty-one parks throughout the 
City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, many dog owners in the City also desire to bring their dogs to Bayview Park 
at 413 First Street; and  
 
 WHEREAS, providing access to some City parks for dogs and their owners is a benefit to 
the community provided the dogs are properly restrained and leashed; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City already allows leashed dogs at Centennial Park, Tidelands Park on 
paved areas only, Vetter Park, and Harborview Park; and  
  
 WHEREAS, the City also allows dogs off leashes at South Cays Park in the designated 
dog run area only; and 
 
 WHEREAS, it is in the public interest to allow properly restrained and leashed dogs at 
any location in Bayview Park by adding subsection 5 to Coronado Municipal Code Section 
32.08.020(A); and 
 
 WHEREAS, these changes to the ordinance reflect changing community needs and 
ongoing City practices in allowing dogs on leashes at certain parks within the City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, violators of this Ordinance are subject to prosecution or fines pursuant to 
Chapters 1.08 and 1.10 of the Coronado Municipal Code; and 
 
 WHEREAS, this ordinance qualifies as a categorical exemption under Section 15305 of 
CEQA Guidelines, Class 5, Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, does ordain 
as follows: 
 
SECTION ONE: 
 
 The City Council finds that this ordinance is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act under Section 15305 of CEQA Guidelines, Class 5, Minor 
Alterations in Land Use Limitations. 
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SECTION TWO: 
 
 Section 32.08.020(A) of Chapter 8 of Title 32 of the Coronado Municipal Code is 
amended to read as follows: 
 
32.08.020 Restricted places. 
 
A. Unless in accordance with a permit issued by the City Manager and approved by the City 

Council, or in accordance with an exemption expressed in this title, it shall be unlawful 
for a person owning, having an interest in, harboring or having the care, charge, control 
or possession of any dog to allow such dog to be, remain, go, or run in or upon any park 
or beach within the City, the Coronado Municipal Golf Course, or the Municipal Lawn 
Bowling Green, except that properly restrained and leashed dogs are allowed in: 

 
1. Centennial Park; 
 
2. Paved areas of Tidelands Park; 
 
3. Vetter Park;  
 
4. Harborview Park; and 
 
5. Bayview Park. 
 

SECTION THREE: 
 
 This ordinance was introduced on April 19, 2016.  
 
SECTION FOUR: 
 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is for any 
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, 
such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.  The City 
Council of the City of Coronado hereby declares that it would have adopted this Ordinance and 
each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that 
any one or more section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion may be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional. 
 
SECTION FIVE: 
 
 This ordinance shall be effective thirty (30) days after its adoption. Within fifteen (15) 
days after its adoption, the City Clerk is directed to publish this ordinance to the provisions of 
Government Code Section 36933. 
 
 

136



05/03/16 

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of __________ 2016, by the following votes, 
to wit: 
 
 AYES:  BAILEY, DOWNEY, SANDKE, WOIWODE, TANAKA 
 NAYES: NONE 
 ABSTAIN: NONE 
 ABSENT: NONE 
 
      ____________________________________ 
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
      City of Coronado, California 
 
 
ATTEST AND CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of Ordinance No. ___, which has been 
published pursuant to law. 
 
 
      
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST TO WAIVE THE ALCOHOL PROHIBITION IN 
SPRECKELS PARK FOR MICHAEL AND JACKIE O’KEEFE TO HOLD A PRE-
WEDDING GATHERING ON FRIDAY, JULY 8, 2016   

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the request and grant permission for alcohol to be served to 
adults in an enclosed area in Spreckels Park from 4 to 7 p.m. on Friday, July 8, 2016.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  None.  The applicant will provide a security guard to monitor the event and 
a bartender service, for the dispensing of spirits, through the Recreation Department’s approved 
list. 

BACKGROUND:  A request from Mayor Tanaka for the City Council to consider this request 
was approved at the April 19, 2016, City Council meeting. 

Michael and Jackie O’Keefe are celebrating their son’s wedding and reception on Saturday, July 
9, 2016, at the Coronado Community Center.  They have obtained a permit from the Recreation 
Department for the use of Spreckels Park on Friday, July 8, for a pre-wedding gathering with 
family and friends in which they would like to provide alcohol.     

The applicant anticipates approximately 100 people will attend the event, which will be catered 
by El Tapatio.  Margaritas and beer will be provided at no charge to the guests.   

ANALYSIS:  Coronado Municipal Code §40.28.010 prohibits drinking alcohol “…on any 
public street, alley, sidewalk, beach, park or other public property within this City except in 
accordance with the terms of a lease approved by the City Council.”  On occasion, the City 
Council has waived the alcohol prohibition ordinance for special events in the City:  Rotary Club 
October Fest, Lamb’s Players Celebration, Historical Museum Event, the Flower Show beer 
garden and gala, and the annual Library party honoring volunteers.  

When considering such requests in the past, the Council has looked at factors including event 
impact on the community, support by community and/or region, and event security.  The 
applicant has obtained a permit for use of the park from the Recreation Department and will 
work with Recreation staff to obtain the appropriate liability insurance, security guard, and 
bartending service from the Department’s approved vendor list.  The applicant will delineate the 
event area via fencing or tape with signage identifying the event as a permitted private party and 
will ensure that someone will be onsite throughout the day once the designated area has been 
established.  A security guard will be provided by the applicant to be onsite during the hours of 
the event. 

ALTERNATIVE:  Deny the request to waive the alcohol prohibition. 

Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Lang 
Attachment:  Letter from Michael and Jackie O’Keefe 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA JGO NA RAM 
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05/03/16 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS (1) CALLING AND GIVING NOTICE OF HOLDING 
A GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION ON NOVEMBER 8, 2016, FOR THE 
ELECTION OF CERTAIN MUNICIPAL OFFICERS, AND (2) REQUESTING THE SAN 
DIEGO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO CONSOLIDATE THE CITY’S 
GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION WITH THE STATEWIDE GENERAL 
ELECTION TO BE HELD ON THE SAME DATE 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt (1) “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, Calling and Giving Notice of the Holding of a General Municipal Election to be Held 
on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for the Election of Certain Officers as Required by the 
Provisions of the Laws of the State of California Relating to General Law Cities” and (2) “A 
Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, Requesting the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of San Diego to Consolidate a General Municipal Election to be Held 
on November 8, 2016, with the Statewide General Election to be Held on the Same Date 
Pursuant to Section 10403 of the Elections Code.”  It is further recommended that the City 
Council direct the City Clerk to file copies of the appropriate resolutions with the San Diego 
County Board of Supervisors and the San Diego County Registrar of Voters. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The cost estimate provided by the San Diego Registrar of Voters to hold a 
consolidated election with the County of San Diego is $40,000.  This cost has been budgeted in 
FY 16-17 account 100115- 8340.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  California Election Code establishes procedures and 
requirements for conducting an election that is to be consolidated with that of another 
jurisdiction that are different from those governing an election run entirely by the city.  Sections 
10400 and 10403 of the Elections Code provide that the governing body of the local jurisdiction 
shall, via resolution, call the election, name the positions to be filled, and request consolidation. 
The resolution requesting the consolidation shall be adopted and filed at the same time as the 
resolution calling the election, but at least 88 days prior to the date of the election. 

LEGAL NOTICE:  The City’s Election Official (City Clerk) shall publish a notice of the 
Election for Candidates and Measures, if any, one time between July 4 and July 18, 2016.  The 
legal notice will be published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on July 6, 2016, and posted at 
City Hall and the public library on July 1, 2016. 

BACKGROUND:  The terms of office for the Mayor and for two City Councilmembers expire 
in December 2016.  Under the provisions of the laws relating to general law cities in the State of 
California, a General Municipal Election shall be held for the election of a Mayor and two (2) 
Members of the City Council, each to a full four (4) year term.  In order to hold the General 
Municipal Election and to consolidate the election with the Statewide General Election, certain 
actions must be taken, including City Council adoption of the attached resolutions.   

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment A:   Resolution Calling the Election 
Attachment B:   Resolution Requesting Consolidation 

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

RESOLUTION NO. ______ 
 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, CALLING AND GIVING NOTICE OF THE 
HOLDING OF A GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO BE HELD ON 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016, FOR THE ELECTION OF CERTAIN 
OFFICERS AS REQUIRED BY THE PROVISIONS OF THE LAWS OF 

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA RELATING TO GENERAL LAW CITIES 
 
 

WHEREAS, under the provisions of the laws relating to general law cities in the State of 
California, a General Municipal Election shall be held on November 8, 2016, for the election of 
Municipal Officers. 

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

CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. That pursuant to the requirements of the laws of the State of California 

relating to general law cities, there is called and ordered to be held in the City of Coronado, 
California, on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, a General Municipal Election for the purpose of 
electing a Mayor for the full term of four years and two (2) Members of the City Council for the 
full term of four years; 

 
SECTION 2. That the ballots to be used at the election shall be in form and content as 

required by law;  
 
SECTION 3. That the City Clerk shall forward this Resolution to the San Diego County 

Board of Supervisors and the office of the County Registrar of Voters, which requests the 
County of San Diego to consolidate the City of Coronado general municipal election to be held 
on November 8, 2016, with the statewide general election to be held on the same date pursuant to 
§10403 of the Elections Code;  

 
SECTION 4. That the polls for the election shall be open at seven o’clock a.m. of the 

day of the election and shall remain open continuously from that time until eight o’clock p.m. of 
the same day when the polls shall be closed, except as provided in §14401 of the Elections Code 
of the State of California;  

 
SECTION 5. That in all particulars not recited in this resolution, the election shall be 

held and conducted as provided by law for holding municipal elections;  
 
SECTION 6. That notice of the time and place of holding the election is given and the 

City Clerk is authorized, instructed, and directed to give further or additional notice of the 
election, in time, form, and manner as required by law;  
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SECTION 7. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 
Resolution and enter it into the book of original resolutions; 

 
SECTION 8. That the City Council authorizes the City Clerk to administer said election 

and all reasonable and actual election expenses shall be paid by the City upon presentation of a 
properly submitted bill. 

 
 PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, this 3rd day of May 2016, by the following vote to wit: 
 
AYES:  
NAYS:  
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:  
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
      City Of Coronado, California 
 
 
CERTIFY & 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, CALIFORNIA, REQUESTING THE BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TO 
CONSOLIDATE A GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO BE 

HELD ON NOVEMBER 8, 2016, WITH THE STATEWIDE 
GENERAL ELECTION TO BE HELD ON THE SAME DATE 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 10403 OF THE ELECTIONS CODE 
 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado called a General Municipal 
Election to be held on November 8, 2016, for the purpose of the election of a Mayor and two (2) 
Members of the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is desirable that the General Municipal Election be consolidated with 

the Statewide General Election to be held on the same date and that within the City, the 
precincts, polling places, and election officers of the two elections be the same, and that the 
election department of the County of San Diego canvass the returns of the General Municipal 
Election, and that the election be held in all respects as if there were only one election.   

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

DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. That pursuant to the requirements of §10403 of the Elections Code, 

the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego is hereby requested to consent and agree to 
the consolidation of a General Municipal Election with the Statewide General Election on 
Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for the purpose of the election a Mayor and two (2) Members of the 
City Council;   

 
SECTION 2.  That the County election department is authorized to canvass the 

returns of the General Municipal Election.  The election shall be held in all respects as if there 
were only one election, and only one form of ballot shall be used; 

 
SECTION 3. That the Board of Supervisors is requested to issue instructions to 

the County election department to take any and all steps necessary for the holding of the 
consolidated election; 

 
SECTION 4. That the City of Coronado recognizes that additional costs will be 

incurred by the County by reason of this consolidation and agrees to reimburse the County for 
any costs; 
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SECTION 5. That the City Clerk is hereby directed to file a certified copy of this 
resolution with the Board of Supervisors and the election department of the County of San 
Diego; 

 
SECTION 6. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 

resolution and enter it into the book of original resolutions. 
 

 PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, this 3rd day of May 2016, by the following vote to wit: 
 
 
AYES:  
NAYS:  
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:  
 
 
 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
       City of Coronado, California 
 
 
 
CERTIFY AND ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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COUNCIL REPORTS ON INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
ASSIGNMENTS 

153

11a



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

154



05/03/16 

Councilmember Bill Sandke – Report on “Other Agency” meetings    3/24/16 to 4/17/16 
 
 
4/1/16  South Bay “Albondigas” Lunch with Taxpayers Assn. 
 
4/3/16  Coronado Film Festival Sponsors reception 
 
4/5/16  South County EDC 
 
4/6/16  KPBS “Crossing South” Season premiere event 
 
4/7/16  Wastewater JPA Board meeting 
 
4/8/16  SANDAG Board meeting 
 
4/14/16 RSIP III briefing from City staff and committee chair 
 
4/16/16 Chamber Salute to the Military Ball 
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Agenda Item 11a: Report on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments for 
Councilmember Michael Woiwode 

Period ending 4/19/2016 
 
Monday, 4/18: Restoring Respect conference at University of San Diego. Focus was on current 
campaign behavior.  
 
Sunday, 4/17: Book Fair. 
 
Saturday, 4/16: 91st Annual Flower Show. 
 
Thursday, 4/14: MTS Board meeting.  MTS board authorized the staff to seek relocation of the 
bus stop from Avenida da las Arenas to Southbound SR75, as soon as the new location is 
approved by Caltrans. 
 
Thursday, 4/14: SDMAC Board of Directors.  San Diego EDC has submitted a grant request to 
the Office of Economic Opportunity to study military and civilian issues in San Diego.  The 
Governor’s Council on the Military will meet 17-18 May. 
 
Monday, 4/10: American Public Transit Agency conference. 
 
Monday, 4/10: League of California Cities briefing on water issues from San Diego County 
Water Authority. 
 
Friday, 4/8: SANDAG Board meeting, observing discussion about upcoming ballot measure. 
 
Thursday, 4/7: Dinner at RDML and Mrs. Rich (Navy Region Southwest), with Mr. and Mrs. 
Gary Gallegos (SANDAG), Mr. and Mrs. Joe Stuyvesant (NRSW Executive Director). 
 
Wednesday, 4/6: Cultural Arts Commission Emerging Artists exhibit. 

 

157



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

158



CC 05/03/16 

BRIEFING BY RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (RSIP-3) 
COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS PERTAINING TO SINGLE 
FAMILY AND MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (PC 2013-08 CITY OF 
CORONADO) 

ISSUE:  Whether the City Council wishes to consider the proposed Residential Standards 
Improvement Program (RSIP-3) recommendations (Attachment 1) and provide direction. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Direct staff to prepare the required zoning ordinance amendments and 
initiate the public hearing process with the Planning Commission and City Council. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  Expenses include: 
 Cost to prepare zoning ordinance amendments/public hearings – limited to staff and City

Attorney time. 
 More complex regulations may require additional time/staff to review - fees are intended to

recover cost of staff time. 
 Costs related to additional processes (such as design review) are the responsibility of the

applicant but are sometimes shared/subsidized by the City. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  The discussion of proposed amendments to the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance 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.  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. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A public notice is not required for this briefing.  Public notices will be published 
in the newspaper for the future Planning Commission and City Council hearings. 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA):  Not subject to CEQA as this 
action is not classified as a “Project” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5) “A 
Project does not include: Organizational or administrative activities of governments that will not 
result in direct or indirect physical changes in the environment.” 

BACKGROUND: 

In 2003, the Residential Standards Improvement Project (RSIP-1) was initiated with the objective of 
evaluating the City’s development standards for single-family residences in the village, and possibly 
recommending changes for preserving the quality of life and village atmosphere in Coronado. 

A citizens’ task force of 11 Coronado residents was established.  The subcommittee met bimonthly 
over a period of 18 months.  After numerous public meetings and workshops, the subcommittee 
published a lengthy report and recommendations for zoning amendments.  The published RSIP-1 
report proposed a series of changes to zoning regulations to address the objective of preventing 
negative impacts of new residential development on the neighbors and on the community while 
preserving the pedestrian scale village atmosphere.  The RSIP-1 subcommittee developed 21 
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recommendations in 10 major areas and represented the most comprehensive review of single-family 
standards since the 1980s. 
 
In 2005, the Residential Standard Improvement Project (RSIP-1) was implemented:  RSIP-1 
resulted in the establishment of a performance-based Floor Area Ratio (FAR) based on a sloping 
relationship of FAR to lot size with the maximum FAR decreasing as the lot size increases.  The FAR 
was reduced, setbacks were increased, architectural features/encroachments were limited, and 
generally most standards became stricter.  Courtesy notification, property line surveys, and building 
certification requirements for new construction were also implemented.  
  
In 2008, revisions to the Carriage House Standards adopted as part of RSIP-1 occurred.  The 
changes reduced the size and tightened the standards for carriage houses to more clearly meet the 
goals of RSIP-1 for carriage house buildings (a garage with second story on an alley only). 
 
In 2009, revisions to Roof Dormer Standards and other “Clean-Up” items occurred to also more 
clearly meet the goals of the original RSIP-1. 
 
In 2009, RSIP-2 was initiated to review the effectiveness of the RSIP-1 regulations.  At that time, 
approximately 40 homes had been constructed according to the new development standards that were 
put in place as a result of the RSIP-1 process. 
 
In 2010, RSIP-2 was implemented resulting in approximately 20 revisions to the zoning code.  Some 
of the changes tightened regulations to control bulk and mass and others relaxed standards to promote 
design diversity. 
 
Multiple changes have occurred to the single-family residential standards over the past 30 years.  In 
particular, the FAR has been reduced at least four times.  During the early 1980s, a dwelling and 
garage on a typical 50’ x 140’ or 7,000 square foot lot in the R-1A zone had no FAR limitation.  Based 
only on setback and coverage restrictions, a dwelling and garage of up to 7,000 square feet of floor 
area or an effective FAR of 1.00 would have been permitted.   
 
Today, a dwelling and garage on the same 7,000 square foot lot would be limited to a Base FAR of 
.475 or 3,325 square feet.  Only by incorporating additional “design features” into the project can the 
FAR be increased up to a maximum of .595 or 4,165 square feet.  On the identical 7,000 square foot 
lot, the maximum floor area allowed for a combined dwelling and garage, comparing today to 1980, 
has been reduced by 2,835 square feet or 40.5%.  Between 2000 and today, the combined floor area 
permitted on the same lot decreased by 1,485 square feet or 26.3%. 
 
In 2013, RSIP-3 was initiated.  On August 20, 2013, the City Council adopted a motion directing 
that RSIP be reopened and called "RSIP-3" and that the reconstituted RSIP committee both review 
the work and the products that have been put together under the City’s RSIP standards and that they 
consider new ways to encourage and improve the residential standards that focus on improving the 
quality of neighborhoods within the single-family and R-3 multiple-family zones (see Attachment 2 
minutes).  On November 19, 2013 the Council also approved the membership of the RSIP-3 
committee to be made up of prior RSIP-2 members plus additional individuals.  The committee 
consists of the following Coronado residents: 
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1. Sheryl Rosander, Planning Commission Chair and homeowner who constructed a single-
family home under the RSIP standards. 

2. Dorothy Howard, Architect and Design Review Commission member. 
3. Lynn Dougan, Economist. 
4. Brian Trotier, Member 4ABC (For a Better Coronado). 
5. Martin Crossman, Architect. 
6. Robert Spear, R-3 owner and developer. 
7. Renee Wilson, Realtor and R-3 owner/developer. 
8. Aaron Sturm, building designer and Building Inspector. 

 
ANALYSIS:  The first RSIP-3 committee meeting was held on December 12, 2013.  The committee 
began its study by reaching out to the community to determine the public’s sentiment regarding 
zoning development standards and to identify issues and goals.  On May 21, 2014, a public workshop 
was conducted in the Community Center.  Eighty people attended the workshop and at the conclusion 
of a presentation they were asked to provide post-it-note comments stating what they wish RSIP 
would do and what they liked most about their neighborhoods; public testimony was also provided 
(Attachment 3). 
 
Following the workshop, an online public survey was opened.  The non-scientific survey consisted 
of 36 questions with the opportunity to provide comments at the end of each question.  There were a 
total of 344 responses with 97% or 333 from people that live in Coronado or own property in 
Coronado (see Attachment 5 for a detailed summary of the survey).  The survey results were analyzed 
to determine the issues which received 50% or greater interest from the total number of respondents.  
The significant issues identified include the following: 
 
 Bulk and Mass 

1. Houses too large 
2. Houses too tall on narrow lots 
3. Side yard setbacks too small  
4. Roof decks impact privacy and look bad 

 
Appearance 

5. Architectural variety has been reduced 
6. Older homes are being demolished 
7. Certain neighborhoods not permitted to be unique (e.g., Ocean and Glorietta Blvds.) 
8. Structural nonconformities remain when a house is remodeled 
9. Excessive overhead utilities 

 
Neighborly Consideration 

10. Air flow has been reduced 
11. Garage parking is not used 
12. Loss of privacy 
13. Loss of sunlight 
14. Windows at side yards in line with neighbor's windows 
15. Landscape encroachments over property lines 
16. New construction is not in scale with the neighborhood 
17. Exterior lights intrude/shine onto neighbor's property 
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Subsequently a "Problem vs Solution" matrix was developed to identify possible solutions to the 
above issues (Attachment 4). 
 
In addition, the City asked two development related questions in its May 2014 citizen survey.  This 
scientifically based random sample survey of 316 residents had a margin of error of 5%.   
 

Please rate your level of satisfaction with new single-family 
home construction within the City of Coronado? 
Excellent 14% 
Good 29% 
Fair 14% 
Poor 20% 
Don't know 23% 

 
In what way, if at all, should the City change the rules 
and laws for single family homes? 
Change to allow for larger homes? 11% 
Keep the same as they today? 27% 
Change to reduce the size of homes allowed? 34% 
Don't know? 29% 

 
The RSIP-3 committee conducted noticed public meetings with two meetings per month since 
December 2013.  After lenghtly discussion and analysis a consensus was reached and the committee 
prepared a list of 25 recommendations and 10 clean-up/clarification items.  An additional 38 issues 
were considered but no changes recommended.  The categories of suggested amendments include 
off-street parking, Design Review, floor area ratio (FAR), second story mass and building height, 
non-conforming structures, and miscellaneous. 
 
The significant recommendations include: 
 
Off-Street Parking: 

1. For a lot size of 4,000 sq.ft. or less, require that one of the two mandatory off-street parking 
spaces per dwelling be open on two or more sides and unenclosed with no fence, wall or gate 
separating the access to the parking space from the alley or street.  If said unenclosed space is 
covered and attached to a building, it shall be integrated into the architecture of the adjoining 
building.  Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street shall be screened from 
the street.  No side or rear yard setback shall be required for an on-grade uncovered parking 
space. 

2. For lots 5,600 sq. ft. and greater (e.g., 40' x 140' lot), require three off-street parking spaces 
with two required to be enclosed.  The third space may be enclosed or open.  If an unenclosed 
space is covered and attached to a building, it shall be integrated into the architecture of the 
adjoining building.  Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street shall be 
screened from the street.  For said third space, no front, side or rear yard setback shall be 
required for an on-grade uncovered parking space.  Driveways may be used for the third space 
including a tandem configuration.  (No changes are recommend for lot sizes of 4,000 – 5,600 
sq. ft. – maintain two enclosed spaces.) 
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3. Require the first parking space of tandem parking in all zones, closest to the adjacent street or 
alley, to be open on two or more sides and unenclosed with no fence, wall or gate separating 
the access to the parking space from the alley or street.  If said unenclosed space is covered 
and attached to a building, it shall be integrated into the architecture of the adjoining building.  
Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street shall be screened from the street.  
No side or rear yard setback shall be required for an on-grade uncovered parking space.  Open 
underground parking shall be exempt from this section. 

4. Disallow a parking space on a sloped driveway greater than 14% as qualifying as a required 
parking space (this is intended to limit the degree of slope where the car parks, not to restrict 
sloped driveways).  (No current restriction.) 

5. Require 50% of the off-street parking required for multiple family development in the R-3 
zone to be open and unenclosed on two or more sides with no fence, wall or gate separating 
the access to said parking from the alley or street (group open parking above or below grade 
shall qualify as open and unenclosed.  Gates or doors to shared driveways are permitted).  If 
said unenclosed space is covered and attached to a building, it shall be integrated into the 
architecture of the adjoining building.  Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a 
street shall be screened from the street.  No side or rear yard setback shall be required for on-
grade uncovered parking open to the sky. 

Design Review: 
6. For single family or duplex development in the R-3 zone (CMC 86.14.035B), allow for two 

options:  
a. Design Review Commission approval with a maximum .70 FAR, no prescriptive 

design features, 50% lot coverage and single family/duplex R-3 height limits (light 
plane standard not applicable), or 

b. No Design Review Commission approval if follow all of the standards in the Single 
Family R-1B zone - Chapter 86.10.030 – 86.10.080 and 86.10.100 – 86.10.170 (FAR 
range with additional design features, 50% lot coverage, second story rear yard 
setback, etc.), (light plane standard not applicable) (DRC currently only required if 
three or more units on one lot or as an optional FAR pt. for single family/duplex.) 

7. Require Design Review Commission approval for all roof decks and access to said roof decks 
if the walking surface of the deck is 14 ft. or greater above grade for all development in the 
R-1 and R-3 zones.  (In-lieu of a ridged roof deck setback formula, DRC will review the 
placement of roof decks and access to roof decks so they are architecturally pleasing and 
sensitive to privacy and shadowing of neighbors.) 

Roof decks solely for mechanical equipment, located below the daylight plane, screened 
behind solid walls, a maximum of 40 sq. ft., positioned a minimum of two feet from an exterior 
façade and not accessed by permanent stairs or a permanent ladder shall not require Design 
Review Commission approval.  (Design Review is currently not required for any development 
in the R-1 zones but is presently required for construction of three or more units in the R-3 
zone.) 

 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 

8. For all development in the R-1 and R-3 zones:  Require an additional 50% of the floor area of 
the perimeter of the second story to be counted as Floor Area and FAR if any portion of an 
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attic contains an exterior door or roof dormer open to the attic or other opening in the roof 
surface that is designed to admit light into the attic or provide exterior access to or from the 
attic.  (Currently attic area greater than 5' x 5' with windows or doors is included in FAR.  
CMC 86.04.740 & 86.04.307). 

9. Limit the FAR exemption for enclosed parking in single family, duplex or multi units in R-3 
to 200 sq. ft. for one car and 400 sq. ft. for two cars/unit. 

10. Require the portion of second story balconies or decks which are covered with a roof that is 
less than 65% open to the sky and projects greater than eight feet from any adjoining second 
story façade to be included in FAR (include the deck area beyond the eight feet and below the 
roof only as FAR). 

11. Revise FAR additional design features and points table for single-family zones including the 
deletion of features and points which do not reduce the appearance of bulk or mass – see 
revised FAR Pt. lists – two attached (R-1A/R-1B and the R-1A Bay Front Subzone). 
 

Second Story Mass and Building Height: 
12. Allow lot coverage to increase from 50% to 60% so long as the main building is limited to 

one story with a maximum height of 14 feet to the top of a flat roof and 20 feet to the ridge of 
a sloped roof with a pitch of 3:12 or greater.  (Currently, two stories are permitted with a 
maximum 50% lot coverage.  The goal is to reduce the bulk and mass on the second floor.) 

13. Limit the second story floor area of a main building to no greater than the first story floor area 
(attached garages shall be considered as part of the first story floor area).  (Currently no 2nd 
story to first story ratio – regulated by FAR and lot coverage.) 

14. Require a second story rear yard setback of 40% of lot depth for SFDs except for lots less than 
110' deep which shall require a second story rear yard setback of 30% of lot depth.  (Currently, 
20% of lot depth required except when both 110' or greater in depth and 6,000 sq. ft. or greater 
in lot size, then 40% required).  (Not applicable to Bay Front subzone.) 

15. Replace the current main building height limits in the R-1 zones (not applicable to Bay Front 
subzone) with a daylight plane standard (see below diagram).  The daylight plane standard 
would extend along both side property lines to reduce bulk and mass, to preserve privacy and 
exposure to natural light by limiting a single-family dwelling height limit to within an 
imaginary enclosure defined as a line rising vertically for 18 ft. along the side property lines, 
then angle upward 45° toward the center of the lot to the following lot width : height limits: 

 
Lot Width Height Limit for roof   Height Limit for roof pitch less than 3:12, 

 pitch 3:12 and greater including the top of any wall surrounding a 
      roof with a pitch of less than 3:12 
< 27 ft.   26 ft.    25 ft. 
27 - 27.9 ft.  27 ft.    25 ft. 
28 – 28.9 ft.  28 ft.    25 ft. 
29 – 29.9 ft.  29 ft.    25 ft. 
30 ft. & greater 30 ft.    25 ft. 
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Daylight Plane 
 

 
Daylight Plane Exceptions: 
The following features may extend beyond the daylight plane: 

a. Dormers, gables, cupolas, domes, skylights, parapet walls or similar architectural 
features provided that such features shall not exceed the height limit and the sum of the 
actual or implied volume of such features which project beyond the daylight plane shall 
not exceed a maximum of 100 cubic feet when both sides are combined.  Furthermore, 
no one side shall exceed 50 cubic feet except for a southerly facing side which shall be 
allowed a maximum of 100 cubic feet.  The area of parapet walls, roof decks behind 
parapet walls and similar design features, shall include the volume bounded by the 
daylight plane, the vertical face of the parapet wall and a level plane at the top of the 
parapet. 

b. Cornices, eaves, and similar architectural features provided such features do not extend 
past the daylight plane more than two feet (flat roofs, flat eaves, continuous walls or 
enclosures of usable interior space are prohibited to extend past the daylight plane except 
as permitted above); 

c. Chimneys and flues that do not exceed 5 feet in width, provided that chimneys do not 
extend past the required daylight plane a distance exceeding the minimum required by 
building codes; 

d. Antennas. 
 
16. Restrict the size and number of roof dormers above a second story allowed for development 

in the R-3 zone to match the current dormer regulations in the R-1 zones (currently no limits 
in the R-3 zone, CMC 86.08.080). 

17. Require all mechanical equipment where the top of said equipment is 6 ft. or greater above 
grade to be screened on all sides with solid walls.  Said equipment or screening shall not 
protrude above the daylight plane unless otherwise exempt.  The required screening shall be 
part of the building architecture and not a free-standing wall surrounding the equipment. 
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18. Limit the access, height and types of structures providing access to or located on roof decks 
above 14 ft. in height for the R-1 and R-3 zones (expand current R-1 restrictions and add to 
R-3 (CMC 86.08.090): 

a. Access to said decks or balconies shall not be enclosed or covered unless said access 
is incorporated into the main roof of the building, shall not be through a roof dormer, 
and shall not have the appearance of a separate story or structure; 

b. No portion of said decks or balconies shall be covered and shall be 100 percent 
permanently open to the passage of light and air to the sky; 

c. In no case shall the top of structures on roof decks (e.g., fireplaces and chimneys, spas, 
barbecues, storage cabinets, mechanical equipment, etc.) exceed the allowable 
building height. 

19. Revise the height limits in the R-3 zone: 
a. Multi-family main buildings: 

i. Change point of reference to measuring building height from the mid point of 
a roof to the ridge of roof, top of parapet wall, guardrail, etc. as currently used 
in the R-1 zones. 

ii. Limit the maximum height of a < 4:12 pitch roof, parapet wall, guardrail, 
mechanical equipment, or similar feature to 30 feet above Grade. 

iii. Limit the maximum ridge height of a sloped (≥ 4:12 pitch) roof to 30 feet above 
Grade except that 15% of the roof plan area may extend to 33 feet above Grade. 

iv. 30% of the building's roof plan area, top of parapet walls, guardrails, etc. shall 
be limited to 26 feet in height. 

b. Single-family or duplex main buildings: 
i. Single-family or duplex main buildings shall not contain more than two 

stories and shall comply with the following: 
1. Main buildings with a flat, mansard, or sloped roof with a pitch of less 

than 4:12 shall not exceed a maximum of 23 feet in height except for 
parapet walls, guardrails, mechanical equipment or similar features, 
which shall not exceed 25 feet in height; 

2. Main buildings with a sloped roof of 4:12 and greater but less than 6:12 
shall not exceed a maximum of 27 feet, six inches in height to the top 
of a roof ridge, parapet wall, guardrail, mechanical equipment, or 
similar feature; 

3. Main buildings with a sloped roof of 6:12 or greater shall not exceed a 
maximum of 30 feet in height to the top of a roof ridge, parapet wall, 
guardrail, mechanical equipment, or similar feature.  That portion of 
the roof exceeding 27 feet, six inches shall be limited to a maximum of 
15% of the entire building's roof plan area. 

 
Nonconforming Structures: 

20. Any building with one or more structural nonconformities (i.e., setbacks, lot coverage, FAR 
and parking) that is proposed to be enlarged where the proposed total floor area is greater than 
150% of the original building floor area shall be required to conform to all City regulations in 
effect at the time of Building Permit issuance.  Exception:  In order for new development to 
be approved where said floor area exceeds 150% of the original building, all of the following 
criteria shall be satisfied: 
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a. The original architectural style shall be preserved and applied to the enlarged building; 
b. The original front façade shall be preserved in place; 
c. Approval from the Design Review Commission or Historic Resource Commission (if 

a designated historic resource). 

Miscellaneous: 

21. Allow roof eaves to project 1/3 into a side yard setback without a cap of 24".  (Current allows 
a 1/3 projection for eaves but sets a maximum of 24" - 86.04.094 and 86.56.580.) 

22. Extend the required courtesy notice of construction to adjoining neighbors to all zones 
(currently only required in single-family zones). 

23. Require all utilities (e.g. power, cable, telephone) to be underground for new construction 
(where power is accessible) in all zones (currently only required in R-1A(BF) zone or with 
subdivision map, or optional FAR Pt.). 

24. Reduce height of fences or walls in front yards to four feet except fences or walls located on 
the side property lines may project into the required front yard 8 ft. up to a maximum height 
of 6 ft.  Said 6 ft. fence or wall shall extend no closer than 10 ft. to the front property line.  
(Currently, 60% of front yard may be enclosed with a fence or wall up to 6' in height, 
remaining 40% is limited to 4' high.) 

25. Allow lots on ends of blocks to front on numbered streets (First through Tenth Streets, except 
SR 75 & 282), to have a lot depth of 50 ft., and a curb cut on the numbered streets for the 
corner lots (Coronado Subdivision Ordinance currently requires a minimum 70' lot depth.)  
(Benefit = two 50' x 70' lots with square homes instead of two 25' x 140' lots with long narrow 
dwellings.) 

 
If the City Council's direction is to carry out the RSIP-3 recommendations, City staff will work with 
the City Attorney's office to prepare revised Municipal Code language.  Consideration of revisions to 
the zoning regulations require a noticed public hearing with the Planning Commission, and a noticed 
public hearing with the City Council to introduce the ordinance.  Final adoption by the City Council 
would occur at a subsequent meeting.  The revised regulations would become effective 30 days after 
City Council adoption. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council may choose to modify, omit or add to any of the proposed 
amendments. 
 
Submitted by Community Development Department/Peter Fait 
Attachments: 

1. RSIP-3 Draft Committee Recommendations 
2. City Council Minutes of August 29, 2013 
3. Workshop Public Comments 
4. Problem vs Solution Matrix 
5. On-Line Survey Summary 
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RSIP-3 

DRAFT 
 COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

January 15, 2016 
 

Committee Approved Recommendations by Topic: 

Off-Street Parking: 

1. For a lot size of 4000 sq.ft. or less, require that one of the two mandatory off-street parking spaces 
per dwelling be open on two or more sides and unenclosed with no fence, wall or gate separating 
the access to the parking space from the alley or street.  If said unenclosed space is covered and 
attached to a building it shall be integrated into the architecture of the adjoining building.  
Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street shall be screened from the street.  No 
side or rear yard setback shall be required for an on-grade uncovered parking space. 

2. For lots 5,600 sq.ft. and greater (e.g. 40' x 140' lot) require 3 off-street parking spaces with 2 
required to be enclosed.  The 3rd space may be enclosed or open.  If an unenclosed space is 
covered and attached to a building it shall be integrated into the architecture of the adjoining 
building.  Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street shall be screened from the 
street.  For said 3rd space, no front, side or rear yard setback shall be required for an on-grade 
uncovered parking space.  Driveways may be used for the 3rd space including a tandem 
configuration.  (No changes are recommend for lot sizes of 4000 – 5600 sq. ft. – maintain 2 
enclosed spaces.) 

3. Require the first parking space of tandem parking in all zones, closest to the adjacent street or 
alley, to be open on two or more sides and unenclosed with no fence, wall or gate separating the 
access to the parking space from the alley or street.  If said unenclosed space is covered and 
attached to a building it shall be integrated into the architecture of the adjoining building.  
Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street shall be screened from the street.  No 
side or rear yard setback shall be required for an on-grade uncovered parking space.  Open 
underground parking shall be exempt from this section. 

4. Disallow a parking space on a sloped driveway greater than 14% as qualifying as a required 
parking space (this is intended to limit the degree of slope where the car parks, not to restrict 
sloped driveways).  (No current restriction.) 

5. Require 50% of the off-street parking required for each unit of multiple family development in the 
R-3 zone to be open and unenclosed on two or more sides with no fence, wall or gate separating 
the access to said parking from the alley or street.  (Group open parking above or below grade 
shall qualify as open and unenclosed.  Gates or doors to shared common driveways are permitted).  
If said unenclosed space is covered and attached to a building it shall be integrated into the 
architecture of the adjoining building.  Uncovered parking spaces adjoining and parallel to a street 
shall be screened from the street.  No side or rear yard setback shall be required for on-grade 
uncovered parking open to the sky. 
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Design Review Commission (DRC): 

6. For single family or duplex development in the R-3 zone (CMC 86.14.035B) allow the property 
owner two options:  

a. Design Review Commission approval with a maximum .70 FAR, no prescriptive design 
features, 50% lot coverage and single family/duplex R-3 height limits (light plane standard 
not applicable), or 

b. No Design Review Commission approval if follow all of the standards in the Single 
Family R-1B zone - chapter 86.10.030 – 86.10.080 and 86.10.100 – 86.10.170 (FAR range 
with additional design features, 50% lot coverage, etc.), (light plane standard & 2nd story 
rear yard setback not applicable) (DRC currently only required if three or more units on 
one lot or as an optional FAR pt. for single family/duplex.) 

7. Require Design Review Commission approval for all roof decks and access to said roof decks if 
the walking surface of the deck is 14 ft. or greater above grade for all development in the R-1 & 
R-3 zones.  (In-lieu of a strict roof deck setback formula, DRC will review the placement of roof 
decks and access to roof decks so they are architecturally pleasing and sensitive to privacy and 
shadowing of neighbors.) 

Roof decks solely for mechanical equipment, located below the daylight plane, screened behind 
solid walls, a maximum of 40 sq. ft., positioned a minimum of two feet from an exterior façade 
and not accessed by permanent stairs or a permanent ladder shall not require Design Review 
Commission approval.  (Design Review is currently not required for any development in the R-1 
zones but is presently required for construction of three or more units in the R-3 zone.) 

 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 

8. For all development in the R-1 and R-3 zones:  Require an additional 50% of the floor area of the 
perimeter of the second story to be counted as Floor Area and FAR if any portion of an attic 
accessible by permanent stairs, contains an exterior door or roof dormer open to the attic or other 
opening in the roof surface that is designed to admit light into the attic or provide exterior access 
to or from the attic.  (Currently attic area greater than 5'x5' with windows or doors is included in 
FAR.  CMC 86.04.740 & 86.04.307). 

9. Limit the FAR exemption for enclosed parking in single family, duplex or multi-family units in R-
3 to 200 sq.ft. for one car and 400 sq.ft. for two cars/unit. 

10. Require the portion of 2nd story balconies or decks which are covered with a roof that is less than 
65% open to the sky and projects greater than eight feet from any adjoining 2nd story façade to be 
included in FAR (include the deck area beyond the eight feet and below the roof only as FAR). 

11. Revise FAR additional design features and points table for single family zones including the 
deletion of features and points which do not reduce the appearance of bulk or mass – see revised 
FAR Pt. lists – two attached (R-1A/R-1B and the R-1A Bay Front Subzone). 
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Second Story Mass and Building Height: 

12. Allow lot coverage to increase from 50% to 60% so long as the main building is limited to one 
story with a maximum height of 14 feet to the top of a flat roof and 20 feet to the ridge of a sloped 
roof with a pitch of 3:12 or greater.  (Currently two stories are permitted with a maximum 50% lot 
coverage.  The goal is to reduce the bulk and mass on the 2nd floor.) 

13. Limit the second story floor area of a main building to no greater than the first story floor area 
(attached garages shall be considered as part of the first story floor area).  (Currently no 2nd story 
to first story ratio – regulated by FAR and lot coverage.) 

14. Require a 2nd story rear yard setback of 40% of lot depth for Single Family Dwellings (SFD) 
except for lots less than 110' deep which shall require a 2nd story rear yard setback of 30% of lot 
depth.  (Currently 20% of lot depth required except when both 110' or greater in depth and 6,000 
sq.ft. or greater in lot size, then 40% required).  (Not applicable to the Bay Front subzone). 

15. Replace the current main building height limits in the R-1 zones (not applicable to the Bay Front 
subzone) with a daylight plane standard (see below diagram).  The daylight plane standard would 
extend along both side property lines to reduce bulk and mass, to preserve privacy and exposure to 
natural light by limiting a single family dwelling height limit to within an imaginary enclosure 
defined as a line rising vertically for 18 ft. along the side property lines, then angle upward 45˚ 
towards the center of the lot to the following lot width : height limits: 

 
Lot Width Height Limit for roof   Height Limit for roof pitch less than 3:12, 

 pitch 3:12 and greater including the top of any wall surrounding a 
      roof with a pitch of less than 3:12 
< 27 ft.   26 ft.    25 ft. 
27 - 27.9 ft.  27 ft.    25 ft. 
28 – 28.9 ft.  28 ft.    25 ft. 
29 – 29.9 ft.  29 ft.    25 ft. 
30 ft. & greater 30 ft.    25 ft. 

 
Daylight Plane 
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Daylight Plane Exceptions: 
The following features may extend beyond the daylight plane: 

a. Dormers, gables, cupolas, domes, skylights, parapet walls or similar architectural features 
provided that such features shall not exceed the height limit and the sum of the actual or 
implied volume of such features which project beyond the daylight plane shall not exceed a 
maximum of 100 cubic feet when both sides are combined.  Furthermore, no one side shall 
exceed 50 cubic feet except for a southerly facing side which shall be allowed a maximum of 
100 cubic feet.  The area of parapet walls, roof decks behind parapet walls and similar design 
features, shall include the volume bounded by the daylight plane, the vertical face of the 
parapet wall and a level plane at the top of the parapet. 

b.  Cornices, eaves, and similar architectural features provided such features do not extend past 
the daylight plane more than 2 feet (flat roofs, flat eaves, continuous walls or enclosures of 
usable interior space are prohibited to extend past the daylight plane except as permitted 
above); 

c. Chimneys and flues that do not exceed 5 feet in width, provided that chimneys do not extend 
past the required daylight plane a distance exceeding the minimum required by building 
codes; 

d. Antennas. 
 
16. Restrict the size and number of roof dormers above a second story allowed for development in the 

R-3 zone to match the current dormer regulations in the R-1 zones (currently no limits in the R-3 
zone, CMC 86.08.080). 

17. Require all mechanical equipment where the top of said equipment is 6 ft. or greater above grade 
to be screened on all sides with solid walls.  Said equipment or screening shall not protrude above 
the daylight plane unless otherwise exempt.  The required screening shall be part of the building 
architecture and not a free-standing wall surrounding the equipment. 

18. Limit the access, height and types of structures providing access to or located on roof decks above 
14 ft. in height for the R-1 and R-3 zones (expand current R-1 restrictions & add to R-3 (CMC 
86.08.090): 

a. Access to said decks or balconies shall not be enclosed or covered unless said access is 

incorporated into the main roof of the building, shall not be through a roof dormer, and 

shall not have the appearance of a separate story or structure; 

b. No portion of said decks or balconies shall be covered with any structures and shall be 

100 percent permanently open to the passage of light and air to the sky; 
c. In no case shall the top of structures on roof decks (e.g. fireplaces and chimneys, spas, 

barbecues, storage cabinets, mechanical equipment etc.) exceed the allowable building 
height. 

19. Revise the height limits in the R-3 zone: 
a. Multi-family main buildings: 

i. Change point of reference to measuring building height from the mid pt. of a roof 
to the ridge of roof, top of parapet wall, guardrail, etc. as currently used in the R-1 
zones. 

ii. Limit the maximum height of a < 4:12 pitch roof, parapet wall, guardrail, 
mechanical equipment or similar feature to 30 feet above Grade. 

iii. Limit the maximum ridge height of a sloped (≥ 4:12 pitch) roof to 30 feet above 
Grade except that 15% of the roof plan area may extend to 33 feet above Grade. 
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iv. 30% of the building's roof plan area, top of parapet walls, guardrails, etc. shall be 
limited to 26 feet in height. 

b. Single-family or duplex main buildings: 
i. Single-family or duplex main buildings shall not contain more than two stories 

and shall comply with the following: 
1. Main buildings with a flat, mansard, or sloped roof with a pitch of less than 

4:12 shall not exceed a maximum of 23 feet in height except for parapet 
walls, guardrails, mechanical equipment or similar features, which shall not 
exceed 25 feet in height; 

2. Main buildings with a sloped roof of 4:12 and greater but less than 6:12 
shall not exceed a maximum of 27 feet, six inches in height to the top of a 
roof ridge, parapet wall, guardrail, mechanical equipment or similar feature; 

3. Main buildings with a sloped roof of 6:12 or greater shall not exceed a 
maximum of 30 feet in height to the top of a roof ridge, parapet wall, 
guardrail, mechanical equipment or similar feature.  That portion of the roof 
exceeding 27 feet, six inches shall be limited to a maximum of 15% of the 
entire building's roof plan area. 

 

Nonconforming Structures: 

20. Any building with one or more structural nonconformities (i.e. setbacks, lot coverage, FAR and 
parking) that is proposed to be enlarged where the proposed total floor area is greater than 150% 
of the original building floor area shall be required to conform to the all City regulations in effect 
at the time of Building Permit issuance.  Exception:  In order for new development to be approved 
where said floor area exceeds 150% of the original building, all of the following criteria shall be 
satisfied: 

a. The original architectural style shall be preserved and applied to the enlarged building; 
b. The original front façade shall be preserved in place; 
c. Approval from the Design Review Commission or Historic Resource Commission (if a 

designated historic resource). 

 

Miscellaneous: 

21. Allow roof eaves to project 1/3 into a side yard setback without a cap of 24".  (Current allows a 
1/3 projection for eaves but sets a maximum of 24" - 86.04.094 & 86.56.580.) 

22. Extend the required courtesy notice of construction to adjoining neighbors to all zones (currently 
only required in single family zones). 

23. Require all utilities (e.g. power, cable, telephone) to be underground for new construction (where 
power is accessible) in all zones (currently only required in R-1A (BF) zone or with subdivision 
map, or optional FAR Pt.). 

24. Reduce height of fences or walls in front yards to four feet except fences or walls located on the 
side property lines may project into the required front yard 8 ft. up to a maximum height of 6 ft.  
Said 6 ft. fence or wall shall extend no closer than 10 ft. to the front property line.  (Currently 60% 
of front yard may be enclosed with a fence or wall up to 6' in height, remaining 40% is limited to 
4' high.) 
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25. Allow lots on ends of blocks to front on numbered streets (First through Tenth Streets, except SR 
75 & 282), to have a lot depth of 50 ft., and a curb cut on the numbered streets for the corner lots 
(Coronado Subdivision Ordinance currently requires a minimum 70' lot depth.)  (Benefit = two 
50'x70' lots with square homes instead of two 25'x140' lots with long narrow dwellings.) 

 

Staff "Clean-up" Recommendations: 

26. Delete old height restriction for accessory buildings and garages found in Special Provisions 
Chapter 86.56.100D & E since it's duplicative and not consistent with RSIP 1 height restrictions 
found in each zone chapter. 

27. Delete reference to "carports" in 86.56.100 C & E since carports have not been permitted to satisfy 
off-street parking requirements since prior to RISP 1. 

28. Clarify that carriage house roof pitches of 3:12 or greater in 86.56.110 K are to apply to all of the 
2nd story main roof, 2nd story dormers and 2nd story roof elements and not to single story roof 
elements. 

29. Clarify that mechanical equipment such as AC compressors would require a max. side yard of 5' 
as permitted for pool equipment.  (Add to 86.08.060A5, 86.09 & 86.10). 

30. Amend language in 86.08.060B & 86.10.060B to clarify that the zero lot line option is intended 
for two adjoining dwellings.  Add: "Where two single-family dwelling buildings, duplex 
development, or detached garage is proposed for two or more lots……" 

31. Fix typo in 86.10.070 last sentence where reference is made to 86.14.040.  Reference should be 
86.10.040. 

32. Allow a reduced front yard setback for lots which front solely on an alley of five feet to the first 
story and 10 feet for the second story (Section 86.56.630 allows an average front yard exception 
but does not address alley lots.  This was revised in RSIP 1 with an unintended negative impact to 
alley lots). 

33. Revise the required front yard setback for lots in the R-3 zone to match the R-1A & R-1B code: 
R-1 states: "There shall be a front yard of not less than 25 feet.  Lots having a depth of 60 
feet or less shall have a front yard of no less than 15 percent of the depth of the lot." 
 
R-3 States: "There shall be a front yard of not less than 25 percent of the depth of the lot; 
provided, however, such front yard need not exceed 25 feet." 

34. Clarify in section 86.56.600B & C that a roof eave and any support columns above 2nd story 
balconies or decks projecting into a front yard setback are limited to a 4 ft. projection into the 
required front yard setback. 

35. Revise 86.56.110G to allow parking on the first floor of a carriage house to be enclosed or open 
depending on lot size (RSIP recommendation # 1 & 2). 

36. Clarify in section 86.58.040 that curb cuts and driveways shall permitted only when serving 
required off-street parking. 

 
Issues Considered but No Changes Recommended: 

37. Reduce SFD allowed height of 1st floor above "Grade" (current 30" max). 
38. Reduce the current 8 ft. projection allowed for first floor porches into a front yard setback. 
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39. Keep the existing unique set of coverage & FAR standards for SFD or duplex development (less 
than 3 units) in the R-3 zone but consider revisions to said standards. 

40. Allow carriage houses in the R-3 zone. 
41. Require Design Review Commission approval for single family/duplex development in the R-1 

zones. 
42. Establish a different FAR for unique neighborhoods, such as the perimeter roads of Ocean or 

Glorietta Boulevards. 
43. Prohibit pedestrian roof decks above 14 ft. for lots less than 35 ft. wide.  (In-lieu of these 

standards RSIP is recommending Design Review Commission approval of roof decks.) 
44. Reduce the projection allowed for the floor of 2nd story decks on the roof of porches into a front 

yard setback in R-1 and R-3 zones (Currently allowed 8' or 100% of the roof of a porch with the 
first 4' into the front setback allowed to be covered.  Balconies without a porch below are limited 
to a 4' projection). 

45. If a 2nd story projects beyond the 1st story then include that area below the 2nd story in 
allowable FAR.  (Currently no current restriction and exempt from FAR if 50% or more of the 
surrounding walls are 65% or more open.) 

46. Increase side yard setbacks on mid-size lots (7,000 - 9,000 sq.ft.).  (Current requires 10% - 11% 
of lot width, depending on lot size.) 

47. Require increased 2nd story side yard setback for a certain percent of side façade length (tie to 
solar access?).  (Current side setback for 2nd story is same as 1st floor.) 

48. Require increased 2nd story front yard setback (additional 4' ?).  (Currently no additional 2nd 
story front setback required.) 

49. Prohibit bay windows on 2nd story projecting into interior side yards on lots less than 50 ft. 
wide.  (Currently permitted to project one-third of required setback, e.g. 50' lot requires a 5' side 
yard and allows a 20" bay window projection.) 

50. Mandate greater façade plane off-sets along side facades.  (see CMC 86.08.140 & 86.14.140) 
51. Increase side yard setback for balconies above 1st story in R-1 and R-3 zones.  (Currently not 

allowed to project into an interior side yard setback but are allowed to project 1/3 with a 
maximum of 24" into a street side yard.  Balconies are permitted along an interior side façade so 
long as the balcony is recessed into the building and not projecting into the required side 
setback.) 
a. Consider a minimum interior side yard setback of 5 ft. for balconies located along an 
interior side and rear façade. 

52. Mandate window off-sets (from neighbor's windows) along second story side facades on lots 
less than 50 ft. wide.  (Currently only required as an optional FAR bonus, 1 point.) 

53. Allow adjacent neighbors to review and comment on new construction plans.  (Not currently 
required.) 

54. Increase incentives for Historic Preservation.  (Currently FAR bonus of 2 points provided.) 
55. Restrict the intrusion of exterior lights onto adjacent property.  (No current restrictions.) 
56. Limit obstruction of solar access to neighbors.  (Not currently regulated by City.) 
57. Prohibit tandem parking for all residential development.  (Currently allowed for multi-family of 

3 or more units.  Also allowed for single family and duplex only "…on a lot less than 50 feet in 
width and either has no alley access or fronts solely on an alley, or for lots with a "gross lot area" 
of less than 3,500 square feet, or when it is not reasonably possible to otherwise provide the 
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required off-street parking due to lot configuration or location of a main building, permanent 
accessory building, or swimming pool.") 

58. Provide for a FAR Pt. if existing structural nonconformities are removed (i.e. substandard 
setbacks, height, etc.).  (Not a current option.) 

59. Require a FAR Pt. deduction if existing structural non-conformities are maintained (i.e. 
substandard setbacks, height, etc.).  (Not a current deduction). 

60. Apply the above proposed Daylight Plane standard (or a modified version) to development of 
three or more units in the R-3 zone. 

61. Require additional setbacks and restrictions for roof decks in the R-3 zone. 
62. Reduce allowed height of 1st floor walking surface to 30" above grade in the R-3 zone, as 

limited in the R-1 zones, regardless of underground parking. 
63. Allow side & rear yard setback exceptions for accessory structures and garages in the R-3 zone 

as allowed in the R-1 zones. 
64. Limit the repetition of the same floor plan and exterior design on a block face for R-3 

development. (Design Review Commission will address.) 
65. Limit the repetition of the same floor plan for R-1 zones and for single family and duplex in R-1 

R-3 zones.  (Design Review Commission will review in R-3 and FAR requires a different front 
elevation for R-1 zones.) 

66. Require the above Daylight Plane standard (or a modified version) to apply to single family or 
duplex development in the R-3 zone.  (Design Commission will review.) 

67. Revise the interior side yard setback for roof decks in the R-1 zones to not require an additional 
façade setback if the roof deck is setback 20 ft. or more from a side property line.  (Not 
necessary since RSIP recommending Design Review Commission approval for all roof decks 
over 14' in height.) 

68. Include additional areas in "Floor Area Equivalent" such as an on-grade open patio below a 2nd 
story room. 

69. Require above grade enclosed parking in R-3 to be included in FAR as required in the R-1 
zones. 

70. Reduce .90 FAR maximum limit for multifamily in R-3 zone. 
71. Reduce FAR minimum and/or maximum limits for SFDs in R-1 zones. 

a. Revise minimum, midpoint or max FAR along the Base FAR graph line. 
b. Revise minimum, midpoint or max FAR along the Max. FAR graph line. 
(See CMC 86.08.035) (Not necessary since bulk and mass has been moved to the first story via 
the new daylight plane height and side setback requirement, the increased second story rear yard 
setback and Design Review Commission approval). 

72. Prohibit elevator stops above the second floor. 
73. Limit the height of attic exterior walls adjacent to roof decks to 4 ft. 
74. Prohibit exterior doors from attics to roof decks and limit access to roof decks above a 2nd story 

solely from open and unenclosed stairs 
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R-1A & R-1B – SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONES 
 

RSIP-3 
PROPOSED REVISIONS 

(All Single Family Zones Except Bay Front) 
(Deletions are shown in red strikethrough and additions in blue underline ) 

November 19, 2015 

86.08.035 Floor area ratio. 

Development shall not exceed a base and maximum "floor area ratio" (FAR) in accordance with the following chart and 
table: 

 
  

Allowable Base "Floor Area Ratio" (FAR) and Maximum FAR vs. "Gross Lot Area" (GLA) 
GLA Base 

FAR 
Max 
FAR 

GLA Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

600 0.641 0.740 3100 0.606 0.697 5600 0.525 0.633 8100 0.436 0.565 
700 0.640 0.738 3200 0.604 0.695 5700 0.521 0.630 8200 0.432 0.562 
800 0.639 0.736 3300 0.603 0.693 5800 0.518 0.628 8300 0.429 0.560 
900 0.637 0.735 3400 0.601 0.692 5900 0.514 0.625 8400 0.425 0.557 
1000 0.636 0.733 3500 0.600 0.690 6000 0.511 0.622 8500 0.421 0.554 
1100 0.634 0.731 3600 0.596 0.687 6100 0.507 0.619 8600 0.418 0.552 
1200 0.633 0.729 3700 0.593 0.685 6200 0.504 0.617 8700 0.414 0.549 
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1300 0.631 0.728 3800 0.589 0.682 6300 0.500 0.614 8800 0.411 0.546 
1400 0.630 0.726 3900 0.586 0.679 6400 0.496 0.611 8900 0.407 0.543 
1500 0.629 0.724 4000 0.582 0.676 6500 0.493 0.609 9000 0.404 0.541 
1600 0.627 0.723 4100 0.579 0.674 6600 0.489 0.606 9100 0.400 0.538 
1700 0.626 0.721 4200 0.575 0.671 6700 0.486 0.603 9200 0.396 0.535 
1800 0.624 0.719 4300 0.571 0.668 6800 0.482 0.600 9300 0.393 0.533 
1900 0.623 0.717 4400 0.568 0.666 6900 0.479 0.598 9400 0.389 0.530 
2000 0.621 0.716 4500 0.564 0.663 7000 0.475 0.595 9500 0.386 0.527 
2100 0.620 0.714 4600 0.561 0.660 7100 0.471 0.592 9600 0.382 0.524 
2200 0.619 0.712 4700 0.557 0.657 7200 0.468 0.590 9700 0.379 0.522 
2300 0.617 0.711 4800 0.554 0.655 7300 0.464 0.587 9800 0.375 0.519 
2400 0.616 0.709 4900 0.550 0.652 7400 0.461 0.584 9900 0.371 0.516 
2500 0.614 0.707 5000 0.546 0.649 7500 0.457 0.581 10000 0.368 0.514 
2600 0.613 0.705 5100 0.543 0.647 7600 0.454 0.579 10100 0.364 0.511 
2700 0.611 0.704 5200 0.539 0.644 7700 0.450 0.576 10200 0.361 0.508 
2800 0.610 0.702 5300 0.536 0.641 7800 0.446 0.573 10300 0.357 0.505 
2900 0.609 0.700 5400 0.532 0.638 7900 0.443 0.571 10400 0.354 0.503 
3000 0.607 0.699 5500 0.529 0.636 8000 0.439 0.568 10500 0.350 0.500 

 

The base FAR may be cumulatively increased to the maximum FAR shown in the above chart and table if the 
development is designed: 
A. With a different front elevation compared to all other development on both the subject block face and the block 

face immediately across the street from the front of the subject property if new construction, replacement, or 50 
percent or more reconstructed or restored; and 

B. With one or more of the following additional design features incorporated into the project. Each additional 
design feature has a corresponding FAR bonus, which is cumulatively added to the base FAR up to the maximum 
FAR permitted above. In addition, the following list is succeeded by a list of FAR deductions, which 
cumulatively reduce the allowable FAR, but in no case shall the allowable FAR be reduced below the above 
base FAR: 

ADDITIONAL DESIGN FEATURES FAR 
BONUS 

LANDSCAPE 
(A maximum of 0.03 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

 

1. Preserve an existing tree (with a minimum diameter of eight inches for a shade tree or 16 
inches for a palm tree, measured four feet, six inches above the root crown, and a height of no less than 
20 feet) and its root system in the required front yard, and install an automatic irrigation system for all 
landscaping in the front yard, including the adjoining public property. 

.02 

2. Preserve an existing shade tree (with a minimum diameter of eight inches, measured four feet, 
six inches above the root crown, and a height of no less than 20 feet) and its root system on the subject 
property, other than within the required front yard, and install an automatic irrigation system for all 
landscaping in the rear yard. 

.01 

3a. Plant a shade tree (with a minimum diameter of three inches, measured four feet, six inches 
above the root crown) in the required front yard, and install an automatic irrigation system for all 
landscaping in the front yard, including the adjoining public property. 

.01 

3b. Design and install water-efficient plant material and irrigation in compliance with Chapter 
64.06 CMC for the entire lot (exemptions provided within Chapter 64.06 CMC shall not apply). 

.01 

4. A required front yard with no walls, fences or hedges over three feet in height excluding walls, 
fences, or hedges on or within 12 inches of the common side property lines, architectural features or 
columns on said walls or fences up to a maximum of four feet in height, and landscape accessory 
structures as permitted in CMC 86.56.595 plus all of the following: 

.02 
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 A. Installed landscaping with automatic irrigation for the entire lot and adjoining public 
property which has been designed by a licensed landscape architect; 

 

 B. Preservation or installation of three trees on the subject private property with at least one 
tree located in the front yard. A minimum of two of said trees shall be shade trees and all shade 
trees shall have a diameter of no less than three inches (measured four feet, six inches above the 
root crown). One of said trees may be a cluster of palm trees with a minimum of three stems with 
each stem having a minimum six-foot brown trunk height; 

 

 C. A minimum of 35 percent of the lot shall be landscaped, of which a maximum of one-half 
shall be decorative hardscape or water features; and 

 

 D. Plant material shall cover a minimum of 80 percent of the front yard between the main 
building and the front property line (excluding driveways within the front yard where the center of 
the driveway is planted and maintained with turf or other plant material equal to 100 percent or 
more of the total width of all hard drivable surface area (wheel well, Bermuda or Hollywood style 
driveways). 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 
(A maximum of 0.02 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

 

5. An addition designed to be compatible to, and to retain, the architectural style of the original 
dwelling. 

.01 

6. Underground all existing, proposed, and future utilities to the site. .01 
7. Install a building-integrated photovoltaic (BIPV) system incorporated into the building 
architecture with a minimum 1.2kW (kilowatts) (e.g., thin film photovoltaic (PV) cells integrated into 
roof shingles). (Bonus points for 7 and 8 may not be combined.) 

.01 

8. Install a minimum 1.2kW photovoltaic system with solar panels not visible from ground-level 
public property adjacent to the dwelling as viewed from within the property lines projected into all 
adjoining street rights-of-way. (Bonus points for 7 and 8 may not be combined.) 

.01 

FRONT PORCH  
3. 9. An unenclosed front porch with a minimum of 50 percent of the perimeter walls of said 

porch at least 65 percent or more permanently open to the passage of light and air (porches on corner 
lots may wrap a maximum of 60 percent of the required length around the corner of the dwelling from 
the front to the street side yard so long as required setbacks are satisfied): 

 

 A. Raised a minimum of 12 inches above the ground, has a length of at least 65 percent of the 
width of the dwelling, projects out a minimum of eight feet from the dwelling (eaves may project 
an additional 12 inches) and a minimum of 50 percent is covered with a permanent, solid, 
waterproof roof and the remaining portion covered by a minimum 10 percent solid trellis; or 

.02 

 B. Has a length of at least 50 percent of the width of the dwelling, projects out a minimum of 
six feet from the dwelling (eaves may project an additional 12 inches) and is 100 percent covered 
with a permanent, solid, waterproof roof. 

.01 

ROOFS 
(A maximum of 0.0203 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

 

4. 10. A roof on the main building having a slope of at least 4:12 but less than 6:12 for at 
least 80 percent of the total building area with eaves projecting a minimum of 12 inches for the entire 
sloped roof perimeter. 

.01 

5. 11. A roof on the main building with a pitch of 6:12 or greater for at least 80 percent of the 
total building area with eaves projecting a minimum of 12 inches for the entire sloped roof perimeter 
and the 6:12 portion of the roof's ridge axis perpendicular to the street. 

.02 

6. 12.  On lots which are 40 feet or less in width: a main building with a variation of 
roof lines visible from all adjoining street rights-of-way. 

.01 

7. 13. A roof on the main building having a slope of 4:12 or greater for at least 80 percent of 
the total building area with eaves equivalent to at least five percent of the width of the front facade for 
the entire sloped roof perimeter with a minimum of 24 inches. 

.01 

WINDOWS  
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8. 14. All windows along both side facades of the main building, at each storythe second 
story, offset horizontally at least 12 inches (edge to edge) from windows of immediately adjoining 
main buildings. Windows with a sill height of 66 inches or more above the floor, obscure, or separated 
by 20 feet or more horizontally are not required to be offset. 

.01 

 
STRUCTURAL COVERAGE  

9. 15. A maximum total structural coverage of 40 percent with exceptions otherwise 
permitted: 

 

 A. For lots with a gross lot area of 5,650 square feet or less; or .02 
 B. For lots with a gross lot area greater than 5,650 square feet. .01 

10. 16. A main building where the second story gross floor area and floor area equivalent is 50 
percent or less of the gross floor area and floor area equivalent of the first story. 

.02 

GARAGES AND DRIVEWAYS 
(A maximum of 0.02 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

 

11. 17. An on-grade detached garage adjacent to the rear property line with the following 
garage and site restrictions: (a) limited to a depth of 26 feet from the rear property line; (b) a maximum 
of 11 feet in height for flat roofs or 13 feet in height for sloped roofs of 4:12 or greater; and (c) a 
minimum rear yard setback of 66 feet to any main building (the separation between the garage and 
main building shall be open from the ground to the sky except for projections or landscape accessory 
structures otherwise permitted). 

.02 

12. 18. A garage with the following garage and site restrictions: (a) on a lot that does not abut 
an alley, or due to the location of the lot or physical attributes of the land the garage may only be 
accessed by vehicles through the front yard; (b) the garage provides the required covered parking; and 
(c) the lot is not a corner lot: 

 

 A. All on-grade garages located in the rear 50 percent of the lot depth with a driveway 
maximum width of 10 feet in the first 30 percent of the lot depth. 

.02 

 B. All on-grade attached garages with parking garage doors which are visible from the street 
with a maximum cumulative door width of 18 feet set back four feet or more from the dominant 
adjoining building facade which are wood and contain architectural details. 

.01 

 C. All parking garages with vehicle access doors turned 90 degrees or more from the street or 
which are otherwise not visible from the street, provided the garage door(s) are facing the adjacent 
side yard setback and the garage wall facing toward the street does not extend beyond the adjacent 
front facade of the building. 

.01 

 D. Driveways within the front yard setback where the center of the driveway is planted and 
maintained with turf or other plant material equal to 100 percent or more of the total width of all 
hard drivable surface area (wheel well, Bermuda or Hollywood style driveways). 

.01 

SETBACKS AND HEIGHT  
13. 19. A main building limited to one story with a maximum height of 14 feet to top of a flat 

roof and 20 feet to the ridge or peak of sloped roofs (otherwise permitted exceptions allowed). 
.03 

14. 20. A main building with a maximum flat or ridge roof height of 150 percent of the flat or 
sloped roof ridge height of the shortest of the immediately adjoining next door main building, provided 
at least one of the neighboring main buildings does not exceed one story or 14 feet in height (may not 
be combined with other height features). 

.02 

15. 21. A main building with a roof height limited to 90 percent of otherwise allowable height 
(may not be combined with other height features). 

.01 

16. 22. A second story front facade set back a minimum of eight feet from the dominant first 
story facade for a minimum of 70 percent of the width of the first story. 

.01 

17. 23. A courtyard along a northerly side property line which has a compass bearing between 
N 60° E and S 60° E, the side facade of the main building, open to the side yard, of at least 15 feet in 
depth (parallel to the side property line), and a minimum width of 30 percent of the lot width from the 
side property line. Said courtyard shall be open to the sky, except for architectural features which may 

.01 
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project into the courtyard up to a maximum of 10 percent of the lot width. Said courtyard shall be an 
integral part of the main building and not open to the front or rear yards. 
24. An increased front yard setback a minimum of eight feet for all stories for 50 percent or more 
of the front facade width with exceptions otherwise permitted from said increased setback line; 
provided, that any portion of a garage along the front facade is set back the additional eight feet. 

.02 

18. 25.  A main building with one increased side yard setback above 16 feet in height which 
slopes away from the vertical plane of the required side yard setback line by at least 45 degrees: 

 

 A. With the increased side yard provided along a northerly side property line which has a 
compass bearing between N 60° E and S 60° E; or 

.02 

 B. With the increased side yard located other than along the northerly side property described 
above. 
Dormers shall be permitted to encroach into the 45-degree setback; provided, that they comply with 
CMC 86.08.080, Dormers. 

.01 

19. 26. A main building with increased side yard setbacks on both sides above 16 feet in 
height which slope away from the vertical plane of the required side yard setback lines by at least 45 
degrees. Dormers shall be permitted to encroach into the 45-degree setbacks; provided, that they 
comply with CMC 86.08.080, Dormers (may not be combined with number 25). 

.02 

20. 27. One side yard setback above the first story which is at least 33 percent greater than the 
minimum required side yard setback. 

.01 

21. 28. Both side yard setbacks above the first story which are at least 33 percent greater than 
the minimum required side yard setback (may not be combined with number 27). 

.02 

29. A main building with one side yard setback for all stories which is at least 33 percent greater 
than the minimum required side yard setback with projections otherwise permitted from the increased 
setback line except for eaves which may project from the minimum setback line. 

.01 

30. A main building with both side yard setbacks for all stories which are at least 33 percent 
greater than the minimum required side yard setback with projections otherwise permitted from the 
increased setback line except for eaves which may project from the minimum setback line (may not be 
combined with number 29). 

.02 

22. 31. On lots which are 30 feet or less in width: two or more attached dwellings and covered 
parking constructed with a common zero side yard setback on two or more lots having contiguous 
interior lot lines. The remaining side yards shall not be less than 20 percent of the width of each 
respective lot. All side street lot lines and interior lot lines adjoining property not part of the 
development shall not be permitted to have such a reduced side yard. 

.02 

ARCHITECT AND DESIGN REVIEW  
23. 32. Plans drawn and signed by a California licensed architect with the architect-of-record's 

title block on all sheets of the plans.  The architect shall submit a copy of their current CA license and 
an affidavit signed by the architect stating that the plans were drawn by or under the direct supervision 
and approval of him or her. 

.01 

24. 33. Approval from the Design Review Commission of the exterior design of all existing 
and proposed structures on the property. 

.01.04 

HISTORIC DESIGNATION  
25. 34. Approval of a Historic Alteration Permit by the City of Coronado. Historic Resource 

Commission to alter, add to, or modify a main building designated as a historic resource by the City of 
Coronado, State of California, or the Federal Government. 

.02 

FAR DEDUCTIONS  
26. 35. FAR Deductions:  

 A. More than 18 lineal feet (cumulative) of garage door(s) or garage doors over 8 feet in 
height on the front facade of the main building; 

-.01 

 B. For existing dwellings, aA deck or balcony on any building adjoining a building facade or 
on or above the roof which is above the finished floor of the second story or 14 feet above grade, 
which does not have all of the following minimum setbacks: 

-.01 
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  1. A front and street side setback of five feet from the adjoining front or street side 
facade; 

 

  2. An interior side setback from the side facade of the structure as follows:  
  

 

 

  3. A rear setback of 50 percent of the lot depth;  
 C. A main building whose front and side elevations have architectural elements such as, but 

not limited to, windows, doors and columns that are higher than 14 feet. or have a cumulative 
proportion opening-to-solid of greater than 30 percent with each story per facade calculated 
separately; 

-.01 

 D. For existing dwellings, aA finished first story floor or a finished floor directly above an 
underground parking garage or basement greater than 30 inches above grade; 

-.01 

 E. For existing dwellings, Llandscaping with plant material or water features between the 
front of the main building and the front property line which is less than 40 percent of said area for 
lots with a frontage less than 50 feet in width and less than 60 percent for lots with a frontage of 50 
feet or greater; 

-.01 

 F. A main building with facades of the same color, style, and texture as the main building of 
either adjoining property; 

-.01 

 G. Construction of a new main building with the same roof pitch as the main building of 
either adjoining property as viewed from the street (a minimum roof pitch of 1:12 difference is 
required). The following roofs are excluded: 

-.01 

  1. Roofs with the main ridge line oriented 90 degrees to the ridge line of both adjoining 
roofs; and 

 

  2. Roofs with the main ridge line having an eight-foot or greater vertical height difference 
as compared to the ridge line of both adjoining roofs (e.g., one story vs. two story). 
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R-1A(BF) – SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL BAY FRONT SUBZONE 
 

RSIP-3 
PROPOSED REVISIONS 

(Single Family Bay Front Subzone) 
(Deletions are shown in red strikethrough and additions in blue underline ) 

November 19, 2015 
 

86.09.050 Floor area ratio. 
Development shall not exceed a base and maximum “floor area ratio” (FAR) in accordance with the 
following chart and table: 
 

  
 

 Allowable Base “Floor Area Ratio” (FAR) and Maximum FAR vs. 
“Gross Lot Area” (GLA) or “Adjusted Lot Area” (ALA) per CMC 86.09.030  

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

600 0.641 0.740 3100 0.606 0.697 5600 0.525 0.633 8100 0.436 0.565 

700 0.640 0.738 3200 0.604 0.695 5700 0.521 0.630 8200 0.432 0.562 

800 0.639 0.736 3300 0.603 0.693 5800 0.518 0.628 8300 0.429 0.560 

900 0.637 0.735 3400 0.601 0.692 5900 0.514 0.625 8400 0.425 0.557 

1000 0.636 0.733 3500 0.600 0.690 6000 0.511 0.622 8500 0.421 0.554 

1100 0.634 0.731 3600 0.596 0.687 6100 0.507 0.619 8600 0.418 0.552 

1200 0.633 0.729 3700 0.593 0.685 6200 0.504 0.617 8700 0.414 0.549 
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GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

GLA or 
ALA 

Base 
FAR 

Max 
FAR 

1300 0.631 0.728 3800 0.589 0.682 6300 0.500 0.614 8800 0.411 0.546 

1400 0.630 0.726 3900 0.586 0.679 6400 0.496 0.611 8900 0.407 0.543 

1500 0.629 0.724 4000 0.582 0.676 6500 0.493 0.609 9000 0.404 0.541 

1600 0.627 0.723 4100 0.579 0.674 6600 0.489 0.606 9100 0.400 0.538 

1700 0.626 0.721 4200 0.575 0.671 6700 0.486 0.603 9200 0.396 0.535 

1800 0.624 0.719 4300 0.571 0.668 6800 0.482 0.600 9300 0.393 0.533 

1900 0.623 0.717 4400 0.568 0.666 6900 0.479 0.598 9400 0.389 0.530 

2000 0.621 0.716 4500 0.564 0.663 7000 0.475 0.595 9500 0.386 0.527 

2100 0.620 0.714 4600 0.561 0.660 7100 0.471 0.592 9600 0.382 0.524 

2200 0.619 0.712 4700 0.557 0.657 7200 0.468 0.590 9700 0.379 0.522 

2300 0.617 0.711 4800 0.554 0.655 7300 0.464 0.587 9800 0.375 0.519 

2400 0.616 0.709 4900 0.550 0.652 7400 0.461 0.584 9900 0.371 0.516 

2500 0.614 0.707 5000 0.546 0.649 7500 0.457 0.581 10000 0.368 0.514 

2600 0.613 0.705 5100 0.543 0.647 7600 0.454 0.579 10100 0.364 0.511 

2700 0.611 0.704 5200 0.539 0.644 7700 0.450 0.576 10200 0.361 0.508 

2800 0.610 0.702 5300 0.536 0.641 7800 0.446 0.573 10300 0.357 0.505 

2900 0.609 0.700 5400 0.532 0.638 7900 0.443 0.571 10400 0.354 0.503 

3000 0.607 0.699 5500 0.529 0.636 8000 0.439 0.568 ≥10500 0.350 0.500 

 
The base FAR may be cumulatively increased to the maximum FAR shown in the above chart and table if 
the development is designed: 

A. With a different front elevation compared to all other development on both the subject block face and the 
block face immediately across the street from the front of the subject property if new construction, 
replacement or 50 percent or more reconstructed or restored; and 

B. With one or more of the following additional design features incorporated into the project. Each 
additional design feature has a corresponding FAR bonus, which is cumulatively added to the base FAR up 
to the maximum FAR permitted above. In addition, the following list is succeeded by a list of FAR 
deductions, which cumulatively reduce the allowable FAR, but in no case shall the allowable FAR be 
reduced below the above base FAR: 

ADDITIONAL DESIGN FEATURES FAR 
BONUS 

LANDSCAPE 
(A maximum of 0.03 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

  

1. For lots with a frontage of 40 feet or greater along First Street and not 
adjoining the frontage road, a required front yard with no wall, fence, or hedge over 
three feet in height excluding walls, fences, or hedges on or within 12 inches of the 
common side property lines, architectural features or columns on said walls or 

.01 
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ADDITIONAL DESIGN FEATURES FAR 
BONUS 

fences up to a maximum of four feet in height, and landscape accessory structures 
as permitted in CMC 86.56.595. (Bonus points for 1 and 2 may not be combined) 
2. A required front yard with no wall, fence or hedge over three feet in height 
excluding walls, fences, or hedges on or within 12 inches of the common side 
property lines, architectural features or columns on said walls or fences up to a 
maximum of four feet in height, and landscape accessory structures as permitted in 
CMC 86.56.595 plus all of the following: 

.02 

  A.    Installed landscaping with automatic irrigation for the entire lot and 
adjoining public property which has been designed by a licensed landscape 
architect; 

  

  B.    A minimum of 35 percent of the lot shall be landscaped, of which a 
maximum of one-half shall be decorative hardscape or water features; and 

  

  C.    Plant material shall cover a minimum of 80 percent of the required 
front yard (excluding driveways designed in accordance with the below 
number 9). (Bonus points for 1 and 2 may not be combined) 

  

3. Design and install water-efficient plant material and irrigation systems in 
compliance with Chapter 64.06 CMC for the entire lot (exemptions provided within 
Chapter 64.06 CMC shall not apply). 

.01 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 
(A maximum of 0.02 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

  

4. Install a building-integrated photovoltaic (BIPV) system integrated into the 
building architecture with a minimum 1.2 kilowatts (kW) (e.g., thin film 
photovoltaic (PV) cells integrated into roof shingles). (Bonus points for 4 and 5 
may not be combined) 

.01 

5. Install a minimum 1.2kW photovoltaic system with solar panels not visible 
from ground-level public property adjacent to the dwelling as viewed from within 
the property lines projected into all adjoining street rights-of-way. (Bonus points for 
4 and 5 may not be combined) 

.01 

6. An addition designed to be compatible to, and to retain, the architectural style 
of the original dwelling. 

.01 

FRONT PORCH   
7.1.For lots with a front property line of 40 feet or more in width, a covered and 

unenclosed front porch with a minimum of 50 percent of the perimeter walls 
of said porch at least 65 percent or more permanently open to the passage of 
light and air: 

  

  A.  Raised a minimum of 12 inches above the ground, has a length of at 
least 65 percent of the width of the dwelling and projects out a minimum 
of eight feet from the dwelling (eaves may project an additional 12 inches) 
and a minimum of 50 percent is covered with a permanent, solid, 
waterproof roof and the remaining portion covered by a minimum 10 
percent solid trellis; or 

.02 
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ADDITIONAL DESIGN FEATURES FAR 
BONUS 

  B.  Has a length of at least 50 percent of the width of the dwelling and 
projects out a minimum of six feet from the dwelling (eaves may project 
an additional 12 inches) and is 100 percent covered with a permanent, 
solid, waterproof roof. 

.01 

GARAGES AND DRIVEWAYS 
(A maximum of 0.02 FAR bonus points permitted.) 

  

8.2. All on-grade parking garage doors which are visible from the street with a 
maximum cumulative door width of 18 feet, set back four feet or more from the 
dominant adjoining building facade which are wood and contain architectural 
details. 

.01 

9. Driveways within the front yard setback where the center of the driveway is 
planted and maintained with turf or other plant material equal to 100 percent or 
more of the total width of all hard drivable surface area (wheel well, Bermuda or 
Hollywood style driveways). 

.01 

10.3. All parking garages that have doors turned 90 degrees or more from First 
Street or are otherwise not visible from First Street. 

.02 

ROOFS   
11. A main building with a variation of roof lines visible from all adjoining street 
rights-of-way. 

.01 

12.4. A roof on the main building with a ridge axis perpendicular to the street and 
having a slope or pitch of at least 4:12 but less than 6:12 for at least 80 percent of 
the total building area with eaves projecting a minimum of six inches for the entire 
sloped roof perimeter, but a maximum of six inches into required side yards. 

.02 

13.5. Roofs with a ridge axis perpendicular to the street and having a slope or pitch 
between 4:12 and 12:12 for at least 80 percent of the total building area which 
projects into the structure of the building a minimum of five feet and with a top 
plate no higher than six feet above the finished floor elevation for the entire length 
of the roof along one side yard (permitted for one- or two-story buildings). 

.01 

STRUCTURAL COVERAGE    
14.6. A maximum total structural coverage of 40 percent of the gross lot area or the 
adjusted lot area, as applicable in accordance with CMC 86.09.030 (exceptions 
otherwise permitted). 

.02 

15.7. A main building where the second story gross floor area and floor area 
equivalent is 50 percent or less of the gross floor area and floor area equivalent of 
the first story. 

.03 

EXTERIOR RAILINGS AND GUARDRAILS   
16.8. All exterior railings and guardrails over eight feet above grade which do not 
exceed the minimum height standard contained in the Uniform Building Code at 
decks, balconies, and stairs, are 70 percent transparent above the lower six inches 
(i.e., 70 percent total railing area each 10-foot increment is air, 30 percent is solid, 
meaning support posts, vertical and horizontal members, etc.). Clear glass meeting 

.01 
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ADDITIONAL DESIGN FEATURES FAR 
BONUS 

Uniform Building Code standards, but not plastic-related materials, can be used to 
meet this transparency criterion. 

SETBACKS AND HEIGHT   
17.9. A main building limited to one story with a maximum height of 14 feet to top 
of a flat roof and 20 feet to the ridge or peak of sloped roofs (otherwise permitted 
exceptions allowed). 

.03 

18.10. A main building with a maximum flat or ridge roof height of 150 
percent of the flat or sloped roof ridge height of the shortest of the immediately 
adjoining next door main building, provided at least one of the neighboring main 
buildings does not exceed one story or 14 feet in height (may not be combined with 
other height features). 

.02 

19.11. A main building with a roof height limited to 90 percent of otherwise 
allowable height (may not be combined with other height features). 

.01 

20. An increased front yard setback a minimum of eight feet for all stories for 50 
percent or more of the front facade width with exceptions otherwise permitted from 
said increased setback line; provided, that any portion of a garage along the front 
facade is set back the additional eight feet. 

.02 

21.12. Increase view corridor side yard (CMC 86.09.090) setback by five feet 
for the entire length of both stories (normal exceptions permitted): 

  

  A.  Lots adjoining the bay; or .01 
  B.  Lots not adjoining the bay. .02 

22.13. Increase non-view corridor side yard setback by five percent or more 
of lot width for the entire length of both stories (e.g., 50 feet lot width x 0.05 
percent = two and one-half feet additional) (normal exceptions permitted). 

.01 

23.14. Both of number 2112 and 2213 above (bonus points are cumulative). .01 
24.15. Second story front set back from the first story facade by six feet or 
more (normal exceptions permitted) for 50 percent or more of front facade width, 
provided the roofline of the first story facade (below said setback) or 70 percent 
transparent railings (see number 168) do not exceed the second story finished floor 
height by three feet. 

.01 

25.16.    
  A.  Second story side yard setback from the first story facade, for its 

entire length on the view corridor side yard, for each of up to three 
increments equal to five percent of lot width (e.g., 50 feet lot width x 0.05 
percent = two and one-half feet additional per increment) (normal 
exceptions permitted); or 

.01 
(.01 x 3 
= 0.03 
max) 

  B.  All buildings with one increased side yard setback above 16 feet in 
height which slopes away from the vertical plane of the required side yard 
setback line by at least 45 degrees. Dormers shall be permitted to encroach 
into the 45-degree setback; provided, that they shall be set back from the 
side property line a minimum of 150 percent of the required side yard, 

0.01 
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shall not exceed eight feet in width and a cumulative width of 25 percent 
of the length of the roof abutting the side yard and shall maintain a 
minimum of eight-foot separation between dormers. The highest point of 
each such dormer shall be a minimum of 12 inches lower than the ridge of 
the abutting main roof. 

(2517 A and B may not be combined on one side but are permitted on opposite 
sides for additional bonus points.) 

  

26.18. A courtyard along the side facade of the main building, open to the 
side yard, of at least 15 feet in width (parallel to the side property line), and a 
minimum depth of 30 percent of the lot width from the normal setback line. Said 
courtyard shall be open to the sky, except for architectural features which may 
project into the courtyard up to a maximum of 10 percent of the lot width. Said 
courtyard shall be an integral part of the main building and not open to the front or 
rear yards. 

.01 

ARCHITECT AND DESIGN REVIEW   
27.19. Plans drawn and signed by a California licensed architect with the 
architect-of-record’s title block on all sheets of the plans.  The architect shall 
submit a copy of their current CA license and an affidavit signed by the architect 
stating that the plans were drawn by or under the direct supervision and approval of 
him or her. 

.01 

28.20. Approval from the Design Review Commission of the exterior design 
of all existing and proposed structures on the property.. 

.01.04 

HISTORIC DESIGNATION   
29.21. Approval of a historic alteration permit by the City of Coronado. 
Historic Resource Commission to alter, add to, or modify a main building 
designated as a historic resource by the City of Coronado, State of California, or the 
Federal Government. 

.02 

FAR DEDUCTIONS   
30.22. FAR Deductions:   

  A.  More than 18 lineal feet (cumulative) of garage door(s) or doors over 
8 feet in height on the front facade of the main building; 

-.01 

  B.  For existing dwellings, a A deck or balcony on any building adjoining 
a building facade or on or above the roof which is above the finished floor 
of the second story or 14 feet above grade, which does not have all of the 
following minimum setbacks: 

-.01 
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1.  A front setback of five feet from the adjoining front facade; 
2.  An interior side setback from the side facade of the 
structure as follows: 
 

  

  
  
  

  C.  A main building whose front and side elevations have architectural 
elements such as, but not limited to, windows, doors and columns that are 
higher than 14 feet; or have a cumulative proportion opening-to-solid of 
greater than 30 percent with each story per facade calculated separately; 

-.01 

  D.  For existing dwellings, a A finished first story floor or a finished floor 
directly above an underground parking garage or basement greater than 30 
inches above grade; 

-.01 

  E.  For existing dwellings, A required front yard with landscaping with of 
plant material or water features between the front of the main building and 
the front property line which is less than 40 percent of said area for lots 
with a frontage less than 50 feet in width and less than 60 percent for lots 
with a frontage of 50 feet or greater; 

-.01 

  F.  A main building with facades of the same color, style, and texture as 
the main building of either adjoining property; 

-.01 

  G.  Construction of a new main building with the same roof pitch as the 
main building of either adjoining property as viewed from the street (a 
minimum roof pitch of 1:12 difference is required). The following roofs 
are excluded: 
 1.  Roofs with the main ridge line oriented 90 degrees to the 
 ridge line of both adjoining roofs; and 
 2.  Roofs with the main ridge line having an eight-foot or  greater 

vertical height difference as compared to the ridge line of  both 
adjoining roofs (e.g., one story vs. two story). 

-.01 
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MINUTES OF A  
REGULAR MEETING OF THE  

CITY COUNCIL 
 OF THE 

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

AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 

Coronado City Hall 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, CA  92118 
Tuesday, August 20, 2013 

 
 11c. Direction Regarding the Residential Development Standards for Single 
Family and Multiple Family Residential Development.   Associate Planner Peter Fait 
provided the staff report for this item.   
 
Councilmember Bailey asked about a situation he hears about from people.  It seems that some 
people put up a tree in the front yard to earn a point.  Then two weeks after the house is 
completed, the tree comes down.  How would staff deal with that situation?   
 
Mr. Fait responded that this can be a problem.  There is not a system in place right now to really 
follow up and check that after the building has been finaled.  One way we do catch it is if they 
ever come back in for any other addition or remodel, they need to validate and go back through 
the whole analysis as to what the FAR is, what the points are and how they are being achieved. 
 
Mr. Bailey asked if there is a lack of process for identifying when someone removes the tree and 
is the tree still required to be there.   
 
Mr. Fait responded that if the tree is an item that was listed in order to reach a certain FAR point, 
then the tree should remain. 
 
Bruce Johnson commented that we have pitted neighbor against neighbor.  It must be terrible 
when a neighbor builds and blocks out air, light, warmth, view, privacy and sun.  This is what we 
are still doing despite all the myriad numbers of things that have been done on RSIPs.  What we 
haven’t done is we haven’t stopped that.  That is still happening.  Instead of building gigantic 
McMansions, we are just building smaller McMansions.  Mr. Johnson proposed the S4 solution – 
second story side yard setbacks.  If you allow people to build boxes, which we are still doing, we 
are still allowing terrible things to happen to neighbors.  If we just focused only on the second 
story, who cares what happens on the first.  The second story makes all the difference in the 
neighborhood and with the neighbors.  He thinks this needs to be addressed. 
 
Susan Keith saluted Jim Strickland and his committee.  She doesn’t want to discuss the 
individual problems that are seen as that is not what is before the Council.  The Council is simply 
being asked whether it wants to restudy this or not.  She encouraged the Council to vote in favor 
of that.  We have not solved the problem. RSIP has certainly helped.  The slides show that 
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houses are smaller but they haven’t solved the problem.  The citizens of Coronado don’t like it.  
They feel they are not being represented and that their property rights are not being represented.  
She thinks that the people want to ensure that all citizens are considered.  The voters of 
Coronado should have property rights maybe even more so than the people who live out of state.  
Equal consideration must be given to all homeowners.  If the Council supports RSIP being 
looked at again, she asked that the name be changed to give it a fresh start.  She suggested the 
name Neighborhood Standards.  People want to see standards in their neighborhoods so that our 
neighborhoods are not completely ruined.  She would like the Council to give direction to the 
new committee.  She urged the Council to set up the committee and make a top priority of it.  
What the Council does with this will affect all of the other issues in town.  Controlling our 
growth is going to be and should be our number one priority.   
 
Floyd Ross commented that we need a new committee.  He is not concerned about the name.  
The City needs to restudy this issue.  What we have done has helped but it has not solved the 
problem and almost everyone agrees with that. 
 
Brian Trottier spoke as a member of an ad hoc group called “For a Better Coronado.”  This 
group was formed by a number of citizens concerned with the quality of life in Coronado and the 
negative impact current development and building standards have had on neighborhoods and 
neighbors.  We seek a return to the days we all remember when people respected the rights of 
their neighbors and there was a real sense that community was more important than individuals.  
They urge the Council to reopen the RSIP process to address issues which they feel remain 
unresolved and in need of immediate attention lest Coronado go the way of Balboa Island and 
lose its charm and appeal forever.  He showed photographs of Balboa Island and Coronado 
Island from the 1920s and today.  There is a need for a system that acknowledges and balances 
the rights of current residents with property rights of newcomers and developers.  They seek a 
system where common sense and civility rule over profit and self-interest.  They want to see an 
end to the idea that you can do anything that you want with your property as long as you comply 
with the City’s zoning and development rules.  This ‘me first’ attitude is not acceptable to those 
who want the Coronado they love back.  They are tired of being forced to sit back and watch as 
new construction overwhelms the character of our beach community.  Coronado is at a tipping 
point and if left unaddressed the sense of community and the pride we have in our neighborhoods 
may be lost forever.  He quoted from Washington State Supreme Court Justice Richard Sanders 
in 1997, “Property in a thing consists not merely in its ownership and possession but in the 
unrestricted right of use, enjoyment and disposal.  Anything which destroys any of the elements 
of property to that extent, destroys the property itself.  The substantial value of property lies in its 
use.  If the right of use be denied, the value of the property is annihilated and ownership is 
rendered a barren right.”  The group is ready, willing and able to participate and bring 
meaningful and positive solutions to this problem.   
 
Doug Metz spoke about his 2010 ballot statement.  In point #4 was the objective ensuring our 
community development that is resident-focused, respectful of space, privacy, architectural 
variety and history, is visually attractive and enhances property values.  With the advent of 
Internet marketing by real estate people representing sellers and buyers, it has become a 
worldwide fact that we have the number one beach in the United States.  It is a fact that it is one 
of the most desirable places to live and there are a lot of people who have gotten that message.  
He was surprised to learn that nearly half of the people buying homes in Coronado are from 
outside San Diego County.  It is very common, at least in the Cays, to engage at least two real 
estate agents with one outside the United States and one in Coronado.  The whole world has 
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changed and has accelerated to the point where we are at a tipping point.  He read a statement he 
recently received when he asked for citizen input to For a Better Coronado.  This is evidence 
enough for him to support taking action to reengage RSIP, give it an appropriate charter and 
review ways that we can further the quality of life in our community.   
 
Gerry MacCartee requested that the City Council begin dialogue again about the bulk, mass and 
property rights of the citizens.  Somehow, years ago, we listened to the gospel that bigger is 
better and that a giant building that consumed all surrounding sun, space, privacy, trees and 
history would increase the dollar value of the land.  Many other cities have proven this is not 
true.  Not only have we given up cherished qualities of life, we are no longer a town that talks to 
each other as we once did.  We don’t converse with our neighbors.  No one cares what affect 
actions have on those around them.  She asked that the City begin the search for answers and that 
as a community we work to find solutions before it is too late and all that has meant Coronado is 
gone forever.  She asked that this be given top priority.    
 
Bob Lindsay commented that the Village is arguably only about 50% built out.  He is not talking 
about vacant lots.  He is talking about density and bulk.  Almost without exception, all new 
renovation and construction results in structures much larger.  He lives in the 1100 block of 
Isabella.  The six properties between 1115 and 1121, with the exception of their own home, all 
have increased in size since 1970, some of them almost doubling in square footage.  Barring a 
big national recession, this trend, under current City building standards or zoning or development 
standards of upsizing, will continue.  For a variety of reasons, dirt in Coronado has become very 
expensive.  That hasn’t slowed developers.  The City’s building standards result in such new 
development being profitable as long as structures are built to the max allowed which, 
incidentally, includes removing any large trees on the property.  Obviously the City’s building 
development and zoning standards haven’t depressed property values.  They have probably 
increased them.  The greatest impact that residential development standards have on our Village 
is not the impact they have today.  Remember – we are only about 50% built out.  The greatest 
impact is in the future.  What do we want our Village, our community to look and feel like as we 
grow into our second century?  These standards have a huge impact on the future of our Village, 
our community.   
 
Heidi Wilson was heartened to hear three Council members talk about how sensitive they are to 
the will of the residents.  She asked that the Council give the community another opportunity to 
speak and be a part of a dialogue about what happens to Coronado in the future.  With all due 
respect to Mr. Fait and the work he did on his presentation, she disagrees with his final analysis 
that we are building much less than we used to build.  That may be true on paper but she feels 
that everyone would agree that the reality is that is not true.  Perhaps in 1980, while the standards 
would have allowed much, much larger homes than we have being built today, the truth is that 
we didn’t have people wanting to build those.  So we don’t see those large properties.  Three 
years ago she did an analysis of the demographics of Coronado.  She found, at that point in time, 
51% of our properties were owned by out of state owners.  By and large the people that the City 
is hearing from today and the people that are taking sensitivity to what is happening in the 
community are those who are permanent residents.  For many years, she was one of those 
seasonal residents.  In 2004, 71% of people who participated in a survey said that they felt there 
was too much bulk and mass.  She asked that the Council, at the very least, do another survey to 
see actually what people feel is important and not just listen to the voice of a few of the eloquent 
speakers.  Public workshops would also be helpful to open the public dialogue.   
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Laura Crenshaw talked about life in Coronado over the past many decades.  Life drastically 
changed when the bridge opened.  The City has held workshops on this, had forums, and formed 
RSIP 1 and RSIP 2.  The majority of the Coronado residents didn’t know, understand or even 
care about them and didn’t attend.  That only changes when the house next door to them goes 
down and the new huge house goes up, built within the zoning standards of the City.  Is it too 
late now?  If the City Council does nothing to begin the process of developing community living 
standards that are fair, just and neighborly, we will lose exactly what we all moved here to enjoy.  
Don’t wait any longer.  Let’s be proactive.  Give all Coronado citizens equal rights to privacy, air 
circulation and sun.   
 
Harold Myers has neighbors who built a neighbor-friendly home because they were going to live 
in it and they do live in it.  It is a beautiful Dorothy Howard designed home.  Bicyclists now stop 
to take a picture of the house.  He encouraged the Council to take a look at this.  The point is that 
they built about two-thirds of what could have been built on that lot.  It is a beautiful home but it 
is neighborhood-friendly because they were going to live there and wanted to be good neighbors.  
We need to consider what a neighborhood-friendly home is and what a spec home is, etc.  We 
may even consider different regulations for someone who has pulled more than one permit in 
three years or five years or whatever but we need to do something to get more neighborhood-
friendly houses built.  It can be done.   
 
Marilyn Field added that trees are a very important element of the quality of life and the quality 
of our neighborhoods.  Some communities actually have standards that prohibit you from 
removing trees on private property without getting a permit and she would really like that to be a 
part of this study.  If we destroy all of our trees, even if they are on private property, our 
neighborhoods will never look as good and you can never replace what has been lost.  This is the 
most important thing the Council does.   
 
John O’Brien stated he is a minority of one tonight.  He is in the business of, as he sees it, 
making Coronado beautiful.  We have a very special town in Coronado and there are people who 
come from all over the world to live here.  The Hotel Del was the beginning of this town along 
with the Coronado Land Company.  We have grown from a resort town to a community and we 
have always retained a resort feel.  He tends to think that it is his mission as a builder in town, as 
a developer, to enhance that resort feel.  He was not a member of RSIP 1, RSIP 1.5 or RSIP 2 but 
he attended more than his share of those meetings as an outsider.  Dorothy Howard, Kevin 
Rugee, and Jim Strickland and other residents in this town who have worked very long and very 
hard for a very long period of time and Mr. Fait mentioned this in his presentation.  His point 
would be that they accomplished quite a bit.  Some of that he may not have agreed with but most 
he did in as much as the tighter the restrictions, the better the town works to a certain level.  
Nantucket is tight.  It is successful. Do the people love it?  Yes.  Balboa Island was used as an 
example.  We are not Balboa Island.  We took the bull by the horns a long time ago so that we 
never would be.  His request to the Council is, before taking a step tonight, may be to listen to 
the builders present as they show what the effects of RSIP 1, RSIP 1.5 and RSIP 2 did to their 
industry and how they adjusted.  He thinks the Council would be impressed with the new side 
yard setbacks, the reduction of two stories in the rear yard and how that reads and feels like.  Just 
a few years ago, you could go two stories as far as you wanted.  Before making a decision to go 
with a new group, he thinks the Council should familiarize itself with what has happened.   
 
Casey Spring commented that she lives in an older house that is still left in the community and 
she is flanked by two big houses on either side that have been there for a number of years.  They 
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have wonderful neighbors and are so happy to be in Coronado.  If the Council decides to form a 
committee and look at this, one of the things that needs to be considered is what about the houses 
that are still standing.  Many people are already impacted by the big ones next door.  No matter 
what she does with the 40% reduction that she already has to live with, her neighbors are still 
going to be taller than she can ever be, bigger than she can ever be and this will really decrease 
the value of her property and her sunlight and her air if the City does too much more to reduce 
the size of what she can have.  As this is evaluated what people are left with who haven’t built 
yet has to be considered. 
 
Kevin Reilly feels this is the most important decision that the Council will make in all of its time 
serving the City.  Fortunately it is a no brainer.  He can’t imagine any real Coronadoan who isn’t 
still panicked about what is going on and what we see.  RSIP 1 and 2 were a great start but they 
were late and a lot of damage had already been done.  The Coronado he grew up in has been 
destroyed.  The good news is that it is still a great place to live and it is not too late for the 
Council to do the right thing and save what we have left.  Traffic and overbuilding are the two 
number one issues.  The Council has the opportunity, in a few minutes, to do the right thing on 
one of those issues.  He knows the Council will do the right thing because it is the most 
important decision that the Council will make in all of its services.   
 
Others who were unable to attend the meeting or had to leave but are in support of reopening 
RSIP are: 
 Thomson Pray 
 Emily Talbert 
 Gail Gallo 
 Peter Gallo 
 Jeff Millstein 
 Susan Royce 
 Gene Royce 
 Frank Thornton 
 Ray Richardson 
 Stacey Millstein 
 Nancy Cobb 
 Katy Roberson 
 Kelly Roberson 
 Ann Patterson 
 Gerald Toci 
 
Mayor Tanaka summarized the issue and recommendations before the Council.  The Council 
needs to determine whether single family and multiple family residential zoning standards should 
be reviewed for possible changes.  If the Council agrees to that first premise, then, if changes are 
desired, we need to identify both the scope and the process to be followed.  He stated that it is his 
determination that the City very much needs to review the single family standards.  We very 
much need an RSIP 3.  He also wants to point out something that has come to light in his own 
mind.  When RSIP 1 was done from 2003 to 2005, there was a desire to balance the property 
rights of the individual who owns the lot and wants to develop it against the rights of the town as 
a whole.  The City understood that with a purchase, comes certain rights to control that property 
but that the community as a whole also has rights.  In RSIP 1.0 the City and City Council were 
deliberately moderate.  There was a desire to make improvements but they wanted to step 
gingerly.  He remembers that this issue of overdevelopment has been a very controversial issue.  
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He thinks that there are a lot of people in Coronado that are sick and tired of development but 
they don’t necessarily want their own rights to be limited.  He thinks there are a lot of people 
who are tired of others around the world thinking that they are rich because they own a house in 
Coronado but not considering the fact that what makes them rich is the one asset they have that 
they are not going to sell.  In the history of Coronado there are families that were fortunate 
enough to move here to Coronado, fortunate enough to have kids, and at some point, those 
families have contemplated the scenario where their modest home was going to get demolished 
and their kids were going to split the lot and develop it.  He thinks, again, the comment made that 
we have met the enemy and they are us is accurate.  In RSIP 1 the City took a moderate approach 
and got a moderate product.  It was a product that made improvements, that scaled back bulk and 
mass but the kid gloves stayed on.  The City didn’t want to overstep in trying to fight 
development. 
 
RSIP 2 took place right after he took office as Mayor.  He remembers what his thinking was.  
His thinking with 2.0 was refinement.  Did 1.0 work?  What changes could be made?  RSIP 2.0 
was from 2009-2010 and, again, ended with a moderate product.  The first process was reviewed 
and tweaked.  It basically was still the same package.  The RSIP commissioners did exactly what 
the City Council asked of them.  The Council needs to make a determination and it is his 
determination that there is a need for an RSIP 3.0 and that RSIP 3.0 should be both an 
opportunity to review what we have done but it also needs to be clear to the RSIP commissioners 
that they are tasked with considering new ways to arrest development.  He also thinks that we 
need to make it clear to them that this is an opportunity to be more aggressive in arresting 
development.  We have deliberately taken moderate steps in the last 10 years and we have had 
moderate results.  He would agree with anyone who sits here if they said that people in Coronado 
are tired of development and they want the Council to do more.  He agrees with that statement.  
Those who said that this is an important moment for the Council were right.  The Council needs 
to unleash the RSIP commissioners a little bit and let them know that if they want to be more 
aggressive and come up with stronger tactics to fight development that the Council supports that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out something devastatingly obvious.  If there is a 3.0, and he believes 
there should be, it needs to include the R-3 and R-4 zones.  The moderate approaches the City 
took were only to the R-1 zone and he thinks there are many people in Coronado that don’t spend 
their time studying the City’s zoning map.  A lot of the problems that people anecdotally observe 
are not just in the R-1 zones.  They are in the R-3.  He is very happy to hear that there hasn’t 
been more development in the R-4 but he isn’t waiting for that loophole to be exploited.  If we 
agree that we need to be more aggressive he thinks it is incumbent upon the Council to let those 
commissioners also review the R-3 and R-4 zones. 
 
His last recommendation is about the type of process.  He very much agrees that there is a need 
for an RSIP 3.0.  He disagrees with Mrs. Keith about giving it a new name.  He thinks it needs to 
be clear that we are doing this again and our purpose is to be more aggressive.  He wants to point 
out that in the staff report on page 253 the nine members of the RSIP 2.0 are all listed.  His 
recommendation would not only be to put them back into service, to give them the direction to 
be more aggressive about arresting development in the City of Coronado, but would also suggest 
that RSIP 3.0 should consist of any of the 9 who want to return and if any or all of the 9 don’t 
want to return, that the vacancies be brought back to the City Council for appointment of new 
members for any of the 9 who did not want to serve.  He wants the process to be very similar to 
the one that RSIP 1.0 followed.  He recognized Jim Strickland for his chairmanship of both RSIP 
1.0 and RSIP 2.0.  He thinks the commissioners did a fantastic job of making their work open to 
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the public.  If and when there is RSIP 3.0, the process should be the same but the difference is 
that the direction is to be more aggressive.  He asked the question, “Do you like the house next 
door to you?”  He thinks you can evaluate Coronado’s zoning standards with that simple 
question.  He found Mr. Myers’ comments interesting.   
 
Councilmember Ovrom asked a couple of people to come forward.  He asked Ms. Hurst to come 
forward concerning the multi-family residential and what impact the State housing and the City’s 
Housing Element may or may not have.  He also asked Mr. Strickland to come forward as he is 
not sure the Council really told them to be moderate.  He would like Mr. Strickland to discuss the 
process and particularly the give and take of the members of the committee who tried to get to a 
reasonable compromise.  Mr. Ovrom is not sure that the multi-family is necessary.  He wants 
people to try to understand what that potential impact might be.   
 
Rachel Hurst, Director of Community Development, Redevelopment Services and Housing, 
believes that the question might be whether the City can reduce the development intensity in the 
multi-family zones and still be in conformance with the adopted Housing Element that has been 
certified by the State.  A companion question is whether the development standards can be made 
to be so restrictive as to prevent development from occurring at the densities that are in 
conformance with the General Plan.  The multi-family standards do have a different effect than 
perhaps in the single family zones.  In general, the state has said that the City must accommodate 
housing, including housing at a variety of densities and affordability levels, and the way the state 
tests whether or not Coronado is doing that is by reviewing the General Plan policies and 
regulations to see whether development in the multi-family zones can and is built at the densities 
of the General Plan.  While development standards can be changed, they cannot be changed so 
much as to prevent that development from occurring.  Basically, the newly adopted Housing 
Element that was done over the past year and that the Council adopted says that we will maintain 
the densities that are encompassed in the current General Plan in order to be able to meet our fair 
share of housing needs.   
 
Mayor Tanaka wanted to clarify something he said.  He is not proposing to change the densities.  
He is proposing to change how much we allow on every lot that is developed.  He pointed out 
again that whether the Council tasked RSIP or not the results were moderate.  We know this by 
what most people have said.  Most people who have a new house next to them have a two-story, 
20 or 30 ft. wall that is right on the property setback lines.  He is not saying that a 50 ft. lot 
shouldn’t be developed into two 25 footers but he is saying that the two 25 footers should be 
built sensibly.  If and when one house goes down and two go up, the two should be built in a 
way, to the extent possible, that we are not ruining the normal experience of living in Coronado 
for both.  He would love to see less density in Coronado but that is a whole different ball game.  
You would have to go back to the zoning map and Ms. Hurst is absolutely correct in that 
California is very clear, as a state, when they say there is not enough housing and they will not 
let cities like Coronado lower the number of homes that are allowed to be built within the zoning 
maps.  That is a whole different story and he is willing to fight that one, too, but that is not the 
RSIP game.  The RSIP game is what is the maximum buildable window on lots and what it 
should be.  He feels it should be smaller.   
 
Mr. Ovrom remembers RSIP 1 and RSIP 2 and recalls that they went through an awful lot of 
what ifs and compromises.   
 

197



Jim Strickland agreed that there was an awful lot of controversy over this process from the start.  
It is interesting to hear Mayor Tanaka say that they took a moderate approach.  They didn’t think 
they were taking a moderate approach because of the push back that they were getting from 
several organizations in town.  They felt like they were making some big changes, especially 
when FAR was changed and the setbacks were changed.  Those were dramatic changes.  He 
certainly understands that the committee could have done more and if the Council at the time had 
said that there was a need to be aggressive, they may have been more aggressive.  At the time, 
with all the workshops that were held and the public meetings that were held, the opposition was 
as loud as the proponents of making change.  He thinks the committee did a lot with what it 
could do.  They recommended some changes to the second story rear yard setback in the 140 ft. 
range, primarily, of a 40% setback which was now added for 600 to 1,000 ft. lots.  The Council 
said that was too much in one of the final meetings and that was cut in half to 20%.  That would 
have made a big difference, too.  At the time, his sense was, and he feels the committee’s sense 
was, that it was really pushing the state-of-the-art and not being moderate at all.  As it turns out, 
looking in the rear view mirror, he would agree that it probably was a little moderate.  Other 
things can be done.  The opposition is going to come back again to build smaller houses.  A 30 or 
40% smaller house is quite a change.  Different things can be done.  The most significant thing 
was the FAR and having a base FAR and a sloping line and it took more design features for the 
larger lots to get to the maximum FAR than ever before.  That made the big difference there.  
You could take a different approach and direct it to be done in a different way and get a different 
outcome.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that he does think the committee did a lot and the benefit of hindsight 
can tell you whatever you want it to once you determine, years later, what you really desire.  He 
does think RSIP did a lot.  He thinks Mr. Fait showed what it did.  He thinks that Mr. Strickland 
agrees that there is more that can be done.  If there is a third RSIP, there are two things that can 
and should be done.  The first is review.  The committee naturally predicted that certain things 
could happen as a result of these changes.  This is another opportunity for the committee to use 
real data, homes that have been built, to see if those gut feelings and those calculations were 
what the committee thought and then what is different about 3.0 is that the committee won’t have 
any ambiguity if the Council says be aggressive.  He thinks, traditionally, a Council doesn’t take 
an aggressive approach.  Usually when a Council puts a committee together, it does not 
determine the outcome.  The committee is selected because the Council respects their opinions 
and wants their suggestions.  This time the Council needs to be a little more direct about what it 
wants out of the process.  He is very confident the group will deliver if that is the direction given.   
 
Councilmember Bailey referred to the last election cycle.  This was an issue that kept coming up.  
When he went around town and spoke with residents, he heard a lot of what has been said 
tonight.  The residents sense a loss of community.  They felt that their neighbors were no longer 
good neighbors.  They didn’t talk to their neighbors.  One of his slogans was, “Protecting 
property rights while maintaining the village character.”  It is something that he really believes 
in.  The problem with that is that it is very subjective.  While someone might think that their 
house that is right next door to them is ‘neighborly’ and they don’t mind the design, someone 
else might think it is the worst thing that has ever happened to them.  He would like to see this 
reviewed further.  He thinks that when you get into the question of what type of process we want 
and what type of direction, he has heard a lot of good ideas.  He sat down with Mr. Johnson 
about a year ago and thought his S4 idea made a lot of sense.  He also sat down with For a Better 
Coronado and he liked a lot of what they had to say.  He thinks that both of these ideas might be 
great ideas worth pursuing and he thinks his preference for starting this conversation, or at least 
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continuing this conversation forward, would be to review the standards through a public 
workshop forum and see what shakes out from that.  He thinks it is going to be very tough at this 
exact moment to give very clear direction to a new RSIP Commission to make Coronado more 
neighborly or reduce bulk and mass.  He would like to see a more defined scope so that we know 
they would actually accomplish this.  One of the goals of whatever comes out of the direction 
from Council tonight needs to be that this is something we can live with for more than three 
years.  While he doesn’t mind revisiting items and trying to refine them even further, he thinks 
that we owe it to the community to try to find something that we can see be consistent for several 
years to come and hopefully we get it right.  He would prefer to kick off this discussion through 
a public workshop. 
 
Councilmember Denny disclosed that she did meet with members of For a Better Coronado and 
was also a recipient of the Bruce Johnson bulk and mass tour around Coronado.  She is so very 
happy to hear everyone speak as she agrees that this is a priority.  She is very happy and pleased 
with everything that was said.  She is also proud of her leadership because she has been saying 
these things since 2009 and many people may know about the 4-1 vote that has been happening 
here from time to time and a lot of those have been on these exact decisions where she couldn’t 
really go along with the increase for the bulk and the mass and the density and so forth because 
she knows that we are being overdeveloped in Coronado and we are losing something very 
special.  It hasn’t been easy to be in her shoes but it sure is easier today.  She has no problem 
voting independently to stop overdevelopment.  She has been happy to do it all these years.  She 
considers it an honor to be the voice against overdevelopment on City Council.  It sounds like we 
might have some more voices chiming in against overdevelopment starting today.  One of the 
things that she didn’t vote for was the Housing Element that Ms. Hurst mentioned because it 
doesn’t really change anything.  It just makes things worse.  If that is a problem, then we need to 
change that.  She doesn’t think we should let any obstacle stand in our way if we are really 
serious about preserving Coronado.  The village atmosphere still can be saved and we should, 
with all due speed, try to do that.  She does think that if we just try to do what we did before, we 
are going to get results that are just like a drop in the bucket for the overdevelopment problem.  
She is afraid that if we just reconvene the same committee with the same direction that it would 
be like we are just rearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic and we don’t need to do that.  We 
need to go further and so, to that extent, she wants to put on the record her dedication to going 
further and having a committee convened with some old members, some new members.  
Someone brought up about how much control development interests have over Coronado and the 
decisions that we make.  They have complete control at this point, as far as she can see.  She has 
been sitting here since 2009 and watching the decisions get made and she just has been following 
the money to see how it works in Coronado and we definitely have very well earned our 
reputation as being a developer-run town.  She thinks that we need to stop that, instantly, as of 
yesterday.  She doesn’t want to raise anyone’s blood pressure but she does want to tell just how 
far it has gotten out of control in terms of a lack of balance between development interests and 
residential interests that we have heard expressed here today.  Another 4-1 decision was 
changing or looking at our building and development permit fee structure.  So these decisions 
that we make on overdevelopment come across our agenda in so many ways.  We had a fee 
expert come and talk to us and say that the building and development permit fees have some that 
are a little bit too much, are not enough for a lot of them and have some that aren’t charged at all 
compared to other cities across the bridge.  While he also said that in his estimation Coronado 
loses an average of $1.5 million per year in giving away taxpayer subsidies to overdevelopment 
because we don’t charge enough for certain things or we don’t charge at all and while Council 
did tweak a little bit of those recommendations, the recommendation didn’t go far enough and 
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taxpayers are still subsidizing overdevelopment in Coronado.  Again, she says this not to raise 
blood pressure but to throw out an area, when we think of overdevelopment, where we could 
curb overdevelopment by stopping the taxpayer subsidies of overdevelopment and start charging 
fees.  We might get a different result there, too.  She wants to definitely say that she doesn’t want 
to just keep doing the same thing over and over and expecting different results. 
 
 M  (Denny) moved that the City Council convene a committee to look at 

bulk and mass and saving trees and looking at the whole zoning map.  
This should be a priority and changing the name to Neighborhood 
Standards is good.   

 
Ms. Denny is concerned about having a public meeting before this is done.  She understands the 
reason for Mr. Bailey saying that but she remembers back to Proposition J and when changes 
were made, it really hyper-activated development in town and it got really crazy and even more 
out of control so she thinks instead of taking longer to address this problem we need to jump on 
it now and that is why public meetings need to happen along the way but she just doesn’t think 
that we need to have one first. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks it is curious that Ms. Denny went on for five minutes about how she is the 
only one voting for things and yet she is the one making the motion to try to lead everyone.  He 
can’t imagine seconding her motion when she has spent five to ten minutes acting like no one 
else has shown leadership in Coronado for a decade or two.   
 
The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode commented that the amount of work that has gone into RSIP is just 
monumental.  It should not be discarded.  The points made about second stories are key.  The 
point Mr. Strickland made in response to listening to things tonight about setbacks and FAR are 
really important.  He thinks if one looks at the sliding scale that we have and you look at the fact 
that when you have a house on a minimally sized lot, the difference between the base FAR and 
the maximum you can get with points is a 15% difference in the size of the house.  If you look at 
the difference on a large size house, the difference is .35 to .50, which is a 42% difference in the 
size of the house.  We are giving very strong incentives to maximize points and when we look at 
the permits pulled, we see that consistently that is what happens – the points are maximized.  As 
a result we probably have set a pattern, plus the fact that the points are for design features that 
tend to be repeated, we may be setting patterns in the existing implementation of RSIP that are 
working against us.  He thinks that is part of understanding what we need to do next.  The thing 
that struck him from the start about the whole RSIP process and how we do things differently 
going forward is that RSIP had precepts – problems and elements identified – and they were in 
different categories such as bulk and mass, appearance, neighborly consideration.  Most of what 
he heard in the election cycle and from speakers is the neighborly consideration part.  If the City 
were to go back, reconstitute RSIP 3 as the Mayor has proposed, and give direction that we focus 
on this aspect of it; we understand that most of the issues come from second stories.  That is 
common sense.  We have some starting points here.  A suggestion was made about a survey and 
thinking back on it, he kind of wishes he had supported the Mayor’s suggestion about having a 
ballot measure of a universal 5% reduction in RSIP if only to find out what the public at large 
wants to see the Council do.  That was not done and so he can look at the list of houses built 
under RSIP 2 (there are 16) and he has seen that some are great and some are not and they are 
built to the same set of standards, which means that we haven’t captured the key elements of 
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neighborliness.  He doesn’t think we can get people to start talking to each other until we get rid 
of the Internet and that may not happen.  As far as getting people to cooperate with each other in 
the construction of houses, we could give points for cooperation with a neighbor.  Perhaps you 
could build more if you get the neighbor to agree to it.  He thinks there are ways to move 
forward and he thinks that we can structure RSIP 3 to focus much more aggressively on the 
neighborliness part of this without throwing away all of the work that has been done in the past.  
 
 MS  (Tanaka/Denny) moved that the City Council direct that the RSIP be 

reformed and called RSIP 3.0 and that we ask this new reconstituted 
RSIP committee to both review the work and the products that have 
been put together under the City’s RSIP standards and that they 
consider new ways to encourage and improve the residential 
standards that focus on improving the quality of our neighborhoods;  
the nine members that were on the RSIP 2.0 group as listed on page 
253 of the agenda be invited to participate again and if any or all of 
those nine are not interested in participating, that the vacancies be 
posted by the City Clerk; announce Citywide that those vacancies 
exist; encourage people to apply; and then give the City Council the 
chance to fill those vacancies.   

 
Mayor Tanaka commented that what Mr. Johnson had mentioned, and he also received a briefing 
from For a Better Coronado, and they both focus on what we do on the second story.  That is 
certainly one way an RSIP 3 can look at ways to improve our neighborhoods.   
 
Mr. Bailey strongly disagrees with the characterization that this is a developer-run town or that it 
is run by the realtors.  He knows that the perception exists but he wanted to share something that 
he found during the campaign.  In speaking with a lot of the residents, many of whom are in the 
room, they shared their feelings towards overdevelopment.  He also spoke with a lot of 
developers and a lot of realtors to understand their perspective and he was very surprised to hear 
that everyone had more in common than they thought.  This is why he really likes the idea of 
going with a workshop to kick this off.  He also pointed out that this was a two-year process and 
that perhaps if we could, through this workshop, identify some areas where there is a lot of 
agreement such as having the second story as one area that we really want to focus on and how 
we become more neighborly and how to legislate that and work that exactly into the scope of the 
RSIP 3.0 committee, perhaps that will shorten the length of time it takes to review this entire 
process from several years to a shorter period of time.  He offered that as a friendly amendment.   
 
Mayor Tanaka strongly believes and has seen it done in the past, that the RSIP committee is like 
an ongoing workshop.  One of the reasons that he is very strong about bringing back those RSIP 
commissioners is that there is no need to retrain them.  They already understand the City’s 
current code inside and out.  He thinks Mr. Bailey raised a very good point in that RSIP 3 will 
only work if two things happen.  First, the commissioners need to hear what the Council said and 
will take another crack at this.  Second, the public needs to participate.  Mr. Trottier stated that 
they stand ready to help.  Mayor Tanaka is not against workshops but he is against meetings that 
don’t accomplish anything.  He really doesn’t think we need one workshop.  He thinks we need 
to let the RSIP group get up and running again and let them, the same way the City Council sets 
its agenda with the help of the City Manager, be that body that tackles this issue.  They won’t 
succeed if the public is not involved.  He certainly wants the public to have every chance to get 
involved and interact and they are allowed to have workshops.  They don’t have to have all of 
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their meetings be like a City Council meeting where there are action items and votes.  He would 
rather not change the motion because he doesn’t want to confuse the process he is proposing and 
he really thinks that they are going to have all the public outreach anyone could ask for and in 
the end what is really going to be important is the product.  What he has heard from everyone is 
that this has been done but it is not good enough.  He wants to give them a chance to try a few 
more ideas so that the people in the crowd can come back and say that a lot was accomplished 
the third time around. 
 
Mr. Ovrom is on Mr. Bailey’s side somewhat.  He never thinks it is a bad idea to involve the 
public up front.  He met with the group, just like everyone else did, and they are very passionate 
about what they believe and where they want to go.  He would say, still, that there are a lot of 
people who are living in this town who are registered voters who we have not heard from.  If we 
can get a way to get them involved – the ideal way for him is to have an election but we can’t do 
that because it is too far away – if there is a way to get more people involved to begin with and 
he is not suggesting an answer of one thing or another but simply a bigger group of residents 
who live here and pay taxes here would make him happy. 
 
Mayor Tanaka amended his motion. 
 
 MSUC (Tanaka/Denny) moved that the City Council direct that the RSIP be 

reformed and called RSIP 3.0 and that we ask this new reconstituted 
RSIP committee to both review the work and the products that have 
been put together under the City’s RSIP standards and that they 
consider new ways to encourage and improve the residential 
standards that focus on improving the quality of our neighborhoods; 
the nine members that were on the RSIP 2.0 group as listed on page 
253 of the agenda be invited to participate again and if any or all of 
those nine are not interested in participating, that the vacancies be 
posted by the City Clerk; announce Citywide that those vacancies 
exist; encourage people to apply;and then give the City Council the 
chance to fill those vacancies.  The RSIP group will also be tasked 
with having at least one workshop to begin the process and if more 
are needed in order to include the public, that is up to them.   

 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that the only mistake RSIP could make would be not including the public.  
If we want to be a little more structured, he is happy to amend his motion.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Denny, Ovrom, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
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RSIP-3 WORKSHOP 
May 21, 2104 

POST-IT-NOTE COMMENTS 
 
 
 
 

I WISH RSIP WOULD _______________.... 

Category Comment 
 Meet in a larger room. 
 Less housing density. 
 Control density. 
 800 block of G, 4 houses came down & 14 went up. 
 Limit number of multiple family units. 
 Reduce bulk of R-3 towers. 
 Limit Look-alike Multi-family units. 
 Limit the number of multiple homes on one block. 
 Limit multiple family homes on a lot. 
 Work on R-3, now it’s going to be too late. 
 
 

Educate the community on R-3 lots and how the city zoning has been 
designated and why. 

 No more 4 houses on 1 lot 
 Small cottage comes down 4 condos go up 40 ft. tall-No 4 + cavs soon! 
 Restrict side windows that look down on neighbor’s back yards. 
 Extend (widen) side yards. 
 Limit floor area on 2nd story to avoid sheer wall effect. 
 Keep new buildings from walling off neighbor’s yards. 
 Pay attention to proportion!  XXL house w/small cottage. 
 R-1 make exception to build a nanny flat with kitchen. 
 Larger setbacks for second story 
 Decrease the FAR 
 Comprehensive and not only address building missing set back, FAR, etc. 

but also the overall character of the street parking strip, playtime parking, 
fence etc. 

 Limit roof decks. 
 Look at prevailing wind when allowing fire pits. 
 Keep gigantic homes from overwhelming the neighborhood. 
 Encourage back yard garages. 
 No kitchens in granny flats. 
 No plumbing that would enable illegal kitchen later 
 Front and side front fences only 3 feet high including shrubs except 3rd & 

4th. 
 Reduce 2 story height so a 3rd story cannot be added at any time. 
 Less bulk and mass. 
 Protect sunlight & privacy from being stolen. 
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  Allow R-1 to split lots here after to save my bungalow. 
 I hereby requiring construction of a Duplex that presented itself as a 

single to what had fixed on the site. 
 Development requirement should be tailored to what existed on the site. 
 A subdivisable 50 ft. lot which had a dwelling that spanned the lot lines 

shared require a zero setback between the two 25 ft. lots. 
 To save my water could city put concrete or cement on the residential 

parking strips. 
 Control heights of McMansion on areas of small uniform homes. 
 Please consider where the house is not just what it looks like. 
 Eliminate tandem parking. 
 New condo owners use their garage. 
 Make people park in their garages. 
 If you have a long skinny’s use your garage. 
 Parking is awful with all the new buildings. 
 Require neighborhood buying in for new builds. 
 Consider updates on neighbors and the neighborhood. 
 Respect the neighborhood and the size of the village. 
 Give equal weight to property rights of neighbors. 
 Keep Coronado family owned not investor owned. 
 Consider the neighbors. 
 Require neighborhood review of new buildings. 
 Make the new homes fit into the neighborhood in size and style. 
 Consider the neighborhood. 
 Respect village history. 
 More power for historical resource community. 
 Enforce the law. 
 Remember neighborhoods mean families and child needs nature. 
 Move Dog Park to the strand. 
 I want Coronado not to be a thruway for cars to South county. 
 Stop “18 wheelers” on Orange. 
 Have police enforce no dogs in park ordinance. 
 Impossible dream:  Restore the bridge toll. 
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I LIKE _______________.... MOST ABOUT MY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Category Comment 
 Walkability 
 I like the safety and bring able to walk places 
 Walk to shops 
 Can walk to library, post office, church, grocery and beach. 
 Biking and walking everywhere. 
 Close to town. 
 Easy walking. 
 Good bus service. 
 Open space 
 Open space, privacy. 
 Open space 
 Parks 
 Little city parks 
 Trees 
 All the trees 
 Privacy 
 The continued existence of many 1-story homes, privacy. 
 All the front porches. 
 Having more homes instead of Mcmansions as our neighbors. 
 Very little traffic on our block, walk to beach, library and stores.  Low 

density diverse but reasonable home size. 
 Colorful houses 
 No split lot all 50ft, nice. 
 Houses with alley access for 2 car garages. 
 Absence of giant two story houses next door destroying privacy for all. 
 Variety of architecture 
 The character of each place being unique. 
 Front porches 
 Sense of history 
 History 
 As a teacher I can still afford to live here. 
 Economic diversity 
 I like living in the R3 zone, in a cloud condo with no shared wall with 

neighbors.  It’s a great way to raise a young family. 
 Friendliness of neighbors 
 Family oriented activities 
 Proximity to schools 
 Quality schools 
 Safety for families 
 Safety 
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RSIP WORKSHOP May 21, 2014 
Public Comment Notes: 

 
Phil Monroe - Very important to respect and take into consideration adjacent properties (privacy, 
views & noise) and immediate neighborhood.  He mentioned Del Mar and Carmel as CA 
examples to be looked at. 
 
Harold Myers - Prepared flyer on Light Trespass--His preoccupation specifically was building 
blocking of light into adjacent properties, and generally failure to respect neighbors and 
neighborhood.  His flyer cited four CA municipal codes which we should look at in the broader 
context of how these sections are employed and implemented in new and addition construction. 
 
Lee Cargill - Submitted Paper - Advocated neighbors ability/right to impact new or addition 
construction, but did not specify how this would be achieved.  He cited Switzerland and another 
Euro country as examples of codification.  Mentioned that impacts from lights, noise and patios 
should be considered.  New houses should not be permitted to have only a 1 car garage. 
 
Susan Keith - Argued that RSIP does not see any problems and that we need to open our eyes 
and minds and rethink the entire matter.  She argued, along with most others, that disrespect of 
neighbors and neighborhood interests are primary problems. 
 
Phil Manion - Mentioned very large new home being constructed at the corner of 8th Street and 
Country Club Lane and he wonders if this is going to a Sheraton Hotel. 
 
Woman (name was not legible) – Asked when the R-3 zone would be reviewed. 
 
Bob Spar - He argued that we do not have the right to complain, although his reasoning was 
obscure.  He said people always complain and have done so forever.  Air and noise are not a 
problem, but what he meant by this was unclear.  His theme seemed to be that things are OK the 
way they are and that "we have nothing to complain about" and that property owners have rights. 
 
John O'Brien - RSIP adoptions have complemented and preserved our town.  Things are 
improving.  In a brief conversation with John after the meeting adjourned, he related his Del Mar 
and La Jolla experience and indicated that the Del Mar planning process was highly flawed, 
politicized and a popularity contest.  On the other hand, he seemed to find the La Jolla Planning 
Council process helpful even though it was not determinative.  I suggested that he may want to 
volunteer to address the RSIP committee and share his views and experience with the process in 
Del Mar and La Jolla.  
 
Teresa Alley – Requested that the RSIP committee consider codes to apply to the interior of 
buildings to prevent illegal modifications to dwellings which have the potential to negatively 
affect the neighborhood.  For instance, the installation of plumbing in a carriage house which 
could be used to install a kitchen and create an illegal rental. 
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story & not project beyond first story & 

limit height of 1st story

Calculate preservation of non-
conformites based on ratio of new floor 

area to old (e.g. any structural non-
conformity shall be eliminated if the 

ratio of new total floor area to existing 
floor area is greater than 1.5)

Require increased 2nd story front yard 
setback (4' ?) 

PROBLEMS (On-Line Survey 50% or greater interest with question no.)

Neighborly Consideration

Reduce allowed projection of porches 
into front yard setback

Review definition of "Story" and 
"Floor Area Equivalent"

Mandate greater façade plane off-sets 
along side facades

Increase 2nd story rear yard setback

SO
L

U
T

IO
N

S

Lower FAR (consider different FAR 
for unique neighborhoods - perimeter 

rds.?)

Allow alley splits only if no curb cut 
and parking provided from alley

Increase lot coverage for 1st story only 
& limit height of 1st story
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AppearanceBulk and Mass
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PROBLEMS (On-Line Survey 50% or greater interest with question no.)

Neighborly Consideration

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

R
Allow adjacent neighbors to review and 

comment on new construction plans.

Require window off-sets (from 
neighbor's windows) along side facades 

on lots less than 50 ft. wide.

Limit balconies above 1st story to 
project 4 ft. into front yard setback

Prohibit bay windows on 2nd story 
projecting into side yards on lots less 

than 50 ft. wide

Require above grade parking in R-3 to 
be included in FAR

 (current 400 sq.ft./unit exempt)

Prohibit roof decks above 1st story on 
lots less than 50 ft. wide

Provide FAR Pt. if existing structural 
nonconformities are removed (i.e. 
substandard setbacks, height, etc.)

Require FAR Pt. deduction if existing 
structural non-conformities are 

preserved (i.e. substandard setbacks, 
height, etc.)

Reduce height limit on all lots 
(consider height/width of lot ratio)

Prohibit balconies above 1st story on 
lots less than 50 ft. wide.

Reduce R-3 allowed height of 1st floor 
above "Grade" over parking

 (current 6' max)

Reduce size and no. of roof dormers

H
EI

G
H

T
PR

IV
A

C
Y

Limit height of exterior building walls 
w/min. slope away from PL (tie to solar 

access?)

Require notice of construction to 
neighbors in all zones

Require Design Review  Commission 
approval (23, 24)

Require setbacks for roof decks above 
1st story and confine within roof 

profile

Increase side yard setback for balconies 
above 1st story

Reduce height limit on lots less than 50 
ft. wide

SO
L

U
T

IO
N

S

Reduce single family allowed height of 
1st floor above "Grade"

 (current 30" max)
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PROBLEMS (On-Line Survey 50% or greater interest with question no.)

Neighborly Consideration

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

Limit obstruction of solar access to 
neighbors

Allow different standards for unique 
neighborhoods such as Ocean & 

Glorietta Blvds. 

M
IS

C
.

Increase Code Enforcement (15)

Increase incentives for Historic 
Preservation

Restrict the intrusion of exterior lights 
onto adjacent property

Require one open and one enclosed or 
covered parking space (FAR?)
(consider open porte coche for 

perimeter rd.?)

Allow covered parking vs enclosed 
(carports vs garages) (FAR?)

Allow 2 open parking spaces (FAR?)
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RSIP-3 Public Survey Summary 

May 21, 2014 thru June 16, 2014 

344 Total Responses 
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

1	/	104

97.08% 333

2.92% 10

Q1	Do	you	live	in	Coronado	or	own
property	in	Coronado?

Answered:	343	 Skipped:	1

Total 343

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

2	/	104

15.74% 48

62.30% 190

21.97% 67

Q2	Before	reading	the	information	above,
how	familiar	were	you	with	RSIP?

Answered:	305	 Skipped:	39

Total 305

Not	at	all
familiar

Somewhat
familiar

Very	familiar

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Not	at	all	familiar

Somewhat	familiar

Very	familiar
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

27	/	104

0.34% 1

2.41% 7

3.78% 11

9.28% 27

24.40% 71

59.79% 174

Q4	What	is	your	age?
Answered:	291	 Skipped:	53

Total 291

18	or	less

19-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

18	or	less

19-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

28	/	104

1.16% 3

6.98% 18

12.79% 33

15.50% 40

10.85% 28

10.85% 28

9.30% 24

32.56% 84

0.00% 0

Q5	If	yes,	how	long	have	you	lived	in
Coronado?

Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

<	1	yr

2-5	yrs

6-10	yrs

11-15	yrs

16-20	yrs

21-25	yrs.

26-30	yrs

31+	yrs

0

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

<	1	yr

2-5	yrs

6-10	yrs

11-15	yrs

16-20	yrs

21-25	yrs.

26-30	yrs

31+	yrs

0
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

29	/	104

0.39% 1

0.78% 2

1.16% 3

0.39% 1

2.33% 6

1.16% 3

0.00% 0

Q6	How	many	months	per	year	do	you
reside	in	Coronado?

Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

30	/	104

0.78% 2

0.00% 0

1.55% 4

1.16% 3

90.31% 233

Total 258

8

9

10

11

12
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

31	/	104

87.60% 226

8.91% 23

3.49% 9

Q7	Do	you	own	a	single	family	home	or
rent	your	residence?

Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

Own

Rent

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Own

Rent

Other
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

32	/	104

38.37% 99

61.63% 159

Q8	Do	you	live	in	a	one	or	two	story	home?
Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

One

Two

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

One

Two
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

33	/	104

59.69% 154

40.31% 104

Q9	Have	you	viewed	the	"Presentation	to
City	Council	August	20,	2013"	slide	show

from	the	city	web	site	at
http://www.coronado.ca.us/rsip	or	at	a

public	meeting?
Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

34	/	104

16.28% 42

83.72% 216

Q10	Did	you	attend	the	public	workshop	on
May	21,	2014	in	the	Community	Center?

Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No

221



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

35	/	104

70.93% 183

29.07% 75

Q11	Have	you	viewed	the	"May	21	Public
Workshop	Slide	Show"	by	attending	the
workshop	or	from	the	city	web	site	at
http://www.coronado.ca.us/rsip	?

Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

36	/	104

13.50% 32

6.33% 15

18.57% 44

16.88% 40

Q12	If	you	reside	in	a	single	family
residence,	describe	your	lot	(check	all	that

apply):
Answered:	237	 Skipped:	107

25	ft.	w ide

26-30	ft.	w ide

31-40	ft.	w ide

41-50	ft.	w ide

50+	ft.	w ide

Front	on	a
street	and	g...

Front	on	a
street	w ith	...

Front	only	on
an	alley	or...

On	First	St.

On	the
Third/Fourth...

In	the	v illage

In	the	Country
Club	Estates...

In	the
Coronado	Cays

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

25	ft.	wide

26-30	ft.	wide

31-40	ft.	wide

41-50	ft.	wide
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

37	/	104

31.22% 74

40.93% 97

30.38% 72

2.11% 5

2.95% 7

8.44% 20

64.98% 154

9.70% 23

2.95% 7

Total	Respondents:	237 	

50+	ft.	wide

Front	on	a	street	and	go	through	to	an	alley

Front	on	a	street	with	no	alley	at	rear

Front	only	on	an	alley	or	lane

On	First	St.

On	the	Third/Fourth	St.	corridor

In	the	vil lage

In	the	Country	Club	Estates	(Coronado	Ave.,	Country	Club,	Balboa,	Cabril lo,	Acaia,	Carob,	Alder,	Pine,	Ocean	Dr./Ct.,)

In	the	Coronado	Cays
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

38	/	104

27.67% 70

72.33% 183

Q13	Have	you	built	or	remodeled	a	single
family	home	in	Coronado	between	2005	&

today?
Answered:	253	 Skipped:	91

Total 253

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

39	/	104

7.20% 17

33.47% 79

34.32% 81

14.83% 35

10.17% 24

Q14	What	effect	do	you	feel	RSIP	-	2
(effective	1-7-2011)	has	had	on	recent

development?
Answered:	236	 Skipped:	108

Total 236

Strongly
Positive

Somewhat
Positive

Neutral

Somewhat
Negative

Strongly
Negative

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Strongly	Positive

Somewhat	Positive

Neutral

Somewhat	Negative

Strongly	Negative
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

40	/	104

Q15	Please	rank	the	following	subjects:
Answered:	254	 Skipped:	90
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RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

41	/	104
10.71% 8.73% 16.27% 29.37% 34.92% 	 	

The	size
(mass)	of	ne...

Enforcement	of
zoning	and	/...

Setbacks
between	houses

Sunlight

Height	of
fences	in	fr...

The	size	of
second	stories

Parking	on
residential...

Air	flow

Privacy

Historic
preservation

Roof	decks
above	the...

Garages	not
used	for...

Balconies	and
decks	at	sec...

Trees,	hedges
and	other...

The	height	of
new/remodele...

Parking	in
alleys

Sloped
driveways...

Height	of
fences	in	si...

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

	 No
Issue

A	Small
Issue

An
Issue

A	Big
Issue

A	Huge
Issue

Total Average
Rating

The	size	(mass)	of	new	or	remodeled	single	family 228



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

42	/	104

10.71%
27

8.73%
22

16.27%
41

29.37%
74

34.92%
88

	
252

	
3.69

14.06%
35

11.65%
29

18.47%
46

28.92%
72

26.91%
67

	
249

	
3.43

8.73%
22

13.89%
35

18.65%
47

29.37%
74

29.37%
74

	
252

	
3.57

9.35%
23

13.41%
33

20.33%
50

21.14%
52

35.77%
88

	
246

	
3.61

21.69%
54

29.72%
74

20.08%
50

14.86%
37

13.65%
34

	
249

	
2.69

12.65%
31

15.51%
38

22.04%
54

22.04%
54

27.76%
68

	
245

	
3.37

3.57%
9

11.90%
30

21.43%
54

19.44%
49

43.65%
110

	
252

	
3.88

17.27%
43

14.46%
36

24.90%
62

18.47%
46

24.90%
62

	
249

	
3.19

7.14%
18

14.29%
36

23.02%
58

20.24%
51

35.32%
89

	
252

	
3.62

12.50%
31

14.11%
35

24.19%
60

22.18%
55

27.02%
67

	
248

	
3.37

24.60%
62

21.83%
55

18.25%
46

16.67%
42

18.65%
47

	
252

	
2.83

15.98%
39

10.66%
26

23.36%
57

17.62%
43

32.38%
79

	
244

	
3.40

36.73%
90

22.86%
56

18.37%
45

12.24%
30

9.80%
24

	
245

	
2.36

18.40%
46

30.40%
76

25.20%
63

16.40%
41

9.60%
24

	
250

	
2.68

16.06%
40

12.05%
30

16.47%
41

23.29%
58

32.13%
80

	
249

	
3.43

24.79%
60

26.45%
64

19.83%
48

13.22%
32

15.70%
38

	
242

	
2.69

34.41%
85

28.74%
71

18.22%
45

12.96%
32

5.67%
14

	
247

	
2.27

34.94%
87

28.92%
72

20.48%
51

11.65%
29

4.02%
10

	
249

	
2.21

The	size	(mass)	of	new	or	remodeled	single	family
homes.

Enforcement	of	zoning	and	/or	building	codes

Setbacks	between	houses

Sunlight

Height	of	fences	in	front	yard	setbacks

The	size	of	second	stories

Parking	on	residential	streets

Air	flow

Privacy

Historic 	preservation

Roof	decks	above	the	second	story

Garages	not	used	for	parking

Balconies	and	decks	at	second	floor	level

Trees,	hedges	and	other	landscaping	encroaching
across	property	l ines

The	height	of	new/remodeled	single	family	homes

Parking	in	alleys

Sloped	driveways	across	public 	sidewalks	accessing
underground	parking

Height	of	fences	in	side	yard	setbacks
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56.97% 143

19.12% 48

23.90% 60

Q16	Are	there	any	circumstances	that	you
would	support	applying	additional/different
restrictions	to	new	2	story	single	family
homes	or	remodeled	homes	built	next	to

existing	one	story	homes?
Answered:	251	 Skipped:	93

Total 251

# Comment Date

1 Privacy	and	sunlight	in	single	story	need	to	be	considered 6/15/2014	5:01	PM

2 Set	back	the	second	story	past	the	from	to	adjacent	roof	l ines	so	they	are	not	so	imposing	on	the
neighbors.

6/15/2014	4:38	PM

3 large	homes	in	relation	to	size	of	existing	homes 6/14/2014	2:36	PM

4 I	don't	know	the	current	restric tions,	so	cannot	comment. 6/14/2014	2:11	PM

5 Affected	neighbors	should	have	some	input	regarding	the	effect	on	existing	home	(i.e.,	air,	l ight,
privacy,	etc.)

6/14/2014	1:31	PM

6 Older	homes	should	not	be	forced	to	lose	air	rights	and	deal	with	over	vegetation	from	next	door.
Many	new	homes	are	creating	problems	for	older	homes.

6/14/2014	1:01	PM

7 building	a	large	2	story,	almost	3	the	way	they	are	done	nowdays	(Falletta's	buildings)	beside	a
single	story	takes	away	the	sun	&	airflow	from	the	single	story.	Also	rooftop	decks	overlook	the
backyards	of	the	s.	story.	One	comment	from	residents	is	that	they	are	building	huge	houses	on
postage	stamp	size	lots.	TRUE!

6/13/2014	11:17	PM

8 Minimal	blockage	of	sunlight	and	structure	should	be	compatible	with	that	of	the	surrounding
homes.	No	more	"cookie	cutter"	homes	that	look	l ike	they	were	all	made	by	the	same	developer

6/13/2014	9:12	PM

Yes

No

Not	Sure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No

Not	Sure
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9 Overall	we	need	to	somehow	compromise	between	max	the	lot	and	staying	true	to	Coronado's
charm.

6/13/2014	5:31	PM

10 The	Falletta	homes	DESTROY	property	value	in	every	single	way.	(	sunlight,	privacy,	parking,
appearance,	quality	of	l i fe	)

6/13/2014	4:38	PM

11 privacy	and	alley/garage	parking	required 6/13/2014	4:02	PM

12 Home	and	land	owners	should	have	greater	freedom	to	build	a	home	they	desire	and	not	be
limited	by	local	legistration	and	historical	societies.

6/13/2014	3:19	PM

13 set	backs	for	second	stories	should	be	greater	(wider)	to	allow	more	air	space,	air	flow,	view	corridor,
and	visually	aesthetic 	appeal	over	existing	rules	that	allow	for	"block"	or	"lego-land"	home	design,
which	has	far	too	narrow	of	space	between	structures	at	all	floor	levels.

6/13/2014	2:02	PM

14 no	more	restric tions...	the	result	is	TALLER	houses	vs	wider...	prefer	wider 6/13/2014	1:43	PM

15 Second	story	should	be	stepped	back	on	all	sides 6/13/2014	1:13	PM

16 sunlight	issues,	loss	of	privacy,	and	loss	of	air	c irculation. 6/13/2014	12:11	PM

17 Require	installation	of	building	outl ine	with	plastic 	ribbons/screening	to	display	the	proposed
building,	its	mass,	and	its	shadow.	I	understand	Carmel	Calif	requires	these	for	one	year	to	show
yearlong	shadow	effect.

6/13/2014	11:58	AM

18 We	need	to	reduce	the	size	of	homes	on	the	lots	and	increase	set	backs 6/13/2014	10:59	AM

19 No	2nd	story	porch	on	back.	They	look	into	bathrooms,	bedrooms,	l iving	rooms,	yards	of	those
across	the	fence.	NO	PRIVACY!!!!!!!!	TERRIBLE!	If	on	the	south	side,	NO	SUN	FOR	THE	WINTER
on	northside	house!!!!!!

6/13/2014	9:09	AM

20 Dependent	on	lot	size	&	location	of	existing	single	story	home. 6/13/2014	6:48	AM

21 When	sunlight,	airflow	and	privacy	is	an	issue	there	should	be	some	protection	for	neighbors	who
will	be	negatively	affected.

6/12/2014	10:34	PM

22 Comply	with	set	back	restric tions 6/12/2014	10:31	PM

23 Consider	view	and	sunlight	obstructions 6/12/2014	7:51	AM

24 After	the	work	done	by	the	prior	RSIP	committees,	the	standards	are	well	thought	out	and
implemented.	You	can't	please	everyone	no	matter	how	hard	you	try!

6/12/2014	12:58	AM

25 Side	yard	fence	restric tions	should	be	looked	at.	A	single	story	homeowner	should	have	the	right	to
install	a	taller	fence	if	a	two	story	home	is	built	next	door.	If	the	single	story	homeowner's	sunlight
has	been	removed	by	a	neighbors	second	story,	then	they	should	at	least	have	the	right	to	shield
their	windows/private	space	from	the	encroaching	property.	We	can	never	change	the	small	25	and
36.5	foot	lots,	but	we	can	create	polic ies	that	allow	homeowners	to	retain	at	least	some	privacy	for
their	space.

6/11/2014	5:09	PM

26 SOme	line	of	sight	or	l ine	of	sunlight	variance. 6/11/2014	12:22	PM

27 Neighbor	and	neighborhood	sensitivity 6/10/2014	2:50	PM

28 Restric tions	should	be	based	only	on	zone,	lot	size	and	setbacks.	The	house	next	door	should	have
NO	bearing	on	what	I	can	build.

6/9/2014	11:57	PM

29 Larger	set	backs 6/9/2014	12:09	PM

30 The	builder	should	be	sensitive	to	the	effect	the	construction	wil l	have	on	the	next	door	neighbor:
air	flow,	l ight.	Most	don't	seem	to	care.

6/9/2014	10:50	AM

31 Privacy.	Impacts	on	l ight	and	what	that	does	to	existing	vegitation. 6/9/2014	9:31	AM

32 Would	want	to	preserve	the	privacy	of	the	existing	house 6/8/2014	10:59	PM

33 About	time.	It	may	be	too	late. 6/8/2014	1:27	PM

34 No	overlook	into	adjacent	homes	windows	and	back	yards 6/6/2014	1:56	PM

35 Possibly,	but	only	if	the	existing	I	story	home	were	to	sign	a	binding	agreement	to	remain	1	story. 6/5/2014	11:16	AM

36 Consideration	of	sun	impact	on	neighbor.	Example	Have	a	more	restric ted	height	on	the	North	side
of	property.

6/5/2014	7:50	AM
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37 give	owners	of	small	irregular	lots	less	restric tions	on	far	requirements 6/4/2014	10:22	PM

38 Our	c ity	is	beautiful	with	new	homes	being	built	for	nice	families	that	bring	a	lot	of	good	to	the
City.

6/4/2014	2:06	PM

39 if	it	takes	away	their	sunshine-	blocks	air	reduce	size	increase	side	yard	free	space 6/4/2014	8:01	AM

40 If	you	walked	around	Coronado	you	wouldn't	have	to	ask	the	question 6/3/2014	9:44	AM

41 Be	considerate	of	neighborrs	view,	privacy.	Esthtic 	appearance 6/3/2014	8:59	AM

42 Aesthetics,	scale	&	harmony	with	existing	structures 6/3/2014	7:46	AM

43 Use	of	small	or	no	windows	on	sides	of	house	where	one	story	house	on	that	side 6/3/2014	7:42	AM

44 Require	people	to	park	in	their	driveways	or	garages,	leaving	street	parking	open	for	visitors,	etc. 6/2/2014	10:39	PM

45 I	would	need	to	see	a	l ist	of	c ircumstances	before	giving	a	reasonable	answer	to	this	question. 6/2/2014	9:19	PM

46 Not	fair 6/2/2014	1:44	PM

47 protect	the	privacy	of	the	single	story	home	from	the	window	aspects	to	backyard. 6/2/2014	1:01	PM

48 Hight	should	be	lowered	in	all	zones.	More	open	lawn	around	houses. 6/2/2014	12:05	PM

49 Parking	in	Coronado	is	a	problem.	Can	solve	some	of	the	problem	by	not	allowing	parking	on	street
between	2	and	5	am	except	for	special	temp.	permit.	Parking	for	the	comm.	areas	of	town	need	to
be	looked	at.

6/2/2014	11:40	AM

50 Do	not	allow	two	stand	alone	two-story	residences	on	a	single	25	ft	lot 6/1/2014	4:21	PM

51 Increasing	allowable	square	footage	for	additional	architectural	features. 6/1/2014	2:57	PM

52 Plans	should	be	compatible	with	neighboring	homes,	regarding	l ight,	privacy,	etc.	Spec	homes
should	go	through	design	review.	(As	a	way	of	determining	if	a	home	is	a	"spec"	house,	an
individual	or	firm	who	has	had	a	prior	building	permit	issued	within	the	past	5	yrs	would	be	required
to	go	through	design	review.)

6/1/2014	8:25	AM

53 As	long	as	the	requirements	affecting	the	new	home	is	not	more	lenient	than	those	affecting	the
existing	home,	I	would	not	support	greater	restric tions	on	the	new	home.	(I	say	this	even	though	I
l ive	next	door	to	a	home	that	wil l	eventually	be	replaced	by	something	new	and	larger.)

5/31/2014	9:20	AM

54 square	footage	should	be	appropriate	for	lot	size	w/	space	for	yard. 5/30/2014	6:24	PM

55 All	home	owners	should	have	the	same	abil ities	or/and	l imitation	imposed	upon	them.	Property
owners	should	not	have	restric tions	as	to	the	redevelopment	of	their	properties	based	on	their
neighbors	homes.

5/30/2014	5:28	PM

56 Give	impacted	neighbors	a	way	to	comment	on	plans	before	any	building	permits	are	issued 5/30/2014	2:40	PM

57 more	restric tions	the	better 5/30/2014	12:24	AM

58 We	have	all	three	houses	on	rash	side	of	us	as	newly	constructed	homes	(the	one	in	the	back	being
constructed	right	now)	and	now	we	have	absolutely	no	privacy.	Something	should	be	and	needs	to
be	done	to	address	this	issue.

5/29/2014	9:18	PM

59 I	would	encourage	builders	to	be	mindful	of	airflow,	privacy,	and	l ight	restric tions	when	they	build
huge	2	story	homes	next	to	existing	one	story	homes.

5/29/2014	6:43	PM

60 It	is	time	we	considered	the	existing	home...what	we	have	allowed	is	outrageoius 5/29/2014	12:58	PM

61 Some	consideration	should	be	given	to	the	impact	these	HUGE	houses	have	on	their	neighbors
views,	privacy	and	airflow.

5/29/2014	9:55	AM

62 Airflow,	l ight,	privacy	of	neighbors 5/29/2014	9:44	AM

63 There	a	few	around	town	that	simply	dwarf	and	must	totally	ruin	any	kind	of	the	homes	atmosphere
as	it	was.

5/28/2014	6:37	PM

64 Additional	FAR	points	for	landscaping	that	would	separate	homes	that	would	block	the	view	from
the	2nd	floor	into	the	neighbors	back	yard.	i.e.	Trees	that	could	grow	canopies	to	block	looking	in
neighbors	yards	or	even	across	alleys	into	neighbors	yards.

5/28/2014	5:56	PM

65 Neighbor	contact	and	approval. 5/28/2014	3:01	PM
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66 Please	consider	the	homes	that	have	NOT	yet	been	sold	or	remodeled	and	are	either	next	to	1	or
even	2	newly	developed	lots	that	look	down	into	their	yard.	These	homes	should	be	allowed
exceptions	from	RSIP-3	because	they	already	have	had	their	property	value	decreased	because	of
the	development	on	either	side.	These	residences	should	be	allowed	some	exception	because	of
what	exists	next	door.

5/28/2014	10:27	AM

67 Restric t	placement,	size,	and	types	of	glass	(e.g.,	use	frosted	glass)	on	side	windows.	More	height
restric tions	on	any	2-story	home.	No	unit	allowed	on	top	of	garage	without	consent	of	neighbors.
Neighborhood	input	into	all	plans	with	abil i ty	to	force	modifications	(but	not	able	to	stop	building
plans).	Fence	height	-	3'	in	front	and	6'	on	sides	to	inc lude	shrubs/arbors/etc.	used	to	increase
"fence"	height.

5/28/2014	10:06	AM

68 Second	Story	setbacks	make	all	the	difference.	No	need	to	address	any	other	issues.	RSIP	1	&	2
already	did	that.

5/27/2014	10:36	PM

69 Sunlight	and	airflow	must	be	protected	for	existing	1-story	homes.	Loss	of	these	natural	elements
can	devastate	quality	of	l i fe.

5/27/2014	12:45	PM

70 Respect	&	consideration	for	neighbors'	space,	air,	&	sunlight	is	necessary.	"It	isn't	just	about	you!" 5/27/2014	12:00	PM

71 no	wall	around	house,	no	building	in	areas	where	yard	was	supposed	to	exist,	no	bright	l ighting	on
exterior,	all	of	these	atrocities	occurred	on	the	2nd	block	of	G	Ave.	the	neighbors	hate	it.	they	built
on	every	free	surface	and	it	dwarfs	the	neighbors	homes.

5/27/2014	11:57	AM

72 Second	Story	needs	to	be	setback. 5/27/2014	10:37	AM

73 Ensure	windows	of	2	story	are	sized	and	positioned	to	protect	privacy	of	single	story	unit.	Limit	plant
materials	from	overhanging	into	adjoining	unit,	ensure	reasonable	sunlight	is	afforded	to	the
existing	unit;	consider	transfer	of	development	right	where	appropriate,	require	more	parking	on	the
developed	lot;	ensure	more	sound	attentuation	in	new	homes.

5/27/2014	8:38	AM

74 Light	and	air	flow 5/26/2014	1:43	PM

75 New	construction	that	cuts	off	l ight	and	air,	invades	privacy	is	a	problem;	but	the	neighbor	should
not	get	veto	power	over	your	property.

5/26/2014	11:44	AM

76 I'm	sti l l 	learning	... 5/26/2014	9:39	AM

77 Strongly	consider	privacy	issues 5/26/2014	8:58	AM

78 depends	on	the	location,	homes/neighborhood	in	question 5/25/2014	12:32	PM

79 compromises	neighbors'	rights	for	privacy 5/25/2014	9:37	AM

80 Second	Story	Setbacks	of	at	least	a	few	feet. 5/25/2014	8:34	AM

81 A	view	is	not	guaranteed	but	should	be	considered	because	in	Coronado	that	is	a	large
consideration	before	purchasing	the	property.

5/25/2014	6:49	AM

82 Newer	homes	are	allowed	to	go	much	higher	than	homes	built	only	10	years	ago.	They	look
rediculose.	They	should	NEVER	be	allowed	to	reach	30	feet.	No	functionality	is	gained	by	these
heights,	only	asthetics.	In	my	opinion	they	are	negative	asthetics.

5/24/2014	3:11	PM

83 second	story	porch	blocking	sun	and	air 5/24/2014	1:27	PM

84 depends	on	the	proposed	design 5/24/2014	1:16	PM

85 that	ship	has	sailed.	I	could	see	where	height	restric tions	depending	upon	lot	size	might	have	been
a	solution	50	years	ago....

5/24/2014	12:24	PM

86 Very	important	that	one-story	homes	have	access	to	l ight	and	air. 5/24/2014	11:29	AM

87 View	space	atop	a	40	ft	structure	is	too	much	and	quite	intrusive. 5/24/2014	11:14	AM

88 Need	sensitivity	to	privacy,	l ight	of	the	existing	single	family	home.	Would	require	greater	setbacks. 5/24/2014	11:08	AM

89 Noise	generators	-	Pools	&	Play	Areas	Lighting	impinging	on	neighbors	-	especially	bedrooms 5/24/2014	10:44	AM

90 There	should	be	consideration	when	approving	the	new	plans	that	the	single	story	home	is	not
"isolated"	from	the	sun,	etc.,	because	of	the	new	construction.

5/24/2014	10:41	AM

91 Homes	are	so	c lose	together	that	people	need	a	2nd	story	to	have	proper	room. 5/24/2014	10:27	AM
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92 Neighbors	should	have	a	say	on	what	is	built,	visit	the	process	Del	Mar	has	to	go	through,	it	protects
neighbors	conditions.

5/24/2014	10:06	AM

93 Addressing	sunlight	and	airflow	would	require	this. 5/24/2014	9:25	AM

94 Sunlight	and	air,	side	yard	setbacks,	size	and	mass 5/24/2014	7:59	AM

95 This	is	a	very	complicated	issue	that	is	challenging	to	address.	Bulk,	height,	sunlight	wil l	always	be
difficult	to	not	some	type	of	impact	on	the	adjacent	lot.	Coronado	is	a	dense	community	even
when	you	had	cottages.	Sideyard	setbacks	have	the	most	impact	on	bulk	and	sun/shade	issue	and
not	the	FAR.	The	current	FAR	has	been	reduced	significantly	from	the	1980's	yet	I	would	offer	that
it	has	not	had	a	significant	increase	in	sunlight	to	the	adjacent	parcel.	Again,	the	majority	of	the
lots	in	the	vil lage	are	small	and	the	net	effect	is	anything	built	would	have	some	type	of	impact	on
the	neighborhood.	Not	sure	how	much	you	can	tweak	the	ordinance,	just	hope	they	hire	a	good
architect	to	address	the	requirements	sensitively.

5/23/2014	6:14	PM

96 It	is	not	fair	to	the	owner	of	a	property	to	spot	zone	just	because	they	are	next	door	to	a	single
family	home.

5/23/2014	5:21	PM

97 Privacy	and	"looming"	are	big	for	us,	but	we	live	next	to	two	homes	that	I	suspect	violated	even	the
setbacks	of	their	period	of	development.

5/23/2014	4:38	PM

98 All	properties	should	be	treated	equally 5/23/2014	4:04	PM

99 Yes	--	The	current	code	is	incentivizing	the	tearing	down	of	homes	in	the	R1-B	zone	and	creating	2
homes	where	once	one	stood.	We	should	adopt	FARs/setbacks	that	incentivize	retaining	the	50	foot
lots	In	the	R1-B	zone.	The	25	foot	lots	should	have	a	lower	or	the	very	least	the	same	FAR	than	the
50	foot	lots	in	the	same	zone.	If	i t	is	being	built	next	to	an	existing	50	foot	lot	with	a	single	home	it
should	have	the	same	setback	on	the	adjoining	side	and	move	it	c loser	to	the	middle	of	the	newly
split	lot.	25	foot	lots	should	not	be	allowed	roof	decks	and	25	foot	lots	should	not	be	allowed	to	put
a	second	story	over	a	unenclosed	patio	as	it	shoves	the	bulk	and	mass	towards	the	back	of	the
structure	and	invades	the	privacy	of	the	adjoining	neighbors	backyard.

5/22/2014	4:07	PM

100 LOSS	OF	SUNLIGHT	HURTS 5/21/2014	9:19	PM
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41.86% 108

35.27% 91

22.87% 59

Q17	If	a	second	story	is	proposed	to	be
added	to	a	one	story	home	that	has	smaller

setbacks	or	greater	lot	coverage	than
currently	allowed	by	the	zoning	code
should	the	first	story	be	required	to	be

modified	to	comply	with	today's	required
setbacks	and	coverage?

Answered:	258	 Skipped:	86

Total 258

# Comment Date

1 not	if	i t	increases	the	density	issue 6/14/2014	4:13	PM

2 There	should	be	some	common	sense	method	to	l imit	the	size	of	the	second	story	addition	in	this
situation.	Reducing	the	size	of	an	established	first	floor	seems	ridiculous.

6/14/2014	2:11	PM

3 Any	second	story,	should	not	interfere	with	the	peace	and	enjoyment	of	neighbors	property.	City
never	should	have	been	able	to	split	lots.

6/14/2014	1:01	PM

4 They	need	to	be	more	stric t.	I	own	an	R3	and	I	also	have	a	yard.	New	homes	in	Coronado	should
be	about	keeping	yards	and	the	charming	outside	atmosphere.	New	homes	should	not	be	built	in
an	effort	to	maximize	sq	footage.	Coronado	property	is	worth	the	SAME	regardless	of	the	amount	of
square	footage	your	home	is.	Giant	homes	do	not	increase	property	value.	Quality	of	l i fe	does!

6/13/2014	4:38	PM

5 Not	sure	how	this	could	be	accomplished	w/o	a	huge	amt.	of	money. 6/13/2014	4:35	PM

6 allow	existing	footprint	but	increase	second	story	set-backs	per	described	above. 6/13/2014	2:02	PM

7 2nd	story	should	not	be	allowed	to	non-conforming	homes.	2nd	story	should	be	smaller	and
stepped	back	on	all	sides.

6/13/2014	1:13	PM

8 Surveys	should	be	required 6/13/2014	12:11	PM
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9 First	story	was	built	to	comply	with	then-current	code;	should	not	have	to	be	modified	to	comply
with	different	new	cone	(this	could	lead	to	applying	even	to	homes	with	no	remodel	plans).	But,	the
new	second-floor	could	be	required	to	comply	with	the	now-current	code,	which	might	mean	a
greater	set-back	than	the	existing	first	floor.

6/13/2014	11:58	AM

10 Same	above. 6/13/2014	9:09	AM

11 This	is	especially	true	if	neighbors	wil l	be	negatively	impacted. 6/12/2014	10:34	PM

12 The	reality	is	that	many	current	homes	on	Coronado	are	not	suffic iently	sized	for	modern	l iving.	In
many	cases,	a	second	story	is	necessary.	Rather	than	encroaching	on	the	property	rights	of	owners
looking	to	remodel,	we	should	consider	allowing	"defensive	features"	for	single	story	homes	next	to
two	story	new	construction.	This	might	inc lude	lattice	work,	privacy	shrubs/hedges,	etc.

6/11/2014	5:09	PM

13 Complex,	but	consideration	should	be	given	to	ameliorate,	but	not	punish. 6/10/2014	2:50	PM

14 NO	-	That's	retroactive	regulation,	and	the	first	story	should	be	grandfathered	in.	Zone	+	lot	size	+
FAR	should	determine	what	size	second	story	can	be	added.

6/9/2014	11:57	PM

15 Remodels	are	a	joke...	A	almost	tear	down	is	not	a	remodel	&	only	done	to	keep	setbacks	that	are
substandard

6/9/2014	12:09	PM

16 The	new	second	story	must	meet	all	new	and	cumulative(FAR,	etc)	requirements	anyway. 6/5/2014	11:16	AM

17 Generally	no,	but	there	are	a	few	old	homes	where	there	is	zero	or	l i ttle	setback.	As	long	as	the
remodel	is	preserving	the	historic 	nature	of	the	building	they	should	be	able	to	keep	even	these
zero	setbacks.	Otherwise	they	must	comply	with	the	new	standards.

6/5/2014	7:50	AM

18 Let's	not	restric t	someone	from	remodeling	their	present	home.	They	may	have	bought	it	with	the
intent	of	remodeling,	but	had	to	wait	to	retire	or	have	enough	money	to	do	the	work.	If	you	restric t
too	much,	we	wil l	have	dumps	all	around	the	c ity	that	harbor	rats	and	are	eye	sores	to	the
community.	I	l ive	next	door	to	a	"Sandford	&	Sons"	dump	of	a	house	that	is	overgrown	with	trees
that	ruin	my	property;	termites	are	l iving	in	the	rotten	"common"	fence	that	they	wil l	not	let	me
repair.	Old	houses	can	be	kept	in	good	repair,	but	most	of	them	belong	to	slum	lords	who	do	not
want	to	fix	them	up	since	they	are	getting	a	good	income	from	the	rents!	I	would	love	to	have	a
hew	two	story	home	next	door	to	me	that	have	a	lot	of	kids	and	pets	vs.	what	I	now	have!	Old
structures	have	"grandfathered"	in	setbacks	and	footprints.	Let's	leave	these	homes	alone.	If	they
want	to	remodel,	good	for	them!	If	you	l ive	next	door	to	one	of	these	and	you	are	unhappy,	then
you	can	MOVE.

6/4/2014	2:06	PM

19 Depends	on	c ircumstances 6/3/2014	7:20	AM

20 SEEMS	LIKE	OUR	CITY	IS	BECOMING	TOO	CROWDED	WITH	LOTS	BEING	BUILT	OUT	AND	NO
GREENERY.

6/3/2014	7:13	AM

21 The	town	is	being	overbuilt	with	SPEC	homes	that	are	built	by	people	that	do	not	take	Into
consideration	the	existing	neighbors	and	the	impact	that	house	wil l	have	in	the	neighborhood.

6/2/2014	10:39	PM

22 Current	code	would	require	the	second	story	to	meet	setbacks.	Any	home	that	does	not	comply	with
lot	coverage	standard	should	be	brought	into	compliance	before	a	construction	permit	is	issued.

6/2/2014	9:19	PM

23 Depends	on	the	size	of	the	addition 6/2/2014	1:44	PM

24 The	first	story	should	not	be	modified	but	the	new	2nd	story	should	meet	the	new	setback
requirements.

6/1/2014	2:57	PM

25 Remodels	are	a	huge	part	of	the	problem. 6/1/2014	8:25	AM

26 That	would	encourage	a	full	demo	of	a	home	that	could	be	remodeled	to	accommodate	today's
living	standards.

5/30/2014	5:28	PM

27 I	think	in	a	town	with	architecture	as	diversified	as	ours,	each	case	is	unique...for	the	most	part	I
would	say	yes..but	there	may	be	instances	where	it	can	work.

5/29/2014	12:58	PM

28 if	the	current	home	already	exceeds	the	current	coverage	allowed,	the	addition	should	be
restric ted	to	ensure	it	provides	the	same	impact	that	it	would	have	had,	had	the	current	structure
met	todays	setback	and	coverage	requirements.

5/29/2014	9:55	AM

29 Remodeled	homes	are	built	to	use	prior	codes.	Should	be	made	to	conform. 5/28/2014	3:01	PM
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30 At	least	second	floor	should	be	set	back	from	first	floor	by	a	serious	amount,	not	just	meet	current
FAR.	All	buildings/fences	except	main	house	(inc luding	second	units	on	the	lot)	should	have	to	be
modified.

5/28/2014	10:06	AM

31 Second	Stories	have	by	far	the	most	impact 5/27/2014	10:36	PM

32 Yes,	or	where	not	possible	or	practical,	the	second	story	MUST	be	reduced	by	an	amount	equal	to
the	non-compliant	1st	floor	sq	footage.

5/27/2014	12:45	PM

33 But,	the	addition	should	meet	current	standards. 5/27/2014	12:00	PM

34 If	the	first	story	is	already	over	existing	FAR,	no	second	story	should	be	allowed. 5/27/2014	11:11	AM

35 Just	the	second	story.	The	first	story	is	behind	a	fence	and	neither	the	privacy	of	the	homeowner
nor	the	neighbor	is	compromised.

5/27/2014	10:37	AM

36 Could	make	remodel	cost	uneconomical,	requiring	any	renovation	to	demolish	the	existing	home
and	build	all	new.

5/26/2014	11:44	AM

37 It	would	depend	on	the	features	of	the	second	story	-	view	of	neighbor	backyards,	neighbor	loss	of
sunlight,	presence/size	of	balconies.	Probably	each	situation	would	need	consideration	on	a	case
by	case	basis	within	certain	parameters.

5/26/2014	9:39	AM

38 Unless	Historic ,	which	would	be	an	exception	and	an	incentive	to	become	historically	designated. 5/25/2014	8:34	AM

39 probably 5/24/2014	3:11	PM

40 depends	on	the	design,	if	the	second	story	coverage	is	smaller	then	the	1st	story,	it	might	work 5/24/2014	1:16	PM

41 I	would	need	to	get	c larification	on	this	issue.	Maybe	a	visual? 5/24/2014	11:29	AM

42 Accommodate	the	lack	of	setbacks	on	first	level	with	greater	setbacks	on	2nd	level.	Use	some	line-
of-sight	criteria	for	impact	on	neighbors.

5/24/2014	11:08	AM

43 I	recommend	getting	an	input	from	directly	impacted	neighbors.	If	neighbors	approve	of	the
proposed	modificaiton/addition,	I	would	vote	for	approval.

5/24/2014	10:44	AM

44 It's	construction	pre-dated	the	ordinance	so	it	should	be	allowed	to	stay.	However	if	an	extensive
renovation	is	planned,	where	they	are	tearing	it	down	to	the	studs	than	yes,	it	should	comply	with
the	current	standards.

5/24/2014	10:06	AM

45 Could	this	apply	with	change	of	ownership	only?	That	way	people	would	know	what	they	were
getting	into.	Otherwise	might	be	cost-prohibitive.

5/24/2014	9:25	AM

46 Although	I	might	not	l ike	the	result,	i f	the	home	was	compliant	with	previous	standards,	the	owner
should	not	be	penalized

5/24/2014	7:59	AM

47 I	glaze	over	when	reading	this	question	(and	I'm	a	land	use	planner)	and	I'm	sure	most	people
reading	this,	especially	those	not	related	to	the	building	industry	are	saying..."What?"

5/23/2014	6:14	PM

48 As	long	as	they	remain	within	the	current	FAR	requirements	then	they	should	not	have	to	modify
the	existing	structure.

5/23/2014	5:21	PM

49 Second	story	needs	to	stay	within	the	FAR	even	if	i t's	smaller	than	the	first	story 5/23/2014	4:40	PM

50 Remodeling	is	not	the	problem,	developer-driven	and/or	spec	homes	designed	to	be	fl ipped	in	two
years	are	the	problem.

5/23/2014	4:04	PM

237



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

51	/	104

35.48% 33

36.56% 34

10.75% 10

17.20% 16

Q18	If	you	answered	Yes	to	the	previous
question,	where	should	the	threshold	be	to
require	the	original	portion	of	the	home	to
be	brought	to	full	compliance?	When	the
addition,	or	new	floor	area,	exceeds	what

percent	of	the	original	home	size?
Answered:	93	 Skipped:	251

Total 93

# Comment Date

1 I	cannot	answer	this	as	I'm	not	sure	I	understand	the	question.	Someone	needs	to	draw	me	a
diagram.

6/13/2014	11:19	PM

2 Setbacks	must	be	brought	into	compliance. 6/13/2014	1:14	PM

3 Home	should	be	no	larger	that	those	already	in	that	area!!! 6/13/2014	9:14	AM

4 See	comment	above 6/10/2014	2:51	PM

5 Perhaps	if	new/remodel	homes	are	scaled	down	some	we	could	have	more	of	a	Vil lage
atmosphere.	that	house	on	8th	and	Country	Club	looks	l ike	it	could	accommodate	12	or	more
people	and	I	believe	it	only	has	a	two	car	garage.	Where	wil l	the	extra	cars	go???

6/2/2014	10:49	PM

6 Question	is	unclear.	If	i t	is	a	2nd	story,	lot	coverage	is	not	changed.	If	FAR	is	at	max	with	the	first
story,	a	second	story	should	not	be	permitted.

6/1/2014	8:28	AM
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7 Substantial	remodeling	(as	in	50%	more	than	currently	exists)	should	result	in	all	grandfathered
setback	deviations	and	variances	ending.	The	practice	of	keeping	the	framing	from	the	1st	floor
while	essentially	building	a	completely	new	home	needs	to	end.

5/30/2014	2:43	PM

8 I'm	not	certain	that	I	understand	the	question?	The	new	construction	should	always	be	in
compliance	with	the	existing	rules/regulations.

5/29/2014	6:46	PM

9 Limit	the	bulk/mass	and	be	required	to	conform	to	new	guidelines. 5/28/2014	3:02	PM

10 Or	even	less. 5/27/2014	12:45	PM

11 Unless	Historically	designated,	which	should	be	exempted	and	become	an	incentive	to	designate
your	home.

5/25/2014	8:35	AM

12 I	read	the	question	and	answer	choices	3	times	and	sti l l 	don't	understand	it....sorry.... 5/24/2014	12:25	PM

13 I	would	l ike	to	answer	"undecided" 5/24/2014	11:17	AM
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69.26% 178

30.74% 79

Q19	Do	you	think	that	Coronado	is	losing
its	distinctive	single	family	architectural

variety?
Answered:	257	 Skipped:	87

Total 257

# Comment Date

1 I	think	due	to	some	restric tions	on	building	requirements,	architectural	detail ing	is	more	l imited,
becoming	boxy	and	less	appealing	in	design	options.

6/16/2014	8:54	AM

2 Individuality	is	losing	and	one-uppism	is	rampant. 6/15/2014	7:28	PM

3 Coronado	is	trying	to	hold	on	but	it	is	on	the	verge	of	losing	the	historic 	distinctions.	Great	Care
must	be	paramount	in	all	future	decisions

6/15/2014	11:03	AM

4 the	skyline	of	Coronado	has	changed	dramatically	and	the	community	has	lost	it's	vil lage	l ike
atmosphere.	Too	many	original	houses	are	being	torn	down	to	make	room	for	large	structures	that
are	not	in	keeping	with	the	vil lage	ambiance.

6/14/2014	4:15	PM

5 Somewhat.	It's	always	interesting	to	see	how	the	front	of	new	Bil ly-Box	style	homes	get	finished,	but
they're	sti l l 	long,	high,	straight-sided	boxes	behind	the	façade.

6/14/2014	2:15	PM

6 If	people	want	huge	homes,	they	should	choose	to	l ive	elsewhere. 6/14/2014	1:32	PM

7 YES!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!	I	would	not	buy	here,	if	I	were	shopping	for	a	home	today. 6/14/2014	1:02	PM

8 We	are	getting	monomorphic.	Some	streets	have	essentially	the	same	house	on	over	50%of	the	lots 6/13/2014	9:13	PM

9 Absolutely!	In	every	possible	way.	Coronado	really	is	being	destroyed	faster	than	we	can	keep	up.	It
boggles	the	mind	that	the	developers	(many	are	long	time	locals)	think	that	these	homes	that
maximize	square	footage	are	more	appealing	than	smaller,	quaint,	cottages.	Again,	property
values	wil l	GO	UP	MUCH	MORE	if	we	have	stric t	laws	that	force	new	homes	to	be	built	smaller.	If
we	cram	these	ridiculous	huge	homes	on	small	lots	Coronado	wil l	be	gone	in	a	blink	of	an	eye.	(
and	it	almost	is!	)	PLEASE	take	this	very	serious.	The	Falletta	family	is	a	very	kind	and	well	l iked
family	throughout	the	community	but	these	homes	have	absolutely	destroyed	the	towns	charm.	3rd
and	I	avenue	is	a	good	example	of	what	this	town	wil l	look	l ike	in	5	years	if	we	don't	stop	this	fast.

6/13/2014	4:42	PM

10 Too	many	lot	splits	have	produced	"Bil ly	Box"	type	houses.	These	have	been	dressed	up	but	it's	l ike
"putting	l ipstick	on	a	pig".

6/13/2014	4:37	PM
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11 New	construction	architecture	is	desired	over	old	houses. 6/13/2014	3:19	PM

12 personally	too	many	"cape	cod"	looking...	prefer	Spanish	style	for	so	cal 6/13/2014	1:43	PM

13 House	plans	are	obviously	out	of	a	plan	book.	There	is	NOTHING	unusual	about	new	homes	being
constructed	(except	for	bil ly-boxes,	which	should	never	have	been	allowed	in	the	first	place).	There
is	nothing	special	or	appealing	about	Coronado.

6/13/2014	1:16	PM

14 We	have	lost	gardens	and	outdoor	l iving	space	to	oversized	indoor	l iving	space. 6/13/2014	12:13	PM

15 ABSOLUTELY!! 6/13/2014	10:59	AM

16 YES!!!!	The	mac-mansions	are	degrading	all	smaller	one	story	single	family	homes!!	NO	PRIVACY
at	all!!!

6/13/2014	9:15	AM

17 Absolutely!!!	The	majority	of	new	construction	appears	to	be	either	shoeboxes	or	ridiculously	sized
mansions

6/12/2014	7:53	AM

18 The	new	construction	&	remodels	are	very	nicely	done	and	many	well	be	recognized	for	their
beauty	as	the	historic 	homes	of	our	future.

6/12/2014	1:00	AM

19 We	have	an	aging	collection	of	single	family	homes....we	need	to	create	incentives	to	attract
owners/architects/builders	that	are	going	to	invest	and	create	the	next	generation	of	housing.	The
more	restric tive	the	building	codes	are,	the	more	homogeneous	the	housing	stock	wil l	look,
because	only	a	few	architects/builders/speculators	wil l	have	the	wherewithal	to	find	all	the
loopholes/tricks	to	make	construction	viable.

6/11/2014	5:24	PM

20 The	character	of	the	Country	Club	area	is	changing	rapidly	and	dramatically.	Like	the	25x140	lots
that	were	all	overbuilt	(Lyons	especially),	and	where	there	is	now	no	more	opportunity	for
developers	to	make	money,	he	has	now	taken	his	formula-approach	to	Country	Club.	One	by	one
he	is	scraping	lots	and	building	formula	"mini-mansions"	that	he	sells	to	the	very	wealthy.	In	short,
Lyons	exploits	leniency	in	our	building	codes	to	completely	change	the	neighborhood	we	live	in
(to	the	utter	dismay	and	sadness	of	long-time	residents)	and	puts	the	enormous	profits	in	his	pocket.
How	can	this	be	right?

6/11/2014	7:47	AM

21 Extraordinary	variety	in	single	family	homes	is	historically	characteristic ,	but	is	eroding. 6/10/2014	2:53	PM

22 It	is	NOT	up	to	the	City	or	committees	or	my	neighbors	to	decide	what	type	of	home	I	can	build. 6/9/2014	11:58	PM

23 Definitely!!! 6/9/2014	12:10	PM

24 Somewhat.	Need	more	historical	preservation.	Need	to	somehow	weight	residents	input	based	on
whether	the	resident	is	full	time	or	part	timew.	I'm	a	part	time	resident	and	a	full	time	residents
opinion	should	count	more!

6/9/2014	9:34	AM

25 We	have	several	neighborhoods	that	are	starting	to	look	l ike	tract	homes,	which	is	a	shame. 6/6/2014	5:35	PM

26 Too,	too	many	mini-castles 6/6/2014	1:57	PM

27 DAH! 6/5/2014	11:16	AM

28 There	is	a	great	deal	of	variety,	even	in	the	mega-mansions 6/5/2014	11:03	AM

29 I	met	an	architect	who	visits	Coronado	every	year	just	to	walk	around	to	see	the	variety	of	the
neighborhood.	Huge	incentives	could	be	used	to	encourage	better	architecture	or	preservation.
Example	if	someone	were	building	a	nice	authentic 	Victorian	they	might	be	given	several	feet
allowance	for	the	spire.	But	once	the	committee	has	OKed	an	item	they	cannot	keep	inserting	their
changing	opinion.

6/5/2014	8:06	AM

30 Coronado	is	becoming	so	restric tive	to	property	owners	unnecessarily.	in	less	than	11	years	look	at
what	this	local	govt	has	done	to	restric t	property	owners.

6/4/2014	10:25	PM

31 Architectural	variety	isn't	the	issue,	it's	overbuilding	on	the	small	lots. 6/4/2014	7:57	PM

32 There	are	a	lot	of	different	styles	in	Coronado	at	the	present	time....contemporary,	Spanish,
southwest,	traditional.	Do	not	designate	what	style	home	should	be	built	in	Coronado.	Architecture
is	a	personal	choice	and	does	not	belong	in	the	hands	of	the	City.	Let	our	City	grow	to	it's	max
potential	and	bring	in	new	families	that	are	an	asset	to	the	community.

6/4/2014	2:14	PM

33 we	have	become	overrun	by	greed-	bigger	is	better!	and	the	c ity	and	realtors	wanting	to	increase
the	$	in	their	coffers-	the	c louds	are	the	worse-	there	is	no	way	they	should	have	been	built	!

6/4/2014	8:03	AM

34 too	big,	too	grandiose,	not	in	keeping	with	originals,	some	which	are	now	historical	houses 6/3/2014	11:38	AM
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35 Again:	open	your	eyes! 6/3/2014	9:44	AM

36 absolutly 6/3/2014	8:51	AM

37 Absolutely.	Four	square	divided	lots	and	mcmansions	are	rampant	and	changing	the	charm	of	the
island.	They	are	not	necessary--except	for	contractor	profit

6/3/2014	7:43	AM

38 I	SEE	MANY	COTTAGES	BEING	TORN	DOWN	FOR	LARGE	HOMES	WE	ARE	GETTING	LIKE
NEWPORT	BEACH.

6/3/2014	7:14	AM

39 Developers	are	building	SPEC	HOMES	and	they	absolutely	don't	care	about	the	overbuilding,	the
traffic 	or	anything	that	Coronado	is.

6/2/2014	10:52	PM

40 The	variety	of	single	family	architecture	in	Coronado	continues	to	improve. 6/2/2014	9:23	PM

41 I	think	the	Shores	already	did	that.	Personally,	I	prefer	we	didn't	split	lots	and	build	two	houses,	but
it	sti l l 	happens.

6/2/2014	5:02	PM

42 Too	much	development	by	architects	and	developers/contractors	that	use	the	same	plans	with	only
very	slight	modifications

6/2/2014	1:46	PM

43 Mega	mansions	not	suitable	to	our	vil lage 6/2/2014	12:06	PM

44 I	think	the	variety	has	remained	unique	and	distinctive.	I've	always	felt	that	we've	allowed	single
family	structures	to	exceed	what	is	reasonable;	affecting	existing	homes	and	creating
neighborhoods	that	are	too	dense.

6/2/2014	10:40	AM

45 Coronado	has	a	lot	of	architectural	variety. 6/2/2014	10:36	AM

46 Two	biggest	concerns	is	increased	condos,	two	full	two	story	residences	on	a	single	25	ft	lot	and
mega	homes.	Frankly,	the	more	recent	"long	and	narrow,	single	family	tow	story	homes	such	as
mine	maintain	the	vil lage	atmosphere.

6/1/2014	4:23	PM

47 The	town	is	beginning	to	look	l ike	Arizona	West.	Also,	many	new	homes	have	that	Nantucket
beach-	style	look	(big,	boxy,	look-a-l ike).

6/1/2014	3:41	PM

48 Yes	on	R-3	25	foot	lots	and	in	R-3	zones.	Today	it	is	as	easy	to	spot	a	Falletta	c loud	condo	as	it	was
35	years	ago	year	"bil ly	boxes"	were	built	or	Usalis	condos.	This	question	should	not	have	been
restric ted	to	single	family	homes.

6/1/2014	8:33	AM

49 Perhaps	--	But,	the	fox	did	his	damage	in	the	last	30	years,	he	has	exited	the	coop,	and	it	is	pretty
late	to	do	much	about	it.

5/31/2014	11:34	AM

50 I	worry	that	building	out	to	the	absolute	max	allowed	is	creating	a	trend	toward	less	interesting,
blockish	architecture.	Lots	of	exceptions,	of	course,	but	what	we	always	have	loved	is	the	variety	of
architectural	styles.

5/31/2014	9:23	AM

51 The	new	homes	are	almost	always	more	attractive	&	far	safer	than	the	original	structure. 5/30/2014	5:30	PM

52 Mostly	where	homes	are	being	built	on	25	foot	wide	lots	since	only	a	few	basic	foundation	plans
will	work	on	these	lots.

5/30/2014	2:44	PM

53 No	comment 5/30/2014	2:14	PM

54 Absolutely.	Take	a	drive	around	the	country	c lub	area.	I	receive	numerous	flyers,	letters,	etc	from
these	real	estate	people	who	can't	wait	to	get	their	greedy	hands	on	my	home.	They	never	wil l.
Additionally,	these	contractors	should	be	ashamed	of	themselves.	There	is	one	contractor	and	his
real	estate	wife	who	have	at	least	4	properties	on	Country	Club	Lane	where	they	are	building	and
then	sell ing	with	no	regard	for	those	that	l ive	in	one	story	homes	in	that	area.	Talk	about	taking
away	air	space	and	sunlight.

5/30/2014	12:31	AM

55 It	was	lost	a	long	time	ago,	when	the	Shores	were	allowed	to	be	built.	That	changed	the	landscape
of	Coronado	forever.	I	have	learned	to	accept	change	and	l ive	in	the	present.	However,	when	we
remodel	it	wil l 	not	be	the	home	of	our	dreams	due	to	all	the	zoning	codes!

5/29/2014	8:09	PM

56 Yes!	Absolutely!	The	mega	mansions	are	taking	away	from	Coronado's	charm.	Setbacks,	patios,
open	space,	and	gardens	are	being	compromised	and	they	are	what	make	Coronado	special.

5/29/2014	6:48	PM

57 Are	you	serious????...we	are	becoming	a	joke~iit's	all	about	how	much	building	can	be	squeezed
onto	a	piece	of	land...we	were	once	unique..we	are	fast	becoming	Balboa	Island....the	funny	thing
is,	the	developers	keep	saying	if	we	dob't	allow	it	our	"property	values"	wil l	decline..when,	in	fact,
the	more	unique	and	lovely	a	place	is,	the	more	sought	after	it	becomes.

5/29/2014	1:01	PM
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58 Too	many	of	the	new	homes,	although	individually	attractive	and	functional,	are	essentially	cookie
cutter	in	architectural	style.	Many	are	somewhat	out	of	context	with	the	existing	houses.	It	is
somewhat	jarring	to	drive	down	a	very	typical	Southern	California,	Coronado	street	and	see	a
HUGE	Cape	Cod	home	wedged	in,	despite	the	fact	that	the	Cape	Cod	is	individually	a	very
attractive	home.	This	multiplied	by	20	or	30	and	growing	is	causing	a	distinct	change	in	the
atmosphere	of	the	vil lage.

5/29/2014	10:03	AM

59 I	appreciate	the	variety	of	beautiful	new	homes	and	the	freedom	of	landowners. 5/28/2014	8:23	PM

60 There	is	a	few	builders	who	seem	to	built	their	one	style,	giant	or	build	2	units	on	a	narrow	lot.	Talk
about	parking	issues	plus	the	density	is	disturbing.

5/28/2014	6:40	PM

61 Number	of	rentals/out	of	state	owners	do	not	have	the	same	investment	to	quality	of	l i fe. 5/28/2014	3:03	PM

62 It	started	with	Bil ly's	Boxes	and	now	continues	Falletta's	Foll ies.	His	ugly	four	on	ones	are	ruining
Coronado.

5/28/2014	12:24	PM

63 Absolutely.	The	nice	old	homes	that	keep	a	pleasant	feel	to	the	town	are	what	provide	the
wonderful	atmosphere	that	have	always	made	Coronado	great.	The	new	side	by	side	homes
absolutely	decrease	the	quality	of	l i fe	in	Coronado.	The	lots	where	4	homes	are	packed	onto	a
single	lot	decrease	the	surrounding	property	value	and	quality	of	l i fe	in	a	monumental	way.	Should
Coronado	continue	to	allow	4	homes	to	be	squished	into	an	R-3	lot	it	wil l 	be	less	than	10	years
from	now	where	Coronado	has	totally	been	destroyed.	We	need	to	encourage	and	maintain	a
beach	cottage	l ike	environment	where	the	people	that	l ive	here	LOVE	their	yard	and	the	outdoors.
That	wil l	save	the	quality	of	l i fe	in	Coronado	and	not	turn	us	into	Mission	Beach.	Think	Catalina
and	NOT	La	Jolla...

5/28/2014	10:34	AM

64 Too	many	"long	tall	narrows"	with	2	houses	cramped	on	a	singlellot 5/27/2014	2:33	PM

65 Go	to	Savanah	GA	and	Charlston	see	how	they	are	preserving	their	historic 	homes. 5/27/2014	2:28	PM

66 Not	so	much	in	the	R-1	zones,	but	the	4-on-1	towers	in	the	R-3	zone	are	destroying	neighborhoods!
Sunlight	and	privacy	disappear,	and	on-street	parking	is	pitting	neighbors	against	each	other.	Do
any	of	these	tower	residents	use	garages	for	cars!?!

5/27/2014	12:49	PM

67 The	newer	homes	are	quite	diverse	and	distinctive. 5/27/2014	12:02	PM

68 everything	is	becoming	a	second	home	that	is	out	of	character	for	Coronado....resembeling
Arizona,	or	Vegas	condos	are	too	frequent	as	well	as	bil ly	boxes.	I	hate	that	the	charm	of	the
vil lage	is	being	compromised.	many	times	the	home	is	a	vacation	home	and	they	are	not	even	part
of	the	community	to	know	how	out	of	character	their	mc	mansion	is	and	how	quaint	cottages	are
being	scraped	down	and	rebuilt	to	the	max!!

5/27/2014	12:00	PM

69 All	the	row	homes	look	cookie	cutter	already 5/27/2014	11:11	AM

70 But	as	39	year	old	who	has	l ived	here	my	entire	l i fe	I	welcome	the	differences.	Believe	it	or	not	but
I	remember	this	town	as	being	quite	mundane.	Now	we	have	a	vibrant	business	center	and	fantastic
architectural	variety.	I	would	just	l ike	to	be	able	to	sit	in	my	backyard	without	someone's
bathroom/bedroom	hovering	over	me.

5/27/2014	10:39	AM

71 There	are	to	many	Falletta	style	homes. 5/26/2014	4:35	PM

72 The	joke	in	our	neighborhood...Tony	Town,	Tony	Towers.... 5/26/2014	12:08	PM

73 I	am	so	sad	every	time	I	drive	through	the	Country	Club	area	and	see	all	of	these	huge	mansions
where	it	used	to	be	all	bungalows.	I	don't	mind	a	2-story	house	replacing	a	single	story,	but	those
houses	are	ridiculous.	There	are	certain	areas	of	town	where	I	don't	mind	larger	houses/mansions	-
along	First,	in	the	beach	area	(even	the	Country	Club	area	right	near	the	beach,	the	first	couple	of
blocks),	along	Alameda,	down	by	the	golf	course	beyond	and	along	Glorietta...	but	most	of
Coronado	should	be	kept	to	regular	old	single-family	homes,	whether	they	are	one	or	two	stories.

5/26/2014	11:55	AM

74 Sadly,	we	have	a	serious	case	of	"affluenza"	and	I	don't	think	Coronado	wil l	recover.	It's	not	the
architectural	variety	so	much	as	the	size	and	mass	and	"upscaling"	of	every	property.

5/26/2014	11:46	AM

75 As	far	as	I	can	see,	Coronado's	distinctive	bungalow,	ranch,	Spanish	style	homes	are	no	longer
being	built.

5/26/2014	9:43	AM

76 I	am	concerned	that	too	many	c loud	condos	and	long	tall	skinny	have	been	built.	these	are
increasing	Coronados	density	population.

5/25/2014	2:18	PM

77 we're	losing	the	distinctions	and	instead	getting	homes	that	are	over	scaled	for	the
lot/neighborhood.	losing	the	open	vil lage	feel

5/25/2014	12:33	PM
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78 All	the	bil ly	boxes	look	nearly	identical 5/25/2014	8:36	AM

79 duh 5/24/2014	3:12	PM

80 MOST	DEFINITELY!!!! 5/24/2014	1:16	PM

81 Smaller	houses	with	charming	exteriors	are	disappearing. 5/24/2014	11:48	AM

82 We	are	losing	the	small	town	flavor,	in	my	opinion,	and	have	become/are	becoming	a	town	of	the
very	wealthy,	who	often	do	not	l ive	in	the	giant	homes	they	have	built.

5/24/2014	10:59	AM

83 Taller	homes,	no	yards,	parking	on	street	in	l ieu	of	garages	are	a	blight	on	Coronado.	Stop	the	tall
and	narrows	get	the	cars	off	the	streets.

5/24/2014	10:32	AM

84 We	live	in	such	a	charming	community,	our	building	requirements	should	be	very	aggressive.	Let's
try	to	keep	the	historical	homes	and	stop	all	the	long,	tall,	narrows.

5/24/2014	10:09	AM

85 IT	IS	ALREADY	LOST 5/24/2014	10:05	AM

86 Too	many	look-alike	c loud	condos	-	not	addressed	in	this	presentation. 5/24/2014	9:26	AM

87 Not	sure..do	not	want	overkil l 	on	narrow	houses,	Cloud	condos	or	mansions	in	Country	c lub	where
every	foot	of	land	is	covered	by	house..

5/24/2014	8:05	AM

88 The	ordinance	does	not	guarantee	good	design...it	is	for	massing	only.	Good	design	and	distinctive
architecture	comes	from	creative	people	and	designers.	Look	at	the	Palmers...would	you	call	those
distinctive?	Most	of	the	new	buildings	i l lustrated	in	the	May	21	slide	show	are	very	handsome	and	I
believe	add	to	the	distinctive	character	of	the	vil lage.	I	would	say	that	a	majority	of	the	homes	built
between	the	40-80's	are	not	a	representation	of	good	architecture	and	it's	not	the	massing	or	FAR
that	is	at	fault...i t's	the	design	of	the	individual	units	that	are	poorly	executed.	If	anything	the	newer
projects	replacing	or	modifing	these	older	"vil lage"	single	family	homes	are	increasing	the
distinctive	neighborhood	quality	of	the	vil lage.

5/23/2014	6:23	PM

89 The	c loud	houses	bulkier	by	Faleta	are	terrible.	25	foot	houses	do	not	use	their	garages. 5/23/2014	5:55	PM

90 It	is	not	fair	to	property	owners	to	dic tate	what	style	house	they	want	to	build	and	l ive	in.	No	mater
how	many	new	homes	are	built	there	wil l	always	be	a	variety.	How	many	varieties	of	homes	do	you
think	were	in	Coronado	in	1930,	there	is	more	variety	now	than	then.

5/23/2014	5:21	PM

91 Too	many	older	homes	are	being	scrapped	for	McMansions.	The	beauty	of	Coronado	is	in	it's
varied	style	and	age	of	the	architecture.

5/23/2014	4:41	PM

92 But	there	are	pockets	of	new	ugliness	that	take	your	breath. 5/23/2014	4:38	PM

93 The	problem	is	"franchise	architecture"--the	same	design	style	over	and	over.	There	should	be
greater	restric tions	placed	on	proposed	designs	for	homes	by	the	same	builder	or	designer	in	the
same	block/area.	Create	a	separate	category	of	design	review	for	multiple	projects	of	similar
character	by	the	same	team	in	the	same	area.	This	would	encourage	more	diverse	designs.

5/23/2014	4:24	PM

94 Row	after	row	of	houses	are	creating	a	cramped,	urbanized	look	and	streets	full	of	parked	cars	are
detracting	from	the	charm	of	the	vil lage.	Especially	with	the	adoption	of	diagonal	parking.	Parking
in	garages	should	be	enforced.	I	have	seen	a	trend	to	open	garages	which	have	been	converted
into	office/man	cave	habitable	space	--	especially	in	the	R-3	zone	or	R-1B	zone	with	25	foot	lots.

5/22/2014	4:09	PM
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Q20	If	you	answered	Yes	to	the	previous
question,	which	aspects	of	that

architectural	variety	matter	to	you?
Answered:	175	 Skipped:	169
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Diverse	styles?

Traditional
look?

Single	story
homes?

Older	homes?
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	 Not	Important Somewhat	Important Very	Important Total Average	Rating

Diverse	styles?
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Single	story	homes?

Older	homes?
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Q21	Do	you	think	there	should	be	more
relaxed,	no	change,	or	stricter	limitations

on:
Answered:	254	 Skipped:	90
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# Comment Date

1 privacy	glass	should	be	encouraged	when	windows	are	in-l ine	c losely	with	neighbors	existing,	so
light	is	sti l l 	available,	but	privacy	is	optimal

6/16/2014	8:59	AM

2 Not	familiar	with	requirements	concerning	alignment	of	second	story	windows. 6/14/2014	2:25	PM

3 There	is	to	much	house	allowed	on	the	lots. 6/14/2014	1:05	PM

Size	of	single
family	homes

Front	setbacks
from	propert...

Side	setbacks
from	propert...

View	into
neighboring...

Roof	top	decks
above	the...

Side	second
story	window...

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

	 More
Relaxed

No	Change Stricter	Limits Total Average	Rating

Size	of	single	family	homes

Front	setbacks	from	property	l ines

Side	setbacks	from	property	l ines

View	into	neighboring	back	yards

Roof	top	decks	above	the	second	story

Side	second	story	windows	in-l ine	with	neighbor's
windows
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4 my	next	door	neighbor	has	a	rooftop	deck	that	overlooks	my	backyard,	but	that	deck	is	never	used
so	it's	not	a	problem.	However,	it	was	a	remodel	done	20	yrs.	ago	so	isn't	as	tall	as	the	ones	done	in
the	past	5	yrs.

6/13/2014	11:27	PM

5 All	these	points	need	to	be	addressed	thoroughly	and	fixed.	Again,	I	hate	to	use	the	Falletta	homes
over	and	over	as	an	example	but	they	are	the	homes	that	did	the	best	job	of	destroying	Coronado
so	fast.	Please	be	stric t	with	these	points.

6/13/2014	4:46	PM

6 I	have	seen	very	few	roof	top	decks	used	because	they	are	too	hot.	Also	most	houses	do	not	afford	a
view	except	of	alleys	and	garbage	cans	or	into	their	neighbors'	rooftops.

6/13/2014	4:43	PM

7 Too	much	legistration	and	zoning	restric tions	today. 6/13/2014	3:22	PM

8 houses	are	too	expensive...	let	people	build	what	looks	NICE	and	not	worry	about	set	backs,	etc...	I
don't	l ike	TALL	buildings..

6/13/2014	1:45	PM

9 What	are	we	waiting	for?!?! 6/13/2014	1:18	PM

10 The	building	of	MANSIONs,	two	stories	outside	where	they	have	all	been	for	many	many	years	is
absolutely	degrading	all	smaller	homes	when	mixed!!!!

6/13/2014	9:21	AM

11 I	sti l l 	have	a	single	story	house	on	both	sides	and	hope	they	remain	this	way	unti l l 	I	am	gone 6/13/2014	8:38	AM

12 The	vil lage	properties	are	being	overbuilt	on.	Compare	the	building	codes	of	the	1970's	to	the
building	codes	of	the	past	10	years.	Reference	San	Diego	Living	Magazine's	artic le	on	the	history
of	Coronado	building	code	expansion	from	about	12	to	16	years	ago.	Reference	the	Pop.	J	vote	a
few	years	back.	The	majority	of	the	voters	voted	for	smaller	structures	on	small	lots,	to	inc lude	not
splitting	lots.

6/12/2014	10:50	PM

13 Window	position	for	previous	building	should	not	inhibit	neighbors	choices	on	design 6/12/2014	10:33	PM

14 Care	needs	to	be	taken	that	roof	top	decks	and	Windows	should	continue	to	be	constructed	with
respect	to	neighbors	'	privacy.

6/12/2014	1:11	AM

15 If	we	allow	square	footage	c loser	to	the	front	property	l ine,	then	perhaps	it	wil l 	take	pressure	off	of
second	story	construction.	Large	front	yards	are	nice,	but	I	have	a	feeling	we	wil l	soon	see	a	trend
that	has	started	to	dominate	housing	in	LA,	large	privacy	hedges	up	against	the	front	property	l ine.
It	wil l 	be	a	major	trend	in	the	future,	homeowners	taking	ownership	of	the	"wasted	space"	in	the
front	yard,	especially	in	the	place	l ike	Coronado	where	yard	and	private	space	are	l imited.

6/11/2014	5:33	PM

16 Clearly,	prior	RSIP	changes	have	not	been	successful	in	addressing	community	concerns. 6/10/2014	2:58	PM

17 The	City	has	already	tinkered	too	many	times	with	size,	FAR,	setbacks,	spot	zoning,	views,	decks,
windows,	trees	and	architectural	features.	It's	time	to	leave	it	alone,	stop	jerking	owners	and
builders	around,	and	stop	catering	to	people	who	only	want	tiny	single	story	cottages	on	expensive
full	size	lots	(they	should	move	to	Catalina	Island	and	leave	the	rest	of	us	alone).

6/10/2014	12:09	AM

18 We	are	establishing	homes	that	are	lot	l ine	to	lot	l ine	and	no	one	has	any	privacy. 6/6/2014	5:41	PM

19 Side	setbacks:	provide	larger	setback	for	structures	that	wil l	shadow	buildings	to	the	North
(downtown	side	in	vil lage)

6/5/2014	2:41	PM

20 leave	it	to	the	property	owners	to	make	the	decision.	if	i 	remodel	my	home	i	certainly	would	put	a
window	where	one	could	peer	in.

6/4/2014	10:28	PM

21 Concerned	about	view	into	neighboring	back	yards...hard	to	avoid	in	Coronado	and	don't	want	to
have	excessively	high	fences;	it	blocks	sunlight	etc.

6/4/2014	8:04	PM

22 It's	not	broken,	so	leave	it	alone!	The	City	has	made	enough	changes	in	the	past	to	the	setbacks,
square	footage	and	footprint	of	the	homes.	Let	it	rest.

6/4/2014	2:21	PM

23 In	the	Country	Club	Area,	I	think	there	should	be	larger	setbacks	for	homes. 6/4/2014	8:41	AM

24 With	so	many	new	homes	creating	a	"basement"	level,	it	seems	reasonable	to	require	stric ter	l imits
on	2nd	stories.

6/3/2014	10:05	AM

25 We	are	vic tims	of	all	of	the	above	right	next	door	to	us! 6/3/2014	7:49	AM

26 Side	setbacks	should	be	increased	for	lots	40	feet	wide	or	wider. 6/2/2014	9:32	PM

27 We	need	more	architectural	offsets	and	larger	second	story	setbacks 6/2/2014	1:50	PM
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28 I	l ive	in	a	Rauber	built	long,	tall	and	narrow	home,	with	one	right	next	door.	The	two	homes	coexist
very	well	together.	However,	on	either	side	of	both	of	us,	there	are	multi-family	housing	units	with
four	and	five	units.	That	and	the	traffic 	cutting	between	third	and	fourth	is	the	source	of	all
problems	on	our	block.

6/1/2014	6:36	PM

29 This	is	also	a	HUGE	problem	in	R-3,	R-4	zones. 6/1/2014	8:40	AM

30 Of	these	the	side	setbacks	are	the	area	of	greatest	concern. 5/30/2014	2:52	PM

31 For	a	comment	,	I	urge	you	to	drive	by	a	house	at	1110	Isabella	Avenue.	Every	single	thing	that
gave	l ife	to	the	small	spanish	house	that	was	already	there	was	ignored..all	privacy,	sun,	space,
sense	of	community.	What	was	permitted	was	a	fortress	with	windows	that	look	down	onto	the
backyard	of	the	existing	property,.	I	also	think	one	should	take	note	that	the	fortress	required	so
much	power	that	a	7ft.	sq.	power	box	was	required	and	since	the	fortress	owners	didn't	want	it	too
close	to	their	own	home,	it	was	placed	on	the	property	l ine	of	the	small	house...next	to	a
grandfathered	cottage	and	lovely	backyard	in	back.

5/29/2014	1:10	PM

32 RSIP	has	made	great	progress	in	many	areas	-	I	believe	the	new	setbacks	are	reasonable	and
responsible.	However,	loss	of	privacy,	airflow	and	views	is	devastating	to	many	residents.

5/29/2014	10:02	AM

33 I	think	we	should	incentivize	ways	for	the	property	being	developed	to	l imit	their	views	into	the
neighbors	yards,	etc.

5/28/2014	5:59	PM

34 Be	kind	to	your	neighbors.	Limit	the	exceptions	on	privacy	and	watch	window	alignment. 5/28/2014	3:08	PM

35 Privacy	is	the	major	issue	and	everything	that	can	be	done	to	maintain	owners	privacy	is	critical.
The	nice	homes	that	have	since	been	ruined	by	neighbors	windows	staring	down	in	their	yard	is
unacceptable.

5/28/2014	10:39	AM

36 Setbacks:	Small	lots	should	have	more	side	setback.	Rooftop	decks	-	additionally	"temporary
structures"	should	have	a	very	l imited	definition	to	Exclude	permanent/semi-permanent	shade
canopies,	awnings,	gazebos,	etc.	as	opposed	to	just	umbrellas	and	one	umbrella	max.	My	neighbor
has,	essentially,	an	imposing	third	story	because	of	the	so	called	"temporary"	full	gazebo	on	his
roof	deck.

5/28/2014	10:17	AM

37 second	story	sideyard	setbacks	needed.	Especially	on	the	sun	side 5/27/2014	10:40	PM

38 A	current	resident	should	no	have	to	feel	invaded/violated	by	new	construction. 5/27/2014	12:55	PM

39 Windows	need	to	be	offset	if	they	aren't	already	required	to	be. 5/27/2014	12:16	PM

40 If	there	is	an	existing	second	story	structure	on	both	sides	of	a	single	story,	then	I	feel	the	owner	of
the	single	story	should	be	allowed	to	build	as	they	choose	as	no	privacy	wil l	be	lost.	However	if	you
are	building	next	to	a	single	story	then	a	set	back	of	the	second	story	should	be	implemented.

5/27/2014	10:43	AM

41 I	don't	mind	roof-top	decks,	as	long	as	they	remain	at	roof	level.	If	there	are	big	structures	or	covers,
it	might	as	well	be	a	three-story	house,	so	I	wouldn't	support	that.	Beyond	that,	the	things	I	consider
most	important	are	l imiting	these	huge,	ridiculous	mansions,	and	allowing	people	to	keep	their
privacy.

5/26/2014	11:58	AM

42 At	this	point,	it	seems	unfair	to	make	anything	stric ter. 5/26/2014	11:49	AM

43 The	greed	that	some	contractors	have	is	going	to	be	the	down	fall	of	this	island.	We	don't	want	to
end	up	looking	l ike	Balboa	Island	with	no	parking.	Zoning	needs	to	looked	at	by	the	c ity	fast	to
address	the	issue	before	it's	to	late.

5/26/2014	9:31	AM

44 do	not	oppose	roof	top	decks	if	i t	doesn't	interfere	with	neighbors'	privacy 5/25/2014	9:40	AM

45 quit	messing	with	it	or	repeal	all	and	start	over!	Compare	what	you	are	trying	to	accomplish	homes
that	have	been	remodeled	(we	call	them	remuddled	homes)	over	the	years.	Sometimes	you	are
better	off	starting	over....

5/24/2014	12:28	PM

46 None 5/24/2014	11:50	AM

47 Focous	on	adverse	impact	on	neighbors. 5/24/2014	11:04	AM

48 All	house	and	no	yards	are	not	attractive.	Garden	space	and	yards	are	as	important	as	a	home. 5/24/2014	10:41	AM

49 Be	bold,	take	action	to	protect	the	historical	character	of	our	beach	community. 5/24/2014	10:19	AM

50 There	are	no	restric tions	on	architectural	projections	in	side	yards...firefighters	cannot	get	through
side	yards...stric ter	l imits	in	replacing	homes	on	the	large	lots	in	CC.

5/24/2014	8:17	AM
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51 Again,	this	is	a	dense	urban	community	and	increasing	setback	wil l	not	buy	the	"privacy"	for	single
story	units	next	to	two	story	units.	The	only	option	is	to	not	allow	2-story	units...but	that	horse	is
already	out	of	the	barn...a	two	story	barn?

5/23/2014	6:42	PM

52 My	neighbors	on	both	sides	have	windows	that	look	into	my	house,	all	of	these	homes	were	built
between	1910	and	1930.	It's	a	fact	of	l i fe.

5/23/2014	5:21	PM

53 Allowing	porches	to	encroach	8	feet	into	the	setback	may	need	to	be	reconsidered.	We	don't	need
any	more	third	floor	roof	decks.

5/23/2014	4:24	PM

54 FAR	for	smaller	lot	needs	to	decrease 5/23/2014	3:49	PM

55 The	averaging	of	front	yard	setbacks	has	been	a	disaster	--	look	at	the	homes	on	the	block	of	10th
and	Olive	--	unintended	consequences.	Averaging	should	be	eliminated	--	we	are	losing	our	front
yards!

5/22/2014	4:12	PM

249



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

63	/	104

30.04% 76

35.57% 90

34.39% 87

Q22	Do	you	think	the	city	should	make	the
original	retained	portion	of	a	remodel	meet
the	same	standards	as	new	construction	as
to	FAR,	setbacks,	lot	coverage	height	etc.,

even	if	it	leads	to	more	"teardowns"?
Answered:	253	 Skipped:	91

Total 253

# Comment Date

1 Not	every	house	should	be	saved.	There	are	a	tremendous	amount	of	houses	in	Coronado	not	built
to	current	(or	c lose	to)	building	code	and	should	be	torn	down	for	a	new	home	built	to	current	code
for	earth	quake,	etc.

6/16/2014	8:59	AM

2 That	is	what	we	did,	we	kept	the	original	"footprint"	when	we	remodeled. 6/15/2014	8:04	PM

3 If	a	"remodel"	goes	down	to	bare	bones	with	a	few	old	sticks	remaining	in	order	to	avoid	the	"new
construction"	requirements,	then	it	should	be	required	to	meet	new	construction	requirements.	It's
already	down	to	near	nothing,	so	just	take	it	the	rest	of	the	way	down	and	start	anew.	A	REMODEL
should	be	just	that	--	change	to	the	existing.	Defining	the	l ine	is	the	hard	part	as	people	wil l	go	to
great	lengths	to	get	around	the	rules.

6/14/2014	2:25	PM

4 Keep	the	old	set	back	standards. 6/14/2014	1:05	PM

5 If	the	original	portion	was	historic 	(75	years),	leave	it.	If	not	,	should	need	to	meet	new	standards 6/14/2014	12:03	PM

6 This	is	tricky	and	really	is	dependent	upon	the	home	in	question.	too	many	factors	come	into	play
here.

6/13/2014	4:46	PM

7 ABSOLUTELY!!! 6/13/2014	9:21	AM

Yes
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Not	Sure
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8 This	would	be	very	unjust	to	many	homeowners	in	Coronado.	It	would	deter	remodels	where	the
homeowner	cannot	afford	to	tear	down	the	entire	home.	So	owners	of	homes	with	much	needed
repairs	or	that	would	benefit	from	a	second-story	remodel	may	decide	it	is	too	expensive	or	difficult,
and	this	leave	the	property	as-is.	This	harms	both	the	appearance	of	our	community	and	the	value
of	our	homes.	Further,	I	believe	the	effect	would	be	to	deter	young	families	from	buying	homes	and
Coronado	since	the	only	options	available	would	be	to	leave	at	home	as	is,	or	to	tear	it	down
(which	is	a	huge	expense	on	top	of	the	lot	itself).

6/13/2014	12:31	AM

9 Provided	that	the	standard	is	not	punitive	and	represents	reasonable	requirements. 6/10/2014	2:58	PM

10 Again,	that's	retroactive	regulation	and	should	be	grandfathered,	just	as	many	criteria	have	been
done	for	decades	in	Coronado.

6/10/2014	12:09	AM

11 I	don't	think	this	can	be	a	"cookie-cutter"	approach.	I	would	l ike	to	see	as	much	of	an	original
house	retained	as	possible	even	if	a	variance	is	necessary

6/9/2014	10:54	AM

12 I	have	mixed	feeling	as	I	would	l ike	to	see	the	charm	of	the	older	homes	be	saved	but	sometimes
that	is	not	an	option.

6/6/2014	5:41	PM

13 if	house	it	taken	down	to	framing,	yes 6/5/2014	6:06	PM

14 absolutely	NO! 6/5/2014	2:41	PM

15 The	retained	portion	of	a	remodel	may	have	to	be	updated,	but	that	should	be	the	owners
decision,	not	the	Citys.	Tear	downs	bring	new	homes	which	are	good	for	increased	revenue	(taxes)
for	the	City.	What	could	possibly	be	wrong	with	that?	I	know	of	a	few	homes	that	need	to	be	torn
down,	why	not	talk	about	that?	Why	not	make	existing	slums	c lean	up	their	act?	Cleaning	up	the
City	is	more	important	that	imposing	new	codes	on	new	construction.

6/4/2014	2:21	PM

16 a	catch	22	isn't	i t? 6/4/2014	8:05	AM

17 Code	compliance	in	this	area	should	be	stric tly	enforced	-	this	area	has	been	ripe	for	gaming	for
some	time.

6/2/2014	9:32	PM

18 When	someone	buys	a	house	it	should	be	grandfathered	into	the	newer	standards. 6/2/2014	5:05	PM

19 Depends	on	how	extensive	the	remodel	and	on	the	character	of	the	existing	home. 6/2/2014	1:32	PM

20 FAR	should	apply. 6/1/2014	8:40	AM

21 To	do	otherwise	allows	the	original	retained	portion	to	be	used	as	a	subterfuge	to	build	a	new
home	without	complying	with	current	building	rules	and	regulations.

5/30/2014	2:52	PM

22 I	would	l ike	to	see	fewer	teardowns.	If	this	means	allowing	the	original	portion	of	a	remodel,	to
abide	by	different	standards,	I	am	in	favor	of	this.

5/29/2014	6:53	PM

23 Again,	this	is	a	very	unique	community	architecturally,	and	I	think	that	must	be	taken	into
consideration...how	it	affects	the	property	next	door,	etc.

5/29/2014	1:10	PM

24 Would	depend	on	amount	of	new	construction.	An	entire	building	around	one	wall	to	save	setbacks
is	wrong.

5/28/2014	3:08	PM

25 Dependent	on	location. 5/28/2014	10:39	AM

26 I	DO	think	that	written	resident	input	in	response	to	City	letters	about	variances,	teardowns,	etc.
should	carry	equal	weight	to	appearing	at	a	council	meeting.	Many	people	can't	attend	these
meetings	and,	in	this	day	and	age,	people	taking	the	time	to	put	their	view	in	writing	(letter	or
email)	should	be	the	same	as	standing	before	the	Council.

5/28/2014	10:17	AM

27 I	don't	want	more	teardowns,	but	the	criteria	for	designating	work	as	being	a	remodel	needs	to	be
strengthened.	Leaving	small	bits	of	a	home	standing	should	not	qualify	a	builder	for	relaxed
remodel	standards.

5/27/2014	12:55	PM

28 If	the	original	structure	was	built	to	approved	standards	the	retained	portionshould	be	allowed	to	be
remain.	However,	the	style	of	the	original	structure	should	be	respected	so	thefinal	result	is	not	a
mish	mash	mush!

5/27/2014	12:16	PM

29 why	would	it	lead	to	more	tear	downs?? 5/27/2014	12:05	PM

30 Tricky	situation	-	perhaps	work	with	neighbors	to	come	to	resolution	among	all	parties.	Case	by	case
-	would	take	longer	but	addresses	respect	for	neighbor	perspectives.

5/26/2014	9:56	AM
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31 I	think	it	would	depend	on	the	original	portion.	Does	it	have	historical	worth?	Will	that	be	retained
in	a	remodel?

5/26/2014	9:23	AM

32 lot	dependent	-	but	the	c ity	needs	discretion	to	prevent	the	"remodels"	that	are	in	effect	tear	downs
to	rebuild	a	McMansion

5/25/2014	12:35	PM

33 we	have	to	many	teardowns 5/24/2014	3:15	PM

34 see	my	comment	in	#20 5/24/2014	12:28	PM

35 We	need	greater	restric tions	of	what	is	a	remodel.	It	seems	to	be	very	loose	and	retaining	a	couple
of	walls	should	not	be	considered	a	remodel.	If	more	than	50%	of	the	structure	is	altered,	it's	not	a
remodel.

5/24/2014	11:12	AM

36 Get	input	from	impacted	neighbors 5/24/2014	11:04	AM

37 A	large	lot	may	be	able	to	handle	a	larger	home	as	long	as	there's	suffic ient	yard	and	garage
space.	No	street	parking!!

5/24/2014	10:41	AM

38 You'l l	have	to	work	through	the	different	scenarios.	Initial ly	my	response	is	no,	its	the	additions	that
would	apply,	especially	the	second	story.	I	guess	I'm	a	wee	bit	of	a	preservationist.

5/24/2014	10:19	AM

39 Why	should	I	be	forced	to	pay	a	new	higher	property	tax	if	my	remodel	was	previously	compliant. 5/24/2014	8:17	AM

40 Again,	a	good	part	of	the	charm	and	distinctive	element	of	the	vil lage	is	the	quirky	design
standards	/	zoning	allowances	that	were	in	place	in	early	1900's.	Planners	around	the	country	are
trying	to	duplicate	or	recreate	this	in	new	communities.	If	people	want	more	privacy,	they	should
move	to	a	location	where	larger	lots	and	single	story	homes	are	the	norm.

5/23/2014	6:42	PM

41 Yes	to	FAR	no	to	setbacks	they	can	be	grandfathered 5/23/2014	4:45	PM

42 exceptions	for	historic 	homes 5/23/2014	4:25	PM

43 I	think	that	is	what	the	variance	and	historical	designation	process	is	all	about	-- 5/22/2014	4:12	PM
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48.83% 125

30.08% 77

21.09% 54

Q23	Design	Review	Commission	(DRC)
approval	is	currently	required	for

multifamily	and	commercial	development.
Do	you	think	Design	Review	Commission
approval	should	ever	be	required	for	single

family	homes?
Answered:	256	 Skipped:	88

Total 256

# Comment Date

1 Maybe	in	some	c ircumstances	and	only	if	the	design	review	is	meant	to	address	the	problems	of
over-building	(encroachment,	failure	to	respect	neighbors'	right	to	l ight,	air	and	privacy),	not	simply
for	aesthetic 	purposes.

6/14/2014	1:42	PM

2 "design"is	out	of	control	and	some	is	very	ugly…	Coronado	is	starting	to	look	l ike	New	Jersey! 6/14/2014	12:03	PM

3 Yes...	i t	is	terribly	unfortunate	but	we	need	the	DRC	to	review	everything	now.	There	are	too	many
developers	"bending"	the	rules.

6/13/2014	4:46	PM

4 all	residential	development	should	allow	for	owners	of	neighboring	properties	(all	within	500	feet)
to	have	input	on	design	and	to	be	able	to	force	architectural	modifications	if	a	majority	of	them
oppose	the	original	design.

6/13/2014	2:08	PM

5 But	only	if	the	Commissioners	know	what	they	are	doing. 6/13/2014	1:18	PM

6 If	it	keeps	the	neighborhoods	from	mixing	various	size	homes!!! 6/13/2014	9:21	AM

7 When	4	houses	are	built	on	a	7,000'	lot	with	poor	parking	arrangments.	These	should	never	be
allowed

6/13/2014	8:38	AM
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8 The	Planning	Dept.	has	well	crafted	guidance	in	the	munic ipal	code	and	is	able	to	provide
adequate	review	of	SF	projects.	However,	perhaps	it	could	be	an	option	if	the	property	owner	is
looking	for	creative	input	and	requests	such	a	review.

6/12/2014	1:11	AM

9 Some	modified	DRC	should	be	considered,	but	should	not	be	obstructive. 6/10/2014	2:58	PM

10 Design	of	MY	home	is	MY	business,	not	YOURS	or	the	neighbors'! 6/10/2014	12:09	AM

11 All	construction	affects	the	look	of	Coronado 6/9/2014	10:54	AM

12 There	again	we	are	a	very	interesting	community	as	we	have	so	many	differing	styles.	I	honor	a
person	right	to	paint	their	home	in	dots	if	they	want	even	if	I	don't	l ike	it.	We	have	many
personalities	here.

6/6/2014	5:41	PM

13 GENERAL:	This	survey	would	be	MUCH	better	if	one	could	return	to	a	previous	page	without
automatically	deleting	all	responses	in	between.

6/5/2014	2:41	PM

14 In	concept	I	am	for	it	but	I	heard	it	might	cost	a	lot	of	money	in	the	real	world. 6/5/2014	8:13	AM

15 DEFINITELY	NOT!!!!!	No	one	should	tell	an	owner	what	design	they	should	use	for	their	home.	It's
basically	none	of	their	business....the	building	codes	restric t	new	construction	adequately.

6/4/2014	2:21	PM

16 If	owners	are	allowed	to	put	up	a	building	without	such	review,	we	are	bound	to	get	ugly	buildings
which	would	change	neighborhoods	for	the	worse.

6/4/2014	2:00	PM

17 for	new	houses	only 6/3/2014	11:44	AM

18 Absolutely 6/3/2014	7:45	AM

19 Only	if	they	do	something	about	these	HUGE	homes	that	are	ruining	our	neighborhoods 6/2/2014	10:58	PM

20 No	way! 6/2/2014	1:50	PM

21 It	is	much	better	to	tighten	restric tions	than	add	DRB	to	new	single	family	homes 6/2/2014	11:58	AM

22 Coronado	should	NEVER	become	an	HOA 6/1/2014	9:30	AM

23 Yes.	Similar	to	Del	Mar. 6/1/2014	8:40	AM

24 Too	often	these	boards	aren't	code-based	in	their	approach	and	they	wield	their	power	in	odd	yet
iron-fisted	ways.	I	saw	this	first-hand	in	Laguna	Beach.

5/31/2014	9:28	AM

25 If	the	c ity	decides	it	wants	neighbors	to	have	input	and	also	adopts	new	standards	on	matters	l ike
sunlight,	privacy,	air	flow,	etc.

5/30/2014	2:52	PM

26 What	a	complete	mess	this	would	be 5/30/2014	2:15	PM

27 YES!	I	think	if	Design	review	is	required	for	all	single-family	homes,	most,	if	not	all,	of	the	problem
houses	that	are	creating	the	new	concern	would	be	eliminated.

5/29/2014	3:12	PM

28 Many	of	the	new	single	family	homes	are	larger	than	the	multifamily	homes.	Perhaps	a	review	of
homes	larger	than	a	certain	square	footage	and	second	story	additions.

5/29/2014	10:02	AM

29 Never!!!!! 5/28/2014	5:59	PM

30 With	proper	education	and	guidelines,	this	would	be	the	perfect	place	to	screen	building. 5/28/2014	3:08	PM

31 Absolutely!	With	neighborhood	input,	too.	Again,	in	writing	should	be	ok,	without	having	to	attend	a
Council	meeting.	A	separate	DRC	meeting	with	neighbors	is	fine.

5/28/2014	10:17	AM

32 But	some	sort	of	neighborhood	panel	approval	should	be	required,	as	in	Del	Mar. 5/27/2014	12:55	PM

33 Well	defined	and	c learly	stated	standards	for	single	family	structures	should	not	need	additional
review	by	DRC.

5/27/2014	12:16	PM

34 but	i	don't	know	that	the	DRC	is	concerned	about	maintaining	the	VILLAGE	authentic 	vibe....or	in
maintaining	the	history	of	the	houses	on	Coronado.	whay	don't	we	say	that	the	interior	may	be
changed	but	the	original	footprint	must	be	maintained	while	applying	for	a	remodel?

5/27/2014	12:05	PM

35 I	don't	have	a	problem	with	the	"design"	of	houses	in	Coronado.	However	a	neighbor	in	a	single
story	house	should	have	the	right	to	have	their	voices	heard	if	a	large	two	story	is	being	planned
next	door.

5/27/2014	10:43	AM

36 Only	if	waiver	or	variances	are	requested 5/27/2014	8:41	AM
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37 It	would	be	helpful	to	proceed	with	new	development	that	has	a	more	unique	feel,	less	cookie
cutter	designs.	it	would	also	help	with	Modern	design	styles	and	color!	A	grey	Modern	Home	with
Black	window	frames	is	ugly..see	new	home	on	Tolita	Ave..someone	should	have	said	no	to	this
one.

5/26/2014	1:50	PM

38 What	do	they	review	for?	What	are	their	criteria?	What	safeguards	exist	to	avoid	arbitrary	decisions? 5/26/2014	11:49	AM

39 Again	a	tricky	situation	... 5/26/2014	9:56	AM

40 Somehow	bring	the	impacted	neighbors	into	the	process 5/24/2014	11:04	AM

41 Yes,	this	could	make	a	huge	impact.	There	are	other	communities	that	require	a	home	owner	to
jump	through	many	hoops,	it	can	be	difficult	but	the	outcome	is	for	the	greater	good	of	all
concerned.	We	do	not	have	those	protections	in	place.	Coronado	is	one	of	the	nicest	places	on	the
planet	to	l ive,	we	should	raise	the	standard.

5/24/2014	10:19	AM

42 No....then	it	becomes	too	subjective	by	a	committee	that	"thinks"	it	understands	good	design.	A
lengthy	and	always	confrontational	process.	I've	yet	see	a	design	review	committee	every	improve
a	project.	This	community	and	the	people	l iving	in	it	area	very	enlightened	and	understand	that
architects	add	value	to	a	project	and	want	a	good	project.	A	design	commission	only	adds	another
layer	to	already	laborious	process.	Now	you're	designing	for	them	and	this	can	really	be	bad	for	the
community	depending	who	sits	on	this	commission.	You	can't	regulate	good	design	through
ordinances...the	issue	is	massing	and	bulk	not	design.	Not	to	sound	like	a	broken	record...but	this	is
a	dense	urban	community	and	you're	not	going	to	address	privacy	and	sunlight	issues	unless	you
simple	keep	people	from	building	two	story	units.

5/23/2014	6:42	PM

43 The	building	process	is	long	enough	now.	Why	do	we	think	that	a	few	appointed	people	at	c ity	hall
should	be	able	to	dic tate	the	design	detail	specifics	of	persons	personal	residence?	Personal
property	rights	are	already	restric ted	enough	by	current	ordinances,	codes,	etc.

5/23/2014	5:21	PM

44 Design	Review	for	repetitive	designs:	YES	Design	Review	for	one-off	designs:	NO 5/23/2014	4:24	PM

45 only	as	condition	of	getting	the	last	few	ADF	pts	to	get	to	max	FAR 5/23/2014	3:49	PM

46 And	building	fees	should	increase	to	cover	the	expense	of	additional	staff	time. 5/22/2014	4:12	PM
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Q24	If	you	answered	Yes	to	the	previous
question	should	Design	Review

Commission	approval	be	required	for:
Answered:	121	 Skipped:	223

95.00%
114

5.00%
6

	
120

90.91%
110

9.09%
11

	
121

51.26%
61

48.74%
58

	
119

87.50%
105

12.50%
15

	
120

# Comment Date

1 Carriage	houses	should	be	encouraged!	Carriage	homes	add	value	on	all	levels.	Carriage	homes
are	beautiful	when	done	nicely.

6/13/2014	4:47	PM

2 looks	are	more	important	than	set	backs	I	think 6/13/2014	1:46	PM

3 Both	Design	Review	and	public 	comment	are	crucial	to	c leaning	up	this	mess.	Neighbors	deserve
to	have	advance	notice	of	what	is	planned!

6/13/2014	1:20	PM

4 Yes!	Now,you	get	anything	and	everything,	mostly	unsat!! 6/13/2014	9:23	AM

Yes No

The
construction...

The	addition
to	an	existi...

The
construction...

The
construction...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

	 Yes No Total

The	construction	of	a	new	single	family	home?

The	addition	to	an	existing	single	family	home?

The	construction	of	a	one-story	garage?

The	construction	of	a	carriage	house	(guest	house	above	a	garage	on	an	alley)?
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5 Design	is	everything.	But	to	make	it	work	you	have	to	have	people	on	Design	Review	who	not	only
appreciate	design	but	who	also	do	not	have	the	build	build	build	more	more	more	mentality.
Architects	are	often	in	confl ic t	with	themselves	on	this	point,	since	build	build	build	is	how	they
make	their	l iving.

6/11/2014	7:52	AM

6 We	have	that	situation	next	door	to	us	on	the	other	side	!!	Done	by	a	local	realtor	-	for	rental	!!!! 6/3/2014	7:51	AM

7 a	step	added	the	construction	process	whereby	the	builder/owner	of	the	residence	should	blend	in
or	take	into	consideration	neighbors	air,	wind	and	sunshine	impacts	of	a	new	or	remodeled	home
being	built

6/2/2014	6:50	AM

8 Backing	out	of	garages	across	sidewalks	should	not	ever	be	permitted	from	underground	level
garages.	Backing	across	sidewalks	from	ground	level	garages	should	be	enforced	in	multi-family
zones.	(See	752	C	Ave.)

6/1/2014	8:45	AM

9 Yes,	with	written	comments	from	adjoining	neighbors	considered	by	committee. 6/1/2014	7:00	AM

10 As	to	the	addition	-	only	if	i t	involves	more	than	a	50%	change	in	total	SF	or	if	i t	involves	adding	a
new	second	story	of	any	size	to	a	one	story	home.

5/30/2014	2:54	PM

11 we	have	demonstrated	we	are	unable	to	retain	the	uniqueness	and	charm	of	Coronado	without
oversight..I	wish	it	weren't	so..but	what	has	been	permitted	has	been	tragic

5/29/2014	1:12	PM

12 All	new	building	should	be	monitored	by	the	City	to	adhere	to	building	codes. 5/28/2014	3:09	PM

13 Additions	-	not	all	additions	should	need	DRC,	it	should	be	based	on	square	footage	so	very	small
additions	would	not	require	DRC.	I	have	a	whole	other	problem	with	carriage	houses	and	feel	more
interior	restric tions	need	to	be	done	so	a	kitchen	can	never	be	added	il legally	after	the	building
inspector	goes	away.	Adding	a	carriage	house	should	also	require	coming	up	with	one	additional,
off	street	parking	space.	After	all,	most	of	the	time	a	person	with	their	own	car	wil l	be	l iving	in	that
carriage	house.

5/28/2014	10:20	AM

14 PLEASE	MAINTAIN	ANTIQUE	HOUSING	AND	GIVE	PROP	TAX	BREAKS	ON	EVERY	HOME
BUILT	80	YEARS	AGO....TO	EVERY	HOME	ON	THE	ISLAND.	AND	IF	AN	80'S	HOME	IS	REBUILT
MAKE	THEM	ABIDE	BY	THE	LATEST	GUIDELINES	MAINTAINING	SMALLER	FOOT	PRINT	AND
LESS	LIVING	SPACE.

5/27/2014	12:07	PM

15 only	if	variances	or	waviers	are	requested 5/27/2014	8:42	AM

16 Answer	to	final	question:	Review	only	if	guest	house	is	visible	from	the	street,	e.g.,	where	garage	is
at	the	intersection	of	an	alley	and	a	street.

5/24/2014	11:53	AM

17 RSF	has	a	design	review,	it	works 5/24/2014	10:20	AM

18 Design	Review	ONLY	for	repeat	offenders,	i.e.,	multiple	homes	of	similar	character	in	same	area	by
same	developer/builder	or	architect.

5/23/2014	4:24	PM
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27.82% 69

52.82% 131

19.35% 48

Q25	Should	there	be	an	absolute	maximum
single	family	house	size,	regardless	of	lot

size?
Answered:	248	 Skipped:	96

Total 248

# Comment Date

1 it	would	depend	on	lot	size 6/14/2014	4:17	PM

2 Should	be	in	relation	to	lot	size,	not	an	arbitrary	l imit. 6/14/2014	2:27	PM

3 Big	lots	can	and	should	have	bigger	homes.	Houses	l ike	the	bil ly	boxes	should	not	have	been
permitted.

6/14/2014	1:08	PM

4 Some	of	the	most	wonderful	houses	in	Coronado	are	the	grand,	historic 	homes.	They	need	to	be	in
proportion	to	the	neighborhood,	though

6/14/2014	12:04	PM

5 There	should	be	a	MAX	size	but	it	is	totally	dependent	on	lot	size.	If	I	owned	the	Van	Mansion	I
should	be	able	to	build	a	bigger	home	than	a	small	lot.	But	the	size	of	my	single	family	home	is
directly	dependent	on	the	lot	size.

6/13/2014	4:56	PM

6 Match	the	houses	already	in	that	area,	and	no	deviations. 6/13/2014	9:32	AM

7 House	size	should	be	based	on	the	lot	size.	Imagine	Coronado	without	the	Spreckels'	home!
Perhaps	larger	set	backs	should	be	required	on	those	very	large	lots	so	that	air,	l ight,	and	privacy	of
the	neighbors	is	not	infringed	upon.

6/12/2014	1:21	AM

8 The	large	estates	on	Coronado	have	played	a	significant	role	in	the	history	here...to	think	another
great	estate	wil l	never	be	constructed	would	be	sad.

6/11/2014	5:37	PM

9 Requirements	should	be	lot	size	sensitive,	but	address	other	concerns	inc luded	in	this	survey. 6/10/2014	3:06	PM

10 Stupid	idea	and	overly	restric tive.	You	already	control	size,	setbacks,	FAR,	etc.	If	I	pay	more	for	a
bigger	lot,	and	want	a	bigger	house,	that	is	MY	prerogative,	MY	right,	and	nobody	else	should
adversely	affect	MY	property	value.

6/10/2014	12:17	AM

Yes

No

Not	Sure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Yes

No

Not	Sure
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11 I	just	think	common	sense	should	rule	not	how	big	of	a	house	can	I	get	on	this	lot. 6/6/2014	5:43	PM

12 So	what	you're	saying	is	that	a	small	house	should	be	built	on	a	large	lot!	You	really	have	to	be
kidding	me!	The	building	codes	regulate	what	size	house,	what	footprint,	etc.	can	be	built	on	a	lot.
Once	again,	LEAVE	IT	ALONE.

6/4/2014	2:25	PM

13 I	think	they	should	be	proportional	to	lot	size. 6/3/2014	10:10	AM

14 but	a	common	sense	l imit	on	size	per	lot	unoccupied	with	construction 6/3/2014	7:47	AM

15 We	need	to	decide	if	we	want	Coronado	to	be	the	home	of	the	mini	mansion	or	of	a	more	tasteful
modest	size.	Who	needs	a	4500	sf	house	l ike	the	one	that	just	went	in	next	to	me.

6/2/2014	2:22	PM

16 No,	as	long	as	it	meets	the	c ites	current	required	setbacks 6/2/2014	1:07	PM

17 The	problem	with	this	issue	is	that	Crown	Manor,	the	Hanson	Mansion	and	other	homes	are
unacceptable.

6/2/2014	12:03	PM

18 The	lot	size	influences	the	size	of	the	home	that	can	be	built.	Big	lot,	big	house.	Small	lot,	small
house.

5/29/2014	6:59	PM

19 I	think	the	lot	size	makes	a	huge	difference...the	FAR	should	most	certainly	be	reduced. 5/29/2014	1:16	PM

20 Hmmm.	this	is	a	tough	one.	I	think	we	need	to	be	caretakers	of	our	vil lage	home	and	a	collection
of	McMansions	is	not	what	I	want.

5/29/2014	10:24	AM

21 Depends	on	location	of	house	on	the	lot.	Any	violation	of	sun,	air,	privacy	should	be	regulated. 5/28/2014	3:13	PM

22 But	not	regardless	of	lot	size.	There	should	be	a	maximum	depending	on	lot	size. 5/28/2014	10:46	AM

23 If	an	owner/builder	manages	to	amass	several	lots	together	they	should	not	be	allowed	to	build	a
massive	house	just	because	they	can,	l ike	that	new	monstrosity	on	Alameda	used	as	an	example	at
the	May	21	meeting	of	"good"	design.	So	me	any	Coronado	resident,	or	realtor	for	that	matter,	who
likes	that	house.

5/28/2014	10:23	AM

24 Good	guidelines	engender	correct	neighborhood	home	sizes	especially	with	second	story	sideyard
setbacks

5/27/2014	10:43	PM

25 Thnk	lot	size	must	be	considered 5/27/2014	1:06	PM

26 I	think	there	should	be	certain	areas	that	allow	larger	houses	(near	the	bay	and	beach,	and	on	the
golf	course	side	of	Glorietta,	say),	but	for	most	of	Coronado	I	support	stric t	l imits.

5/26/2014	12:00	PM

27 What	would	be	the	point	of	this,	if	all	setbacks	and	FARs	are	observed? 5/26/2014	11:53	AM

28 Rather	work	toward	maximum	single	family	house	size	for	each	of	Coronado's	varying	lot	sizes,
i.e.,25	x	140,	40	x	140,	50	x	140,	etc...

5/26/2014	10:13	AM

29 Lot	size	should	matter	but	height	should	be	strongly	monitored. 5/26/2014	9:25	AM

30 If	a	fair	means	of	evaluation	could	be	adopted,	then	I	think	it	should	be	on	a	case-by-case	basis. 5/26/2014	9:01	AM

31 should	be	within	the	criteria	outl ined	in	the	zoning/construction	standards	--	SCALED	to	lot	size
and	with	more	emphasis	on	retaining	open	space

5/25/2014	12:38	PM

32 The	house	size	should	be	designed	according	to	the	lot	size 5/24/2014	3:24	PM

33 absolutely.	People	are	building	these	HUGH	homes	they	don't	l ive	in.	Why	would	you	need	such	a
BIG	home	if	you	don't	l ive	there.	Our	neighborhoods	are	being	deserted.	Very	sad.

5/24/2014	3:21	PM

34 Absolutely	not!	This	kind	of	restric tiveness	would	go	much	too	far,	in	my	opinion. 5/24/2014	3:05	PM

35 I	would	hate	to	see	a	HUGE	house	fi l l ing	the	lot,	say,	of	the	property	at	708	A	Avenue.	Just
imagine!

5/24/2014	11:56	AM

36 Proper	balancde	is	needed 5/24/2014	11:09	AM

37 Absolutely..want	to	remain	a	community	of	homes..not	palaces	and	chateaux. 5/24/2014	8:23	AM

38 Absolutely	not,	this	is	simply	a	stupid	idea...excuse	my	french. 5/23/2014	6:57	PM

39 But,	I	feel	a	sliding	scale	is	the	correct	method.	The	owners	of	small	lots	should	not	be	overly
penalized	because	of	their	small	lots.

5/23/2014	5:21	PM

40 The	sliding	scale	we	have	now	is	good. 5/23/2014	4:33	PM
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41 I	think	the	FAR	percentage	in	place	for	the	largest	lots	is	acceptable. 5/22/2014	4:16	PM
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Q26	Should	a	new	home	designed	to	meet
all	the	current	residential	standards	for	lot
coverage,	height,	setbacks	and	F.A.R.,	be

permitted	to	have	two	stories	if	built
between	two	existing	one-story	homes?

Answered:	247	 Skipped:	97

Total 247

# Comment Date

1 Residential	standards	need	to	be	tightened	first,	then	yes 6/14/2014	12:04	PM

2 I	don't	l ike	the	"current"	residential	standards.	I	think	the	height	should	be	lower	&	the	lot	coverage
should	also	be	lowered.

6/13/2014	11:34	PM

3 Absolutely	not.	But	please	remember	this,	(	because	I	know	property	value	is	main	concern	here	)
As	hard	as	it	is	to	say	"NO"	to	a	2	story	home	between	to	single	story	homes	that	is	what	we	MUST
do.	This	absolutely	wil l	reverse	the	current	trend	and	in	the	long	run	wil l	INCREASE	property	values
because	we	have	INCREASED	the	quality	of	l i fe	by	implementing	these	stric t	guidelines.	And	the
truth	we	all	must	remember	too	is	that	if	you	a	new	resident	to	Coronado	you	should	want	to	l ive
here	because	you	love	the	trees	and	the	yards	and	the	open	air!	If	you	move	here	to	build	the
biggest	house	you	can	on	a	lot	you	should	NOT	be	moving	here.	We	have	the	best	weather	in	the
world	and	need	the	people	that	l ive	here	to	appreciate	that	year	round	and	be	happy	in	smaller
homes.	Coronado	is	NOT	pretentious.	We	are	very	humble,	caring,	and	a	friendly	neighborly
community.

6/13/2014	4:56	PM

4 only	if	a	majority	of	neighboring	owners	within	500	feet	approve. 6/13/2014	2:10	PM

5 That	is	the	problem	now	in	Country	Club...NO	PRIVACY	or	NO	SUN	in	the	WINTER	if	built	south
side	of	smaller	home!

6/13/2014	9:32	AM

6 With	consideration	provided	for	air,	l ight,	and	privacy. 6/12/2014	1:21	AM

Yes

No

Only	if	both
neighbors...
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7 This	would	destroy	the	resale	value	of	homes	in	between	single	story	homes....totally	unfair	to	the
current	homeowners.

6/11/2014	5:37	PM

8 However,	there	must	be	process	for	neighbor	input	that	is	not	steri le. 6/10/2014	3:06	PM

9 The	neighbors	do	NOT	get	to	control	my	property	rights!	If	they	don't	l ike	two	stories,	they	should
move.

6/10/2014	12:17	AM

10 this	is	sti l l 	America…where	we	have	free	choice.	Just	hope	consideration	for	neighbors	weighs	in
on	the	decision

6/9/2014	10:55	AM

11 Privacy	should	be	maintained 6/8/2014	11:02	PM

12 I	do	feel	people	should	consult	the	neighbors	but	that	is	not	the	law	and	many	cannot	be	bothered. 6/6/2014	5:43	PM

13 POSSIBLY,	only	if	both	neighbors	disapprove	(and	agree	to	a	permanent	binding	covenant	to	keep
their	properties	at	one	story?).	THIS	STILL	HAS	ITS	PROBLEMS.	But	some	variant	of	it	MIGHT	be
considered.

6/5/2014	3:32	PM

14 Only	if	the	two	one	stories	become	deed	restric ted	to	remain	one	story. 6/5/2014	8:16	AM

15 Do	you	really	want	to	bring	down	property	values?	By	doing	this,	you	would	definitely	devalue
property.	If	you	are	successful	in	doing	so,	I	hope	that	you	also	reduce	the	property	taxes	on	that
property	also,	thus	giving	the	City	of	Coronado	less	revenue!

6/4/2014	2:25	PM

16 Is	this	a	joke? 6/4/2014	12:12	AM

17 This	is	a	tough	one,	because	we	have	that	situation	right	now	in	our	neighborhood.	A	very	large
new	home	was	erected	in	between	2	single	story	homes.	It	dwarfs	the	existing	homes	and	they	have
had	a	significant	loss	of	privacy.

6/3/2014	10:10	AM

18 Current	standards	are	not	stric t	enough	which	is	why	residents	asked	for	RSIP	4. 6/1/2014	8:48	AM

19 All	home	owners	deserve	equal	rights	no	matter	who	lives	next	door. 5/30/2014	5:38	PM

20 Current	standards	do	not	do	enough	to	protect	the	rights	of	the	neighbors	to	l ight,	air	flow,	privacy,
etc.	If	new	standards	protecting	these	were	adopted,	then	this	may	not	be	needed.

5/30/2014	2:57	PM

21 I	don't	know	how	to	accomplish	this	but	I	feel	l ike	some	percentage	of	the	cost	of	construction
should	be	dedicated	to	maintaining	privacy	between	the	existing	one	story	and	new	two	story
homes.

5/29/2014	9:25	PM

22 If	an	owner	abides	by	the	current	standards,	he/she	should	be	able	to	build	whatever	is	allowed. 5/29/2014	6:59	PM

23 I	think	there	can	be	ways	explored	to	l imit	the	impact	on	the	sun,	privacy,	etc.	of	the
neighbors...after	all,	they	were	here	first	and	made	this	town	the	appealing	place	it	has	become.

5/29/2014	1:16	PM

24 Respect	and	courtesy	for	others	always	wins! 5/29/2014	10:24	AM

25 Placement	of	windows,	privacy	protected. 5/28/2014	3:13	PM

26 Wonderful	question....and	the	more	Neighbors	have	approval	the	better. 5/28/2014	10:46	AM

27 with	second	story	sideyard	setbacks 5/27/2014	10:43	PM

28 A	setback	of	the	second	story	should	be	mandated	regardless.	However	if	both	neighbors	on	each
side	give	approval	to	no	second	story	set	back	then	that	should	be	permitted.	It	wil l 	get	neighbors
working	together	to	solve	the	problems

5/27/2014	10:46	AM

29 If	zoning	allows	for	two-story	homes	in	that	neighborhood.	Are	there	neighborhoods	that	are	all	one
story	homes	that	could	be	zoned	one	story	only?	That	would	only	be	fair	if	there	are	NO	two	story
homes	there.	Once	one	person	builds	one,	it's	unfair	to	prevent	others.

5/26/2014	11:53	AM

30 Not	an	absolute	black/white	situation	-	for	instance,	the	two	neighbors	might	be	renters,	not	owners. 5/26/2014	10:13	AM

31 but	the	standards	need	to	preserve	more	open	space	sand	enforce	scaled	construction	suited	to	the
neighborhood/lot	size

5/25/2014	12:38	PM

32 the	second	story	design	to	ensure	their	privacy	is	not	compromised. 5/25/2014	9:44	AM

33 perhaps	with	greater	setbacks 5/24/2014	3:21	PM

34 Glad	to	see	this	box	for	checking.	Not	sure	I	would	say	'only'.	What	is	important	is	that	neighbors
have	a	serious	voice	in	what	is	approved.	I	think	if	this	was	a	requirement,	builders	would	take
neighbor	interests	into	account	in	their	plans.

5/24/2014	11:09	AM
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35 neighbors	and	design	review 5/24/2014	10:23	AM

36 No,	if	there	are	stric ter	l imitations	on	sunlight	and	airflow	for	neighbors. 5/24/2014	9:30	AM

37 I	did	not	sign	the	petition	for	the	change	in	the	80's	to	CC	area	allowing	two	stories..before	that,
neighbors	had	to	agree	if	I	remember.

5/24/2014	8:23	AM

38 Really!	This	is	even	stupider	(is	that	a	word?)	than	number	22.	I	know	what's	being	tested	here,
there	are	individual	in	the	community	that	are	concerned	about	losing	sunlight	and	privacy	due	to
new	two-story	construction.	I	don't	believe	that	it's	fair	or	legal	to	basically	down	zone	a	person
property	due	to	someones	concern	on	sunlight.	These	zoning	ordinance	have	been	in	place	for	a
very	lone	time	as	noted	in	the	slide	show.	If	a	person	wants	to	remain	in	a	single-story	home	that's
fine,	but	they	should	not	be	allowed	to	restric t	someone	from	building	to	what's	allowed	in	the
ordinance.

5/23/2014	6:57	PM

39 Again,	this	is	spot	zoning	issue.	Not	a	good	idea. 5/23/2014	5:21	PM

40 In	towns	where	neighbor	approval	is	required	people	hate	each	other.	Simple	as	that. 5/23/2014	4:33	PM

41 I	think	the	current	standards	for	the	25	foot	lots	create	too	massive	of	a	house	on	a	small	lot	so	don't
believe	they	should	be	built	especially	if	between	two	existing	one	story	homes.

5/22/2014	4:16	PM
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Q27	Should	Coronado	have	different
residential	standards	for	different

neighborhoods,	i.e.	wider,	one-side	only
“mansion	streets”	such	as	Ocean	Blvd.

and	Glorietta	Blvd.,	and	smaller	“cute	little
streets”	such	as	Encino	Row?

Answered:	251	 Skipped:	93

Total 251

# Comment Date

1 Isn't	this	zoning	(R-1	etc)	that	already	exists? 6/14/2014	12:04	PM

2 I	l ive	in	an	original	Palmer	house	w/	a	2-story	on	each	side	of	me,	but	the	2-stories	were	done	20
yrs.	ago	when	the	height	allowed	was	much	less	than	the	current	height.	The	2-stories	being	built
in	the	past	5	yrs.	are	much	TALLER	than	the	2	beside	me.

6/13/2014	11:34	PM

3 Absolutely!	But	more	importantly	we	need	to	set	a	precedent.	I	nominate	7th	and	J	avenue	as	the
NICEST	street	in	Coronado.	Look	at	the	home	fronts.	It's	absolutely	a	joy	to	ride	a	bike	down	that
street.	If	only	every	street	was	that	charming	in	town	we	really	wil l	l ive	in	paradise	forever.	Please
take	a	very	c lose	look	at	the	homefronts	on	7th	and	J.	This	is	the	best	example	I	can	think	of	as	a
benchmark.

6/13/2014	4:56	PM

4 we	already	do.... 6/13/2014	1:49	PM

5 DEFINATELY!!!!	That	would	eliminate	most	small	house	problems	with	MACMASIONS	behind	or
next	door!!

6/13/2014	9:32	AM

6 Again	neighbors	should	have	an	input	when	sunlight,	airflow	or	privacy	is	impacted. 6/12/2014	10:54	PM

7 Unless	it	is	a	designated.	historic 	distric t.	That	May	be	something	that	may	happen	some	day,
right?	In	that	case	the	neighbors	had	a	day	about	what	the	character	of	their	own	neighborhood
should	be,	right?

6/12/2014	1:21	AM
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8 I	think	current	zoning	is	suffic ient	for	this	need. 6/11/2014	5:37	PM

9 Probably	difficult	to	implement	in	practice. 6/11/2014	7:54	AM

10 Lot	size	and	character	in	different	neighborhoods	is	so	variable	that	different	standards	should	be
considered.

6/10/2014	3:06	PM

11 But	not	with	NEW	RSIP	rules.	You	already	control	too	much,	in	all	neighborhoods,	with	zoning,
size,	FAR,	height,	setbacks,	etc.

6/10/2014	12:17	AM

12 Generally,	only	to	the	extent	that	current	the	various	zones	already	create	that.	For	instance,	lots
on	Encino	are	generally	smaller	than	on	Ocean	&	Glorietta,	producing	smaller	"mansions".	I
suppose	that	if	an	(as	yet)	unspecified	majority	percentage	of	property	owners	agree,	more
individual	pockets	might	be	considered--even	if	in	part	of	a	block?	There	is	precident	for	one	side
of	one	block	downzoning	(at	the	property-owner's	request)	in	town	already.

6/5/2014	3:32	PM

13 Once	again,	the	lot	size	determines	the	size	of	the	house.	Would	a	l ittle	one	bedroom	cottage	look
nice	on	a	10,000	sf	lot?	Not	really.

6/4/2014	2:25	PM

14 Ridiculous	question.	There	are	already	density/	zoning	standards	which	shouldn't	(and	in	most
cases,	can't	be	changed	)

6/4/2014	12:12	AM

15 Again,	a	tough	one.	When	you	have	one	house	on	a	street	that	is	significantly	larger	than	all	the
others,	it	looks	totally	out	of	place,	and	I	suspect	that	the	smaller	homes	next	to	it	would	have	a
harder	time	sell ing.

6/3/2014	10:10	AM

16 Keep	streets	zoned	for	no	multiple	dwell ings 6/3/2014	7:20	AM

17 I	l ike	that	idea. 6/2/2014	5:06	PM

18 The	believe	the	Country	Club	area	is	very	different.	The	prop	l ine	is	at	the	sidewalk	and	not	4'	back
so	all	the	houses	are	c loser	compare	to	the	rest	of	Coronado.	For	instance	if	you	build	a	new	house
up	to	the	current	setback	then	add	the	porch	in	front	you	are	only	17'	to	sidewalk	vs.	21'	in	most
other	areas.	If	you	allow	an	8'	porch	then	I	believe	the	house	should	have	to	step	back	4'.	There	are
a	few	good	examples	of	this	in	the	Country	Club	area	and	it	works	very	well.	I	could	go	on	and	on
about	this.	Accessory	structures	should	be	l imited	to	one	and	not	so	c lose	to	setbacks	in	the	Country
Club	area.	My	house	is	26'	deep	on	the	side	that	is	next	to	the	new	house	that	is	being	built	and	it
is	from	set	back	to	setback	and	is	60'	long	so	this	is	a	huge	change	because	of	the	way	many
houses	are	originally	designed	the	new	standards	dwarf	the	existing.	I	put	an	addition	on	to	my
house	in	1997	and	the	longest	length	of	my	house	is	only	46'	so	I	sti l l 	have	a	nice	front	yard	and
back	yard.	I	also	have	an	8'	porch	that	is	setback	from	the	sidewalk	about	39'	which	given	me
privacy	to	the	street	and	to	my	neighbors.

6/2/2014	2:22	PM

19 Different	Zoning	Standards	are	already	reflected	in	the	Ordinance 6/2/2014	12:03	PM

20 Interesting	idea. 6/2/2014	10:43	AM

21 Not	sure. 6/1/2014	8:48	AM

22 Isn't	this	what	we	already	have	through	our	General	Plan? 5/31/2014	9:29	AM

23 Perhaps	difficult	to	initial ly	implement,	this	would	go	a	long	way	toward	preserving	the	unique
neighborhood	feel	of	some	"cute	l ittle	streets".

5/30/2014	2:57	PM

24 I	l ive	on	Glorietta	Blvd.	and	am	in	support	of	different	standards.	There	would	be	a	lot	of	lot	"splits"
if	we	had	the	same	standards	as	the	rest	of	the	vil lage.

5/29/2014	6:59	PM

25 Coronado	residents	need	to	focus	on	what	is	best	for	the	community	as	a	whole.	There	is	no
community	when	your	decisions	are	based	solely	on	self	interests.

5/29/2014	10:24	AM

26 Purely	honest	answer	...... 5/28/2014	6:43	PM

27 Lot	size	should	require	different	approaches.	Alley	houses	are	cute	because	they	are	small	lots	and
very	c lose	together.	Privacy	is	important	to	all	property	owners.

5/28/2014	3:13	PM

28 But	that	is	the	point.	Encino	Row	Should	be	a	model	for	the	entire	c ity.	Quaint	homes	wil l
maintain	the	quality	of	l i fe	and	preserve	a	wonderful	c ity.	There	are	some	wonderful	homes	on
Encino	Row	but	there	are	also	new	homes	(yellow	house)	that	was	built	with	a	quaint	appearance
yet	was	built	too	big	and	destroyed	the	value	of	the	neighbors.	They	built	nothing	but	"house"	on
their	lot	and	though	it	is	a	beautiful	home	it	ruins	the	neighbors	privacy,	l ight	and	air.

5/28/2014	10:46	AM

29 FAR	relative	lot	size	already	deals	with	this	issue	effectively 5/27/2014	5:18	PM

265



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

79	/	104

30 I	think	this	town	does	have	great	diversity	in	different	neighborhoods	and	that	should	absolutely	be
respected.

5/27/2014	10:46	AM

31 Community	character	is	valid	goal 5/27/2014	8:43	AM

32 Particularly	if	owners	on	mansion	streets	had	a	say	in	setting	their	standards	and	owners	on	cute
streets	had	input	in	their	standards.

5/26/2014	10:13	AM

33 Should	be	dependent	on	the	lot	size. 5/26/2014	8:43	AM

34 the	scale	of	the	home	size	should	be	dependent	on	the	lot	size.	we've	lost	too	much	open	space 5/25/2014	12:38	PM

35 Not	sure,	that's	an	interesting	point. 5/25/2014	9:44	AM

36 probably	not.	everyone	should	play	by	the	same	rules	as	long	as	they	are	valid	rules.	i	do	believe	in
property	rights,	which	I	support	a	persons	right	to	build	within	the	constraints,	but	feel	we	need	to
revisit	our	building	codes.	Why	can't	we	deduct	points	if	ceil ings	are	above	a	certain	level.	that
way	a	smaller	footprint	would	result	if	14	foot	ceil ings	were	designed.

5/24/2014	3:21	PM

37 I	love	the	3rd	entry 5/24/2014	11:56	AM

38 Coronado	should	have	'a'	standard	which	can	then	take	into	consideration	each	diverse
neighborhood.	Any	variation	should	be	substantiated	before	approval.

5/24/2014	11:33	AM

39 Not	sure	on	this	question	but	I	had	to	check	something.	It	is	a	good	question. 5/24/2014	11:09	AM

40 should	depend	on	lot	size,	stric ter	c ity	codes,	design	review	and	neighbors	input 5/24/2014	10:23	AM

41 Only	as	it	relates	to	size	l imitations	if	those	are	adopted. 5/24/2014	9:30	AM

42 CC	area	needs	a	review 5/24/2014	8:23	AM

43 I	would	rather	you	had	"maybe"	to	chose	from.	I	think	this	is	an	interesting	suggestion.	Current
zoning	already	address	this...to	a	certain	degree.	But	this	idea	would	really	need	to	be	studied
carefully	since	Coronado	is	really	a	built-out	community,	can	this	be	implemented	with	any	degree
of	success	or	wil l	we	just	screw	it	up	because	we	won't	be	able	to	duplicate	what	makes	Encino
Row	special	...hmmm	I	have	to	think	more	about	this	but	it's	an	interesting	proposal.

5/23/2014	6:57	PM

44 Maybe.	The	current	RSIP	encourages	particular	traditional	designs	that	are	not	historically
appropriate	to	the	Country	Club	area.	I	think	CC	needs	a	more	'mid-century	modern'-friendly
ordinance.

5/23/2014	4:33	PM

45 I	believe	our	standards	should	always	be	responsive	to	the	adjoining	area	-	neighborhoods	and
neighbors	should	be	respected.

5/22/2014	4:16	PM

266



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

80	/	104

28.57% 38

45.86% 61

25.56% 34

Q28	If	yes	to	the	previous	question	should
homes	along	the	perimeter	roads	such	as
Ocean	and	Glorietta	Blvd.	be	permitted	to
be	larger	than	a	house	on	an	equally	large

lot	in	a	different	neighborhood?
Answered:	133	 Skipped:	211

Total 133

# Comment Date

1 If	the	lot	is	a	large	one,	then	maybe	a	larger	house	is	OK.	On	my	block	all	lots	are	the	same	size
(my	side	of	street).	Across	the	street	some	50-ft	lots	have	been	split	into	2	-25	ft	ones.

6/13/2014	11:36	PM

2 This	is	very	technical	and	could	argue	both	sides	for	years.	We	need	to	simplify	this	somehow.	Too
many	variations	in	lot	sizes	throughout	town.	Too	simplify	we	need	to	keep	a	constant	benchmark
that	applies	throughout	the	town.

6/13/2014	4:59	PM

3 Once	a	neighborhood	or	particular	street	has	been	"wrecked"	by	a	bunch	of	mini-mansions,	putting
a	few	more	up	hardly	matters.

6/11/2014	7:56	AM

4 As	above,	the	differential	should	be	associated	with	other	considerations. 6/10/2014	3:08	PM

5 I	again	feel	it	should	be	a	neighborhood	that	it	fi ts	into. 6/6/2014	5:44	PM

6 Again,	ridiculous	question 6/4/2014	12:13	AM

7 I	don't	see	the	point.	If	the	lot	supports	the	larger	house,	it	is	better	than	breaking	the	lot	into	two
parcels	and	building	smaller	houses.

6/2/2014	5:07	PM

8 Maybe	but	we	need	to	not	dwarf	the	existing 6/2/2014	2:23	PM

9 Unless	the	properties	are	re-zoned 6/2/2014	12:04	PM

10 Maybe,	but	doesn't	this	depend	on	which	streets	get	designated	as	what?	I	don't	think	a	blanket	yes
or	no	works	here.

5/30/2014	2:58	PM
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11 The	beauty	of	the	perimeter	roads	is	that	there	is	more	land	surrounding	these	homes.	We	don't
need	bigger	homes.	We	need	bigger	gardens	and	patios.

5/29/2014	7:01	PM

12 Maintain	the	same	code	enforcement	on	all	lots	and	all	sizes.	Sun,	privacy,	air,	noise. 5/28/2014	3:14	PM

13 This	town	is	not	about	Mansions.	If	you	want	to	build	a	mansion	go	to	La	Jolla.	Coronado	is	about
being	cool	and	maintaining	a	cool	beach	vibe.	We	value,	the	sound	of	the	ocean,	the	breeze,	the
trees,	our	yards,	and	we	love	the	weather.	Mansions	wil l	destroy	this	town	over	night.	(and	are
quickly)	No	more	mansions.	It's	absurd	and	attracts	the	wrong	type	of	person	to	this	wonderful
community.	We	are	beach	people	and	we	are	not	about	bling	bling.

5/28/2014	10:52	AM

14 If	the	lots	are	equal	size,	so	setbacks	and	FARs	are	preserved,	there's	no	basis	for	l imiting	size. 5/26/2014	11:55	AM

15 Depends	of	where	"different	neighborhood"	is	-	especially	if	i t	abuts	an	area	of	homes	on	"cute
little	streets."

5/26/2014	10:17	AM

16 Should	be	larger	lots	only	-	same	setbacks. 5/24/2014	9:30	AM

17 Stil l 	should	not	exceed	a	maximum	size 5/24/2014	8:24	AM

18 Maybe?	Not	sure	what	the	concern	is	here. 5/23/2014	6:58	PM
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55.10% 135

31.02% 76

13.88% 34

Q29	Should	Coronado	come	up	with	some
stricter	parking	ordinances	to	encourage

people	to	park	in	their	garages?
Answered:	245	 Skipped:	99

Total 245

# Comment Date

1 I	don't	park	a	car	in	my	garage	so	I'm	not	going	to	say	someone	else	has	to	use	theirs	for	a	car! 6/13/2014	11:41	PM

2 Yes...	PLEASE	look	c losely	at	8th	and	C	Ave.	This	is	the	best	example	I	can	think	of.	Because	of
the	recent	development	there	is	no	longer	parking	EVER.	This	poor	street	is	one	of	the	few	streets
that	has	totally	been	destroyed.	It	is	so	sad	because	it	was	once	so	peaceful.	If	I	l ived	on	this	street	I
would	cry	myself	to	sleep	at	what	has	become.	8th	and	C	ave	is	a	prime	example	of	how	side	by
side	homes	DESTROYED	Coronado's	charm.

6/13/2014	5:19	PM

3 Streets	never	get	swept,	which	violates	our	Coastal	Plan.	No	parking	on	streets	11pm-6am.	This	wil l
make	our	community	safer,	c leaner,	and	quieter.

6/13/2014	1:30	PM

4 OR	DRIVEWAYS! 6/13/2014	9:43	AM

5 I	have	a	37.5'	lot	and	I	should	always	be	able	to	have	1	parking	spot	in	front	of	my	house. 6/13/2014	8:53	AM

6 25	foot	wide	lot	allow	1	car	on	street	whether	owner	or	renter.	We	have	numerous	rentals	with	as
many	as	5	cars	for	a	single	home.

6/13/2014	7:05	AM

7 How	would	this	be	enforced? 6/12/2014	1:38	AM

8 There	are	10	c loud	condos	on	my	alley,	I	have	never	seen	a	single	car	park	in	one	of	the	garages. 6/11/2014	5:42	PM

9 There	are	ways	to	employ	INCENTIVES	rather	than	punitive	ordinances	to	achieve	the	same	goals. 6/11/2014	8:19	AM

10 Yes,	a	plethora	of	play	things	should	be	placed	in	public 	storage. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

11 Stop	being	such	control	freaks!	You	already	require	off	street	parking,	just	enforce	the	existing	rules
to	ensure	a	car	CAN	be	parked	in	a	required	off	street	space.

6/10/2014	12:45	AM
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12 Have	a	STREET	SWEEPING	ORDINANCE!!!!	That	wil l	do	it. 6/9/2014	12:51	PM

13 Please…we	are	over-ordinanced! 6/9/2014	10:58	AM

14 Tandem	garages	and	9'garages	should	not	be	allowed. 6/8/2014	1:34	PM

15 It	is	a	tough	thing	to	tell	people	that	they	cannot	park	on	their	street	or	friends	cannot	park	but
people	do	need	to	c lean	out	their	garages	if	nothing	else	the	fire	danger	of	stuff	having	stuff.

6/6/2014	5:52	PM

16 Coronado	should	pro-actively	enforce	current	on-street	parking	regulations--particularly	for	owners
of	cars	who	serially	park	on-street	longer	than	3	days	in	spaces	not	in	front	of	their	residence.	The
police	should	NEVER	give	TWO	consecutive	3	day	warnings	to	move	to	an	on-street	parked	car
that	a	resident	has	called	in	after	it	was	ALREADY	parked	in	the	same	spot	for	3	days	(9	days	total).
I	have	seen	this	occur,	and	upon	asking	(about	a	year	ago),	was	informed	that	that	was	"policy".

6/5/2014	4:09	PM

17 I	l ive	next	door	to	a	dump.	The	garage	is	full	of	junk,	the	driveway	is	full	of	junk,	the	yard	if	full	of
junk,	there	are	rats	and	termites	on	the	property.	I'm	sure	that	if	I	ever	looked	over	the	fence,	the
pool	would	have	algae	growing	in	it	giving	homes	to	lots	of	mosquitos.	The	cars	that	they	park	in
the	street	leak	oil	and	stain	the	street;	some	of	the	cars	haven't	been	driving	in	months!	There	are	3
boats	in	the	front	yard	as	well	as	a	small	hauling	trailer.	These	are	the	things	Coronado	should	be
looking	into.	But,	does	the	City	have	the	right	to	make	a	junk	collector	change	their	ways?	Probably
not.

6/4/2014	2:43	PM

18 If	a	residence	is	unable	to	park	all	of	their	cars	either	in	or	next	to	their	garage,	or	in	front	of	their
home,	then	they	are	parking	in	front	of	other	people's	homes,	which	is	unfair.

6/3/2014	10:19	AM

19 These	25'	lots	bring	more	cars	on	street,	also	boats,	trailers	&	small	rvs.	Too	much	congestion	. 6/3/2014	8:01	AM

20 I	don't	see	how	it	could	be	enforced 6/3/2014	7:58	AM

21 Enforcement	wil l	always	be	a	problem	in	this	area. 6/2/2014	9:42	PM

22 I	would	take	the	garage	out	of	the	FAR	equation.	Reduce	the	max	FAR	by	450sf	exclude	the
garage.	Many	of	my	c lient's	make	the	garage	as	small	as	they	can	because	it	takes	away	from	the
house.	It	is	all	about	perception.	Phrase	it	l ike	the	garage	is	free	square	footage.

6/2/2014	2:45	PM

23 Many	streets	with	diagonal	parking	are	impassable 6/2/2014	12:12	PM

24 Limit	overnight	street	parking	to	two	vehic les	per	lot. 6/1/2014	6:40	PM

25 Ensure	space	in	front	of	a	residence	is	reserved	for	the	owner	noneheless. 6/1/2014	4:30	PM

26 Multi-family	construction	should	have	common	garages.	(701	C	Ave	is	a	perfect	example	of	one
that	works	well.)	Street	trees	that	are	extremely	messy	-	pines,	those	that	drip	waxy	stuff	or	sticky
flowers	should	be	avoided.	My	neighbors	take	my	parking	as	they	don't	want	to	get	their	cars
messed	up.

6/1/2014	9:23	AM

27 Depends	on	what	you	have	in	mind.	We	certainly	have	parking	issues	and	congestion,	and	often	no
place	for	guests	to	park.

5/31/2014	11:47	AM

28 We	live	next	to	8	condos,	4-on	1	new	builds	&	not	one	person	parks	in	the	tandem	parking	garages
as	they	are	do	not	fit	the	cars	or	have	been	converted	to	l iving	space.	A	home	that	once	held	one
family	with	2/3	cars	now	holds	4	families	with	2/3	cars.	At	least	make	the	builder	leave	one	open
parking	space	for	each	condo.	That	way	they	can	not	fi l l 	i t	with	other	stuff,	i t	has	to	be	used	for	the
sole	purpose	of	parking.

5/30/2014	5:52	PM

29 Not	sure	how	you	could	enforce	this 5/30/2014	2:19	PM

30 I	l ive	on	a	Street	not	an	Avenue.	Every	house	on	my	block	has	a	one-car	garage	at	most.	Three
houses	have	a	parking	driveway.	Everyone	has	at	least	two	cars.	We	are	two	blocks	from	Orange.
We	are	totally	impacted	with	the	same	cars	parked	in	front	of	our	houses	everyday	by	owners	who
work	downtown.	Whoever	had	the	great	idea	to	charge	for	parking	fees	in	store	lots	has	no	idea
what	they	have	done	to	residents.

5/29/2014	8:53	PM

31 seems	not	fair	to	punish	those	that	have	garages.. 5/29/2014	1:25	PM

32 Parking	is	more	and	more	difficult	-	Good	luck	tackling	this	one. 5/29/2014	11:09	AM

33 However	there	needs	to	be	some	room	for	exceptions.	I	l ive	in	a	home	that	has	NO	street	parking
nor	do	either	of	my	three	neighbors.	Country	Club	lane	cul-de-	sac.

5/29/2014	10:17	AM

34 Love	to	see	the	statistics	on	how	many	garages	are	now	living	spaces	especially	right	after	final
inspections.

5/28/2014	3:23	PM
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35 Yes,	yes,	yes!!!	All	of	the	new	c loud	condos	built	on	my	black	have	garages	so	small	that	the
resident's	cars	can	fit	in	them,	but	they	can't	get	the	car	doors	open!

5/28/2014	12:29	PM

36 No	diagonal	parking!!!!	STOP!	Cars	these	days	are	too	huge	-	they	stick	out	and	block	views	and
access.	People	wil l	use	their	garages	if	they	have	to	park	blocks	away.	That	inc ludes	streets	where
lot	splits	have	created	25'	frontages	big	enough	for	only	one	modern,	huge	car.

5/28/2014	10:46	AM

37 This	is	hugely	important!!! 5/27/2014	9:12	PM

38 LIKE	WHAT? 5/27/2014	12:12	PM

39 100%	YES.	My	family	owns	on	836	D	Ave.	All	the	condos	on	that	block	have	abandoned	their
garages	for	storage	and	additional	rooms.	Businesses	do	not	have	enough	parking	for	their
employees	so	they	park	on	that	street.	Now	Union	Bank	and	Vons	wil l	not	allow	public 	parking	(for
free).	It	is	IMPOSSIBLE	to	find	parking	year	round!!

5/27/2014	10:51	AM

40 depends	on	the	street 5/27/2014	7:11	AM

41 Absolutely!!!	Especially	when	our	neighborhood	had	4	homes	torn	down	and	14	Tony	Towers	put
up..in	one	block!!!!	NO	ONE	uses	the	garage!!!!

5/26/2014	3:20	PM

42 Especially	if	ordinances	inc lude	ideas	on	how	to	make	a	garge	both	storage	and	parking	friendly. 5/26/2014	10:55	AM

43 Park	in	their	driveways	would	be	nice.	I	don't	care	about	their	garage. 5/26/2014	9:34	AM

44 This	is	one	of	the	biggest	problems	we	have	in	R1	zones. 5/26/2014	8:45	AM

45 it	is	IMPOSSIBLE	to	find	street	parking	on	summer	weekends 5/25/2014	12:40	PM

46 If	people	don't	park	in	their	garages	they	should	park	in	their	driveways	and	not	on	the	street. 5/24/2014	3:54	PM

47 who's	going	to	police	this? 5/24/2014	3:37	PM

48 5	vehic les	across	from	my	home	with	no	use	of	their	garage 5/24/2014	1:46	PM

49 It	is	very	difficult	to	see	cross	traffic 	due	to	vehic les	parked	too	c lose	to	the	intersection.	No	parking
should	be	enforced	10-15	feet	from	the	intersection	so	one	can	see	the	traffic .

5/24/2014	12:18	PM

50 How	in	the	world	would	we	enforce	this	ordinance.	It	would	be	great,	but	I'm	not	sure	it	is	feasible. 5/24/2014	12:02	PM

51 Every	home	needs	a	garage	and	needs	to	be	used	for	cars,	not	storage.	Get	the	cars	off	the	streets.
People	renting	a	room	need	an	extra	garage	or	no	renting	allowed.

5/24/2014	10:50	AM

52 If	people	want	to	park	$80K	worth	of	cars	on	the	street	so	they	can	store	$5k	worth	of	crap	in	their
garage,	I	guess	that's	their	prerogative.	These	are	"public"	street	so	parking	should	not	be	an	issue.
If	people	are	concerned	about	parking...they	should	simply	use	their	garages.	Anyway,	I	bike
wherever	I	go	and	am	more	concerned	about	having	a	safe	place	to	lock	up	my	bike	when	in	the
vil lage	commercial	area.

5/23/2014	7:16	PM

53 Not	sure	how	this	would	be	done	without	causing	neighbor	disputes	and	hiring	additional
enforcement	personnel.	Probably	not	woth	the	trouble.

5/23/2014	5:37	PM

54 Stop	letting	builders	l ike	Falletta,	put	4	houses	where	one	or	two	used	to	be	and	you	wil l	greatly
alleviate	that	issue

5/23/2014	4:55	PM

55 In	princ ipal,	yes.	But	I	don't	know	what	I'd	do	with	all	the	stuff	in	my	garage. 5/23/2014	4:51	PM

56 Coronado	is	a	tourist	town	and	parking	as	always	been	an	issue	if	you	are	l iving	in	a	high	density
zone	c lose	to	Orange	Ave	or	Ocean	Blvd!	Riding	a	bike	is	an	easy	fix!

5/23/2014	4:23	PM

57 Also	require	paid	parking	along	Ocean	Blvd. 5/23/2014	7:06	AM

58 Yes,	yes,	yes!	We	require	garages	and	garages	are	for	cars	--	not	offices,	workout	rooms,	etc. 5/22/2014	4:24	PM
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Q30	It's	common	for	garages	to	be	used	for
storage	instead	of	parking	cars.	Should	two
open	off-street	parking	spaces	be	required

for	new	construction	instead	of	an
enclosed	two	car	garage?	(Garages	could
be	optional	in	addition	to	two	open	parking

spaces.)
Answered:	240	 Skipped:	104

Total 240

# Comment Date

1 more	paving	is	not	the	answer 6/14/2014	12:05	PM

2 Require	garages 6/13/2014	9:21	PM

3 great	suggestion.	yes...	2	off	street	spots	is	a	great	idea. 6/13/2014	5:19	PM

4 Majority	of	garage	space	should	be	used	for	automobile	parking...i.e.	at	least	one	car	must	be
parked	in	a	2	story	garage,	and	a	1	car	garage	must	be	used	only	for	automobile	parking.	This	can
be	monitored	and	achieved	by	neighborhood	observation,	since	neighbors	wil l	benefit	from	this
practice,	and	wil l	thereby	monitor	adherence.	Violations	should	be	reported	to	the	City,	whereby	a
notice	is	delivered	to	occupants	that	are	not	complying,	indicating	that	a	random	inspection	may
soon	occur,	and	fines	wil l	be	imposed	if	usage	is	not	per	regulations.

6/13/2014	2:32	PM

5 Two	enclosed	parking	spaces	for	each	residential	unit.	No	parking	on	street	11pm-6am. 6/13/2014	1:30	PM

6 Sound	logical. 6/13/2014	9:43	AM

7 This	would	cause	people	to	use	their	open	parking	spaces	vs	having	a	garage	full	of	junk	and
parking	on	the	streets

6/13/2014	8:53	AM
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8 In	Claremont	CA	there	is	no	on	street	parking	allowed	in	the	evening	(12p-6a)	hours.	People	use
their	garage	or	the	driveway	to	their	garage.	I	think	you	can	get	a	temporary	parking	permit	for
guest.

6/12/2014	11:07	PM

9 Garages	need	to	be	required	as	there	is	not	enough	on-street	parking.	No	garages	required	is	setting
the	City	up	for	major	c lutter	in	yards	as	well	as	overly	congested	on-street	parking!

6/12/2014	1:38	AM

10 Interesting	idea...our	weather	here	makes	a	car	garage	unnecessary	for	all	but	the	most	dedicated
car	owners.	Perhaps	only	open	off	street	parking	for	multifamily,	garage	for	single	family.

6/11/2014	5:42	PM

11 Depends	on	individual	situation,	but	a	minimum	of	2	car	off-street	parking	is	a	must. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

12 NO,	that	makes	for	unattractive	driveways,	carports,	and	detracts	from	yard	space. 6/10/2014	12:45	AM

13 Garages	required	&	parking	behind	with	off	street	required.	15	foot	setback	for	garages	that	have
second	story.

6/9/2014	12:51	PM

14 I	think	a	garage	is	a	better	idea.	Getting	space	for	two	open	off-street	spaces	can	affect	garden
area

6/9/2014	10:58	AM

15 need	garages	and	perhaps	carports.	otherwise	people	might	turn	front	yard	into	parking	lot,	l ike	a
newer	home	near	bridge	on	Glorietta

6/5/2014	6:14	PM

16 Unless	a	driveway	to	a	garage	(built	to	existing	required	setbacks--inc luding	average	requirements,
etc)	allows	for	it.

6/5/2014	4:09	PM

17 A	double	garage	should	be	mandatory.	If	you	choose	to	get	the	cars	off	the	street	by	requiring
additional	2	open	spaces	on	the	property,	then	the	streets	would	look	l ike	parking	lots!	Who	in	the
world	thought	up	this	stupid	way	of	getting	cars	off	the	streets?

6/4/2014	2:43	PM

18 Again,	as	long	as	each	residence	keeps	from	parking	in	front	of	other	residences,	I	don't	care	how
that	is	accomplished.

6/3/2014	10:19	AM

19 How	do	you	enforce	the	use	of	the	two	spaces 6/3/2014	7:58	AM

20 enforce	the	use	of	the	garage	for	car	storage	only,	somehow 6/2/2014	1:10	PM

21 Not	in	single	family.	In	multi-family	-	garages	should	be	designed	as	community	garages. 6/1/2014	9:23	AM

22 Great	idea,	at	least	one. 5/30/2014	5:52	PM

23 How	would	that	keep	people	from	sti l l 	parking	in	the	street	instead	of	in	their	driveway? 5/30/2014	3:08	PM

24 Dependent	upon	Street	vs.	Avenue 5/29/2014	8:53	PM

25 Not	a	good	solution	to	a	complicated	problem 5/29/2014	3:19	PM

26 seems	like	an	idea	worth	explori ing 5/29/2014	1:25	PM

27 This	is	a	tough	one	-	I'm	not	one	for	c lutter	so	can't	imagine	not	using	my	garage	for	my	car.
Additionally,	I	believe	many	households	own	3+	vehic les

5/29/2014	11:09	AM

28 Parking	is	not	optional	when	building	a	home...new	or	remodel.	Two	cars	should	have	off	street
parking	garage	or	not.

5/28/2014	3:23	PM

29 Actually	yes,	but	only	in	the	alley.	No	non-garage	parking	in	front,	even	if	the	lot	has	no	alley
access.

5/28/2014	10:46	AM

30 park	in	the	garage 5/28/2014	9:15	AM

31 where	practical 5/27/2014	10:49	PM

32 If	this	change	would	result	in	more	building/occupany	density	(legal	or	i l legal	rentals,	etc.),	then
no.	If	i t	would	simply	give	the	property	owner	more	flexibil i ty	in	designing	the	layout	of	his	lot,	then
yes.

5/26/2014	12:02	PM

33 I	think	I'd	prefer	to	have	both	be	required. 5/26/2014	12:02	PM

34 Tough	question	...	no	answer,	yet! 5/26/2014	10:55	AM

35 Driveways	need	to	stay.	Too	many	cars	parked	on	the	curbs. 5/26/2014	9:34	AM

36 especially	for	larger	homes	(since	the	larger	the	home,	the	more	cars	they	seem	to	have)	and
ABSOLUTELY	for	multi-residential

5/25/2014	12:40	PM
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37 Are	we	going	to	assign/reserve	the	2	spaces	created	to	the	new	owners?	eventually	all	our	streets
wil l	fi l l 	up	with	cars.

5/24/2014	3:37	PM

38 Use	the	garage!!! 5/24/2014	12:41	PM

39 This	is	a	cultural	problem	and	cannot	be	legislated	with	effective	results 5/24/2014	12:31	PM

40 The	key	is	to	have	spaces	that	are	actually	used	for	cars.	I	think	that	the	RSIP	generated
requirement	that	garages	be	counted	as	'l iving	space'	for	FAR	calculations	is	a	mistake.

5/24/2014	11:17	AM

41 Use	of	garage	needs	to	be	enforced. 5/24/2014	10:50	AM

42 Two	off-street	parking	spaces	for	each	lot	should	be	the	minimum	requirement...however	they	want
to	use	it	in	a	garage,	underground,	or	open	air.	I'd	suggest	only	one	off-street	parking	space	be
required	and	let	the	other	be	on-street.	However,	I	know	that	would	new	fly.

5/23/2014	7:16	PM

43 I	feel	Coronado	should	have	no	parking	for	street	sweeping	to	make	sure	cares	are	moved. 5/23/2014	6:00	PM

44 Might	be	an	idea	to	have	one	space,	but	that	it	is	covered	but	not	enclosed.	However,	there	is	the
security	aspect	that	would	be	an	issue	for	a	lot	of	people.

5/23/2014	5:37	PM

45 The	c ity	should	aggressively	enforce	the	requirement	to	maintain	garages	for	parking	inc luding
substantial	fines	and	l iens	on	property.

5/23/2014	4:34	PM

46 If	you	did	this	they	could	tack	on	the	400	sq.	ft.	that	counts	in	the	FAR	on	a	bigger	structure	--	while
putting	a	barbecue	and	patio	future	on	the	open	parking	spaces.	Enclosed	garages	with	cars	in
them!

5/22/2014	4:24	PM
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Q31	Should	roof	top	decks	be	prohibited
above	a	two	story	home?

Answered:	244	 Skipped:	100

Total 244

# Comment Date

1 I	think	roof	decks	are	fantastic .	It's	just	the	giant	2	story	homes	that	some	are	on	top	of	that	cause
problems.	Roof	top	decks	should	be	allowed	and	are	really	nice.

6/13/2014	5:19	PM

2 They	look	stupid	and	they're	never	used	anyway. 6/13/2014	1:30	PM

3 If	no	privacy	invasion,	&	set	back	from	perimeter,	&	not	seeable	from	street,	then	may	be	OK. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

4 Not	if	they	meet	the	existing	height	and	setback	l imits.	Neighbors	should	not	determine	whether	I
can	enjoy	a	view	from	MY	home.

6/10/2014	12:45	AM

5 To	the	extent	it	impacts	neighbors	existing	views. 6/9/2014	9:56	AM

6 Who	am	I	to	tell	people	not	to	take	advantage	of	their	views	even	if	I	don't	l ike	it	next	door. 6/6/2014	5:52	PM

7 need	more	l imits,	they	are	generally	unattractive	over	look	entire	neighborhoods	and	are	seldom
used.	when	used	people	don't	realize	how	sound	travels

6/5/2014	6:14	PM

8 Except,	unless	MUCH	more	stringent	privacy	requirements	(for	adjacent	properties)	are	made. 6/5/2014	4:09	PM

9 depends	on	how	it	affects	neighbor 6/3/2014	11:59	AM

10 It	is	definitely	an	invasion	of	neighbor's	privacy.	On	the	other	hand,	they	are	great	for	watching
fireworks!

6/3/2014	10:19	AM

11 They	infringe	on	privacy	of	others. 6/3/2014	8:01	AM

12 If	l imited	in	size	and	location,	they	are	probably	ok.	It's	the	size	of	decks	located	on	homes	with	no
ocean	or	golf	course	views	that	make	no	sense.

5/30/2014	3:08	PM
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13 again,	each	situation	is	different..I	think	each	should	be	considered	on	the	basis	of	its	effect	on	the
neighborhood	and	adjoining	property.

5/29/2014	1:25	PM

14 Privacy	of	neighbors	should	be	a	consideration. 5/29/2014	11:09	AM

15 Landowners	should	enjoy	the	view. 5/28/2014	8:27	PM

16 Think	of	your	neighbor	looking	into	your	backyard	or	bedroom.	Yuk 5/28/2014	3:23	PM

17 See	comment	about	structures	placed	on	roof-top	decks.	The	deck	should	never	add	to	the	finished
height	of	the	home	above	conformance	to	building	codes.	That	measurement	should	inc lude
retaining	walls,	and	stair	entry	to	the	deck.	That	inc ludes	any	furniture	or	sun	shades	placed	on	the
deck.	Deck	(and	stairs	to	the	deck)	should	never	provide	a	view	of	a	neighbor's	yard.

5/28/2014	10:46	AM

18 If	it	is	set	back	properly	it	should	not	intrude	on	anyone's	privacy 5/27/2014	10:51	AM

19 I	do	think	there	should	be	stric t	l imits,	for	example,	the	deck	itself	should	not	be	visible	above	the
legal	roofl ine	-	no	awnings	or	structures.

5/26/2014	12:02	PM

20 Depends	on	the	neighborhood	-	no,	if	an	area	of	single	story	homes;	maybe	if	in	area	of	two	story
houses.

5/26/2014	10:55	AM

21 If	it's	between	two	story	homes,	I	don't	see	a	problem. 5/26/2014	9:34	AM

22 It	probably	depends	on	the	individual	property. 5/26/2014	9:04	AM

23 we	need	new	regulations	for	sure	as	far	as	size	and	nearness	to	property	l ines	(restric ted	setbacks	to
protect	privacy)

5/24/2014	3:37	PM

24 It	depends	on	the	design.	Some	are	really	eyesores. 5/24/2014	12:02	PM

25 Yes,	if	any	part	of	the	deck	i.e.	rail ings	,	exceeds	the	height	l imit. 5/24/2014	11:38	AM

26 Should	be	reviewed	with	regard	to	privacy	issues	with	surrounding	houses. 5/24/2014	8:36	AM

27 If	you	mean	on	the	second	floor	roof...I	think	roof	decks	should	be	allowed...this	is	where	you	get
your	sun.	And	I'd	prefer	to	have	the	sunlight	opportunity	than	be	concerned	that	someone	is	looking
over	at	me	from	the	adjoining	roof	deck.	Of	course	I	have	a	roof	deck	and	its'	the	sunniest	part	of
my	property.	Can	grow	vegetables	there	too!

5/23/2014	7:16	PM

28 These	need	to	be	banned. 5/23/2014	4:51	PM

29 Yes	--	on	lots	smaller	than	40	ft	wide	--	no	roof	decks	on	lots	3500	sq.	ft	or	smaller 5/22/2014	4:24	PM
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13.58% 33

66.67% 162

19.75% 48

Q32	Should	roof	top	decks	be	prohibited
above	a	one	story	home?

Answered:	243	 Skipped:	101

Total 243

# Comment Date

1 Again,	roof	top	decks	are	nice	and	should	be	allowed. 6/13/2014	5:19	PM

2 A	balcony	would	be	OK 6/13/2014	4:56	PM

3 Only	if	stepped	back	from	all	sides. 6/13/2014	1:30	PM

4 Are	there	any?	Don't	seem	desirable	because	of	height. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

5 Not	if	they	meet	the	existing	height	and	setback	l imits.	Neighbors	should	not	determine	whether	I
can	enjoy	a	view	from	MY	home.

6/10/2014	12:45	AM

6 To	the	extent	it	impacts	neighbors	existing	views. 6/9/2014	9:56	AM

7 But	more	stringent	privacy	requirements	for	adjoining	properties	should	be	created. 6/5/2014	4:09	PM

8 depends	on	how	affects	neighbor 6/3/2014	11:59	AM

9 The	deck	activity	is	more	visible	to	others 6/3/2014	7:58	AM

10 Allowing	this	is	l ike	putting	a	balcony	on	a	one	story	home.	What	purpose	would	it	serve	except	to
create	a	party	area	off	the	ground?

5/30/2014	3:08	PM

11 If	it	looks	into	a	neighbor's	yard 5/30/2014	12:37	AM

12 I	believe	the	privacy	of	neighbors	should	be	a	consideration. 5/29/2014	11:09	AM

13 Depends	on	over-hang. 5/28/2014	3:23	PM

14 But	all	restric tions	placed	on	2nd	story	decks	should	also	apply	to	one	story	homes. 5/28/2014	10:46	AM

15 Privacy	should	be	factor	for	the	one	story	home	in	design	and	orientation	of	the	deck 5/27/2014	8:46	AM
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16 Only	if	one	story	owners	invite	neighbors	to	enjoy	the	deck	with	them	from	time	to	time	:-) 5/26/2014	10:55	AM

17 Unless	there	is	some	sort	of	natural	privacy	between	the	houses.	Natural	-plants,	trees 5/26/2014	9:34	AM

18 It	probably	depends	on	the	individual	property. 5/26/2014	9:04	AM

19 but	set	backs	must	prohibit	privacy	intrusions. 5/24/2014	3:37	PM

20 depends...... 5/24/2014	1:46	PM

21 Only	if	i t	adversely	impacts	neighbors.	This	also	applies	to	any	decks	-	back	or	side	-	that	impacts
neighbors.

5/24/2014	11:17	AM

22 If	we	allow	Two	story	homes,	should	allow	a	deck	above	first	story..seems	same	height	issue 5/24/2014	8:36	AM

23 See	above...what	are	people	doing	that	they	are	so	concerned	about	who's	look	at	em? 5/23/2014	7:16	PM

24 Let's	encourage	more	one-story	homes. 5/23/2014	4:51	PM
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21.31% 52

45.08% 110

33.61% 82

Q33	Should	the	guardrails/walls
surrounding	roof	top	decks	above	a	two
story	home	be	allowed	to	project	above
any	portion	of	the	roof	line	of	a	sloped

roof?
Answered:	244	 Skipped:	100

Total 244

# Comment Date

1 Limited 6/15/2014	2:53	PM

2 Architects	should	have	the	common	sense	to	design	these	so	that	whatever	the	case	they	are
appealing	to	the	eye.	I	can't	think	of	one	off	hand	that	is	obnoxious.

6/13/2014	5:19	PM

3 guardrails	only...no	solid	walls	visible	above	roof	height	maximum. 6/13/2014	2:32	PM

4 Should	not	be	any	roof	top	decks. 6/13/2014	8:53	AM

5 But	perhaps	not	higher	than	5	feet,	which	is	high	enough	to	prevent	eye	raking	the	neighbors	and
to	give	some	privacy	to	those	using	the	roof	top	ďeck.

6/12/2014	1:38	AM

6 We	are	not	going	to	come	across	anymore	outdoor	space	on	Coronado,	we	need	to	allow	people	to
have	private	outdoor	space,	and	the	roof	is	as	good	a	place	as	any,	especially	if	privacy	walls
prevent	someone	from	looking	over	into	an	adjacent	yard.

6/11/2014	5:42	PM

7 Should	be	invisible	from	the	street	and	the	neighbors. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

8 I	think	you	are	getting	into	a	height	issue	and	that	depends	on	what	area	of	the	island	you	are
talking	about	and	whether	aircraft	are	flying	near.

6/6/2014	5:52	PM
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9 NO	in	general.	But	it	might	be	possible	that,	under	certain	severe	restric tions,	it	might	be	allowed.
Also,	this	question	does	not	ask	if	guardrails/walls	should	be	allowed	to	project	above	the	flat	roof
plate	of	a	two	story	home	that	does	NOT	have	a	sloping	roof.	(That	question	would	have	the	same
answer	ands	comment).

6/5/2014	4:09	PM

10 common	sense	safety	issue 6/4/2014	10:50	PM

11 If	for	safety	reasons,	YES. 6/4/2014	2:43	PM

12 They	encroach	visually 6/3/2014	8:01	AM

13 See	widow's	walks	in	Nantucket	and	Cape	Cod.	As	long	as	the	rail ing	meets	height	restric tions,	it
could	be	a	benefit.

6/2/2014	12:22	PM

14 I	guess	this	depends	on	the	specific 	design	of	the	home. 6/1/2014	3:04	PM

15 there	should	not	be	a	roof	top	deck	on	a	two	story	home 5/29/2014	10:17	AM

16 Rails	are	for	safety	of	the	deck	user	only. 5/28/2014	3:23	PM

17 No	roof	decks	solves	this	problem 5/27/2014	9:12	PM

18 Probably	not	-	would	think	any	good	designer	could	avoid	that	kind	of	projection. 5/26/2014	10:55	AM

19 It	probably	depends	on	the	individual	property. 5/26/2014	9:04	AM

20 Hmmm....	weird	wording.	I	think	yes,	but	draw	me	a	picture. 5/23/2014	7:16	PM

21 They	look	l ike	hell. 5/23/2014	4:51	PM
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Q34	Does	the	height	of	new	two	story
homes	appear	too	tall	or	out	of	scale	in

relation	to	the	lot	&	home	width?	(Answer
all)

Answered:	230	 Skipped:	114

59.65%
136

23.68%
54

16.67%
38

	
228

37.89%
86

36.12%
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25.99%
59

	
227
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226

Yes Sometimes No

On	25	ft.	w ide
lots?

On	26	-	50	ft.
w ide	lots?

On	51	-	75	ft.
w ide	lots?

On	76	ft.	and
wider	lots?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

	 Yes Sometimes No Total

On	25	ft.	wide	lots?

On	26	-	50	ft.	wide	lots?

On	51	-	75	ft.	wide	lots?

281



RSIP-3Residential	Zoning	Standards	May	21,	2014	Public	Survey*	=	REQUIRED

95	/	104

15.70%
35

30.49%
68

53.81%
120

	
223

# Comment Date

1 this	is	my	biggest	complaint...	keep	the	old	zoning,	but	don't	let	houses	be	too	TALL 6/15/2014	2:18	PM

2 Due	to	basements	being	built	and	the	30"	above	ground	allowance,	houses	are	too	tall. 6/15/2014	12:08	PM

3 The	two	stories	on	25	foot	lots	are	YES--	way	too	tall!	That	is	what	I	have	on	my	block.	I'm	not	sure
about	2	story	ones	on	the	larger	lots	as	I	don't	observe	those	very	often.

6/13/2014	11:41	PM

4 Yes	yes	yes.New	2	story	homes	are	totally	disgusting	and	absurd.	They	look	horrible!	They	look	l ike
mini	sky	scrapers	and	having	just	1	of	these	on	a	block	reduces	all	the	other	property	values
instantly.	Sorry	Tony...	But	its	a	simple	FACT.	The	Falletta	homes	should	be	outlawed	by	tomorrow!
The	Falletta	homes	going	up	as	we	speak	are	doing	only	1	thing.	REDUCING	the	neighbors
property	value	and	ruining	the	quality	of	l i fe	in	Coronado.	Please	put	a	halt	on	these	quickly.

6/13/2014	5:19	PM

5 2nd	story	MUST	be	stepped	back	on	all	sides. 6/13/2014	1:30	PM

6 Haven't	noticed,	wil l	have	to	pay	attention	as	I	drive	around	town. 6/13/2014	12:12	PM

7 Adjustment	in	height	restric tions	seems	necessary	an	appropriate. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

8 If	it	meets	the	height	l imit	and	setbacks,	leave	it	alone.	Otherwise	you're	trying	to	design	MY	home
again,	and	passing	judgment	FOR	single	story	homes,	and	against	Bil ly	Boxes	and	Tony's	Towers.
Proportion	or	aspect	ratio	is	not	in	the	purview	of	the	City	or	neighbors.

6/10/2014	12:45	AM

9 Particularly	when:	A.	the	first	floor	is	raised	above	existing	grade	to	the	max.	extent	allowed	by
code.	B.	the	second	floor	is	ALSO	11	ft.	or	more	above	the	first	floor.	C.	and	the	adjoining	house	is
at	(or	near)	existing	grade.	The	question	might	have	provided	more	specifics	and	options.	For
instance,	a	home	built	on	existing	grade	with	two	8ft.	c lear	stories	and	a	roof	peak	of	6	ft.	above	the
second	floor	next	to	a	similar	home	would	not	necessarily	look	out	of	scale	under	any	of	the	above
conditions.

6/5/2014	4:09	PM

10 Leave	it	alone.	Coronado	is	no	longer	a	weekend	cottage	town.	We	need	2	story	homes	to
accommodate	families.

6/4/2014	2:43	PM

11 depends	on	design	of	house 6/3/2014	11:59	AM

12 Out	of	scale	with	existing	neighborhood	is	jarring! 6/3/2014	8:01	AM

13 When	you	allow	10'	ceil ing	heights	a	house	get	very	tall. 6/2/2014	2:45	PM

14 Not	too	sure	on	this	one. 6/1/2014	4:30	PM

15 Also	happens	in	multi-family	zones.	See	new	Falletta	-	Hot	yellow,	and	the	Black	homes	at	about
821/823	C	Ave.	The	basement	causes	the	first	floor	to	be	raised	too	high	above	the	ground	level.
High	front	yard	fences	destroy	streets	cape.

6/1/2014	9:23	AM

16 I	don't	know 5/30/2014	6:31	PM

17 All	dependent	on	location 5/29/2014	8:53	PM

18 Depends	on	the	total	area	of	the	second	story. 5/28/2014	3:23	PM

19 Yes	yes	yes	All	new	homes	are	too	tall.	they	look	ridiculous 5/28/2014	11:13	AM

20 It	if	obvious	that	people	are	adding	3rd	stories,	particularly	to	homes	built	on	25'	lots.	No	one	needs
a	10'	ceil ing	or	"skylights"	in	an	"attic".	Please.	Height	restric tions	should	remove	the	appearance
of	giant	size,	increase	airflow	and	sunlight,	increase	neighbor	privacy,	and	prevent	an	i l legal	attic
remodel	to	make	a	third	floor.

5/28/2014	10:46	AM

21 depends	on	architectural	features	and	overall	design 5/27/2014	8:46	AM

22 It	really	depends	on	the	neighborhoods.	What	jumps	to	mind	are	new	homes	on	the	bayside	of	First
Street	that	appear	entirely	too	large	for	their	lots.

5/26/2014	10:55	AM

23 especially	when	built	to	max	height	and	FAR 5/25/2014	12:40	PM

24 height	is	my	biggest	concern. 5/24/2014	3:37	PM

25 too	tall	seems	to	go	with	homes	with	a	basement	vs.	those	"originals"	on	a	slab 5/24/2014	1:46	PM

On	76	ft.	and	wider	lots?
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26 EMPLOY	STOREY	POLES	BEFORE	APPROVAL	OF	CONSTRUCTION	TO	SEE	WHAT	WILL	GO
UP.	IF	PLANS	ARE	APPROVED

5/24/2014	10:12	AM

27 Not	sure	about	larger	lots. 5/24/2014	9:33	AM

28 People	are	maxing	out	their	building.	Education	could	help	show	people	they	can	build	a	great
house	without	losing	l ivabil i ty.

5/23/2014	9:59	PM

29 i	believe	the	current	ordinance	addresses	this	issue...again	hire	an	architect	to	be	sure	the	design	is
well	thought	out	and	is	in	scale.	But	please	don't	involve	a	design	review	commission.

5/23/2014	7:16	PM

30 Depends	on	the	designer/architect. 5/23/2014	4:51	PM
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40.17% 96

35.98% 86

23.85% 57

Q35	Should	all	single	family	homes
conform	to	the	same	set	of	zoning

standards	regardless	of	the	zone	that	they
are	located	in	(single	family	or	multi-family

zone)?
Answered:	239	 Skipped:	105

Total 239

# Comment Date

1 R3's	should	probably	no	longer	be	allowed	to	build	4	homes.	It's	just	too	much.	Realtors	can	sti l l
make	just	as	much	money	if	2	very	high	quality	homes	are	built	instead	of	4.	The	realtors	want	to
make	a	quick	and	easy	sell	but	in	the	long	run	the	4	units	being	built	on	R3's	are	destroying	the
town	quickly.

6/13/2014	5:19	PM

2 Allowing	4	SFR	homes	on	a	7000	R3	lot	with	tandem	parking	garages	in	the	rear	units	was	one	of
the	worst	development	approvals	ever.

6/13/2014	7:05	AM

3 The	higher	density	of	inhabitants	in	multi-family	zones	calls	for	stric ter	standards 6/12/2014	1:38	AM

4 Opportunities	for	gaming	zoning	standards	because	of	zone	or	otherwise	should	not	be	permitted. 6/10/2014	3:49	PM

5 Of	course	not!	That	defeats	the	purpose	of	zoning	and	RSIP	requirements. 6/10/2014	12:45	AM

6 This	is	an	"in	general"	answer.	Of	course,	one	can	conjure	possible	exceptions	that	could	be
created.

6/5/2014	4:09	PM

7 Zoning	designates	what	setbacks,	footprints,	sq.	footage	is	permitted.	When	a	single	family	home	is
built	in	a	R-3	neighborhood,	I	believe	they	conform	to	the	Residential	home	codes.

6/4/2014	2:43	PM

8 not	sure	of	the	meaning	here 6/3/2014	11:59	AM

9 Tony	Falletta	is	a	prime	example	of	this	problem.	4	four	2	story	single	family	homes	on	50'	x	140'
lots.	Tenements!

6/3/2014	11:28	AM
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10 Already	multiple	families	are	l iving	in	single	family	homes.	Adds	to	density! 6/3/2014	8:01	AM

11 currently	the	"poorer"	section	of	the	island	is	being	subjected	to	extreme	density	issues 6/3/2014	7:58	AM

12 They	should	conform	to	their	respective	zoning	standards 6/2/2014	12:22	PM

13 do	not	understand	the	question 6/2/2014	6:50	AM

14 Would	need	more	info	on	this. 6/1/2014	4:30	PM

15 Interesting	idea.	Currently,	single	family	homes	in	multi-family	zones	seem	to	be	in	a	state	of
decay,	as	no	one	wants	to	develop	a	single	family	home	when	a	condo	may	be	built	next	door.

6/1/2014	9:23	AM

16 If	you	voluntari ly	down	zone	by	building	a	SF	home	in	an	R-3	zone,	your	home	should	be	treated
like	any	other	SF	home.

5/30/2014	3:08	PM

17 A	multi-family	zone	should	have	different	zoning	standards	than	single	family	homes. 5/29/2014	7:17	PM

18 again..each	is	different...some	neighborhoods	are	already	so	ruined	it	doesn't	seem	right	to	make
singe	family	homes	conform.

5/29/2014	1:25	PM

19 dependent	on	location. 5/28/2014	11:13	AM

20 If	you're	sitting	in	the	middle	of	two	ugly	apartment	buildings,	it's	hard	to	see	how	building	whatever
you	want	could	make	it	worse.

5/26/2014	12:02	PM

21 Yes,	if	by	zoning	standards	it's	meant	that	the	infrastructure	of	homes	wil l	meet	all	requirements
(inc luding	earthquakes)	for	safety	of	inhabitants.

5/26/2014	10:55	AM

22 Perhaps	different	standards	should	apply	to	different	neighborhoods. 5/26/2014	9:04	AM

23 Then	everyone	in	R-3	wil l	build	multi	family. 5/25/2014	8:41	AM

24 a	single	home	near	a	multi-	family	home	should	have	fewer	restric tions 5/24/2014	1:46	PM

25 However,	parking	for	multi-family	homes	need	to	actually	provide	for	real	parking,	not	'meets	the
letter	of	the	code'	but	non-parking	structures	that	have	gone	up	all	over	town.

5/24/2014	11:17	AM

26 The	country	c lub	area	is	becoming	very	impacted	by	huge	houses. 5/23/2014	9:59	PM

27 The	current	zoning	already	address	this	issue...right? 5/23/2014	7:16	PM

28 Zoning	is	the	standard	for	each	zoning	distric t,	this	question	confuses	me. 5/23/2014	4:55	PM

29 Smaller	lots	you	should	be	able	to	build	a	larger	home	in	some	cases.	Coronado	is	going	to	tighten
up	the	restric tions	so	much	that	young	families	wil l	not	be	able	to	afford	a	large	enough	home	to
raise	a	family	in	town!	This	wil l	cause	a	trickle	down	effect	that	wil l	start	with	our	school	and	effect
every	small	business	in	town!

5/23/2014	4:23	PM

30 I'm	not	c lear	what	you	are	asking	here	--	Are	you	asking	if	a	Single	home	is	being	built	in	the	R-3
zone	should	it	conform	to	the	R-3	standards	(setbacks,	FAR)	or	as	a	Single	Family	home	should	it
conform	the	the	R-1	standards?

5/22/2014	4:24	PM
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Q36	Are	there	any	other	questions	you
believe	this	survey	should	have	asked?

Answered:	79	 Skipped:	265

# Responses Date

1 NO 6/15/2014	10:23	PM

2 where	wil l	the	results	be	posted? 6/15/2014	2:18	PM

3 You	should	inc lude	questions	about	the	noise	and	disruption	during	demolition	and	building
process.

6/15/2014	12:08	PM

4 How	do	residents	feel	about	a	single	family	house	being	demolished	and	a	multi	family	unit	(s)
being	built	on	the	same	lot.	Large	trees	encroaching	on	other	people's	property.	The	tree's	owners
should	pay	to	keep	the	tree	l imbs	trimmed	and	on	their	side	of	the	fence.

6/14/2014	4:20	PM

5 How	do	you	feel	about	bil ly	boxes? 6/14/2014	1:11	PM

6 Why	are	we	allowing	fl ippers/developers/architects	to	determine	what	our	c ity	looks	l ike?	Del	Mar
used	"story	poles"	and	allows	much	more	neighbor	input	into	changes	that	wil l	effect	the	look	and
feel	of	a	neighborhood.	The	massive	buildings	erected	by	the	Palmeri	dollar	chasers	are	offensive
and	need	to	be	discouraged	if	we	don't	want	to	look	l ike	every	other	overdeveloped	shore	town.

6/14/2014	12:05	PM

7 PLEASE	consider	the	BIG	PICTURE	here.	It's	much	much	bigger	than	bushes,	set	backs,	and
square	footage.	It's	100%	about	the	quality	of	l i fe	in	Coronado.	Quality	of	l i fe	is	what	wil l	drive
property	values	UP	in	the	long	run.	right	now	we	are	in	this	transitional	l imbo	where	some	people
seem	to	think	that	square	footage	is	what	increases	a	property	value.	WRONG!	If	we	immediately
eliminate	this	over	development	in	town	I	can	guarantee	you	as	an	economist	that	you	wil l	see
property	values	increase	forever	in	Coronado.	If	we	allow	this	over	building	to	continue	than	we	wil l
hit	a	peak	price	point	and	level	off	because	the	quality	of	l i fe	here	no	longer	is	sustained	because
of	the	over	population	and	development.	Coronado's	land	is	FIXED.	We	are	not	getting	any	bigger.
We	need	to	stop	trying	to	find	ways	to	allow	more	people	to	l ive	here.	The	City	is	already	past	a
maximum	capacity.	It	just	plain	is.	But	I	know	the	City	has	great	concern	to	continue	development
and	have	property	values	continue	to	rise.	The	BEST	way	to	ensure	the	constant	and	forever
increase	in	prop	value	to	now	be	STRICT	and	STOP	the	over	development.	We	have	to	save	what
is	left	and	fast!!!	Thank	you	so	much	for	providing	this	survey.	Please	really	take	this	serious	and	if
you	place	STRICT	laws	on	new	development	do	not	worry.	Property	WILL	become	even	higher	in
demand	because	you	have	improved	the	quality	of	l i fe	throughout	town.	See	you	at	the	next
meeting.

6/13/2014	5:19	PM

8 These	are	not	questions	but	issues	that	I	would	l ike	to	see	discussed.	it	is	my	understanding	that
when	carriage	houses	are	built,	the	owners	must	sign	a	covenant	recorded	w/	the	county	admin.
that	they	wil l	not	rent	them	out.	There	is	no	enforcement	on	this	issue.	Because	carriage	houses
(which	are	too	big)	are	built	in	the	alleys,	cars	from	the	renters	are	parking	there	making	these
alleys	even	more	crowded.	Parking	is	a	very	big	issue	in	Coronado	and	it	is	going	to	get	worse.
Another	thing	that	I	have	noticed	is	that	houses	are	now	being	built	w/	three	storries....	up	and	up
seems	to	be	the	way	our	town	is	going.	Pretty	soon	all	the	air	and	l ight	wil l	disappear.

6/13/2014	4:56	PM

9 yes.	All	new	construction	of	all	types	should	be	charged	a	1%	of	completed	valuation	or	value-
added	fee	(i.e.	a	$20,000	fee	for	a	$2,000,000	completed	value	on	a	new	home	or	project,	or	the
amount	of	value	increased	by	the	addition	or	remodel	of	an	existing	property),	paid	by	the	property
owner	at	the	time	of	permit	issuance,	which	gets	paid	to	CUSD	and	Islander	Sports	Foundation,	in
equal	amounts.	This	would	result	in	in	several	hundred	thousand	to	potentially	a	few	mill ion	dollars
annually	which	these	organizations	desperately	need,	and	which	they	in	turn	wil l	invest	and	spend
in	and	on	our	community.	99%	of	new	construction	projects	are	completed	at	a	cost	to	value	ratio
that	is	ridiculously	profitable	to	the	owner/developer,	and	this	"tax",	though	small	in	comparison	to
the	profits	realized	or	realizable,	wil l	help	to	reward	the	community	for	maintaining	the	desirabil i ty
and	attraction	of	owning	and	residing	here	that	owners	and	eventual	buyers	are	drawn	to,	and
which	developers	capitalize	upon.	It	would	be	small	price	to	pay,	but	a	huge	benefit	for	those
organizations	that	help	to	maintain	the	quality	of	l i fe	in	Coronado.

6/13/2014	2:32	PM

10 Progressive	communities	prohibit	construction	which	deprives	any	resident	of	privacy	or	water
views.

6/13/2014	1:30	PM
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11 Stop	IMMEDI	TELY	building	mansions	in	the	Country	Club	area,	since	there	is	l i ttleprivacy	NOW
with	what	is	there.	People	do	not	want	people	looking	in	2	story	home	windows	and	yards.	Terrible
living	that	way!!!!!!!!!!	NO	PRIVACY	WHAT	SO	EVER!	Small	homes	there	FIRST,	so	it	stays	that
way.	People	have	their	l i fe	savings	in	their	homes,	and	can't	just	move!

6/13/2014	9:43	AM

12 Illegal	garage	conversion	rentals	where	garages	have	been	converted	to	l iving	spaces 6/13/2014	7:05	AM

13 Carmel	CA	has	zoning	laws	that	requires	individuals	that	are	going	to	build	a	home/remodel	to	put
up	poles/netting	that	replicates	the	overall	size	outl ine	of	the	structure	they	are	proposing	to	build.
Neighbors	have	a	time	period	to	make	written	comments	a	building	committee	before	a	building
permit	is	given.

6/12/2014	11:07	PM

14 What	makes	Coronado	Living	so	special	that	is	imperative	we	make	significant	changes	to	current
regulations?

6/12/2014	10:38	PM

15 It	didn't	ask	if	respondents	l ive	and/or	own	in	a	multi-	family	zine. 6/12/2014	1:38	AM

16 >>	Yes!!!	For	starters,	"Do	you	have	any	suggestions	or	thoughts	you	would	l ike	to	share	with	the
Committee?"	Communicating	with	residents	on	an	important	topic	is	a	lot	more	than	just	asking
them	survey	questions.	Surely	you	recognize	this?	As	a	Committee,	you	need	to	promote
communication	with	residents	in	multiple	ways	over	an	extended	period	of	time,	and	take	notes.
We	are	not	stupid.	I	believe	you	would	be	far	more	effective	in	your	task	by	simply	sincerely	trying
to	communicate	with	us	first.	As	a	Committee	you	had	a	great	opportunity	to	get	a	good	start	in	this
regard	at	the	Workshop...and	then	you	completely	mismanaged	and	wasted	that	opportunity.	That
was	a	critical	failure	that	left	many	of	us	doubting	your	competence	to	handle	the	task	before	you.
Sorry	to	be	so	blunt.	(See	http://www.coronadocan.org/artic les/opinion-may-21st-rsip-workshop-
report)	Now	the	questions	are:	(1)	Are	you	able	to	recognize	that	failure	for	what	it	was	and	(2)	Will
you	therefore	work	to	overcome	it	from	here	on	out?	Communication	is	the	key	to	the	solution	for
most	human	problems.	It	takes	more	than	a	survey.

6/11/2014	8:19	AM

17 Questions	have	touched	on	or	inferred	most	significant	issues,	but	neighbor	and	neighborhood
friendly	should	be	a	touchstone	for	all	zoning	standards	recommendations	and	changes.

6/10/2014	3:49	PM

18 1.	Why	must	you	always	pre-determine	the	outcome	of	RSIP	studies	by	equating	"improvement"	to
"down	sizing"	and	"more	restric tions"?	2.	Why	must	you	always	cater	to	those	few	residents	who	only
want	smaller	homes,	or	single	story	homes,	or	want	to	control	their	neighbor's	home?	3.	Why	can't
you	stop	tinkering	with	building	standards	in	favor	of	longer	term	consistency?

6/10/2014	12:45	AM

19 Should	fire	rings	be	removed	to	help	neighbors	in	area	not	have	to	try	&	sleep	while	hearing	noises
&	smelling	smoke.

6/9/2014	12:51	PM

20 No 6/8/2014	11:04	PM

21 Parking	downtown 6/8/2014	1:34	PM

22 I	would	have	l iked	you	to	address	the	building	of	4	homes	on	a	50	x	150	or	so	lot.	I	feel	these	are
the	biggest	mistake	we	have	made	in	zoning	so	far.

6/6/2014	5:52	PM

23 how	do	you	balance	property	rights.	should	not	restric t	bldg	next	to	a	structurally	and	functionally
obsolete	one	story	home.	many	one	story	homeowners	would	not	want	their	property	restric ted	to
one	story	when	they	sell	i t,	only	while	they	l ive	there,	because	they	do	not	want	to	bear	the	loss	of
market	value	themselves.

6/5/2014	6:14	PM

24 This	question	would	have	had	a	better	chance	of	being	responded	to	if	one	could	have	gone	back
and	reviewed	the	survey	without	having	prior	responses	deleted.

6/5/2014	4:09	PM

25 More	on	sun	and	solar	consideration. 6/5/2014	8:21	AM

26 1)	ask	folks	what	they	think	RSIP	stands	for-give	choices	2)	what	is	the	purpose	of	RSIP-give	choices
3)	is	it	right	to	restric t	property	owners	square	footage	4)	do	you	think	property	owners	should	have
rights	to	change	the	design	of	their	home/property?	give	percentage	5)	do	you	think	ownership	of
homes	in	coronado	is	outdated	6)	who	has	more	rights	to	your	property,	you	or	your	neighbors?	give
percentage	7)	who	has	more	rights	to	your	property,	you	or	Coronado	govt.?	give	percentage	8)	do
you	consider	Coronado	homes	an	investment	9)	do	you	think	you	should	have	input	into	new
construction/remodel	within	your	neighborhood.

6/4/2014	10:50	PM
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27 Yes,	why	are	you	messing	with	building	codes	again?	They	have	been	changed	enough	in	the
past.	Leave	them	alone.	Country	Club	is	now	being	rejuvenated	with	beautiful	modern	homes	and
replacing	the	gravel	roofed,	1955	built	homes	that	contain	hazardous	building	materials	and	do
not	have	adequate	heating,	square	feet,	plumbing,	electrical,	etc.	This	is	actually	helping
because	some	of	the	1955	homes	are	being	updated	vs.	re-building.	The	lots	if	Country	Club	can
accommodate	a	large	house.	The	grid	of	Coronado	does	not	allow	that	is	all	areas;	thus	the	homes
in	Country	Club	that	are	under	construction	are	large	and	beautiful.	Country	Club	wil l	soon	become
the	desireable	neighborhood	vs.	being	looked	down	on	since	the	homes	are	old	and	ugly.	I	have
personally	tried	to	keep	up	with	the	neighborhood	by	doing	small	things	to	my	home.	I	believe	this
makes	me	a	better	neighbor.	Remember,	that	not	everyone	wants	to	build	a	new	home	and	knock
down	the	old	one,	so	Coronado	wil l	remain	a	mixture	of	styles	and	sizes,	no	matter	what.	But,	to
take	away	an	owners	value	of	their	property	by	imposing	uncalled	for	restric tions	is	really	not	fair.

6/4/2014	2:43	PM

28 follow	the	money-	and	follow	up	on	permits-	people	put	things	in	their	plans	and	then	change
them-	esp	each	house	wil l	have	a	tree-	they	put	it	in	the	plan	but	do	not	put	one	in-	the	c ity	does
not	check

6/4/2014	8:10	AM

29 Common	sense	rarely	prevails	in	an	area	where	realtors	have	the	loudest	voice.	I	have	seen	this
trend	in	the	30+	years	I	have	l ived	in	Coronado.	Coronado	is	essentially	built	out	and	yet	the
density	increases	constantly.	And	I	doubt	the	RSIP-3	efforts	wil l	lead	to	many	changes.

6/3/2014	11:28	AM

30 Adopt	more	restric tive	conditions	for	demolition	of	existing	homes. 6/3/2014	10:45	AM

31 Architects	should	consider	aesthetics,	scale	&	visual	harmony.	Are	they	considering	existing	trees?
Too	much	hard	scape?	Are	fences	required	to	enhance	???

6/3/2014	8:01	AM

32 What	is	the	single	most	significant	change	to	the	single	family	standards	in	Coronado	would	you
recommend?

6/2/2014	9:42	PM

33 I	think	when	there	are	standards	they	should	be	followed.	I	know	of	one	house	on	Glorietta	that
exceeds	the	height	l imit	and	it	was	approved	by	the	inspector.

6/2/2014	5:10	PM

34 Limit	accessory	structures.	I	do	not	think	the	Country	c lub	lots	are	deep	enough	for	accessory
structures.	If	an	architect	or	developer	uses	the	same	plan	(mostly	exterior	elevations)	over	and	over
with	minor	modifications	we	need	to	l imit	this.	There	is	one	architect	who	has	built	three	houses
within	two	blocks	that	all	seem	to	be	the	same	with	just	window,	siding,	spacing	elements	changed.
Maybe	these	need	to	go	through	Design	Review	because	they	are	repetitive/tract	l ike	and	this	is
what	we	don't	want	in	Coronado.	The	City	could	have	a	planner	review	plans	to	make	sure	there	is
not	repetitive	housing	developments.	It	needs	to	be	very	objective.	Thank	you	for	taking	on	this
task.

6/2/2014	2:45	PM

35 Do	you	agree	that	zoning	standards	should	reward	garages	located	away	from	the	front	of	the
house.	Do	you	agree	in	encouraging	front	porches	It	seems	that	the	survey	doesn't	give	any	credit
to	RSIP	1	and	2	nor	does	it	acknowledge	any	improvements

6/2/2014	12:22	PM

36 I	think	i l legal	rentals	in	this	town	are	a	much	bigger	problem	than	new	construction. 6/1/2014	6:40	PM

37 No	question.	An	opinion.	The	maintenance	of	a	vil lage	atmosphere	with	no	standard	architecture
design	having	different	styles	and	colors	with	residential,	calm	traffic 	and	well	manicured	yards	is
the	look	and	feel	we	want.

6/1/2014	4:30	PM

38 I	think	the	bigger	problem	on	Coronado	is	not	the	size	of	the	large	single	family	homes	but	the
insertion	of	more	and	more	multifamily	homes	on	very	small	lots	into	or	very	near	the
neighborhoods.

6/1/2014	3:04	PM

39 Just	a	comment.	I	was	disappointed	that	the	RSIP	workshop	was	not	really	a	workshop.	I	think	that	it
would	have	been	better	to	take	a	lot	of	input	from	the	public ,	even	if	some	of	it	may	have	been
from	misinformed	c itizens	who	had	complaints	that	had	been	resolved	in	earlier	RSIPs.	The
committee	could	sort	that	out.	It	is	not	alway	easy	to	l isten	to	the	public ,	but	sometimes	fresh,	good
ideas	can	germinate.	The	committee	seems	to	have	missed	the	importance	of	"neighbor	friendly"
construction.	Please	see	http://4abettercoronado.org/PDFs/4ABC-Ad12Sep2012l.pdf	which	was
partially	responsible	for	RSIP	4	being	requested	by	the	City	Counsel.	I	do	appreciate	the	time	and
effort	being	spent	by	the	RSIP	members	and	thank	them	for	this	major	undertaking.

6/1/2014	9:23	AM

40 Every	lot	is	unique.	Comments/impact	statements	from	adjoining	neighbors	should	be	required	and
reviewed	by	appropriate	c ity	committee.	Consistency	of	codes/standards	is	important.	It	may	be	too
late	to	save	Coronado.	(I	have	just	had	monster	two	story	house	with	deck	overlooking	my	yard	and
home	at	821	Balboa	Avenue.)	Setback	l imits	should	provide	for	more	graduated	l imits.	Rear	yard
setback	is	either	20	or	40%	now.Code	should	have	more	increments	of	lot	depth	to	RYSB	ratio.

6/1/2014	7:05	AM
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41 Good	survey 5/30/2014	6:31	PM

42 No.	Just	to	say	that	most	new	homes	are	beautiful	&	enhance	our	vil lage	in	a	great	way.	Newer
homes	tend	to	be	home	owner	l ived	in,	where	as	the	older	properties	can	be	very	run	down	&
neglected	&	are	usually	rentals.

5/30/2014	5:52	PM

43 Are	you	registered	to	vote	in	Coronado? 5/30/2014	3:08	PM

44 Yes!	You	didn't	address	the	multi	Family	projects	which	seem	to	have	a	large	impact	now	and
seems	to	be	the	leader	in	Bulky	Projects.

5/30/2014	2:19	PM

45 No.	Thank	you	for	being	the	voice	of	many. 5/30/2014	12:37	AM

46 Yes.	1)	Should	we	eliminate	some	of	the	modifications	that	allow	for	building	more	square
footage?	(fountains,	pil lars,	balconies,	etc.)	2)	Should	we	encourage	splitting	lots	in	half	instead	of
lengthwise,	i.e.	50	x	70	vs.	25	x	140?	3)	Should	we	build	more	alley	homes	that	face	on	alleys
instead	of	entering	from	a	walkway	from	the	street?	example:	Adella	Lane	with	all	of	the	charming
homes	that	face	on	this	alley

5/29/2014	7:17	PM

47 Just	one...what	is	more	important	to	people...the	house	size	or	the	trees,	gardens,	sense	of	space,
ocean	air...sense	of	neighborhood..	Is	it	better	to	have	enough	space	for	an	indoor	theater	or	an
outside	patio?..that	should	determine	what	kind	of	town	we	want.	thank	you

5/29/2014	1:25	PM

48 Lighting	placement	and	airflow	may	also	be	subjects	worth	exploring.	Thank	you! 5/29/2014	11:09	AM

49 Do	you	park	2	vehic les	in	your	garage?	My	answer	is	yes,	always 5/28/2014	6:01	PM

50 The	committee	should	address	how	the	RSIP	changes	(if	any)	would	be	enforced.	Current
standards	appear	to	be	violated	but	not	changed	on	many	constructions.	How	long	after	final
inspection	are	we	looking	at	these	constructions	to	see	if	codes	have	been	reversed	or	ignored.

5/28/2014	3:23	PM

51 In	the	slide	show	you	a	beautiful	carriage	home	in	the	alley	at	961	I	ave.	these	alley	homes	are
wonderful.	They	are	peaceful,	quiet,	and	beautiful.	If	I	own	an	R-2	and	have	2	children	I	would	l ike
to	split	my	lot	to	front	and	back	and	not	be	forced	into	only	1	option	(	side	by	side)	the	front	back
option	should	be	made	available	to	R-2	lots	and	should	even	be	made	available	to	R-3	lots.
Coronado	alleys	are	the	last	secret	gem	in	this	town	and	we	should	not	be	forced	to	have	all	homes
facing	the	street.	We	do	not	have	to	eliminate	the	side	by	side	option	but	simply	add	a	new	front
back	option	as	well.	If	the	front	(street	home	)	has	parking	and	the	alley	too	has	parking	it	gives	a
better	look	and	better	feel	to	the	lots.	Again,	this	needs	to	an	option.	We	do	not	have	to	remove	the
side	by	side	option	but	simply	give	a	secondary	option	of	front	and	back.	If	your	new	home	faces
the	alley	you	wil l	use	the	alley	and	many	people	love	the	alleys	and	actually	would	prefer	their
home	to	face	the	alley	rather	than	the	street.	It	is	very	quiet,	private	and	charming	to	have	an	alley
home.	Please	consider	this	new	option	and	Please,	do	not	turn	Coronado	into	La	Jolla.	Those	of	us
that	have	l ived	here	many	years	would	never	want	to	l ive	in	mansion	in	la	jolla.	Coronado	is	worth
much	much	more	because	it	is	not	over	run	with	giant	mansions	squashed	side	by	side.	This	is	a
small	and	quaint	beach	town	and	we	need	to	keep	that	feel	at	all	costs.	Thank	you

5/28/2014	11:13	AM

52 A	separate	survey	question	should	have	addressed	front	yard	fence	height.	At	the	meeting	people
complained	about	not	considering	the	neighborhood.	One	big	issue	is	the	walled	fortress	next	door.
No	fences,	inc luding	plantings,	above	3'	should	be	allowed	in	the	front	yard	up	to	the	front	edge	of
the	house.	Exception	for	3rd	and	4th	only.	Other	busy	streets	-	no	exception.	Existing	tall	fences
could	be	grandfathered	in	but	any	alteration	to	fence	or	home	means	the	fence	has	to	be	modified
or	removed.	Stop	the	constant	approval	for	variances.	The	building	code	and	standards	should	not
be	so	fluid.	I	didn't	see	a	question	on	how	people	felt	about	all	the	variances	that	get	approved.	No
question	on	how	people	feel	about	diagonal	parking	in	residential	areas.	No	question	on	the
"point"	system	so	people	can	have	larger	home	plans	if	they	do	certain	things	to	their	plan,	such	as
varying	elevations.	Residents	should	have	input	into	what	is	acceptable	regarding	the	l ist	and	each
item's	value	in	"points."	No	question	on	the	continued	abil i ty	to	do	lot	splits.	No	question	on	the
restric tions,	or	lack	thereof,	to	keep	a	grandfathered	in	apartment	when	either	the	main	house	or
apartment	is	externally	modified.

5/28/2014	10:46	AM

53 How	should	these	requirements	be	enforced?	-	currently	many	zoning	infractions	continue	on	un-
c ited	by	the	c ity	unless	a	neighbor	fi les	a	direct	complaint.

5/27/2014	9:12	PM

54 General	comment	-	In	the	workshop	presentation,	there	was	no	i l lustration	of	how	the	new	buildings
impacted	the	rear	yards	of	existing	homes.	The	new	houses	could	look	great	from	the	front,	and
seriously	detract	from	the	sunlight,	airflow,	and	privacy	available	in	surrounding	rear	yards.

5/27/2014	1:05	PM
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55 YES,	HOW	MANY	PEOPLE	CAN	OCCUPY	A	HOME?	I	THINK	IF	A	PORTION	OF	THE	HOUSE	(IE
OVER	THE	GARAGE)	IS	A	RENTAL	THERE	SHOULD	BE	DEDICATED	PARKING	ON	SITE	FOR
THE	RENTER,	SO	AS	TO	NOT	TAKE	AWAY	PARKING	FROM	OTHER	NEIGHBORS.

5/27/2014	12:12	PM

56 I	was	very	appropriate 5/27/2014	10:51	AM

57 More	information	about	single	family	design	review.too	many	homes	being	built	that	are	too
similar.	A	home	should	not	be	designated	an	Historic 	home	if	the	Family	owning	it	does	not	want
that	designation,	or	at	least	all	sides	heard	on	the	issue	with	all	needs	taken	into	account	when
determining	the	designation,	inc luding	the	cost	to	preserve	and	protect	the	property.

5/26/2014	2:05	PM

58 Yes--	adding	restric tions	on	install ing	fake	lawns.	These	lawns	have	just	as	much	impact	on
adjacent	properties	as	encroaching	on	l ight,	air,	view.	They	drive	up	the	temperature	all	around
them.	Can	you	imagine	the	heat	generated	in	Coronado	if	everyone	installed	fake	grass?	The	loss
of	our	cool	green	grass	is	a	growing	problem.	Notice	how	the	School	Distric t	had	to	call	off	school
for	"heat	days"	this	year--	that	has	never	happened	before	in	all	the	time	we've	l ived	here,	despite
occasional	high	temperatures,	and	I	believe	the	huge	amount	of	artific ial	turf	now	covering	school
grounds	contributed	to	their	heat	problem.

5/26/2014	12:02	PM

59 Perhaps,	thinking	ahead,	asking	input	on	ways	Public 	Services	could	encourage	homeowners	to
make	their	yards	more	drought	tolerant...

5/26/2014	10:55	AM

60 I	want	to	see	more	single	family	homes	and	less	monster	mansions.	Ocean	Blvd.	and	Glorietta	are
the	mansion	exceptions	in	my	opinion.	Let's	keep	the	inner	streets	to	small	to	normal	sized	single
family	homes.

5/26/2014	9:34	AM

61 No,	I	appreciate	being	able	to	give	my	input. 5/26/2014	9:04	AM

62 I	did	not	answer	question	15	because	it	was	ambiguous.	Example:	Enforcement	of	zoning	and	/or
building	codes:	very	important	to	me	(a	huge	issue)	Codes	are	currently	being	enforced	(no	issue)

5/25/2014	10:43	AM

63 Good	architecture	and	good	architectural	features	as	well	as	tasteful	landscaping	are	more
important	to	me	than	the	size	of	someone's	home.

5/24/2014	3:54	PM

64 fence	and	wall	restric tions	on	corner	lots.	The	last	home	on	he	west	side	of	Cabril lo	as	it	swings	into
Pine	St	is	EXTREMELY	dangerous.	If	I	can't	see	around	the	corner	walking,	how	does	a	car	see
around	the	corner	driving	25-30	miles	per	hour.	VERY	DANGEROUS.	Also,	BLIND	DRIVEWAYS	(all
residential	underground	parking	garages	are	blind	even	if	they	have	a	mirror).	They	are	a	deathtrap
to	pedestrians	and	bicyclists.	You	can't	come	up	slowly	enough	to	be	safe	when	you	are	backing
up	a	very	steep	underground	driveway.	This	really	needs	to	be	addressed.	As	I	say,	those	mirrors	no
not	provide	enough	safety	for	underground	driveways.

5/24/2014	3:37	PM

65 How	much	would	you	l ike	to	see	City	codes	enforced???	Should	we	be	proactive	or	reactive??
Should	RSIP	be	called	"Neighborhood	Improvement	Committee"?

5/24/2014	3:26	PM

66 More	on	trees	planted	so	c lose	to	property	l ine	that	the	neighbor	has	branches,	leaves	and	fruit
c leanup	on	two	sides	as	well	as	rear!

5/24/2014	1:46	PM

67 no 5/24/2014	12:31	PM

68 Can	we	change	the	zoning	ordinances	so	that	we	stop	the	building	of	these	"c loud	condos"?
They're	dense	and	terribly	unattractive.

5/24/2014	12:02	PM

69 Thank	you	for	this	survey	and	the	work	you	are	doing.	It	is	very	much	appreciated! 5/24/2014	11:17	AM

70 Good	job	coming	up	with	the	Q's,	some	I	had	not	considered,	wil l	require	further	thought. 5/24/2014	10:27	AM

71 ARE	YOU	HAPPY	WITH	WHAT	HAS	HAPPENED	IN	YOUR	CITY/NEIGHBORHOOD? 5/24/2014	10:12	AM

72 Note	that	question	7	asks	only	about	owning	or	renting	single	family	homes.	I	own	a	condo. 5/24/2014	9:33	AM

73 What	about	AICUZ...400	or	so	homes	in	CC	are	supposedly	going	to	be	affected	by	these
restric tions	to	the	expanded	c lear	zone.	These	additional	number	of	homes	were	added	because
military	aircraft	over	the	years	routinely	over	fly	residences	to	the	right	of	the	offset	on	Ocean	BLVD
and	across	Sunset	Park.	Pilots	often	approach	on	visual	without	Control	Tower	direction	and
approach	to	Runway	29	coming	directly	over	Sunset	Park..not	necessary	but	they	do	because	they
can.

5/24/2014	8:36	AM

74 What	percentage	of	these	homes	that	max	out	the	codes	are	out-of-state	c itizens?	It	is	now	a
misnomer	to	refer	to	the	"Vil lage",	what	with	all	the	over-crowding,	selfishly-large	homes,	and	rude
behavior.

5/23/2014	7:53	PM
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75 Nope. 5/23/2014	7:16	PM

76 Yes,	there	should	be	a	separate	question	on	historic 	preservation	to	see	home	many	residents	think
that	the	historic 	commission	is	being	too	aggressive	and	sometimes	too	arbitrary	in	denying	demo
permits.	Regarding	the	section	on	subjects	that	are	issues	or	non-issues.	One	of	the	subjects	is:
Historic 	Preservation.	That	can	be	taken	both	ways,	too	much	historic 	or	too	l ittle	historic 	and	all
the	issued	that	arise	on	the	subject,	such	as	devaluing	a	persons	property	by	deeming	a
substandard	structure	historic .	When	you	l imit	a	persons	use	of	his	property	if	often	affects	the
property	value	in	a	negative	way.	That	is,	in	effect,	not	much	different	than	exerc ising	immenant
domain.	In	those	cases	the	government	taking	the	property	must	compensate	the	property	owner	for
the	true	market	value	of	that	property.	This	has	become	a	real	issue	in	Coronado	that	is	affecting
property	owners	property	values	in	a	negative	way	and	is	infringing	on	personal	property	rights.

5/23/2014	5:37	PM

77 Two	things:	1.	What	about	a	"look	and	feel"	c lause	for	repetitive	designs?	If	in	the	opinion	of	a	to-
be-designated	planner	a	project	has	the	"look	and	feel"	of	too	many	others	in	a	neighborhood	(or
just	simply	smacks	too	much	of	a	formulaic	spec-builder	or,	truth	be	told,	'spec-architect'
development)	said	planner	would	have	the	(subjective)	authority	to	send	the	project	to	Design
Review	or	perhaps	some	other	committee	yet	to	be	created.	The	idea	is,	obviously,	to	discourage
developer	mentality	cookie-cutter	behemoths	by	demanding	those	types	of	projects	be	more	one-
off	and	therefore	more	expensive	to	develop.	Right	now	developers	know	exactly	what	a	house	wil l
cost	and	for	what	price	it	wil l 	sell,	i t's	become	a	virtual	certainty.		Introducing	an	element	of
subjective	discernment	wil l	undermine	that	certainty	making	spec	building	riskier	and	less
attractive.	To	be	c lear,	I'm	not	lobbying	for	the	elimination	of	spec	home	building,	just
its	reduction	and	dilution.		Also,	I	don't	support	every	project	needing	to	be	peer-reviewed,	just
design	that's	formulaic.	No	need	to	hamstring	thoughtful	designers.	2.	What	about	an	"FAR	Bank"
c lause?	Whenever	the	threat	of	FAR	reduction	or	other	building	restric tion	looms	on	the	horizon	a
kind	of	now-or-never	mentality	sets	in	and	property	owners	rush	to	get	their	projects	in	and	to	max
them	out	such	that,		ironically,	the	new	guidelines	often	precipitate	the	very	thing	they're	intended
to	curtail.	How	do	we	address	that?	How	about	if	a	property	owner	elects	to	build	significantly	less
than	the	current	FAR	allows	then	he	or	she	is	given	EXTRA	FAR	bonus	points	guaranteed	towards
future	development,	the	future	being,	say,	seven	years	hence?	(The	exact	percentage,	the	number
of	FAR	points	and	the	period	of	time	would	have	to	be	worked	out,	of	course.)	The	RSIP	in	effect	at
the	time	the	project	was	initial ly	approved	would	govern	the	property	in	perpetuity	(as	long	as	the
future	development	was	an	addition	and/or	remodel,	not	a	scrape-and-build-new	scheme)	so	there
would	be	less	pressure	to	max-out	now,	in	fact	there	would	be	incentive	to	build	smaller.	Yes,	there
would	be	those	who	would	take	advantage	of	this	c lause	and	in	those	cases	we'd	ultimately	end	up
with	some	bigger	homes,	but	many	folks	would	stay	put	with	their	smaller	(but	not	small)	homes
because	when	they	finally	got	to	looking	at	it	the	high	cost	to	remodel,	l i festyle	disruption	during
construction,	design	challenges,	etc.	would	make	it	more	effort	than	it	was	worth.

5/23/2014	4:51	PM

78 What	role,	if	any,	should	the	characteristics	of	the	residence	that	previously	occupied	a	site	play	in
the	standards	that	apply	to	its	future	development?	My	answer:	The	applicable	standards	for	a
specific 	site	should	be	influenced	by	the	block/neighborhood	in	which	the	lot	exists	and	the
character,	e.g.,	number	of	stories	and	size,	of	the	structure	that	previously	occupied	the	site.	What
factors	beyond	FAR,	building	massing	etc.	influence	the	character	of	a	neighborhood?	My	answer:
In	addition	to	the	number	of	cars	parked	on	a	street,	the	treatment	of	the	parking	strip,	quality	and
maintenance	of	the	landscaping	of	the	residences,	and	extent	to	which	properties	are	enclosed	by
fences	or	walls	significantly	influence	the	quality	of	l i fe	of	a	neighborhood	and	preservation	of	a
"vil lage'	atmosphere.

5/23/2014	4:34	PM

79 This	looks	to	be	a	survey	of	the	R-1	zone	but	I	am	looking	forward	to	a	review	and	adjustment	to	the
R-3	zone	as	well.

5/22/2014	4:24	PM
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PROVIDE DIRECTION ON A REQUEST FOR A THREE-MONTH PILOT PROJECT 
FOR A PUBLIC VALET SERVICE AT THE INTERSECTION OF ORANGE AND B 
AVENUES  

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive report and provide direction to staff.   

FISCAL IMPACT:  If approved, there will be some undetermined in-kind costs and other 
minor costs to the City to implement, verify, and report back to the Council on the results of the 
pilot project.  If needed, the gross cost of the valet service itself ($13,605 per month) has been 
approved to be funded by the Coronado Tourism Improvement District up to $40,000.    

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:   Providing direction on a valet service 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.     

CEQA:  The three-month pilot project is categorically exempt under CEQA Section 15306 Class 
6, Information Collection. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Staff has spoken with MainStreet and the Chamber of Commerce 
regarding this proposal and previously conducted a survey of businesses in the vicinity regarding 
the need and funding for such a service (see Attachment F survey results).  A notice of this item 
was provided to the property addresses within 300 feet of the proposed valet location.   

BACKGROUND:  The below chart provides a brief summary of the affected parking spaces: 

Summary of Parking Space Utilization  Staff 
Proposal Recom. 

Valet Parking spaces available from BofA garage 

11 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.    +40   +40 

5:30 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.    +15   +15 

Net increase in parking spaces    0*    0* 

Meter parking spaces to be removed 

For joint valet loading zone on B ‐4   ‐3 

Temporary parking spaces envisioned to be added/reclaimed 

Passenger loading zone at La Avenida Inn   +1**     +1**  

Existing loading zone on B  +2     +2 

Loading zone at Vigilucci's   +3**     +3** 

Net increase in public parking spaces +2     +3  

* Converting “public” parking spaces to valet results in no net increase per se, although
more spaces can be created by tighter valet parking and using business spots after hours. 
** These spaces are within Caltrans r‐o‐w and need their agreement to permanently change. 
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With the exception of the free valet at Sharp Coronado Hospital, recent attempts at valet service 
in Coronado have not been very successful.  Within the last few years, the valet service at 
Vigilucci’s has ended and the City-required valet at Nicky Rottens and Miguel’s Cocina Mexican 
Restaurant (aka Miguelito’s) have seen little use (although zoning-required valet services have 
little incentive to proactively serve the public).   
 
In January 2013, the Council considered the Planning Commission’s recommendations on joint 
use, valet parking, and parking meter regulations.  With regard to valet services, the Planning 
Commission recommended (1) the City Council direct staff to develop a comprehensive valet 
parking plan including the appropriate process requirements; and (2) the Council make a 
determination if valet services should be allowed to satisfy parking requirements or may only 
serve solely as a business enhancement.  At that time, the Council concurred with the portion of 
the report that cautioned, “. . . requests for Joint Use and Valet parking have only occurred a few 
times over the past 20 years.  Given the infrequency of such requests, it may not be in the City’s 
best interest to go through the Local Coastal Plan amendment process for changes to zoning 
regulations that are used only rarely.”   However, by not addressing parking in a comprehensive 
manner, staff is currently limited to developing or responding to requests in a piecemeal fashion 
that may not always provide the most efficient utilization of public parking in general. 
 
In May 2015, the Council directed staff to work with a qualified parking service company to 
evaluate opportunities for a communal valet in consultation with businesses in the downtown 
business district.  The City then met with downtown restaurant owner David Spatafore to discuss 
valet services in general and reached out several times to the owner of the Bank of America 
(BofA) building to determine their interest in utilizing excess parking spaces in their garage for 
valet service with no success, apparently due to an impending sale of the property which occurred 
at the end of 2015.   
 
In December 2015, the City conducted a mail survey of 56 businesses and property owners (six 
surveys were undeliverable) in the vicinity of the 1300 block of Orange, between B and Adella, 
to gauge their interest in valet services.  Nineteen surveys were returned for a 38% response rate.  
On a five point scale (1=No Need and 5=High Need), the majority (53%) of non-restaurant 
business owners in the area did not see a need for valet service.  All three restaurant owners that 
responded to the survey rated the need for valet either a 4 or 5. Of the respondents who thought 
their customers would be willing to pay for valet services, the average amount they suggested 
was $7 (with a range of $3-$15).    
 
The City met again with David Spatafore in February 2016, at which time he expressed an 
interest in submitting a proposal for valet services for the 1300 block of Orange and general 
vicinity.  Mr. Spatafore submitted a more formal proposal for valet services to the City and 
sought and received approval from the CTID in March for up to $40,000 in funding for a pilot 
valet service for three months this summer with the desire to begin the service May 27.  Mr. 
Spatafore’ s initial proposal to establish a valet service on the south side of B Avenue from 
Orange Avenue to the alley was unable to gain the full support of the adjacent property owners, 
so an alternative proposal for the north side of B Avenue is now being brought forward.    
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Mr. Spatafore will provide the Council with an overview of his valet service proposal as 
developed with LAZ Parking (Attachment E) and discuss his outreach to nearby businesses that 
would be affected by the service.  In general, it includes providing professional valet service on 
B Avenue (adjacent to the Bank of America) near the Orange Avenue intersection during the 
summer from 11 a.m. to 9 p.m. Sunday through Thursday, and from 11 a.m. to 10 p.m. Friday 
and Saturday.   

This would be a public valet service with cars parked in 40 spaces under contract by LAZ in the 
BofA parking garage during the day, with an additional 15 spaces available in the same garage 
after 5 p.m.  In order to provide the greatest visibility and opportunity for success, the proposal 
requests the dedication of four parking spaces at the corner of Orange/B Avenue (adjacent to the 
B Avenue side of BofA) and strategically placed signage on Orange Avenue and Tenth Street to 
direct cars to the valet location (see Attachments A, B, C and D prepared by staff).   

In order to reduce the impact to on-street public parking, the proposal requests moving the 
existing 50-foot yellow loading zone on B Avenue to the corner of Orange/B Avenue and 
extending it an additional 30 feet, which would result in the removal of four public parking 
spaces at the corner and returning the existing 50-foot yellow zone back to two public parking 
spaces.  The new 80-foot loading zone would serve as a 20-minute loading zone until 11 a.m., 
after which it would be utilized for valet services.  In addition, the proposal recommends 
converting the nearby one space white passenger loading zone on Orange Avenue in front of La 
Avenida Inn to a metered public parking space and converting the three space yellow loading 
zone on Orange Avenue in front of Vigilucci’s to metered public parking.     

ANALYSIS:  Staff has discussed the proposed valet service in more detail with Mr. Spatafore, 
received input from the Chamber and MainStreet, and has the following observations and 
recommendations, if it were to be approved. 
 
Valet drop-off/pick-up location – In staff’s opinion, the additional drop off and loading activities 
created by a valet at this location would not create undue safety concerns given the relative speed 
and visibility at this intersection.  Ideally, cars would approach the valet zone from B Avenue 
traveling south towards Orange.  After being dropped off, cars would be driven around the block 
(right turns at Orange, C, Tenth, and B) before entering the parking garage.  Proper signage will 
be important to reduce the number of vehicles that make a U-turn to enter the valet zone.   
 
Normally, the City considers 40 to 60 feet (2-3 parking spaces) to be sufficient for valet service.  
In this case, the service provider is requesting four parking spaces, which occupy approximately 
80 feet of curb space along B Avenue.  Given the proximity of the BofA parking garage and a 
staffing level of two valets during most hours of operation, 60 feet of curb area should be 
sufficient.  Additional valet drivers could also be added during the busiest times to alleviate any 
congestion.   
 
Directional Signage – In staff’s opinion, in order to be successful, this proposal requires two 
signs in each direction on Orange Avenue (to turn at Tenth), and two signs on Tenth (one at C to 
continue straight; and one at B to turn right).  Ideally, you could add an additional sign at the 
Tenth at C Avenue and Tenth at B Avenue locations (one on each side of the street) for a total of 
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eight signs.  All of these signs could be located on existing concrete light poles with the 
exception of Tenth at B, where poles would have to be added, as SDG&E does not allow signs on 
their wooden poles for safety reasons.  The sign locations on Orange Avenue are within Caltrans’ 
right-of-way.  During the three-month pilot period, temporary signage could be placed on the 
poles.  If made permanent, Caltrans authorization would be required.   
 
Loading Zones – Per the Municipal Code, yellow loading zones are for 20-minutes maximum 
between the hours of 6 a.m. and 6 p.m.  At other times, anyone can park in a loading zone 
without restriction.  Staff agrees with the proposal to move the existing loading zone and create a 
new loading zone/valet area on the corner of B between 6 a.m. and 11 a.m. as the majority of, but 
not all, commercial loading occurs during the morning hours.  As an option, the existing 50 foot 
loading zone could remain, in addition to the new loading zone/valet.  The loading zone in front 
of Vigilucci’s was created in 2009 for the purpose of allowing a valet service at this location.  
Prior to this change, the entire curb was designated red by Caltrans.  During the three-month pilot 
period, it would be easier if the loading zone was allowed to remain, but re-striped to allow for 
public parking after 11 a.m. (rather than 6 p.m.).  If this area is converted to three metered 
parking public parking spaces in the future, staff would need to receive authorization from 
Caltrans.  
 
The white passenger loading zone in front of the La Avenida Inn was originally a metered 
parking space but was converted to a passenger loading zone at the request of the owners (Gus 
and Barbara Theberge) of La Avenida Inn.  The owners have indicated to staff that they would be 
agreeable to converting it back to metered parking in support of the proposed valet service.  Staff 
could restripe the area temporarily to allow for public parking.  To make the change permanent, 
authorization from Caltrans would be required. 
 
Miguelito’s Valet -  Miguelito’s is required to offer valet service from the white curb zone in 
front of the El Cordova Hotel on Adella Avenue and provide ten parking spaces for valet 
(currently secured in the BofA garage) as a condition of using 1142 Adella (Miguelito’s) for 
banquet and restaurant use.  If the pilot valet service is approved, it would be staff’s 
recommendation that Miguelito’s be allowed to have the pilot valet service serve as their valet if 
their ten parking spaces were made available to LAZ for overflow valet parking.  The white zone 
in front of the El Cordova Hotel would otherwise remain as is.      
 
Valet Operations – Typically, a valet service includes a podium (with an attached sign), an 
umbrella, and at least one double sided A-frame sign.   At the proposed site, this equipment 
would be placed on the sidewalk near the intersection of Orange and B Avenue, in a location that 
would not impede pedestrians.   
 
Although the valet service provider has suggested a valet rate of $7-$10, and would defer to the 
City’s direction on this matter, staff believes the professional valet service should have the 
discretion to set the rate based on the elasticity of demand throughout the day, with a rate no 
greater than $15, with the objective of maximizing the number of vehicles parked and still 
generate sufficient revenue to cover the monthly valet cost of $13,605.   
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Data Collection – If approved, staff would recommend that accurate statistical records be kept by 
the valet provider to track time of day usage and the name of businesses patronized.  This would 
include recording the time in and out of each vehicle and making a note of the driver’s response 
to an inquiry as to the purpose of their visit or what businesses they visited.  The data should be 
provided to the City on a weekly basis.   
 
Conclusion - Parking is at a premium in the downtown area and removing any public parking 
spaces must be carefully considered.  In this instance, one could argue that the public could 
already take advantage of the 40 parking spaces in the BofA building by self-parking for five 
dollars ($5) or the City could enter into a lease (approximately $90 per space per month x 40 
spaces = $3,600 per month) and make it free public parking for significantly less than the 
monthly valet service charge.  However, it remains to be seen if the valet service can pay for 
itself (or generate net income); valet providers can create more spaces by better utilization of the 
parking spaces during the day and/or after hours; and valet service can provide a convenience 
factor for the public.   
 
ALTERNATIVES:  Modify or deny the proposal or request staff to pursue other options.   
 
Submitted by City Manager/Assistant City Manager Ritter 
 
Attachments: 
A – Map of Valet Driver Route 
B – Map of Valet Customer Route and Signage 
C – Sample Valet Parking Directional Sign 
D – Map of Existing Loading Zones 
E – Community Valet Management Proposal 
F – Results of City Valet Survey 
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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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7‐day per week operation: $4000.00 per month 
All  operational  costs  to  provide  a  professional  valet  program  are  included  in  our  monthly 
management fee including all of the following: 
 

 Monthly  Storage  Cost  for  dedicated  storage  of  up  to  40  valet  parking  stalls  at  the  1199 Orange 
Avenue Garage during the day, and 55 spaces dedicated for valet during the evening (after 5pm) 

 Hiring, On‐going Training, and Management of Professionally Uniformed and Groomed Valet 
Attendants    

 Valet Parking Tickets 
 $50,000,000 Umbrella Insurance Policy, with City of Coronado, Blue Bridge Hospitality, Stake 
Chophouse and any affiliates listed as additional insured on our policy 

 Dedicated Claims Consultant and Professional Claims Management for payment and processing of 
any claim  

 Monthly Trendsource Mystery Shopper Service to ensure consistent quality of valet service 
 Black valet Podium and unmbrella with stand 
 Executive Oversight of Operation  
 Roving Supervisor and Emergency Response Team 

 
Valet Cost – (7 days per week): 
Cost per Labor Hour:        $17.00 
Total Minimum Billed Labor Hours per Month:   565 
Total Labor Cost:        $9,605.00 
Monthly Management Fee:      $4,000.00 
Total Estimated Monthly Cost of Service:  $13,605.00 
 
Valet Revenue credited back to offset the cost of the operation 
LAZ will work together with the City to set a suggested valet parking rate. Based upon our current 
experience in the market, we would suggest a valet rate of $7‐10 per vehicle. The parking rate can be 
adjusted at anytime, and will be 100% set at ALL TIMES by the City. All Valet Revenue received from the 
program will be retained by LAZ, and put into a fund that can be used at the City’s discretion to pay for the 
cost of the valet program or extend the valet program beyond the intial trial period. 
 
In Conclusion: 
We sincerely want thank you once again for providing us the opportunity to present this proposal. If there is 
any  aspect  of  our  proposal  that  you  would  like  to  clarify  or  discuss,  we  are  available  to  answer  your 
questions anytime over the phone and we are available to meet with you anytime at your request.  
 
Very Respectfully Yours, 
 
Eric Smith                      
 
Eric Smith 
Director – Business Development  
LAZ Parking  
(858)964‐8449 Mobile              
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1. CUSTOMER SERVICE – BECAUSE FIRST IMPRESSIONS MATTER! 
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EYE CONTACT:  Trust is established when people look one another in the eye, we all know that, but it does 
not mean that customer service programs focus on teaching their staff the importance of building it into the 
way they interact with a guest. Our Valet Ambassadors and greeters are trained to “lock in” with the guest 
and make  that  connection.  If  a  guest  is  in  a hurry, we will  read  that need, but  either way, our  greeting 
includes a moment of truth to create a level of trust.  The same is true on the exit, our and valets are trained 
to look the guest in the eye and develop a trust level with every interaction. 
 
NAME RECOGNITION:  People love to hear their own name especially in a service environment. It is because 
of this reason that we feel a strong bond with the guest will be built when we use their name.  “Mr. Baker, 
your  vehicle  will  be  up  front  in  just  a minute,  thank  you  for  your  patience”. We  teach  our  people  in 
hospitality and locations to look for opportunities to use the guest’s name upon both arrival and departure. 
 
IMPRESS SOMEONE:  Anyone  can  deliver  average  service  ‐  so we  look  for ways  to  impress  someone. 
Perhaps when the guest arrives they will need directions; we’ll offer them. Or, perhaps they just finished a 
Starbuck’s coffee; we’ll offer to throw the cup away.  There are dozens of ways to “Read the Need” or offer 
a special something to a guest.   And, when it comes to service recovery, we teach our staff the importance 
of  turning Challenges  into Opportunities with our belief  that whenever we do not  live up  to  the  guest’s 
expectations, it becomes an opportunity to show them we are 100% committed to making it right! 
 

 
        Cory Orcutt – 12 Years with LAZ     Leslie Luna – 10 Years with LAZ 
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2. STAFF SELECTION-ONLY THE BEST 
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At  LAZ  Parking we  are VERY  selective  in  our  interview  process 
and  our  screening measures  ensure  that we  are  choosing  the 
best  possible  candidates  for  the  Community  Valet  Zone.  
Additionally,  any  undeserving  candidate who may  get  through 
our  screening  process will  be weeded  out  through  our  on‐site 
mentoring  program  designed  to  put  the  finishing  touches  and 
final seal of “approval” on all new hires.  
 
                                                                                                
Below is an outline of our screening process: 
 
Preliminary Pre‐Interview Screening 
All employees are encouraged to apply on line for initial screening. Once approved on line at the front‐end 
of  the process, our HR  recruiter will  conduct a professional  telephone  interviewing  service  to pre‐screen 
candidates before they are  invited  in for formal  interviews.   Hiring managers are trained  in how to narrow 
down the potential pool of applicants to qualified individuals, and how to thoroughly check employment and 
personal references.   

Pre‐Employment Background Checks 
All  candidates  for  employment,  prior  to  receiving  an  employment  offer, must  successfully  pass  a  pre‐
employment background check.  Depending on the reference of previous employers the candidate will move 
into the next phase of background checks.   
 
Criminal Background Checks 
LAZ PARKING utilizes the services of American Background Information Services, Inc., to perform background 
checks  (including  criminal  record  searches,  credit  history  and  motor  vehicle  record  searches)  on  all 
prospective  entry‐level  and  management  candidates.      Screening  of  all  management‐level  candidates, 
including supervisors, specifically covers criminal records, credit violations, motor vehicle driving infractions 
(if the positions involve driving), educational credentials and prior employment.  
 
DMV Background Checks: 
Candidates applying for driving positions are screened for criminal and motor vehicle driving infractions.  If 
the position does not involve driving, the candidate is screened for a criminal record.   
 
Pre‐employment Drug Tests 
Pre‐employment drug testing is required of all candidates for employment . We administer similar 
drug screening tests at all managed locations in which the client requests that we do so.  

2. STAFF SELECTION-ONLY THE BEST 

Josh Escalante – 11 years with LAZ 
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LAZ Parking currently maintains the following minimum insurance coverages. We will name City of 
Coronado and any affiliates as additional insured on our policy: 
 
General Liability:    
     
$2,000,000  General Aggregate (Per Location) 
$2,000,000  Products and Completed Operations Aggregate 
$1,000,000  Personal and Advertising Injury 
$1,000,000  Each Occurrence 
$     50,000  Fire Legal Liability (Any one Fire) 
$1,000,000  Non‐Owned and Hired Automobile Liability  
$1,000,000  Employee Benefits Liability 
$1,000,000  Garagekeepers Legal Liability (Per Location) 
$     25,000  Self‐Insured  Retention  –  Combined  Per  Occurrence 

For  General  Liability  and  Garagekeepers  Legal 
Liability and Garagekeepers Legal Liability (Loss Costs 
Included within the self‐insured retention) 

Automobile Liability:    
     
$1,000,000  Automobile Liability 
$       5,000  Medical Payments / per person 
$1,000,000  Uninsured Motorists 
$1,000,000  Underinsured Motorists 
$       1,000  Physical Damage Deductible 
     
Crime Coverage:    
   Liability  Deductible 
Employee Dishonesty – Blanket  $ 250,000 $1,000 
Money and Securities on/off Premises  $ 10,000 $1,000 
Robbery and Safe Burglary on/off Premises  $ 10,000 $1,000 
     
Excess Liability: 
 

  

$50,000,000  Excess Liability Per Occurrence 
$50,000,000  Aggregate Limit 
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4. CLAIMS AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
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Claims Management  
When we assume management responsibility for a parking operation, we 
immediately institute a number of steps to minimize damage claims.  
Among other things, we will re-train existing employees, focusing 
particular attention on facility safety, equipment operation and 
potential slip and trip hazards. When incidents do occur, we have efficient procedures to expedite the 
claim process. 
 
LAZ  hires under a retention contract, a Risk Manager that handles all claims that fall under the SIR.  
Peneli Santonil, our Risk Manager has been retained for 10 years and previously worked for Geico 
Insurance for more than 7 years. Peneli is certified to handle claims within the California Department 
of Insurance rules and regulations.    
 

Peneli Santonil 
Professional Claims Consultant & 
Director of the National 
Valet Parking Association 
 

 
Online Valet Safety Training 
As a proud member of the National Valet Parking Association (NVPA) we are proud to be one of the 
first valet companies in the nation to adopt Valet Safety Certification from the NVPA. In fact, our 
founder Michael Harth developed this program which trains our employees on avoiding Vehicle Theft, 
Personal Injury, Damage Claims and Key Claims. All employees go through this online training and are 
specifically tested on retention and will not be certified unless they pass the final exams for each 
section.   
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TOTALS PERCENT

1

1 = No Need 9 47%

2 1 5%

3 = Medium Need 2 11%

4 1 5%

5 = High Need 6 32%

19 100%

2

Not needed at all 8 24%

Summer 8 24%

Year Round 1 3%

Weekday mornings 0 0%

Weekday afternoon 2 6%

Weekday evenings 3 9%

Weekend mornings 1 3%

Weekend afternoon 4 12%

Weekend evernings 6 18%

33 100%

Other time period: 

Holidays - all day, most of Dec. Nights

Perhaps more hours/days in summer?

I never have a problem with parking close to this area.

3

A flat fee of $__ ($3-$5; $3-$5; $10-$15; $35 Overnight/ $25 day; $5-$8; $5-$10) 6 30%

An hourly rate of $_____ ($7) 1 5%

My customers would only use a valet service if it were free 5 25%

My customers would not use a valet service 8 40%

Other amount or method: 0 0%

20 100%

4

Per validated customer that patronizes their business:

Zero 12 63%

$1 0 0%

$2 0 0%

$3 2 11%

$4 0 0%

$5 1 5%

No response 4 21%

19 100%

City of Coronado Mail Valet Survey - Dec. 2015

How much do you believe business owners would be willing to 

pay to subsidize a joint use valet service?

If established, how much do you believe your customers would 

be willing to pay for valet service? (Fill in the blanks or check a 

box)

Please check any time period you believe a joint use valet service is needed 

(check as many or as few time periods you believe are needed):

On a scale of 1-5 how do you rate the need for a valet service in this area of the 

City from your prespective?
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City of Coronado Mail Valet Survey - Dec. 2015

Fixed amount per month:

Zero 10 53%

$50 1 5%

$75 0 0%

$100 1 5%

$150 0 0%

$250 0 0%

No response 7 37%

19 100%

Other amount:

Unknown at this time, but yes we would help

Not a part of my business model - so cannot say

5 Demographics: Check all that apply.

I operate a retail business within the proposed valet servcie area:

Yes 3 16%

No 3 16%

No response 13 68%

19 100%

I operate a restaurant business within the proposed valet servcie area:

Yes 3 16%

No 4 21%

No response 12 63%

19 100%

I own/operate another type of business in the valet service area:

Yes 10 53%

No 3 16%

No response 6 32%

19 100%

If you answered 5.c yes, describe your business:

Gym

Real Estate Office

Real Estate

Law

Segway Tours

Dental Practice

Office/Legal Services

M.D.

I own property in the proposed valet service area:

Yes 3 16%

No 4 21%

No response 12 63%

19 100%
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City of Coronado Mail Valet Survey - Dec. 2015

6

7 Optional: Name, Address, Email

Gym in Coronado

Aileen Oya Bill Maxamyafty Norman C Funk

1033 B Ave #303 1001 B, Suite 202 1050 B Avenue

aileenoya@gmail.com ncfunk@sbcglobal.net

Margaret Meadows, DDS Melanie Baurnann - Miguel's Rachel Sandmann

1001 B Avenue, Ste. 313 1351 Orange 1303 Orange Avenue

drmmeadows@gmail.com mbaurnann@brigantine.com rsandmann1@earthlink.net

Marc Francois Mike Morton, Jr. Coronado Mail & Parcel Center

1351 Orange Avenue 7889 Ostrow St. SD 92111 1033 B Ave

mfrancois@elcordovahotel.com mmortonjr@brigantine.com coronadomailparcel@earthlink.net

Walt Boroditsch Damel Brunner - Vigilucci's

1300 Orange Ave.

vigiluccis.coronado@gmail.com

Note: Mailed 56 surveys, 6 were undeliverable, and 19 surveys were returned for a 38% return rate.

Comment #12: I do not need a valet service but believe the neighboring 

restaurants would benefit.  I am strongly opposed to the valet service being 

stationed in front of my or any other retail store - as it will  most likely cause 

potential customers to "walk around" the front of my store and not enter.  I 

believe this would be the case for any store.  This behavior can be observed at 

existing valet services.  I am not willing to support this effort Financially - as my 

customers would not use it.

Comment #17: I looked at having a valet service for Brigantine using my area for 

Enterprise (with proper approvals) and had little interest.  Sounds like a valet 

service approached the City to start a service.

Please provide any other comments or information you believe would be 

helpful in determining if there is a need or support for establishing a joint use 

valet service:

Comment #5:  The "Summer Season" is busy but for 8 1/2 months there really is 

no problem for most businesses including office related ones.  Why burden all 

with new fees/taxes to accommodate a few businesses that cater primarily to 

tourists.  You still have to park the cars and 2 trips per car - not one per valet.  
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AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO ISSUE A REOUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR 
THE HEAD GOLF PROFESSIONAL CONCESSION AT THE CORONADO 
MUNICIPAL GOLF COURSE 

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to issue the Request for Proposals. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The Head Golf Professional (HGP) Concession at the Coronado Municipal 
Golf Course currently generates approximately $145,000 in revenue per year for the Golf 
Enterprise Fund.   

The current pro shop model provides for the concessionaire to receive 100% of all merchandise 
and non-merchandise gross revenues.  (Green fees are excluded.)  Over the past five years, the 
concession has realized an average of $1.5 million in annual gross revenues, which is used to pay 
for the concessionaire’s labor costs, cost of goods, City rents and other operational costs.  The RFP 
requires the vendor to provide the City two business models to help the City determine the true 
value of the pro shop concession. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Authorization to release a Request for Proposals 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, although the Golf Advisory Committee, Coronado Men’s 
Golf Club, and the Coronado Women’s Golf Club were notified this item is on the agenda. 

CEQA:  Approval of this RFP is not subject to CEQA review and approval.   

BACKGROUND: Since 1995, Ron Yarbrough, P.G.A., doing business as Ron Yarbrough Pro 
Shop, Inc. (RYPS), has provided golf professional services at the Coronado Municipal Golf 
Course.   The current agreement was entered into on November 1, 2005, for a four-year term with 
an expiration of January 31, 2009 (Agreement).  In February 2008, a First Amendment to the 
Agreement was executed extending the term of the Agreement to January 31, 2014.  The First 
Amendment was silent on any future extensions.  In a letter dated July 25, 2013, Ron Yarbrough 
requested that the current agreement with RYPS be extended by an additional four and one-half 
years, after which he planned to retire.  In a subsequent letter, Mr. Yarbrough indicated that he 
would be amenable to a three-year agreement, after which he no longer intended to compete for 
said services.  On November 5, 2013, the City Council approved the extension of the RYPS 
contract for an additional three years terminating on January 31, 2017, “with no further extensions 
to be granted.” 

ANALYSIS:  The RFP process to select the new HGP concessionaire will take approximately five 
(5) months to complete.  Provided below is the proposed timeline for the RFP process. 

Date Activity 
May 4, 2016 Release of RFP 

May 24, 2016 Pre-Proposal Meeting and Site Visit 
June 24, 2016 Proposal Deadline 
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Date Activity 
August 16, 2016 City Council Approval of Vendor and City Manager Authority to 

Negotiate with Selected Vendor 
February 1, 2017 Contract Commencement 

 
The attached RFP outlines the process, requirements, and expectations for any prospective vendor. 
The primary purpose is to obtain a vendor that can meet the HGP needs of the City’s municipal 
golf course, with an emphasis on serving the needs of the golfer.  It includes a detailed description 
of what the City will require from a proposer including, but not limited to, experience and 
references; HGP services required; personnel requirements; operations; recordkeeping; 
improvements, maintenance and repairs; financial requirements, and the criteria by which 
proposals will be ranked and an interview process for those proposers warranting further 
consideration.  The RFP also spells out the proposed terms of the agreement to be negotiated, 
including a five-year initial term with the option for two five-year extensions.  With the Council's 
approval, this RFP will be made available beginning May 4, 2016.   
 
The vendor is expected to provide services that are commensurate with other quality golf pro 
shops.  These services include, but are limited to, merchandising, rental golf carts, advance tee 
time sales, driving range management, daily golf operations, course marshals, junior golf clinics 
and other golf instruction programs, and tournament execution.   
 
The current pro shop concessionaire model has worked well in the past and is the most efficient 
and cost effective method of delivering these types of services to the golf community.       
 
The City’s consultant, National Golf Foundation Consulting, Inc., will be assisting City staff with 
the release of the RFP to multiple vendors as well as the evaluation of the submittals.  Additionally, 
the City will notify other potential vendors within San Diego County and utilize other professional 
organizations in the golf business for notifying potential vendors.  It is anticipated that the search 
area will extend well beyond the regional market.        
 
ALTERNATIVE: The City Council could: 1) request modifications to the proposed RFP; or 2) 
negotiate a contract extension with the existing HGP Concessionaire (Ron Yarbrough). 
 
Submitted by Office of City Manager/Ritter/Torres and Golf/Miller 
Attachments: Head Golf Professional Concession Request for Proposal 
 

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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ATTACHMENT A 
Head Golf Professional Concession 

Request for Proposal 
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INTRODUCTION OF “AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA AMENDING CHAPTER 40.28 OF THE CORONADO 
MUNICIPAL CODE BY ADDING SECTION 40.28.015 ‘CONSUMPTION OF 
ALCOHOL ON PUBLIC PROPERTY–CITY HOSTED FUNCTIONS’”   

ISSUE:  Whether to introduce an ordinance that permits the possession and consumption of 
alcohol on public property at any organized group activity which has been planned, sponsored, 
co-sponsored, or funded by the City.  

RECOMMENDATION:  Introduce “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, California, Amending Chapter 40.28 of the Coronado Municipal Code by Adding 
Section 40.28.015 ‘Consumption of Alcohol on Public Property–City Hosted Functions’.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None anticipated. 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A summary of the ordinance will be published in the Coronado Eagle & 
Journal at least five days prior to the meeting at which the ordinance will be adopted and within 
15 days after passage of the ordinance pursuant to Government Code Section 36933. 

CEQA:  The proposed action has been reviewed for compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and it has been determined that there is no possibility that 
the activity may have a significant effect on the environment; therefore, pursuant to Section 
15061(b)(3) of the state CEQA Guidelines, the activity is exempt from the provisions of CEQA.    

BACKGROUND: Coronado Municipal Code (“CMC”) Section 40.28.010(A) prohibits 
drinking alcohol “… on any public street, alley, sidewalk, beach, park or other public property 
within this City except in accordance with the terms of a lease approved by the City Council.” 
While the CMC does include limited exceptions for Tidelands Park and City Council approved 
events, it does not include a general exception for City hosted events at City properties.    

Historically, the City Council has waived the alcohol prohibition ordinance for special events in 
the City such as: Rotary Club October Fest, Lamb’s Players Celebration, Historical Museum 
Event, Flower Show beer garden and gala, and the annual Library party honoring volunteers. 
Also, since 2000, the City Council has approved consumption of alcohol during the Coronado 
Summer Promenade Concerts be included as part of the special Events Permit conditions. 

When considering such events in the past, the Council has looked at factors including event 
impact and support by the community.  

ANALYSIS:  The CMC does not currently include an exception for City hosted or co-hosted 
functions at City properties.  Several City hosted or co-hosted events occur each year where it 
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would be beneficial to permit the possession and/or consumption of alcohol.  Examples of such 
City hosted or co-hosted events include, but are not limited to, art gallery events, ceremonial 
celebrations, cultural celebrations, and art and recreation classes such as cooking classes or beer 
tastings. Typical attendees of these types of events are primarily local citizens who have 
demonstrated responsible use of alcohol at other City events where alcohol has been allowed 
such as Coronado Summer concerts. 
 
Staff has received several requests from the community to include alcohol as part of City hosted 
or co-hosted events.  These events are generally private (RSVP) in nature and do not include the 
sale of any alcohol.  The Art Gallery opening hosted at the Community Center is an example of a 
City hosted event in which complimentary wine was served.  In addition, the recreation staff has 
received numerous requests to hold adult cooking and pairing classes conducted by the 
recreation staff on a recurring basis.  These classes would incorporate alcohol in the process of 
cooking and/or as a limited tasting or pairing.  
 
Currently, alcohol protocol is tailored to general public use and there is no provision for City 
hosted or co-hosted events.  Staff is requesting to permit the possession and/or consumption of 
alcohol at these events and to also remove the requirements of a security guard.  Event hosts 
have been dissuaded from putting on events of this nature because of the cumbersome 
requirements, additional time and costs involved. 
 
Alcohol would be prohibited from all events involving youth honorees.   
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council could choose to take no action. 
 
Submitted by City Attorney’s Office/Recreation Dept. 
Attachments:   1.  Proposed Ordinance 
  2.  Version showing edits 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC N/A N/A N/A N/A JO N/A RAM 
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         Attachment 1 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ______________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING CHAPTER 40.28 OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL 

CODE BY ADDING SECTION 40.28.015 “CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL ON PUBLIC 
PROPERTY–CITY HOSTED FUNCTIONS” 

 
 WHEREAS, Chapter 40.28 of the Coronado Municipal Code regulates the consumption 
of alcohol; and  
 

WHEREAS, Section 40.28.010 prohibits the consumption of alcohol on public property 
with limited exceptions; and 
 

WHEREAS, Section 40.28 does not include an exception for events planned, sponsored, 
co-sponsored, or funded by the City; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado has determined an amendment to 

the ordinance to allow for possession and/or consumption of alcohol at events planned, 
sponsored, co-sponsored, or funded by the City is appropriate.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, does ordain 
as follows: 
 
SECTION ONE: 
 
 The adoption of the ordinance is not subject to CEQA pursuant to section 15061(b)(3) of 
the State CEQA Guidelines in that it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that 
the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
SECTION TWO: 
 
 Section 40.28.015 of Chapter 40.28 of Title 48 of the Coronado Municipal Code is added 
to read as follows: 
 

40.28.015 Consumption of alcohol on public property–City Hosted Functions. 
  
A. Notwithstanding section 40.28.010 subsection A, the possession and/or consumption 
of any malt, spirituous or vinous liquor containing more than one-half of one percent of 
alcohol by volume may be allowed at any organized group activity which has been 
planned, sponsored, co-sponsored, or funded by the City. 
 
B. The Coronado City Manager or the Coronado City Manager’s designee may attach 
conditions to any such group activity as outlined in section A which are deemed 
necessary or appropriate to ensure that the consumption of alcohol will be carried on in 
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conformance with applicable laws, rules and regulations, in a manner consistent with 
proper public facilities area uses, and in a manner not detrimental to the public interest.  
 
C. Alcoholic beverages shall be provided only to participants or attendees of any such 
group activity, aged 21 or older.   
 
D. Alcoholic beverages shall be prohibited from all events involving youth honorees. 

 

SECTION THREE: 
 
 This ordinance was introduced on _________. 
 
SECTION FOUR: 
 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is for any 
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent 
jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this 
Ordinance.  The City Council of the City of Coronado hereby declares that it would have 
adopted this Ordinance and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion thereof, 
irrespective of the fact that any one or more section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or 
portion may be declared invalid or unconstitutional. 
 

SECTION FIVE: 
 
 This ordinance shall be effective thirty (30) days after its adoption.  Within fifteen (15) 
days after its adoption, the City Clerk is directed to publish this ordinance to the provisions of 
Government Code Section 36933. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this     day of   _____ 2016, by the 
following vote to wit: 
 

AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

 
             
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
       City of Coronado, California 
 
ATTEST AND CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of Ordinance No. ___, which has been 
published pursuant to law. 
 
      
Mary L. Clifford, CMC 
City Clerk 
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          Attachment 2 
 

40.28.015 Consumption of alcohol on public property–City Hosted Functions. 

A. Notwithstanding section 40.28.010 subsection A, the possession and/or consumption of any 
malt, spirituous or vinous liquor containing more than one-half of one percent of alcohol by 
volume may be allowed at any organized group activity which has been planned, sponsored, co-
sponsored, or funded by the City. 

B. The Coronado City Manager or the Coronado City Manager’s designee may attach conditions 
to any such group activity as outlined in section A which are deemed necessary or appropriate to 
ensure that the consumption of alcohol will be carried on in conformance with applicable laws, 
rules and regulations, in a manner consistent with proper public facilities area uses, and in a 
manner not detrimental to the public interest.  

C. Alcoholic beverages shall be provided only to participants or attendees of any such group 
activity, aged 21 or older. 
 
D. Alcoholic beverages shall be prohibited from all events involving youth honorees. 
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CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FROM MAYOR TANAKA THAT THE CITY 
COUNCIL APPROVE PLACING ON A FUTURE COUNCIL AGENDA A DISCUSSION 
ABOUT THE PROVISIONING OF CROSSING GUARD SERVICES 

Please see attached request from Mayor Tanaka. 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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April 20, 2016 
 
 
 
At the regular meeting of the Coronado City Council scheduled for May 3rd, 2016, I would like 
to request the Council’s permission to place on a future Council agenda a discussion about the 
provisioning of crossing guard services. Specifically, I would like the Council to consider where 
we currently offer crossing guards and for the Council to consider expanding this program to 
increase the opportunities for students and citizens to cross safely. The expansion of our crossing 
guard program could also create opportunities to calm traffic, particularly along Third and Fourth 
Streets between Alameda Boulevard and Orange Avenue.  
 
I appreciate your consideration of this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Casey Tanaka 
Mayor of Coronado 

357


	1 
	3 
	4a
	4b
	4c
	4d 
	5a
	5b
	5c 
	5d
	5e 
	5f
	5g 
	5h 
	5i
	5j 
	5k
	5l 
	5m
	5n
	7a
	11a
	11b 
	11c 
	11d 
	11e 
	13a



