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SYNOPSIS 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION (detailed history follows) 

Staff is recommending denial, as submitted, of the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan, then approval with suggested modifications. The recommended 
modifications are those that the Commission adopted in its May 11, 1995 
action, which address some commercial lease expansions, the De Anza Special 
Study Area, remote parking provisions with shuttle service, parking and sign 
standards, pedestrian shoreline access, and the preservation and use of 
wetland areas. These modifications are set forth as Nos. 1-16 of the attached 
Revised Findings, dated July 21, 1995. They are acceptable to the City. 

In addition, staff recommends adoption of two additional suggested 
modifications addressing the Bahia Hotel expansion. These are set forth as 
Suggested Modifications #17 and 18 on Pages 7 and 8 of this report. This is 
an area wherein the Commission and City staffs have not reached consensus, and 
significant public interest has been demonstrated, as seen by the volume of 
correspondence attached hereto. 

The appropriate resolutions and motions may be found on Pages 5 and 6. The 
suggested modifications for Bahia Point are on Pages 7 and 8 and the suggested 
modifications to be adopted for the remainder of the Master Plan are found on 
Pages 5 through 13 of the attached Revised Findings. dated July 21. 1995. The 
findings for denial of the Bahia Point redevelopment portion of the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan begin on Page 8. Findings for the approval of the plan. 
if modified. begin on Page 16. 
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The City of San Diego Local Coastal Program (LCP) was segmented into twelve 
geographic areas, corresponding to community plan boundaries, with separate 
land use plans submitted and certified (or certified with suggested 
modifications) for each segment except Mission Bay. The Implemention Plan 
(which consists of one set of ordinances to implement all land use plans) was 
submitted and certified with suggested modifications, first in March of 19B4, 
and again in January of 19BB. The City of San Di~go incorporated the 
suggested modifications and assumed permit authority for the majority of its 
coastal zone on October 17, 19B8. Isolated areas of deferred certification 
remain, and will be submitted for Commission certification once. local planning 
is complete. The Commission has certified several amendments to the LCP. In 
the case of the Mission Bay LCP segment, most land in Mission Bay Park is in 
original jurisdiction, so the Coastal Commission will continue to issue 
coastal development permits pursuant to Chapter 3 even after the Master Plan 
is certified. However, the comprehensive plan will provide necessary guidance 
to the Commission in making those future permit decisions. 

SUMMARY AND HISTORY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST 

• 

In January, 1995, the City submitted the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (a land 
use plan) as an LCP amendment. In March 1995, the Commission continued its 
hearing on the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, due to a number of issues that • 
were raised by members of the public and several Commissioners. Many of these 
issues concerned the redevelopment of Bahia Point. In May 1995, the 
Commission denied the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, as submitted, and then 
approved it with suggested modifications. The Commission approved most of the 
suggested modifications recommended by staff, with a few revisions that .were 
developed at the hearing. Most significantly, the Commission rejected staff•s 
recommended modifications concerning redevelopment of Bahia Point. The 
Commission adopted revised findings in August, 1995. Also in August, the City 
Council acknowledged and accepted the suggested modifications, and their 
action was deemed adequate to certify the land use plan at the Commission's 
December 1995 meeting. 

During this time, opponents of the Master Plan•s policies addressing the 
redevelopment of Bahia Point filed a lawsuit challenging the Commission•s 
certification of the Plan. The lawsuit alleged violations of the ex parte 
communications reporting requirements of the Coastal Act and that these 
violations affected the resolution of issues concerning redevelopment of Bahia 
Point. Pursuant to a stipulated judgment, the Commission set aside its 
decision of May 11, 1995 and reset the matter for hearing at the November, 
1996 Commission hearing, to be held in San Diego. The stipulated judgment 
requires that hearing and testimony at the November meeting be restricted to 
the Bahia Point redevelopment issues only. Key concerns relating to Bahia 
Point include whether to (1) remove existing public parking which provides 
access to park and shoreline amenities (picnic are~s and small watercraft 
launching sites), (2) extend bicycle and pedestrian access around the entire • 
perimeter of Bahia Point and (3) allow expansion of the existing Bahia Hotel 
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commercial leasehold. These proposed land use plan policies require the 
balancing of a number of competing interests and uses, and raise concerns 
under the various Coastal Act policies on public access and recreation. 

The subject staff report addresses only the redevelopment of Bahia Point. The 
attached Revised Findings, dated July 15, 1995, address all other aspects of 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. However, all references to the 
redevelopment of Bahia Point found in the attached Revised Findings are to be 
considered purged and no longer applicable. This includes removal of the 
final sentence of Suggested Modification #12, on Page 12 of the Revised 
Findings, which specifically addressed expansion of the Bahia Hotel leasehold 
and thus is no longer considered part of the previous Commission action. 
Findings for the redevelopment of Bahia Point are provided herein. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Further information on the City of San Diego LCP amendment for Bahia Point may 
be obtained from Ellen Lirley. Coastal Planner, at {619) 521-8036 . 
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The City of San Diego has a long history of involvement with the community 
planning process; as a result, in 1977, the City requested that the Coastal 
Commission permit .segmentation of its Land Use Plan (LUP) into twelve (12) 
parts in order to have the LCP process conform. to the maximum extent 
feasible, with the City's various community plan boundaries. In the 
intervening years, the City gradually obtained Commission certification of 
each of its LUP segments. with the exception of Mission Bay. The earliest 
land use plan (LUP) approval occurred in May, 1979, with others occurring in 
1988, in concert with the implementation plan. 

When the Commission ~pproved segmentation of the LUP, it found that the 
implementation phase of the City's LCP would represent a single unifying 
element. This was achieved in January, 1988, and the City of San Diego 
assumed permit authority on October 17, 1988 for the majority of its coastal 
zone~ Several isolated areas of deferred certification remain; these are 
completing planning at a local level and will be acted upon by the Coastal 
Commission in the future. 

• 

Since effective certification of the City's LCP. the Commission has certified 
sixteen major amendments and seven minor amendments. These have included 
everything from land use revisions in several segments, the rezoning of single • 
properties to modifications of city-wide ordinances. While it is difficult to 
calculate the number of land use plan revisions or implementation plan 
modifications, because the amendments often involve multiple changes to a 

'single land use plan segment or ordinance, the Commission has reviewed, at 
least, 36 land use plan revisions and 89 ordinance amendments. Most amendment 
requests have been approved, some as submitted and some with suggested 
modifications; further details can be obtained from the previous staff reports 
and findings on specific amendment requests. 

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for land use plan amendments is found in Section 30512 
of the Coastal Act. This section requires the Commission to certify an LUP 
amendment if it finds that it meets the requirements of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. ·Specifically, it states: 

Section 30512 

· (c) The Commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments 
thereto, if it finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of. and 
is in conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 
30200). Except as provided in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a), a 
decision to certify shall require a majority vote of the appointed 
membership of the Commission. 

• 
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The City has held numerous local workshops. planning group. Planning 
Commission and City Council meetings with regard to the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan as a whole. All of these local hearings were duly noticed to the 
public. In addition. the entire plan has undergone review at two previous 
Commission hearings. where the Bahia Point redevelopment was a main topic of 
discussion. Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known 
interested parties. 

PART II. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SUBMITTAL- RESOLUTIONS 

Following a public hearing. staff recommends the Commission adopt the 
following resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the 
resolution and a staff recommendation are provideo just prior to each 
resolution. 

A. RESOLUTION I (Resolution to deny certification of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan. as submitted) 

MOTION I 

I move that the Commission certify the City of San Diego Land Use Plan 
Amendment #1-95, as submitted. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a HQ vote and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution I 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the amendment request to the 
City of San Diego Land Use Plan. and adopts the findings stated below with 
respect to the redevelopment of Bahia Point. and in the attached Revised 
Findings. dated July 15. 1995. for all other aspects of the Master Plan on 
the grounds that the amendment will not meet the requirements of and 
conform with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of 
the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic 
state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the land use 
plan, as amended, will not be consistent with applicable decisions of the 
Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to Section 
30625(c); and certi~cation of the land use plan amendment does not meet 
the requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as there would be feasible measures or feasible 
alternatives which would substantially lessen significant adverse impacts 
on the environment. 
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B. RESOLUTION II (Resolution to approve certification of the Mission Bay 
ParK Master Plan. if modified) 

MOTION II 

I move that the Commission certify the Mission Bay ParK Master Plan, 'if it 
is modified in conformance with Suggested Modifications #1-16 of the 
attached Revised Findings, dated July 15, 1995 (as revised to delete a 
specific reference to Bahia Hotel expansion in Suggested Modification 
#12}, and with Suggested Modifications #17 and 18, which are set forth in 
this staff report. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES. vote and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

Reso 1 uti on II 

The Commission hereby certifies the amendment request to the City of San 
Diego Mission Bay ParK Master Plan, if modified, and adopts the findings 
stated below with respect to the redevelopment of Bahia Point. and in the 

• 

attached Revised Findings. dated July 15. 1995. for all other aspects of • 
the Master Plan on the grounds that the amendment will meet the 
requirements of and conform with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing 
with Section 30200} of the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary 
to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the 
Coastal Act; the land use plan, as amended, will contain a specific access. 
component as required by Section 30500 of the Coastal Act; the land use 
plan. as amended, will be consistent with applicable decisions of the 
Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to Section 
30625(c); and certification of the land use plan amendment does meet the 
requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, as there would be no feasible measures or feasible 
alternatives which would substantially lessen significant adverse impacts 
on the environment. 

PART III. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS. 

Staff recommends the following suggested revisions to the Mission Bay ParK 
Master Plan. addressing the redevelopment of Bahia Point. be adopted. 
Deletions are ttf~tK/0~t and new language to be added is underlined. 

•• 
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17. On Page 46, under Land Use/Dedicated Lease Areas, the following 
modifications shall be made: 

17. Bahia Hotel: 600-room resort hotel. In accordance with the 
objective of intensifying existing leaseholds, the Bahia Hotel lease, at 
the lessee•s option. sM0~l~/~!/ex~a~~e~/t0wat~t/tMe/~0t~t/0f/fMe 
~entnt~latlan~ltMttte~leattwat~lt01tMeleattetnlt~t~l0tltMelexttttni 
~atKtniJIJS~tMianlex~antt0nlan~ltMtttlt0~1~1~0tenttallil~etmtt 1i 
encouraged to intensify within the existing leasehold boundaries through 
the addition of 120 hotel rooms to the complex, above and beyond the 
current 484-room redevelopment plans. The following criteria iM0~l~ 
shall guide the redevelopment of the Point: 

7Me/lease/ex~antf0n/sM0~1~/n0t/extee~/a;;t0xtmatelJ/0ne/atte/fn 
ateaJIIAnla~e~~~teJ;~~lttl~telt0neltM0~l~J~elmatntat~e~JatltMe 
~0tntlttteltltnlatt0t~antelwttMttMeJ0ettinl~~~~eltnetlt1!0Jteetlt0 
tMelmeanJMtiM!watetl1tne1J 

[jefj/eff0tt/iM0~1~/~e/mi~e/is/~itf/0f/i Any redevelopment effort 
f0 ~ implement a continuous minimum ten-foot-wide pedestrian 
and bicycle path around the Point lnlatt0t~antelwftM!tMe/0etliri 
~~fdelfnes. 

Redevelopment of the Bahia Hotel lease shall not result in any loss 
of public parking at Bahia Point tet~ltlnilft0mlalleatelex~antf0n 
andt0tlte10tatt0nltM0d1~J~elmttt~ate~. 

ZtltMe/BiMtal~0tellttlt0Jex~andltnt0tBaMtatP0tnt!tl;d~Ittl~atKtn! 
ateattJtMel1etteettM0~1dl~ette~dttedlt0J~t0jfdela1tetnatelmeantl0t 
tattiln§J~0at~ltatitn!le~~~~~entlt0ttMeltt~l0tttMeiP0tntltt0mla 
dt0pJ0ttlatealatltMelenttanteJ0tltMelleateM01~L 

In order to accommodate a more compact development leaving greater 
perimeter space available for public parkland and pedestrian/bicycle 
path improvements. the City should pursue relief from the Proposition 
D height restrictions for this leasehold. 

Also, Figure 11 on Page 45 and.Figure 12 on Page 47 shall be modified to 
be consistent with the preceeding language. 

18. On Page 116, under Access and Circulation/Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths, 
the following modification shall be made:. 

101. Key Linkage Improvements: In general. continuous public access. 
either improved or unimproved. shall be provided around the entire 
waterfront of Mission Bay. Current exceptions are located in the 
following areas: the leases of Sea World. Pacific Rim. Mission Bay Yacht 
Club. San Diego/Mission Bay Boat ahd Ski Club. and Fiesta Island Sludge 
Treatment Facility: the Mission Bay Park Headguarters Facility on 
Hospitality Point. and the Least Tern nesting areas at Stony Point and 
Maringr•s Point. Where such access does not now exist. as leases or uses 
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come up for renegotiation or change. the issue of public shoreline access 
will be re-examined consistent with security. safety and specific public 
aquatic/recreational needs and requirements. Moreover. 1 to maintain 
safe and convenient continuity of the paths around the Park, 1hiii four 
key improvements should be implemented: 

A grade-separated pathway spanning Sea World's exit roadway. This 
overpass would allow pedestrians and bicyclists to safely cross from 
the entrance roadway and continue along its south side to Ingraham 
Street. 

A pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Rose Creek, designed also to 
accommodate maintenance and emergency equipment. This bridge would 
allow Park users to conveniently circle the northern edge of the Park. 

A raised path, or boardwalk, under the Ingraham Street Bridge at 
Crown Point Shores. The path would permit uninterrupted movement 
from Fiesta Bay to Sail Bay. 

Widening of the East Mission Bay Drive Bridge. The combined path is 
currently inadequate at this location. A w.idened bridge or separate 
path along its west side is recommended. 

• 

In addition to the above key linkage improvements, a continuous pedestrian 
and bicycle path shall ~~~~1~ be pursued around Bahia Point. 1~/tMft • 
e~~~laltMttttt~lt~etBaMta!M~JteltleatetitealtM~J~I~t~ett~J~tt~etedtf~ 
att~>t~At~telwftMJRetiJmtlle~~ttf~~n1J 

PART IV. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL Of THE BAHIA POINT REDEVELOPMENT PORTION OF THE 
MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

The Mission Bay LCP segment consists entirely of Mission Bay Park. which is 
the world's largest urban water-recreation park, and is recognized as the 
premiere aquatic park in California, and possibly of the entire country. It 
includes seven square miles of land and water (approximately 4,600 acres) and 
accommodates well over 100,000 people on a summer's day. There are 2,100 
acres of land area, 2,500 acres of navigable water and 27 miles of shoreline. 
Currently, there are approximately 200 acres of developed parklands, slips for 
2,500 pleasure boats and 1,500 dry boat storage spaces. Major commercial 
leases in the park include five hotels, ten small marinas, a campground, a 
golf course and the Sea World Aquatic Theme Park. 

One of the five hotel leaseholds is operated by the Bahia Hotel; it is located 
on West Mission Bay Drive, in the southwestern portion of the Par.k near the 
Mission Beach community. The hotel leasehold occupies the larger part of 
Bahia Point, a small peninsula between the Santa Barbara and Ventura Coves. 
Public amenities on and surrounding the point include public parking areas, • 
which can accommodate approximately 250 vehicles, restrooms, sandy beaches. 
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grassy lawn and picnic areas and small watercraft launching sites. 

Included among many other goals and policies of the overall Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan, are policies designed to accommodate a future expansion of the 
existing commercial leasehold on Bahia Point. This would accommodate both an 
existing redevelopment plan that would increase the hotel to 484 rooms (not 
yet approved by the Coastal Commission), and an additional 120 room increase 
beyond that plan, giving the hotel use a total of approximately 600 rooms~ As 
proposed by the City, the redevelopment of the Bahia Hotel would expand the 
leasehold both to the north and the east, and would result in the direct loss 
of approximately 250 public parking spaces. The City's stated intent is to 
replace and augment these spaces with additional public parking lots in other 
areas of the Park. 

B. CONFORMANCE WITH SECTION 30001.5 OF THE COASTAL ACT 

The Commission finds, pursuant to Section 30512.2b of the Coastal Act, that 
the LCP amendment, as set forth in the resolution for certification, is not 
consistent with the policies and requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
to the extent necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 
30001.5 of the Coastal Act which states: 

The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of 
the state for the Coastal Zone are to: 

a) Protect, maintain and, where feasible, enhance and restore the 
overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and 
manmade resources. 

b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal 
zone resources taking into·account the social and economic needs of the 
people of the state. 

c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound 
resource conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of 
private property owners. 

d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related 
development over other developments on the coast. 

e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in 
preparing procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for 
mutually beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 

C. NONCONFORMITY OF THE BAHIA POINT REDEVELOPMENT PORTION OF THE MISSION 
BAY PARK MASTER PLAN WITH CHAPTER 3 

Review of Local Coastal Program submittals for findings of Chapter 3 
consistency are generally analyzed according to thirteen policy groups. In 
the specific area of Mission Bay Park where Bahia Point is located, the 
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following policy groups apply: Shoreline Access; Recreation and 
Visitor-Serving Facilities; Water and Marine Resources; Commercial Fishing and 
Recreational Boating; Locating and Planning New Development; Coastal Visual 
Resources and Special Communities. Visual resources will be addressed only in 
the findings for approval with suggested modifications, since the proposed 
Master Plan improvements at Bahia Point do not appear to have any adverse 
visual impacts associated with them. The following resources/land uses are 
not present within this area of Mission Bay Park~ so no findings are made 
relativ• to them: Agriculture; Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures; 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; Forestry and Soils Resources; 
Hazards; Public Works; and Industrial and Energy Development. 

1 . Shore 1 i ne Access/Recreation and Vi si tor-Serving Facilities. 

The following Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act addressing access and 
public recreation are most applicable to the Bahia Point area of Mission Bay 
Park, and state in part: 

Section 30210 

• 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights. rights of private property owners. and natural resource areas from • 
overuse. 

Section 30211 

Development shall not interfere with the public•s right of access to 
the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, 
including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal 
beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetati~n. 

Section 30212 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline 
and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except 
where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military 
security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal 
resources, 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, 

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. 

• 
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Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including 
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area sa as 
to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise. of overcrowding or 
overuse by the public of any single area. 

Section 30213 

Lower cast visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public 
recreational opportunities are preferred. 

Section 30220 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that 
cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected far 
such uses. 

Section 30221 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected far 
recreational use and development unless present and farseeable future 
demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided far in the 
area. 

Section 30223 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses 
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

Section 30224 

Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be 
encouraged, in accordance with this division, by developing dry storage 
areas, increasing public launching facilities, providing additional 
berthing space in existing harbors, limiting non-water-dependent land uses 
that congest access corridors and preclude boating support facilities, 
providing harbors of refuge, and by providing for new boating facilities 
in natural harbors. new protected water areas, and in areas dredged from 
dry land. 

Section 30252 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and 
enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or 
extension of transit service, ... (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or 
providing substitute means of serving the development with public 
transportation, ... 



City of San Diego LCPA 1-95 
Page 12 

Hhile·many of the land uses and improvements proposed in the overall Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan were found consistent with some or all of the cited 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, other proposals, 
including the expansion of the Bahia Hotel leasehold, may be consistent with 
some Coastal Act policies and in conflict with others. Although the 
additional hotel rooms are consistent with Section 30221, the leasehold 
expansion would usurp existing public parking areas, and could, at least 
indirectly, adversely impact existing public picnic areas and grassy uplands. 
This loss of public parking facilities and likely diminishment of public 
recreational enjoyment in adjacent areas is inconsistent with Sections 30210, 
30223 and 30252. 

Redevelopment according to the Master Plan would shift the existing leasehold 
eastward, eliminating Gleason Road, a two-lane road running northwesterly 
along Bahia Point to an existing public parking lot at the tip. In addition 
to removing the only direct access point for users of the tip (a popular 
launch area for sailboats, windsurfers and sailboarders), approximately 250 
existing public parking spaces, along the road itself and at the tip of the 
point, would be eliminated. The City is proposing shifting the leasehold 
eastward primarily to accommodate a 16-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle path 
around the point, which is one of a few gaps in an otherwise-complete 
shoreline access path. 

• 

The Master Plan indicates that the public uses currently occurring on Bahia •. 
Point (the recreational boating uses listed plus family picnicking, swimming, 
lawn games, etc.) will be accommodated in the new areas of parkland to be 
opened at South Shores and Fiesta Island, along with new parking areas to 
support those uses. Much of the public testimony given at the previous 
hearings, and in letters attached to this report, maintains that these uses 
cannot be as easily shifted as the City believes, and that, at least in the 
case of the various small boating activities, water quality, winds and wave 
action limit potential launching sites to a very few locations, of which Bahia 
Point is a critical one. Many members of the public attest that the City's 
proposed replacement sites do not have this unique combination of natural 
conditions necessary for their sports, Their testimony further concludes that 
adjacent parking is critical in order to support these uses at any location. 
due to the size and weight of the boating equipment required for sailboarding. 
windsurfing and sailing. 

The City, however, maintains not all of the existing public uses at Bahia 
Point would have to relocate, since the Ventura Cove parking lot, located just 
east of Gleason Road and north of Hest Mission Bay Drive, is underutilized 
much of the year and could accommodate additional usage. Hhile this may be 
true at times, the traffic and parking analysis in the Environmental Impact 
Report <EIR) prepared for the overall Mission Bay Park Master Plan, states 
that public parking lots in this area (shown as the Ventura/Bonita Cove area 
in the EIR) are filled to capacity during the peak summer season. Thus, the 
Ventura Cove parking lot, which holds 371 vehicles, could not accommodate any 
overflow in the summertime; and, even if only partially full much of the year, 
it cannot easily accommodate the approximately 250 existing public parking • 
spaces on Gleason Road/Bahia Point which would be lost through the proposed 
lease expansion. 
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The Bahia Hotel is located in the western part of the Park near Mission 
Beach/Belmont Park, and only two blocks east from the West Mission Bay 
Drive/Mission Boulevard intersection. This is the most impacted intersection 
in the entire Park, according to the EIR, and operates at Level of Service F 
during both commuter and recreational peak hours in the summertime. The 
removal of approximately 250 public parking spaces in the immediate area of 
this highly congested intersection can only exacerbate the situation, when 
motorists cannot find parking and are forced into U-turns or through the 
Mission Beach community, whose one main street is often at gridlock. 

The City's argument that existing public facilities/amenities which would be 
lost through implementation of the Bahia Hotel expansion will be compensated 
for in other areas of the Park is flawed. The Master Plan contains no phasing 
plan to assure that replacement facilities are built and in operation prior to 
removal of existing facilities. In fact, the plan encourages immediate 
expansion of existing commercial leases, including the Bahia, to increase City 
revenues, while acknowledging the new park areas in South Shores are not 
finished (and indeed, not yet fully permitted), and that completion of 
projects on Fiesta Island will not occur for several years, since the sludge 
beds are not expected to vacate the site until 1998. 

The plan does propose construction of approximately 500 parking spaces in the 
proposed overflow parking area in the immediate future, but this is the 
minimum needed for South Shores. which is nearby, and does not address the 
loss of approximately 250 existing public parking spaces through expansion of 
the Bahia Hotel leasehold. Furthermore. the City is not securing or 
committing to the development of alternate transit. The plan simply suggests 
a tram service and it includes several optional routes for a privately- · 
operated service from the overflow lot to various areas within the Park. The 
tram is suggested only to be run on demand (i.e .• peak use days and for 
special events), such that it will not be available on a daily basis. 
Furthermore. none of the proposed tram routes serve the Bahia Point area of 
Mission Bay Park where existing public parking is being proposed for 
elimination. 

In summary, an increase in the number of guest rooms at the Bahia Hotel is 
supported in Section 30221 of the Act, which requires provision of adequate 
visitor-serving commercial uses. However. because the City proposes to 
accommodate this increase through expansion of the leasehold boundaries, such 
that a significant amount of public parking is lost. the policies of the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan addressing the redevelopment of Bahia Point are 
not fully consistent with the other cited access and recreation policies of 
the Coastal Act. The Commission, therefore, finds the proposed Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan inconsistent with the cited access and recreation policies of 
the Act. 

2. Water-oriented Recreational Activities and Marine Resources. 

A number of Coastal Act policies address the protection and enhancement of 
sensitive land and water habitats. Those most applicable to the Bahia Point 
redevelopment portion of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan state, in part: 
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Section 30220 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that 
cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for 
such uses. 

Section 30231 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, 
streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health 
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other 
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water 
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

• 

In preparation of the overall Mission Bay Park Master Plan, the need to 
improve the water quality of Mission Bay prompted the City to plan a 
significant expansion of wetland areas and other natural habitats. which are 
anticipated to be built gradually over the twenty years the Master Plan is 
intended to cover. Eventually. the new wetlands will provide a natural 
filtration system to aid in keeping pollutants out of the bay. In the 
meantime, several existing storm drains and three creek outlets are considered • 
to be major sources of pollution from urban runoff. These all enter the 
eastern waters of the Bay. the general area where the City suggests the small 
watercraft users and picnickers that currently utilize Bahia Point could be 
relocated. 

The Point, which is in the western part of the Park, nearer the open ocean, 
receives significantly greater tidal flushing than do the eastern areas. 
Thus. Bahia Point enjoys better water quality than areas along the eastern 
shore and around Fiesta Island. The better water quality provides a 
significant health benefit to recreational users, be they swimmers or 
boaters. The plan•s proposal to relocate the Bahia Point users, most of whom 
are engaging in body-contact watersports of one type or another, to an area of 
poorer water quality cannot be found consistent with. Section 30231 of the Act 
and the retention of the Bahia Point area for water-oriented recreational uses 
is consistent with Section 30220. Thus, as proposed, the Commission finds 
this policy group inconsistent with the cited policies of the Act .. 

3. Commercial Fishing and Recreational Boating. 

Mission Bay Park is, first and foremost, an aquatic recreational area. The 
provision .and maintenance of adequate area for public water sports is a high 
priority under the Coastal Act. Section 30234 addresses this and states: 

Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating 
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. Existing 
commercial fishing and recreational boating harbor space shall not be • 
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reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists or 
adequate substitute space has been provided. Proposed recreational 
boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and located in such 
a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial fishing 
industry. 

The Bahia Hotel maintains a small marina, along with two paddle-wheel 
excursions boats which are available for both public cruises and private 
parties. The subject Master Plan proposes an expansion of the water lease at 
the Bahia Hotel to allow additional dock area. Although concern was initially 
raised over the possible location of the lease expansion, it would appear that 
an expansion could occur without infringing on area currently used by the 
public for recreation (i.e., swimming or boating areas). 

Of greater concern is the proposed land expansion of the leasehold, which 
would remove existing public parking and road access to the tip of Bahia 
Point, which is heavily used by sailboarders, windsurfers and sailers. The 
most significant amenity needed for the continuance of such uses at this 
.location, in addition to favorable wind, wave and water quality conditions, is 
vehicular access with close-in parking, since the equipment for these sports 
is heavy and cumbersome. Sporting participants have testified (before the 
Commission and tn attached letters) that fewer and fewer places exist in 
Mission Bay Park that provide all these factors (namely Santa Clara and Bahia 
Points). Recent shoreline stabilization improvements on Santa Clara Point 
have rendered much of the shoreline inaccessible now for small watercraft 
users, making Bahia Point all that more critical to these recreationists. 
Although the required access could likely be provided in the proposed future 
parklands in the South Shores/Fiesta Island area, these locations do not 
provide the wind, wave and water quality conditions necessary to the cited 
sports. Thus, it is only at Bahia Point that the full range of needed 
amenities for these forms of recreational boating occur. Thus, the removal of 
the access road and parking at Bahia Point is inconsistent with Section 30234 
of the Coastal Act. 

4. Locating and Planning New Development. 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act provides that new development should be 
placed contiguous with existing development and in areas where adequate 
infrastructure exists to support the new uses; it should also not adversely 
impact coastal resources.. Two types of development are proposed in the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan; new parkland areas for general public 
recreational use are proposed in the southeastern part of the Park (South 
Shores and Fiesta Island) and expansions of existing commercial leases are 
proposed at several existing leaseholds. The proposed lease expansion at 
Bahia Point would remove areas of existing parkland currently experiencing 
heavy public use. Although the expanded leasehold boundaries would not 
encroach onto existing turf areas, they would eliminate approximately 250 
public parking spaces. Although these additions might be technically 
consistent with portions of Section 30250 of the Act, since they would occur 
contiguous with existing like uses and would be served by existing 
infrastructure, they are inconsistent with the public access provisions of the 
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Act, as discussed in a previous finding. In addition, the proposed expansions 
would adversely impact public recreational areas, which are a significant 
coastal resource. 

The additional parkland areas at South Shores and Fiesta Island, which the 
Master Plan suggests will be available for the relocation of current Bahia 
Point users, will enjoy the benefit of easy freeway access, as they are very 
close to the I-5/I-8 interchange. A large overflow parking lot is planned in 
this area.as well, which will be relatively close to a future trolley 
station. Large group picnics and most special events are also proposed to be 
held in this part of the park, benefiting from the availability of transit 
service, trolley access and a potential future park tram. Unfortunately for 
both future large group and special event .participants, and the relocated 
Bahia Point users, the tram is only a concept thus far, with no identified 
start-up time or source of funding, and trolley service has not yet been 
expanded this far north. 

To summarize, the City is proposing to eliminate approximately 250 public 
parking spaces on Bahia Point with no immediate replacement elsewhere or 
alternative means to move park visitors and bay users around the park. The 
Commission finds it inappropriate to displace existing public recreatio.nal 
uses for the benefit of private commercial facilities. Once the additional 
parkland has been improved and opened to the public, and transportation 

• 

mechanisms (i.e., remote parking, tram service and adequate commercial parking • 
standards) are in place and demonstrated to operate successfully, the concept 
of expanding the Bahia Hotel leasehold might again be brought before the 
Commission. Should that occur in the future, not only the above factors would 
weigh in the Commission•s ultimate determination, but also the previously 
discussed factors of water quality, wind and wave conditions, parking 
availability and traffic circulation. All of these would be considered before 
any commercial leasehold expansion could be approved. Therefore, at this 
time, the Commission finds this policy group inconsistent with the cited 
Coastal Act policy. 

PART V. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE REMAINDER OF THE MISSION BAY PARK MASTER 
PLAN 

As mentioned above, the findings for denial of the land use plan provisions of 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, outside of the Bahia Point redevelopment 
policies, may be found in the attached Revised Findings, dated July 21, 1995. 
They are incorporated herein by reference. 

PART VI. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE BAHIA POINT REDEVELOPMENT PORTION OF 
THE MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN. IF MODIFIED 

A. SUMMARY FINDING/CONFORMANCE WITH SECTION 30001.5 OF THE COASTAL ACT 

The City has done a commendab 1 e job in preparing .a comprehensive p 1 anni ng 
document for its greatest recreational asset, Mission Bay Park. The general • 
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goals and objectives of the plan are good ones, and the Commission would 
support a great number of plan proposals as submitted. However. the specjfic 
policies directing the redevelopment of Bahia Point, particularly the 
expansion of the existing commercial leasehold boundaries of the Bahia Hotel, 
raise a number of concerns under the Coastal Act. These have been addressed 
at length in the previous findings and, briefly, revolve around the plan's 
proposal to remove approximately 250 public parking spaces and Gleason Road 
and encourage current Bahia Point users to relocate their recreational 
activities to other areas of the Park. These concepts have been found 
inconsistent with a number of Coastal Act policies. 

However, the Commission finds that the proposed LCP amendment for the Bahia 
Point area of Mission Bay Park is approvable, if modified in such a fashion as 
to include policies adequately protecting existing public access and 
recreational amenities. The proposed suggested modifications to the LUP have 
been drafted with this purpose in mind. The suggested modifications encourage 
the Bahia Hotel to intensify within its existing boundaries. retaining all 
existing public parking. public access corridors and recreational uses. Also. 
in conjunction with hotel redevelopment, a pedestrian/bicycle pathway around 
the point will be provided. They also encourage the City to seek relief from 
the Proposition D height restrictions for the Bahia Hotel, to allow an 
economically-viable hotel intensification without any physical leasehold 
expansion. These modifications are addressed in detail below. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed local coastal program amendment is, subject 
to the suggested modifications, consistent with Section 30001.5 and all 
previously-cited sections of the Act. Furthermore, the Commission finds the 
amendment, as recommended for modification, would be consistent with 
applicable Chapter 3 policies to the extent necessary to achieve the statewide 
goals as set forth in Section 30001.5 of the Act. 

1. Shoreline Access/Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities. 

A potential concern was raised regarding the addition of new boat slips 
outside the existing marina leasehold (i.e., expanding the water lease) at the 
Bahia Hotel to allow additional dock area. The new slips are consistent with 
Section 30224, but could decrease the amount of open water area currently 
available for general public recreation, inconsistent with Sections 30211 and 
30220. However, it would appear that an expansion could occur without 
infringing on area currently used by the public for recreation (i.e., swimming 
or boating areas>; this can be assured through the coastal development permit 
process at the time the lessee chooses to implement this plan recommendation. 
The expansion proposed in the Master Plan for the Bahia Hotel would still 
maintain the total amount of water leases under the 6.5~ cap established by a 
public referendum several years ago (that vote also established a cap of 25% 
for ground leases). 

Similarly, land expansions of several existing commercial leaseholds are 
proposed in the overall Mission Bay Park Master Plan to accommodate additional 
guest facilities, including one at the Bahia Hotel. The existing hotel 
complex occupies much of Bahia Point, which is north of West Mission Bay 
Drive, and just east of the main entry into the Mission Beach community. The 
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Master Plan proposal would expand the lease northwards almost to the tip of 
Bahia Point and would shift it eastwards, to allow construction of a 
16-foot-wide pedestrian walkway/bikepath all around the point. This is one of 
only a few areas of the park where the public cannot now walk the entire 
shoreline, although at lower tides walkers and joggers can get all the way 
around by using sandy beach for a short distance. Existing turf areas on the 
north and east sides of the point, along with a restroom facility, would 
remain available to the public, but approximately 250 public parking spaces, 
and Gleason Road itself, would be eliminated with the expansion. Gleason Road 
provides vehicular access to the tip of Bahia Point, and also accommodates a 
significant number of public parking spaces (part of the approximate 250 
total). This area has been historically used for Sunday picnic gatherings for 
more than thirty years. and is considered a most desirable location (due to 
favorable winds, waves and water quality, as well as convenient vehicular 
access) by sailboarders, windsurfers and small sailboat operators. 

There would appear to be a significant amount of redevelopment potential 
within the existing leasehold, since most of the existing buildings are 
single-story structures .. The City might wish to pursue relief from the 
Proposition 0 height restrictions for this leasehold, to accommodate a more 
co~pact development with greater perimeter space available for public 
parkland/access path improvements. The City has already reviewed, though not 
approved. a redevelopment proposal which would expand the current facility by 
approximately 501 within the existing lease boundaries. This concept has not 
been submitted for review by the Commission as yet, and the proposal does not 
include public access improvements around Bahia Point. 

During City review of the master plan, however, one alternative was presented 
which would expand the leasehold to a lesser degree than that currently 
proposed, but would still retain vehicular access to the point and include a 
pedestrian/bicycle path. The alternative would allow a single row of parallel 
parking along the east side of Gleason Road, with a turnaround/drop-off area 
at the tip, which would facilitate people with sailing and windsurfing 
equipment. Under that alternative, however. there would still be a loss of 
public parking of almost 200 spaces and this alternative is thus not endorsed 
by the Commission at this time as an appropriate compromise. 

The City•s traffic studies done in conjunction with the updated master plan 
indicate that peak day parking demand will be ll,BOl spaces for build-out of 
the entire park, including 2,570 spaces assigned to the South Shores and 
Fiesta Island parkland improvements. Currently, there are 6,595 improved 
parking spaces. plus about 700 curbside spaces along East Mission Bay Drive. 
for a total of 7.295 existing parking spaces in the park overall. Therefore, 
there remains a parking deficit of 1.936 parking spaces to accommodate and 
support existing development within Mission Bay Park (11,801 spaces projected 
minus 2.570 spaces assigned to new parkland development minUs 7.295 spaces 
currently provided= 1,936 parking space deficiency for existing uses). Thus, 
the park will require approximately 4.506 additional spaces (2,570 spaces 
planned for new development plus 1,936 space deficiency) to accommodate 

• 

• 

existing park demand and to serve the new parkland once South Shores and • 
Fiesta Island are both open for public recreational uses. Over 5,000 new 
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spaces are proposed in the southeastern area of the park, at and near those 
new facilities. However, the new spaces will be too far removed from Bahia 
Point to compensate for the loss of approximately 250 existing spaces in that 
critical location, and the City does not expect to provide tram service for 
many years, if at all. 

The plan contains no phasing component to assure that replacement facilities 
are built and in operation prior to removal of existing parking. Rather. the 
plan encourages immediate expansion of existing commercial leases. which would 
include the Bahia Hotel, to increase City revenues, while acknowledging the 
new park areas in South Shores are not finished (and indeed, not yet fully 
permitted), and that completion of projects on Fiesta Island will not occur 
for several years, since the sludge beds are not expected to vacate the site 
until 1998 at the earliest. The plan does propose construction of 
approximately 500 parking spaces in the proposed overflow parking area in the 
immediate future, but this is the minimum needed for South Shores, which is 
nearby, and does not address the loss of existing public parking spaces 
through leasehold expansions nor the current parking deficit of nearly 2,000 
spaces to serve existing uses. Furthermore, the City is not securing or 
committing to the development of alternate transit. The plan simply suggests 
a tram service and it includes several optional routes for a privately-operated 
service from the overflow lot to various areas within the park. The tram is 
suggested only to be run on demand (i.~ .• peak use days and for special 
events), such that it will not be available on a daily basis. Furthermore, 
none of the conceptual tram routes serve the Bahia Point area, although the 
plan text suggests a tram might go as far as Mission Boulevard (this would be 
past Bahia Point). 

For several reasons, the Commission cannot endorse the expansion of the Bahia 
leasehold at the expense of public parking: 

1) parking provisions are inadequate now by nearly 2,000 spaces to support 
existing development and park uses based on the City's own studies; 

2) hotel expansion (and parking removal) could occur years before the 
overflow lot is completed; 

3) the location of the proposed overflow lot is too far removed to serve 
members of the public wishing to recreate at Bahia Point. 

Therefore, suggested modifications require that an intensification of this 
leasehold occur within the existing boundaries and not at the expense of 
critical public parking facilities. They further require that a pedestrian/ 
bicycle path be provided around Bahia Point in conjunction with any 
redevelopment proposal, but would allow the path to be only 10-feet in width 
rather than 16. The "path" along the eastern and northern portions of the 
point would be within the existing paved and grassy areas for pedestrians 
(i.e., maintaining current conditions), and would not require that any 
additional parkland be improved to create a path. For bicyclists, they could 
continue to use Gleason Road along the east side, again maintaining existing 
use patterns, and transfer to the new corridor along the west side once 
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redevelopment dccurs. ·'Along the western side of Bahia Point, the existing 
paved walkway would be expanded to the east, such that no sandy beach would be 
usurped. Only as modified can the Commission find the Master Plan 
recommendation for the redevelopment of Bahia Point consistent with the 
Coastal Act. 

2. Water and Marine Resources. 

The proposed Mission Bay Park Master Plan recommends the expansion of the 
Bahia Hotel leasehold, resulting in the elimination of public parking and 
vehicular access to the small watercraft launching sites at the tip of Bahia 
Point. This could force relocation of these activities into areas of the Bay 
experiencing significantly poorer water quality than the area around Bahia 
Point. With the suggested modification prohibiting expansion of the 
leasehold, and thus maintaining vehicular access and public parking for these 
users, as well as all other members of the public, the Commission finds the 
modified plan recommendations consistent with Sections 30220 and 30231 of the 
Act. 

3. Commercial Fishing and Recreational Boating. 

• 

Since Mission Bay Park is, first and foremost, an aquatic recreational area, 
the provision and maintenance of adequate area for public water sports is a 
high priority under the Coastal Act. The Bahia Hotel maintains a small 
marina, along with two paddle-wheel excursions boats which are available for • 
both public cruises and private parties. The subject Master Plan proposes an 
expansion of the water lease at the Bahia Hotel to allow additional dock 
area. Although concern was initially raised over the possible location of the 
lease expansion, it would appear that an expansion could occur without 
infringing on area currently used by the public for recreation (i.e., swimming 
or boating areas). 

However the proposed land expansion of the leasehold, which would remove 
existing public parking and road access to the tip of Bahia Point, was found 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act in prior findings for numerous reasons. A 
suggested modification is included which would prohibit the expansion of the 
commercial leasehold. and thus maintain the existing public access amenities 
and parking facilities. Only as modified can the Commission find that the 
Master Plan. as it addresses Bahia Point, adequately protects the interests of 
water-oriented recreationa1 users. Therefore, with the suggested 
modifications, the Commission finds the plan consistent with Section 30234 of 
the Act. · · 

4. Locating and Planning New Development. 

Expansions of commercial leases are proposed at several existing leaseholds, 
including the Bahia Hotel. This lease expansion would remove an access road 
and public parking lot (totalling approximately 250 parking spaces) which 
serve existing parkland currently experiencing heavy public use. The EIR has 
identified that parking in this area of Mission Bay Park is at capacity during • 
the peak summer season. As discussed in a previous finding on public access 
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and recreation, suggested modifications have been included to protect the 
existing public parking and recreation facilities by restricting this 
leasehold to its existing boundaries. Only as modified, can the Commission 
find the proposed land use intensification at this site consistent with all 
applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Act. 

5. Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

Mission Bay Park is a visitor destination point of national significance, and 
is, itself, a scenic resource, and the importance of the park's visual 
resources is stressed throughout the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The types 
of improvements proposed in the 20-year plan are similar to features already 
existing in the park, including both open recreational areas and 
high-intensity commercial structures, such as the existing hotels, including 
the Bahia Hotel. Implementation of the proposed master plan concepts, 
including the redevelopment of Bahia Point, will result in temporary adverse 
visual impacts during the construction of individual projects, but the various 
concepts, in and of themselves, do not appear to raise any serious visual 
concerns. 

In the overall Master Plan, the City proposes a relaxation of the existing 
30-foot height limit, which applies to property west of I-5. This limit was 
established by Proposition 11 011

, a citizen's initiative passed by City voters 
in 1974. The current proposal would allow flexibility in both building height 
and roof design, such that an extra five feet would be considered beyond the 
present 30ft. height limit for the Quivira Basin and Dana Inn leaseholds to 
accommodate underground parking facilities at those two sites and then a 
general deviation for all leaseholds to consider architectural treatments and 
roof design, to a maximum of ten feet. Since Proposition 11 011 does not allow 
for any variances, the City's proposal will need confirmation by a vote of the 
people before it can take effect. 

It would appear that relief from the Proposition 11 0" standards would allow the 
Bahia Hotel to intensify to the full level envisioned in the Master Plan, 
without expanding its leasehold boundaries. This would maintain the existing 
public access and parking amenities, which would otherwise be lost. Since the 
existing hotel, which was constructed prior to the Coastal Act and the passage 
of Proposition "0", already contains a five-story structur~. additional 
structures of similar size should not result in significant adverse impacts to 
visual resources. More importantly, by concentrating redevelopment and 
gaining relief from the height limit, the economic goals of the leasehold can 
be achieved and public access and recreational opportunities for the larger 
public can be protected. The Master Plan does not contain such a 
recommendation, even though the general concept of relief from the height 
restrictions is proposed. Thus, it has been included in a suggested 
modification to apply specifically to the Bahia Hotel leasehold. As modified, 
the Commission finds the Master Plan, with respect to the redevelopment of 
Bahia Point, can be found consistent with both the visual resource and public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act . 
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PART VII. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE REMAINDER OF THE MISSION BAY PARK 
MASTER PLAN. IF MODIFIED 

As mentioned above. the findings for approval, if modified, of the land use 
plan provisions of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, outside of the Bahia 
Point redevelopment policies, may be found in the attached Revised Findings, 
dated July 21, 1995. They are incorporated herein by reference. 

PART VIII. CONSISTENCY HIIH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT <CEQA> 

Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act CCEQA) exempts 
local government from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact 
report CEIR) in connection with its local coastal program. Instead, the CEQA 
responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission and the Commission's 
LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources Agency to be 
functionally equivalent to the EIR process. Thus, under CEQA Section 21080.5, · 
the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each 
LCP. 

Nevertheless, the Commission is required in an LCP submittal or, as in this 
case, an LCP amendment submittal, to find that the LCP, or LCP, as amended, 
does conform with CEQA provisions. In the case of the subject LCP amendment 
request, the Commission finds that approval of the Bahia Point redevelopment 
portion of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, as proposed, would result in 
significant impacts under the meaning of the California Environmental Quality 
Act. The recommendations are inconsistent with the Coastal Act, and could 
have adverse impacts primarily in the areas of public access and r.ecreation, 
including parking. Two suggested modi.fications are included to reduce the 
potential impacts to below a level of significance. As modified herein, there 
would not appear to be any feasible, less environmentally-damaging 
alternatives and no significant environmental impacts would occur if the 
modifications are accepted by the City of San Diego. Moreover, future 
individual development projects relying on this master plan will be reviewed 
for CEQA consistency by the City or Coastal Commission when they are 
proposed. Therefore, this modified LCP amendment can be found consistent with 
the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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State of California California Coastal Commission 
San Diego District 

M E M 0 R A N 0 U M 

TO: Commissioners and 
Interested Persons 

DATE: August 8, 1995 

FROM: Staff 

SUBJECT: Modifications to the Revised Findings for Certification of 
Mission Bay Park (portion of Major Amendment 1-95) to the City 
of San Diego LCP, dated July 21, 1995. 

Staff recommends the following revisions be made to the document referenced 
above. Language to be deleted is ttf~lK/0~t and language to be added is 
underlined. 

The paragraph beginning at the bottom of Page 28 and continuing onto Page 29, 
as well as the following paragraph on Page 29, should be modified as follows: 

The final proposed expansion is for the Bahia Hotel leasehold. The 
existing hotel complex occupies much of Bahia Point, which is north of 
West Mission Bay Drive, and just east of the main entry into the Mission 
Beach community. The master plan proposal would expand the lease 
northwards almost to the tip of Bahia Point and would shift it eastwards, 
to allow construction of a 16-foot-wide pedestrian walkway/bikepath all 
around the point. This is one of only a few areas of the park where the 
public cannot now walk. skate or bike around the entire shoreline, 
although at lower tides walkers and joggers can get all the way around by 
using sandy beach for a short distance and a public access path on the 
leasehold property. All of the [ ~xisting turf areas on the north and 
east sides of the point. along with a restroom facility, would remain 
available to the public, although in the future the pedestrian/bicycle 
path may occupy some portions of the existing grassy uplands; ~~t 249 
public parking spaces would be eliminated with the expansion. This area 
has been historically used for Sunday picnic gatherings for more than 
thirty years, and is considered a most desirable location (due to 
favorable wind and/watef conditions) by sailboarders, windsurfers and 
small sailboat operators. 

rKete/w0~Ia/a~~eaf/t0/~e/a/falt/a~0~rit/0t/tedeiei0~~erit/-0tentfai/wftMfn 
tKe/exlstfn~/IeaseK0Iai/slnte/~ant/0t/tMe/exlstlng/~~~~dlri!s/ate 
ttnglettt0ttlttt~tt~tetlJIZriltattiltMel~ltiiKatlaiteaatla-~tevea The 
present hotel lessee made a redevelopment proposal in 1989 which would 
expand the current facility by approximately 50% within the existing lease 
boundaries. However, this concept has not been approved by the City or 
submitted for review by the Commission as yet, and the proposal does not 
include public access improvements around Bahia Point. During City review 
of the master plan, ari alternatives were was presented which would 
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expand the leasehold to a lesser degree than that currently proposed~ i 
~itlwe~l~litfll Some of the alternatives would retain vehicular access 
to the point. i~~ include a pedestrian/bicycle path. and retain some 
public parking. TM~Ialtet~atfi~lwe~l~lallewlilsl~il~ltewletl~tft11~1 
~atKf~i/ale~iltM~I~tstltt4eletliletse~IRet~llwttMitltdt~ate~~~~~te;+ett 
at~alatltM~Itt~ilwMttMiwedi~Itattittatel~~e;relwttMitttit~ili~~ 
wfft~sittf~i'~~~~~m~fttl//~ft~et/tMat/altetftattiel/Mewevetl/tMete/we~r~ 
~ttiiitela!Ie~tlett~dtlttt;atKI~itetlalmettll00t~;at~tl The City~ 
Commission did not choose to include fMfs these alternative£ in the 
master plan. 

The two full paragraphs on Page 30 should be modified as follows: 

For those users who choose to t0~ffft~ffti continue using Bahia Point for 
their recreational pursuits, parking in the Ventura Cove parking lot, 
which is usually not full, will be available. In addition, the master 
plan requires the Bahia Hotel, if it expands, to provide some form of cart 
setvfte, to bring leifffti boardsailjng equipment from that parking 

• 

lot to the tip of the Point. The City has given·assurances that existing 
public parking at Bahia Point will not be removed until replacement 
parking, and replacement park amenities, are provided elsewhere. The • 
Coastal Commission concurs with the City's rationale regarding the future 
patterns of public use once the new areas of parkland have opened on a 
conceptual level. Meweietl/ft/stfll/ffft~~/tMe/;etefttfal/~fs;ratemeftt/ef 
tittefttt;atKI~tetslttemttMettltta~ttteftallreftieslsemewMatltteitlfftil 
TMisi/tMe/~emmfssfeft/iJse/ft~~s/tMat/ft/maj/dltfmater;lte~ifte/seme/ti;e 
etl;dtlttlieMttilatlattettlwMe~lttltertewtlalteasttll~eiele;mefttl;etmtt 
a;;rttatte~ltetl~;etttttltititelttteltm;teiemeftttlatllaMttiPetfttJ 

The plan contains no phasing component to assure that replacement 
facilities are built and in operation prior to removal of existing 
parking, although the City has assured the Commission that this is their 
intent. In fact, the plan appears to encourage immediate expansion of 
existing commercial leases to increase City revenues, while acknowledging 
the new park areas in South Shores are not finished (and indeed, not yet 
fully permitted), and that completion of projects on Fiesta Island will 
not occur for several years, since the sludge beds are not expected to 
vacate the site until 1998 at the earliest. The plan does propose 
construction of approximately 500 parking spaces in the proposed overflow 
parking area in the fmme~fife/fifite short term, but tMfs/ft/tMe 
mf~fmim/nee~e~/fet these are intended to augment parking facilities 
proposed for South Shores, which is nearby. Although this does not 
directly address the loss of existing public parking spaces through 
leasehold expansions ftefltMelt~tte~tl;ttKfnil~efttftliflfteatli!Zl000 
t;ttet, completion of South Shores, .and its attendant parking 
facilities, will provide an alternate venue for some current users of • 
Bahi~ Point .. Thus, the Commission finds this master plan recommendation . 
cons1stent w1th the Coastal Act, as currently proposed in the master plan. 
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The paragraph beginning at the bottom of Page 32, and continuing onto Page 33, 
should be modified as follows: 

Expansions of commercial leases are proposed at several existing 
leaseholds. Even those leaseholds not being expanded are encouraged to 
intensify within existing boundaries, to generate additional revenue which 
in turn can fund many of the proposed public improvements. The expansions 
proposed in the plan at Pacific Rim, Marina Village and Dana Inn do not 
affect areas of high public use, and would not remove existing public 
parking facilities. However, two of the proposed lease expansions (De 
Anza and Bahia) would remove areas of existing parkland currently 
experiencing heavy public use. At De Anza, the addition of fifteen acres 
to the leasehold would displace nearly 400 public parking spaces, along 
with grassy upland and picnic facilities. At Bahia, the t~~itf0~ 
leasehold expansion would not encroach onto existing turf/play/picnic 
areas, although future public walkway improvements may do so. The hotel 
exoansion would. however. ~~f/it/w0dld eliminate 249 public parking 
spaces. However, as discussed in the previous access finding, the Bahia 
expansion is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts. since the uses 
~ow accommodated in that location can be provided in new park areas at 
South Shores and·Fiesta Island. Also as discussed in the access finding, 
suggested modifications have been included to protect the existing public 
parking and recreation facilities adjacent to De Anza by restricting the 
De Anza leasehold to its existing boundaries. As modified, the Commission 
finds the proposed land use intensification at this site consi~tent with 
all applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Act. 

The first full. paragraph on Page 34 should be modified as follows: 

In the submitted master plan, the City proposes a relaxation of the 
existing 30-foot height limit, which applies to property west of I-5. 
This limit was established by Proposition "D", a citizen's initiative 
passed by City voters in 1974. The current proposal would allow 
flexibility in both building height and roof design, such that an extra 
five. feet would be considered beyond the present 30 ft. height limit for 
the Quivira Basin and Dana Inn leaseholds to accommodate underground 
parking facilities at those two sites and then a ten-foot variance allowed 
at those two sites. as well as at Bahia Point. Vacation Isle. South Shores 
and Dana Landing. §eneft11de;tat10~1f0flt111lea~eM01d~lt01t0~~1~ef 
attMttett~tiiJttett~enttlan~lf00fldett§~'''™el§enettiideitttt0~1t0tlaii 
JeateM0Jd~lw0~IdltJJ0wltnlad~ttt0~aiitenlteetlt0tl~~~~dtn~J~e~t~n 
tMf0~~M0~tltMel~tfK1 The underlying intent is that buildings would 
continue to have thirty feet (or thirty-five in the two exceptions noted) 
of useable building height, with the extra ten feet allowed solely to 
provide interesting roofscapes, rather than plain flat roofs as currently 
exist. This is considered aesthetically desirable, since many views of 
the overall park are afforded from high-rise hotels (built before 1974), 
structures like the Sea World Tower, and airplanes. 
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Finally, the fourth paragraph on Page 35 should be modified as follows: 

The park is served by all the normal urban utilities, and components of 
the region's sewage and storm drain systems are located within its 
borders. However, Mission Bay Park does not contain any significant 
public works facilities except the existing sludge drying operation on 
Fiesta Island. This was established many years ago, before passage of 
Proposition 20 and the subsequent Coastal Act. as an interim use 
associated with the creation of the park (sludge being a major component 
of the park's upland areas). The use in inconsistent with the tidelands 
grant wherein the state transferred the park to the City of San Diego and 
plans for relocation of the facility to NAS Miramar (outside the coastal 
zone) are currently being implemented. It is anticipated, if all 
construction components continue on their current schedules, that the 
facility on Fiesta Island will be abandoned sometime in 1998. At that 
time. the ~it~fl~tflftf~t Metropolitan Wastewater Department will 
restore the site to pre-existing conditions and turn it over to the Parks 
and Recreation Department for future park improvements. 

(0464A) 

• 

• 

• 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Gowtmor 

•

LIFORNIA COASTAl COMMISSION 
DIEGO COAST AREA 

CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108·172.5 

(619) .521·8036 July21,1995 

• 

• 

TO: 

FROM: . 

SUBJECT: 
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CHUCK DAMM, SOUTH COAST DISTRICT DIRECTOR 
DEBORAH N. LEE, COASTAL PROGRAM MANAGER, SAN DIEGO AREA OFFICE 
ELLEN LIRLEY, COASTAL PROGRAM ANALYST, SAN DIEGO AREA OFFICE 

REVISED FINDINGS FOR_CERTIFICATION OF MISSION BAY PARK PORTION OF 
MAJOR AMENDMENT 1-95 TO THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
(For Public Hearing and Possible Final Action at the Coastal 
Commission Hearing of August 8-11, 1995) 

SYNOPSIS 

SUMMARY OF COMMISSION ACTION 

At its meeting of May 11, 1995, the Coastal Commission reviewed the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan portion of Major Amendment 1-95 to the City of San 
Diego's certified local coastal program (LCP). In its action, the Commission 
rejected as submitted, then approved with suggested modifications, the Master 
Plan; the Commission modified the staff's recommendation by deleting those 
suggested modifications associated with future improvements on Bahia Point, 
and the language addressing a potential exemption to the City's height limit 
at the De Anza redevelopment site. All of the other suggested modifications 
were acceptable to the City. 

COMMISSION VOTES 

1. Mission Bay Park Master Plan, approve as submitted: 

Commissioner's Voting 11 Yes": none 

Commissioner's Voting "No": Calcagno, Hisserich, Doo, Flemming, Karas 
Rick, Vargas, Staffel, and Chairman Williams 

2. Mission Bay Park Master Plan, approve with suggested modifications: 

Commissioner's Voting "Yes": Calcagno, Hisserich, Ooo, Flemming, Karas 
Rick, Vargas, Staffel, and Chairman Williams 

Commissioner's Voting "No": none 
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The City of San Diego•s current submittal consists of a single land use plari 
amendment. which would incorporate the new Mission Bay Park. Master Plan. the 
one remaining non-certified land use segment of the City's LCP, which is 
entirely within the coastal zone. This portion of City of San Diego LCP 
Amendment #1-95 was continued from the March. 1995 Commission hearing. where 
final action was taken on other amendment components. Key issues raised in 
the plan are public access. protection of natural/biological resources. water 
quality and balancing competing interests and uses. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Furtner information on the City of San Diego LCP amendment may be obtained 
from Ellen Lirley, Coastal Planner, at (619) 521-8036. 

--
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~ PART I. OVERVIEW 

~ 

A. LCP HISTORY 

The City of San Diego has a long history of involvement with the community 
planning process; as a result, in 1977, the City requested that the Coastal 
Commission permit segmentation of its Land Use Plan (LUP) into twelve (12) 
parts in order to have the LCP process conform, to the maximum extent 
feasible, with the City's various community plan boundaries. In the 
intervening years, the City has intermittently submitted all of its LUP 
segments; all of the segments are presently certified, in whole or in part, 
with the exception of Mission Bay. The earliest land use plan (LUP) approval 
occurred in May, 1979, with others only occurring in 1988, in concert with the 
implementation plan. 

When the Commission approved segmentation of the LUP, it found that the 
implementation phase of the City's LCP would represent a single unifying 
element. This was achieved in January, 1988, and the City of San Diego 
assumed permit authority on October 17, 1988 for the majority of its coastal 
zone. Several isolated areas of deferred certification remain; these are 
completing planning at a local level and will be acted upon by the Coastal 
Commission in the future. 

Since effective certification of the City's LCP, there have been sixteen major 
amendments and seven minor amendments processed for it. These have included 
everything from land use revisions in several segments, the rezoning of single 
properties to modifications of city-wide ordinances. While it is difficult to 
calculate the number of land use plan revisions or implementation plan 
modifications, because the amendments often involve multiple changes to a 
single land use plan segment or ordinance, the Commission has reviewed, at 
least, 34 land use plan revisions and 87 ordinance amendments. Most amendment 
requests have been approved, some as submitted and some with suggested 
modifications; further details can be obtained from the previous staff reports 
and findings on specific amendment requests. 

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for land use plans, or their amendments, is found in 
Section 30512 of the Coastal Act. This section requires the Commission to 
certify an LUP or LUP amendment if it finds that it meets the requirements of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Specifically, it states: 

Section 30512 

(c) The Commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments 
thereto, if it finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and 
is in conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 
30200). Except as provided in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a), a 
decision to certify shall require a majority vote of the appointed 
membership of the Commission. 

~ Pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, the Commission may only reject 
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zoning ordinances or other implementing actions, as well as their amendments. ~ 
on the grounds that they do not conform with. or are inadequate to carry out. 
the provisions of the certified land use plan. The Commission shall take 
action by a majority vote of the Commissioners present. 

C. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The City has held numerous local workshops. planning group. Planning 
Commission and City Council meetings with regard to the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan. All of these local hearings were duly noticed to the public. 
Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested 
parties. 

PART II. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SUBMITTAL - RESOLUTIONS 

The Commission adopted the following resolutions and findings following the 
public hearing. 

A. RESOLUTION I (Resolution to deny certification of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan, as submitted) 

Resolution I 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the amendment request to the 
City of San Diego Land Use Plan. and adopts the finding·s stated below on A 
the grounds that the amendment will not meet the requirements of and ,.., 
conform with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of 
the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic 
state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the land use 
plan, as amended, will not be consistent with applicable decisions of the 
Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to Section 
30625(c); and certification of the land use plan amendment does not meet 
the requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as there would be feasible measures or feasible 
alternatives which would substantially less_en significant adverse impacts 
on the environment. 

B. RESOLUTION II (Resolution to approve certification of the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan. if modified) 

Reso 1 uti on II 

The Commission hereby certifies the amendment request to the City of San 
Diego Mission Bay Park Master Plan, if modified, and adopts the findings 
stated below on the grounds that the amendment will meet the requirements 
of and conform with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 
30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve 
the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the 
land use plan, as amended, will contain a specific access component as 
required by Section 30500 of the Coastal Act; the land use plan, as A 
amended. will be consistent with applicable decisions of the Commission ~ 
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~ that shall guide local government actions pursuant to Section 30625(c); 
and certification of the land use plan amendment does meet the 
requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, as there would be no feasible measures or feasible 
alternatives which would substantially lessen significant adverse impacts 
on the environment. 

~ 

~ 

PART III. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The following are the suggested policy revisions for the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan amendment request. Deletions are gff~tK/0~f and new language 
to be added is underlined. · 

1. On Page 33, under Planning Approach/Recommendations, the following 
modification shall be made: 

3. Distribution of Recreation Orientations: As is described in more 
detail in further sections of this Plan, the Park's recreation 
orientations should be concentrated in the following areas: 

Regional: Eastern South Shores, Bonita Cove. East Shores. East Vacation 
Isle, Crown Point Shores. and the southern portion of Fiesta Island. 

Neighborhood: West Shore, Sail Bay,_gnQ Riviera Shores. i/an~/(f0wn 
P0fnt/ZM0fet 

Commercial: Western South Shores, ~eif Northwest Vacation Isle, Dana 
and Quivira Basins, Bahia Point and northeast corner. 

Habitat: Southern and Northern Wildlife Preserve areas, the central and 
northern portions of Fiesta Island, and Least Tern nesting sites. 

These categories and locations in no way restrict full use of all park 
areas by the general public. in recognition that the entirety of Mission 
Bay Park is of regional. statewide. national. and even international 
significance. 

The associated illustrations on Page 32, and Figure 1 on Page 5, shall also be 
modified. 

2. On page 44, under Land Use/Dedicated Lease Areas, the following 
modification shall be made: 

15. Marina Village: 500 hotel rooms, limited retail, conference 
facilities. The redevelopment of this existing lease should include the 
unimproved parking strip facing the San Diego River Floodway as an 
addition to the lease area (4.0+/- acres). with concurrent realignment of 
Quivira Road to the south of the expanded lease area, creating a 19-acre 
redevelopment site. Expanding the lease area would allow the 
implementation of a wider public promenade on the north side of the 
development, taking full advantage of marina views. Likewise. realigning 
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Ouiyira Road to the south of the expanded leasehold and preserving or 
providing a public walkway/buffer area between the realigned road and the 
river channel will allow the public increased viewing opportunities along 
the San Diego River Floodway. Vehicular public access to Hospitality 
Point through the site iM0w1~ ~be maintained. 

3. On Page 46, under Land Use/Dedicated Lease Areas, the following 
modification shall be made: 

16. Pacific Rim Marine Enterprises. Inc. (Mission Bay Marina): Optional 
hotel redevelopment. Should market conditions warrant, part or all of the 
Yacht Center leasehold should be permitted to redevelop into a guest 
housing complex similar in character to that proposed in Marina Village. 
Provisions for boat maintenance and servicing should be maintained as part 
of the redevelopment to the extent feasible. As in Marina Village, the 
unimproved parking area opposite the Yacht Center. plus a portion of 
Hospitality Point, should be added to the commercial lease area for 
redevelopment purposes (about 6 acres total). As in Marina Village. any 
redevelopment/expansion of this leasehold shall include the realignment of 
Ouivira Road and provision of a public pedestrian walkway/buffer area 
along the San Diego River Floodway. In addition. public access along the 
marina frontage shall be provided in the future. in the event that boat 
maintenance/servicing operations are discontinued at this sjte. 

4. On Page 50. under. land Use/Dedicated Lease Areas. the fo 11 owing 
modification shall be made: 

21. South Shores Commercial Parcel: Because of its limited water access 
and isolation from other areas of the Park. this 16.5-acre site is 
considered mifdfnilliililj~~lftltetteitt0nlitei{lin~{ltMetef0fe4 ~ 
suitable for commercial recreation purposes. The parcel has been 
configured such that its northern half lies outside the limits of the 
South Shores landfill while capturing a wide stretch of waterfront facing 
Pacific Passage. This allows a number of possible commercial uses to be 
considered,· including the expansion of Sea Horld attractions, a 200-room 
motel. or a water-oriented entertainment center. 

The underlying objective is that this parcel's "best use" is t'~~ef 
mixtm~ml~tfllti(l0f!Y~~ttl~i,4Yitt0mliltetfettf0nlitin~;0t~t commercial 
recreation or visitor-serving commercial support facilities. In 
accordance with public consensus on this issue, "best use" should not mean 
permanent and exclusive commercially-supporting parking. Any new and 
permanent parking should be of such quantity and proportion as would be 
required to serve whatever commercial use may be proposed. 

5. On Page 52, under Land Use/De Anza Special Study Area/Recommendations. the 
following modifications shall be made: 

The De Anza Special Study Area remains subject to the goals and objectives 
established for the Park. Accordingly, specific criteria should govern 

• 

• 

the conception, preparation, evaluation and approval of development • 
proposals in the SSA. Furthermore. the final development proposal shall 
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be incorporated into the certified Master Plan as an amendment to the City 
of San Diego Local Coastal Program. 

25. De Anza SSA Development Criteria: 

The SSA shall be ~~ 76 acres in area to include the totality of 
the existing land and water leases of De Anza Mobile Home Park an~ 
1Siatte£10fli~Jatentl~d~lftl~atKlin~. of which up to 60 acres can 
be developed as guest housing. (Figure 14 describes the proposed SSA 
configuration). 

The SSA £M0d1~ ~not be developed to the detriment of existing 
and/or future adjacent habitat areas. Foremost in consideration, 
should be the extent to which the SSA can contribute to the Park 1 s 
water quality. In fact, t0me additional wetlands mfff§atf0n 
mat creation must be fe~dfte~ considered as part of the SSA~ 

The SSA should facilitate the implementation of hydrologic 
improvements aimed at safeguarding the viability of marsh areas in 
its vicinity. 

The SSA tM0dl~ ~be developed to enhance the public use of 
this area of the Park. Retfeaff0na1/feafdtet/tdtM/as/wafefff0nt 
ttan 'J~u;.u.tateatl 10ietl00Ks! /Un0e/UdntMfn!/ Sttet' 1 ettl ttM0d1~ 
~elt0ntt~ete~Jatlanltntegtall~attl0tlantl~eie10~mentL Any 
redevelopment proposal shall incorporate a 100-foot buffer/public use 
zone along the entire Rose Creek frontage of the site. as measured 
from the top of the rip-rap. and adjacent to the proposed wetland at 
the mouth of Rose Creek located outside of the SSA. Public 
access/recreation improvements. such as walkways. overlooks. picnic 
tables. benches. etc. may only be sited in the upland 50 feet of said 
buffer/public use zone. In conformance with the Design Guidelines. a 
150-foot minimum public use zone shall be maintained along the beach 
areas of the shore as measured from the mean high water line. Along 
other bulkhead or rip-rap areas of the shore. if any. a 50-foot 
minimum public use zone shall be maintained as measured from the top 
of the bulkhead or rip-rap. As an integral part of the SSA. a 
waterfront trail and viewing areas shall be provided within the 
public use zone along the entire shoreline of the site. in addition 
to other passi.ve recreational features. 

Also, Figure 14 on Page 53 shall be modified to delete the 15-acre 
expansion area as part of the De Anza Special Study Area. 

6. On Page 74, under Water Use/Swimming/Recommendations, the following 
modifications shall be made: 

56. Potential New Swimming Areas: New swimming areas should be located 
adjacent to active existing or proposed parkland areas, and in areas of 
the Park enjoying relatively good water quality. Accordingly, the 
following potential new swimming sites are proposed: 
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Fiesta Island, facing South Pacific Passage: A small embayment can ~ 
be carved out of the Island•s south shore. (0~~1~~/wff~/fM~ 
t0ntttittt0nl0flill~tttJ0tl~teaKwatetltnltM~I'attaae(lt Ihis 
embayment would enjoy tranquil waters and optimum access to parkland. 

Fiesta Island, west shore: The dredging of the shore to create a 
long crescent affords the opportunity to bring new sand to this beach 
and improve its function as a swimming area. However, strict 
monitoring and supervision would be required to mitigate.its 
proximity to motor craft in Fiesta Bay. Buoys, markers. and signage 
should be placed in the water and on the beach defining the limits of 
the swimming area. 

West Vacation Isle, south shore. A small embayment already exists 
here. The addition of iljetttlt/Jtl~f~iKwitet buoys. markers and 
signage would eije/tMe/wif~t1i/tM0-/an~ make the site suitable for 
swimming .. 

7. On Page 90, under Environment/Recommendations, the following modification , 
sha 11 be made: 

Accordingly, the following wetland areas are proposed: 

Rose Creek outfall: 80+/- acres. This site requires the 
te10tif10n removal of Campland f0/tMe/iitf/t/Jf/R0te/tt~eKL 
A~dfff0na1/w~flind/tM0ild/~~/t0njfd~ted/fn. Additionally. some 
wetlands creation may be reguired as part of the De Anza Special 
Study Area. 

Tecolote Creek outfall: 12+/- acres. 

Pacific Passage, south of the Visitor Center <Cudahy Creek): 5+/­
acres. 

8. Also on Page 90, under Environment/Hetland Habjtat/Recornmendations, the 
following new sections (68a and 68b) shall be added: 

68a. Mitigation Banking for Publicly Used Hetland: A mitigation bank 
wjJJ be established jn Mission Bay for habitat jn excess of immediate 
project needs. To aid in maximizing habitat mitigation banking credit for 
the proposed wetland development projects. the design will limit areas 
designated for public use <i.e .. wildlife observation decks. boardwalks. 
and/or canoeing> to a small oercentage of the total area. Buffer zones 
around specific publjc uses will be designated and a sljding scale for 
mitigation credit implemented for these zones. Prior to the allocation of 
any mitigation credits. criteria and an estimated time frame for 
successful wetland habitat restoration/creation will be established. The 
final mitigation banking program shall be incorporated into the certified 
Master Plan as an amendment to the City of San Diego Local Coastal Program. 

~ 

For wildlife observation decks and boardwalk use. no credit would be given A 
for habitat wjthin 25 feet of such use; half credit would be given for · ,.., 



• 
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habitat within 25 to 50 feet of such use: full credit would be given for 
habitat 50 to 100 feet of such use. providing that bird nesting takes 
place within that zone: and full credit with no stipulations would be 
given for habitat 100 feet or farther away from such use. 

Canoeing/kayaking areas will be included in the design. but will be 
implemented provisionally. Restrictions on this type of use and 
monitoring of possible impacts to wildlife and habitat will be 
instituted. Should adverse impacts occur. this type of use will either be 
further restricted or eliminated from the area. For the nature center and 
for the canoeing/kayaking use areas. no credit would be gjven for habitat 
within 50 feet of such use: half credit would be gjven for habitat within 
50 to 100 feet of such use: and full credit would be given for habitat 100 
feet or more from such use. 

68b. Wetland Management Plan for Proposed Wetland Areas: Upon acceptance 
of a final wetland design by resource agencies. a wetland management plan 
will be developed for inclusion into this Master Plan. The final Wetlands 
Management Plan shall be incorporated into the certified Master Plan as an 
amendment to the City of San Diego local Coastal Program. This management 
plan will include: provisions for appropriate agency consultation: 
criteria for maintenance activities. if needed: description of maintenance 
activities which may be reguired. including possible locations. eguipment. 
personnel. methods. and means to minimize impacts to surrounding areas: 
and monitoring and reporting program. including but not limited to. water 
gualjty testing (petroleum products and other toxins) at point of water 
entrance to wetland. within treatment marsh. and in Mission Bay: wildlife 
usage: presence of invertebrates: composition of vegetation: health of 
vegetation. particularly Spartina: general weather conditions; and 
statistics of usage in public use areas. A regular monitoring and 
reporting schedule will also be included in the Plan for the estimated· 
establishment period and subseguent annual "bank accounting" statements to 
agencies <California Coastal Commission. California Department of Fish and 
Game. Regional Water Quality Control Board. U.S. Fish and Wjldljfe Service 
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers}. 

9. On Page 103, under Access and Circulation/Parking Demand/Recommendations, 
the following modification shall be made: 

83. Required Additional Parking: At present, the Park contains 6,595 
assigned parking spaces, plus about 700 curbside spaces along East Mission 
Bay Drive, for a total of 7,295 spaces. Z~~~fal/Mwn~te~ 217 existing 
parking spaces are proposed to be deleted in ~~t,~ftl0flt~etffftllin~ 
~se/0M~ettfves//217/s~ates/fn Bahia Point, to exercise a shift and a 
potential expansion of the Bahia Hotel lease~ tlin~tl~0tentfillltll8' 
'~ates/fn/0e/Anta/[0~et/t0/~etmft/tMe/tei0tatf0n/0t/[am~lan~/t0/tMe/east 
sf~e/0f/R0se/[feeK/ These deletions would reduce the current supply to 
6i69' 7.078 spaces. 

(7,295- 217 = 7,078 spaces) 
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Accordingly, a total of ll/01! 4.723 new spaces should be provided in 
Mission Bay Park to satisfy peak day use demand. 

(11,801- 6/6t4 7.078 = !/107 4.723 spaces) 

10. On Page 110, under Access and Circulation/Public Tram, the following 
modification shall be made: 

93. Commuter Use of the Overflow Parking: Considering the proximity to a 
regional light-rail transit station, the overflow parking could be 
dedicated for commuters during working days. This would enhance the 
function and efficiency of the facility and potentially maximize the use 
of the tram system. However, to make this lot available for non-park use, 
the land would have to be removed from the 11 dedicated" Park boundary. 
requiring a two-thirds citizen approval vote. MevettMe1egtlltMftlt0~tte 
tM0~7~J~etex~lete~tf~ttMetJ 

11. On Page 116, under Access and Circulation/Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths, 
the following modification shall be made: 

101. Key linkage Improvements: In general. continuous public access. 
either improved or unimproved. shall be provided around the entire 
waterfront of Mission Bay. Current exceptions are located in the 
following areas: the leases of Sea World. Pacific Rim. Mission Bay Yacht 

• 

Club. San Diego/Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club. and Fiesta Island Sludge • 
Treatment Facility: the Mission Bay park Headquarters Facility on 
Hospitality Point. and the Least Tern nesting areas at Stony Point and 
Mariner's Point. Where such access does not now exist. as leases or yses 
come up for renegotiation or change. the issye of public shoreline access 
wi 11 be re-examined consistent with security. safety and specific public 
aguatic/recreatjonal needs and reguirements. Moreover. T to maintain 
safe and convenient continuity of the paths around the Park, these four 
key improvements should be implemented: 

A grade-separated pathway spanning Sea World's exit roadway. This 
overpass would allow pedestrians and bicyclists to safely cross from 
the entrance roadway and continue along its south side to Ingraham 
Street. 

A pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Rose Creek, designed also to 
accommodate maintenance and emergency equipment. This bridge would 
allow Park users to conveniently circle the northern edge of the Park. 

A raised path. or boardwalk, under the Ingraham Street Bridge at 
Crown Point Shores. The path would permit uninterrupted movement 
from Fiesta Bay to Sail Bay. 

Widening of the East Mission Bay Drive Bridge. The combined path is 
currently inadequate at this location. A widened bridge or separate 
path along its west side is recommended. 

In addition to the above key linkage improvements, a continuous pedestrian • 



• 

• 
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and bicycle path should be pursued around Bahia Point. To this end, a 
shift in the Bahia Hotel lease area should be considered in accordance 
with Recommendation 17. 

12. On Page 130, under South Shores/Fiesta Island/Recommendations. the 
following modification shall be made: 

120. Swimming Embayment: A 4-acre embayment for swimming and wading_i 
~f~t~tte~/~j/a/jettj' is proposed in the Island's southern peninsula. 
The embayment is also intended to serve as an eelgrass mitigation area. 
Should it prove mandatory to increase the mitigation area. the embayment 
could be enlarged to about 9 acres, as shown on the diagram to the right. 
This option also allows the retention of Stony Point as a least Tern 
preserve. should any or all of the replacement sites prove 
unsatisfactory. This option, however, reduces the area of the peninsula 
available for active recreation by about 14 acres. contrary to the 
development objectives of the Plan. Att~f~lri!lj,ltMiil~~tl~riliM~dl~l~e 
t~rist~ete~lt~ltM~I~ewteeltMatlmltttatt~nl~~~etttreslsd~etse~eltetteatt~ri 
~~letttief.l 

13. On Page 9 of Appendix G- Design Guidelines/Shore Access the following 
modification shall be made: 

10. (eas~M~l~ Building Setbacks: In leasehold areas. buildings and 
landscape should be sited with the aim of enhancing the experience and use 
of the Park's waterfront (see following sections on landscape and 
architecture). Creating a varied building frontage along the public use 
zone to allow for landscape planting and other amenities between buildings 
would support this objective. To this end, al~ri~/leaseM~l~/lfries/fatfn! 
tMe/iM~fe( buildings iM~dl~ 1hall be set back an average of 25 feet 
from leaieM~l~/lfries public use zones. 

Swimming pools, terraces, lawn and planting areas should be placed in the 
setback areas. The intent is to use these setback areas as a means to add 
interest and visual amenity to the public use zone immediately adjacent to 
the lease/iteai ~. For the purpose of computing the average 
setback depth, buildings sited beyond 50 feet from the leaieM~1~/lfne 
public use zone should not be part of the calculation. This guideline 
will encourage a varied building frontage ranging from zero to 50 feet, or 
conversely, a uniform minimum setback of·25 feet. from the public use zone. 

14. On page 12 of Appendix G- Design Guidelines/Roads and Parking the 
following language shall be added: 

14a. Commercial Parking Standards -The following minimum parking 
standards shall apply to all new development. additions or redevelopments 
of existing leaseholds within the Park. Upgrading of existing leaseholds 
parking facilities can take the form of surface parking. underground 
parking or parking structure. where appropriate and size requirements 
permit. The total number of required parking spaces may be relaxed Cup to 
1/3) where uses overlap within a leasehold and such multiple use is 
documented by site specific analyses or shared parking studies. 
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1.0 space per guest room without kitchen 

1.0 space per studio unit with kitchen 

1.0.space per one-bedroom unit with kitchen 

2.0 spaces per two-bedroom unit with kitchen 

1.0 space per 300 gross square footage for 
hotel operations 

1.0 space per 200 gross square feet. including 
outdoor dining areas · 

1.0 space per 200 gross square feet 

1.0 space per 200 gross square feet 

1.0 space per 500 gross square feet 

1.0 space per 500 gross square feet 

1.0 space per three boat slips 

1.0 space per 1.000 gross square feet 

20 spaces per charter fishing boat 
mooring soace 

Parking regujrements shall be determined 
by detailed traffic/parking analyses 

15. On Page 32 of Appendix G - Design Guidelines/Signage/Sign Standards, the 
following modification shall be made: 

37. Commercial Signs: As a general rule, free-standing commercial signs 
should be low, close to the ground. shall not exceed eight feet in height 
and shall be placed in a landscaped setting. An exception may be granted 
for large resort hotels. to accommodate sign desjgns or site 
identification within other architectural features. such as entry walls or 
gatehouses. When planning such signs near roadways. motorist sight-lines 
should be kept in mind. Signs attached to buildings should be designed 
with similar sensitivity, ensuring that the signs blend with the 
architecture rather than appearing as a billboard. Rooftop signs are 
specifically prohibited. 

16. On Page 33 of Appendix G - Design Guidelines/Signage/Adyertising, the 
fo 11 owing modi fica ti on sha 1l be made: 

• 

• 

• 
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42. Commercial Signs: Commercial signage which is visible from public 
areas of the Park should be restricted to those which directly serves the 
public interest as related to the Park's primary mission as an aquatic 
recreation and resort area. This would include directional and entrance 
signs for the leaseholds. Off-premise advertising signs ~M0~l~ ~ 
not be allowed (i.e. billboards). 

PART IV. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

The Mission Bay LCP segment consists entirely of Mission Bay Park, which is 
the world's largest urban water-recreation park, and is recognized as the 
premiere aquatic park in California, and possibly of the entire country. It 
includes seven square miles of land and water (approximately 4,600 acres) and 
accommodates well over 100,000 people on a summer's day. There are 2,100 
acres of land area, 2,500 acres of navigable water and 27 miles of shoreline. 
Currently, there are approximately 200 acres of developed parklands, slips for 
2,500 pleasure boats and 1,500 dry boat storage spaces. Major commercial 
leases in the park include five hotels, ten small marinas, a campground, a 
golf course and the Sea World Aquatic Theme Park. 

Mission Bay is the only geographic area of the City of San Diego's coastal 
zone never formally acted upon by the Coastal Commission. The City has been 
implementing a 1978 Master Plan for the park, which was submitted to the 
Commission in 1980 but withdrawn prior to its scheduled hearing date. Because 
this is an area of deferred certification, the Commission has been processing 
permits for all proposed development in the park, and Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act remains the standard of review. 

The currently-submitted Mission Bay Park Master Plan has been several years in 
the making at the City level, and is a comprehensive document intended to 
guide development of the park over the next twenty or more years. The plan 
has approached Mission Bay Park as including several distinct subareas, or 
"Parks within a Park" as the plan defines it. These separate subareas include 
regional-oriented recreation. commercial-oriented recreation, neighborhood­
oriented recreation and habitat-oriented recreation/preservation. While the 
general concept has merit, it must be acknowledged that there is considerable 
geographic overlap between subareas, with the "boundaries" far less rigid than 
the submitted plan (Figure l, Page 5) would indicate. In addition, the City 
may meet with significant resistance by members of the public used to 
recreating in particular areas of the park, whose particular recreational 
pursuits would be relocated to other areas through plan implementation (two 
examples being the plan's intent to relocate boardsailing from Bahia Point to 
Fiesta Island and large group picnics from Crown Point to Fiesta Island and 
South Shores). 

Included within the plan is an approximately 501 increase in developed public 
parkland, to be realized with the completion of the South Shores area (Phase I 
has been approved by the Commission and is currently under construction) and 
development of the southern half of Fiesta Island after the existing municipal 
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sludge facility is relocated out of the park. Also included are expansions of 
several existing commercial leaseholds to accommodate up to 950 additional 
hotel rooms, relocation of the existing RV camping facility <Campland) and 
Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club to other areas within the park, a potential 
rustic campground on Fiesta Island and a new commercial lease area between Sea 
World and the South Shores parkland area. A new sand arena is proposed on 
Fiesta Island, to accommodate Over-the-Line and other sand-based sporting 
events, and a public amphitheatre and promenade are proposed in South Shores 
for cultural activities. Some of these facilities are proposed to encourage 
greater use of the entire park during the off-season (November through March) 
and during non-peak hours (evenings) to support expanded public use and · 
demand. 

Approximately 5,000 new parking spaces are proposed, all within the 
southeastern area of the park (vicinity of Fiesta Island and South Shores), 
including an overflow parking area to accommodate up to 2,900 vehicles. It is 
further proposed that the overflow parking lot be serviced by a tram on peak 
use days and for special events. Proposed expansions of existing commercial 
leases <Bahia Hotel and De Anza Resort), however, would result' in the loss of 
approximately 600 public parking spaces in areas ·Of the park which are not 
currently shown to be served by the proposed tram. 

• 

Improvements to the existing pedestrian/bicycle network in the park are 
included in the plan, which makes a commitment to complete a walkway/bikeway 
around the entire park perimeter. Although this path will follow the 
immediate shoreline around much of the Bay, it will be removed from the shore • 
in some locations, due to existing leases/uses in those areas. Also proposed 
are additional boating facilities and the further delineation of areas devoted 
to particular types of water sports, such as jet skiing, sailboarding, 
waterskiing and rowing. The existing youth camping facilities on Fiesta 
Island are retained in the plan, and annual special events which have occurred 
in the past. such as Thunderboat races and the Crew Classic, are expected to 
continue. 

Also included within the proposed master plan is a significant increase in 
natural resource areas, particularly wetlands. These are proposed both to 
satisfy a desire expressed by the public to have more natural area available 
for passive recreation and conservation purposes, and a realization that 
wetlands serve an important function in maintaining good water quality. 
Mission Bay has a history of severe water quality problems, with many beach 
closures occurring each year due to contamination of bay waters. Most of 
these closures occur in the eastern portion of the park, and appear to be 
related to storm water flows.and urban runoff entering the park via Rose, 
Cudahy and Tecolote Creeks and the City•s storm drain system. 

The plan proposes to expand the wetland area of the Northern Wildlife Preserve 
by approximately 80 acres; the existing preserve is located just west of the 
current Campland leasehold, The proposed wetland area would expand the marsh 
into the existing Campland area <RV camping would potentially be relocated 
elsewhere in the Park), connecting the existing marsh with the Rose Creek 
outlet. The plan would also provide small wetland areas at the mouth of 
Tecolote Creek (12 acres) and Cudahy Creek. just south of the Visitor Center • 



• 

• 
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(5 acres). These three creek outlets already support some wetland vegetation, 
and newly crated wetlands stand the greatest chance of success if they are 
created adjacent to existing wetland habitats. In addition, expansion of the 
existing Least Tern nesting site at the northern end of Fiesta Island, and 
construction of salt pan habitat adjacent to it, are part of the proposed 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

B. CONFORMANCE WITH SECTION 30001.5 OF THE COASTAL ACT 

The Commission finds, pursuant to Section 30512.2b of the Coastal Act, that 
the LCP amendment, as set forth in the resolution for certification, is not 
consistent with the policies and requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
to the extent necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 
30001.5 of the Coastal Act which states: 

The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of 
the state for the Coastal Zone are to: 

a) Protect, m~intain and, where feasible, enhance and restore the 
overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and 
manmade resources. 

b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal 
zone resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the 
people of the state . 

c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound 
resource conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of 
private property owners. 

d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related 
development over other developments on the coast. 

e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in 
preparing procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for 
mutually beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 

C. NONCONFORMITY OF THE MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN WITH CHAPTER 3 

Review of Local Coastal Program submittals for findings of Chapter 3 
consistency are generally analyzed according to thirteen policy groups. In 
the Mission Bay Park LCP segment, the following policy groups apply: 
Shoreline Access; Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities; Water and Marine 
Resources; Dredging, Filling. and Shoreline Structures; Commercial Fishing and 
Recreational Boating; Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; Hazards; 
Locating and Planning New Development; Coastal Visual Resources and Special 
Communities; and Public Works. The portions of the master plan which address 
Commercial Fishing and Recreational Boating and Public Works are approvable as 
submitted, so findings relative to those policy groups are found only in Part 
V. of this report. The following resources/land uses are not present within 
Mission Bay Park, so no findings are made relative to them: Agriculture; 
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Forestry and Soils Resources; and Industrial and Energy Development. 

1. Shoreline Access/Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities. 

The following Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act addressing access and 
public recreation are most applicable to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and 
state in part: 

Section 30210 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30211 · 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to 
the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, 
including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal 
beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline 
and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except 
where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military 
security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal 
resources, 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, 

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. 

Section 30212.5 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including 
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as 
to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or 
overuse by the public of any single area. 

Section 30213 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. DeVelopments providing public 
recreational opportunities are preferred. 

• 

• 

• 
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(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented 
in a manner that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, 
and manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances in 
each case including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics. 

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of 
intensity. 

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to 
pass and repass depending_on such factors as the fragility of the 
natural resources in the area ~nd the proximity of the access area to 
adjacent residential uses. 

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to 
protect the privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the 
aesthetic values of the area by providing for the collection of 
litter .... 

Section 30220 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that 
cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for 
such uses. 

Section 30221 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and forseeable future 
demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the 
area. 

Section 30223 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses 
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

Section 30224 

Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be 
encouraged, in accordance with this division, by developing dry storage 
areas, increasing public launching facilities, providing additional · 
berthing space in existing harbors, limiting non-water-dependent land uses 
that congest access corridors and preclude boating support facilities. 
providing harbors of refuge, and by providing for new boating facilities 
in natural harbors. new protected water areas. and in areas dredged from 
dry land. 
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The. location and amount of new development should maintain and 
enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or 
extension of transit service, ... (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or 
providing substitute means of serving the development with public 
transportation, ... 

Many of the land uses and improvements proposed in the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan are consistent with some or all of these cited public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Among them are the proposed increases 
in improved shoreline parkland, including additional beach and picnic areas, 
improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle pathways around the shoreline and 
throughout the Park, the provision of additional hotel rooms to accommodate 
regional visitors, and the provision of upland support facilities such as 
restrooms, picnic areas, informal play areas, etc. 

Other proposals may be consistent with some Coastal Act policies and in 
potential conflict with others, such as the addition of new boat slips outside 
existing marina leaseholds. The new slips are consistent with Section 30224, 
but could decrease the amount of open water area currently available for 
general public recreation, inconsistent with Sections 30211 and 30220. 
Similarly, expansions of several existing commercial leaseholds are proposed 

• 

to accommodate additional guest facilities (Bahia Hotel, Dana Inn and De Anza • 
Resort), and a new commercial lease area is being added in the South Shores 
area. While the additional hotel rooms and other potential commercial support 
facilities are consistent with Sections 30213 and 30221, the leasehold 
expansions would usurp existing public parking lots, picnic areas and grassy 
uplands. This loss of public recreational space and parking facilities is 
inconsistent with Sections 30210, 30223 and 30252. 

In the case of De Anza Resort, the plan does not specify in sufficient detail. 
what future redevelopment of the site will include, once the existing mobile 
home park has been removed in 2003. The mobile home park is inconsistent with 
Mission Bay Park's public parkland designation. and legislation has been 
enacted (the Kapiloff Bill) to assure removal of this use when its current 
l~ase expires. The proposed master plan designates this site a "Special Study 
Area". and gives only broad suggestions as to its future use. The plan also 
annexes approximately 15 acres of existing public park to the leasehold, land 
which is currently used for parking and picnicking. and is not clear how 
redevelopment of the site will compensate for the loss of public recreational 
facilities. 

The other most controversial commercial lease expansion is that identified for 
the Bahia Hotel. in the western part of the Park near Mission Beach/Belmont 
Park; this has generated widespread public interest from several different 
user groups at both the City and Commission levels of review. Redevelopment 
according to the Master Plan would shift the existing leasehold eastward, 
eliminating Gleason Road. a two-lane road running northwesterly along Bahia 
Point to an existing public parking lot at the tip of the Point. In addition • 
to removing the only direct access point for users of the tip (a popular 
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• launch area for sailboats, windsurfers and sailboarders), 249 existing public 
parking spaces, along the road itself and at the tip of the point, would be 
eliminated. The City is proposing shifting the leasehold eastward primarily 
to accommodate a 16-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle path around the point, which 
is one of a few gaps in an otherwise-complete shoreline access path. 

• 

• 

The master plan indicates that the public uses currently occurring on Bahia 
Point (the boating uses listed plus intense family picnicking, swimming, lawn 
games, etc.) will be accommodated in the new areas of parkland to be opened at 
South Shores and Fiesta Island, along with new parking areas to support those 
uses. In addition, the City maintains that the Ventura Cove parking lot, 
located just east of Gleason Road and north of West Mission Bay Drive, is 
underutilized most of the year. However, the only traffic/parking counts 
available to substantiate this were taken this past Easter weekend. Although 
the lots were indeed mostly unoccupied, Easter Sunday was cold and rainy. 
There are no existing summertime counts demonstrating underutilization of this 
lot, and a 371-space parking lot, even if only partially full much of the 
time, cannot easily accommodate the 249 parking spaces lost on Gleason 
Road/Bahia Point through the proposed lease expansion, if current users do not 
relocat~ to other areas of the Park as the City expects. 

In several cases, facilities which would be lost through implementation of one 
part of the master plan may be compensated for in another area of the Park at 
some future date. However, the plan contains only a conceptual list of 
project priorities; this may not be adequate to assure that replacement 
facilities are built and in operation prior to removal of existing 
facilities. In fact, the plan encourages immediate expansion of existing 
commercial leases to increase City revenues, while acknowledging the new park 
areas in South Shores are not finished (and indeed, not yet fully permitted), 
and that completion of projects on Fiesta Island will not occur for several 
years, since the sludge beds are not expected to vacate the site until 1998. 

The plan does propose construction of approximately 500 parking spaces in the 
proposed overflow parking area in the immediate future, but this is the 
minimum needed for South Shores, which is nearby, and does not address the 
loss of approximately 600 existing public parking spaces through leasehold 
expansions. However, the plan does propose a tram service to be run on demand 
(i.e., peak use days and for special events), although it will not be 
available on a daily basis. As currently outlined in the master plan, it must 
be noted that none of the proposed tram routes serve the particular areas of 
Mission Bay Park where existing public parking is being proposed for 
elimination. 

Additionally, the plan states that all commercial leases must provide adequate 
parking within the leaseholds for lease uses, but no parking standards are 
included in the plan. City staff has advised that the City's Off-Street 
parking regulations would assign parking requirements by use to each 
leasehold. However, under the Coastal Act, a certified land use plan is the 
standard of review to determine the adequacy of implementing ordinances. 
Thus, the land use plan must include sufficient detail (specific design 
criteria, height limits, parking requirements, setback distances, etc.) to 
guide ordinance formulation and maintain the integrity of existing 
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ordinances. The proposed plan does include design criteria, including height 
limits, and establishes setback and buffer areas for individual use areas and 
between potentially conflicting uses; however, the plan's parking standards 
only apply to public areas, and no criteria is established for the commercial 
leases. 

The Commission has long supported the concept of constructing a continuous 
shoreline access path for pedestrians and bicyclists. At present, there is no 
public access in the following locations: the leases of Sea Horld, Pacific 
Rim, Mission Bay Yacht Club, San Diego/Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club. and 
Fiesta Island Sludge Treatment Facility; the Mission Bay Park Headquarters 
Facility on Hospitality Point, and the least Tern nesting areas at Stony Point 
and Mariner's Point. The master plan conceptually endorses extending the 
existing walkway segments to complete a linkage which will circle the entire 
bay but will not always be right along the shoreline in deference to the uses 
listed above. However, it would appear that public access in at least some of 
these locations can be improved whenever leases are renegotiated or permits 
for development issued. 

In summary, although the plan represents a significant planning effort on the 
part of the City, and includes many worthwhile proposals and concepts, it is 
not fully consistent with many of the cited access and recreation policies of 
the Coastal Act in its current form. The Commission, therefore, finds the 
proposed Mission Bay Park Master Plan inconsistent with the cited access and 
recreation policies of the Act. 

2. Hater and Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

A number of Coastal Act policies address the protection and enhancement of 
sensitive land and water habitats. Those most applicable to Mission Bay Park 
state, in part: 

Section 30230 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and species of 
special biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine 
environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term 
commercial, recreational, scientific. and educational purposes. 

Section 30231 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, 
streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health 
shall be maintained and. where feasible, restored through, among other 
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water 
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

City of San Diego LCPA 1-95/RF 
Page 21 

protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30240 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed 
to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation 
areas . 
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improvements to water quality and marine life, and are thus priority uses 
under the Coastal Act. The plan has identified areas of the park where 
wetland habitats have the greatest chance of success. especially the Rose 
Creek area adjacent to the existing wildlife reserve. However, since the new 
wetlands are intended to serve both as habitat and as water filtration 
systems, concern has been raised over the need to periodically maintain 
(dredge or remove) the wetlands as they absorb toxins. Based on conversations 
with the wildlife agencies· <California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service) salt water systems generally require less 
maintenance than do fresh water systems. Should maintenance be required, it 
could be conducted in small segments so as not to disturb much of the system 
at any given time. However, the master plan does not include any parameters 
for maintenance of the created wetlands, nor a monitoring program to determine 
if maintenance is required. 

Moreover, the City is proposing limited public use of some created wetlands 
for both passive and active recreational purposes, including nature study and 
education, but also kayaking and hiking. Such· activities may diminish the 
function of the new wetland areas. and, in the case of the Northern Wildlife 
Preserve expansion, a greater amount of human intrusion into the existing 
wetlands may result from encouraging human use of new wetlands immediately 
adjacent. Any diminishment of existing wetland values is clearly inconsistent 
with Sections 30230, 30231 and 30240 of the Act. In addition, some new 
habitat areas are proposed in locations currently available for public 
recreation, another priority use under the Coastal Act. In view of the 
significant increase in public parkland areas in other parts of the park, 
however, the Commission would likely support the expansion of wetland habitats 
into some areas currently used by the public. In the case of Campland, for 
instance, the existing RV facility may be relocated to another area of the 
park, so the recreational use will not be eliminated but continue elsewhere. 

In summary, although most of the master plan policies addressing wetlands are 
supportable under the Coastal Act, concerns remain over the proposed human 
activities in new wetland areas. This is particularly problematic since the 
City wants to use the created wetlands as a mitigation bank for future City 
projects. such that some level of credit must be assigned to them. Human 
incursions into the wetlands will diminish their value to some unknown extent. 
and the plan does not address this issue adequately., Thus. as proposed, the 
Commission finds this policy group inconsistent with the cited policies of the 
Act. 

3. Dredging. Filling. and Shoreline Structures/Hazards. 

• 

• 

Mission Bay Park contains many marinas. and boating activities are a 
significant part of public park use. Thus, maintenance dredging of 
navigational channels is conducted from time to time. In addition, erosion 
along much of the shoreline has required the City to devise a shoreline 
stabilization program, which the Commission approved under three separate 
permits approximately a year ago. Portions of the existing shoreline, 
especially those areas nearest the ocean entrance, are fortified with riprap 
or bulkheads, whereas other areas contain only sandy beach. The following • 
Coastal Act policies address shoreline maintenance and/or potential structural 



• 

• 
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improvements, and state in part: 
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(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this division, where there is no fea1ible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and 
shall be limited to the following: [ ... ] 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, 
depths in existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel 
berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. [ ... ] 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including 
streams~ estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and 
the placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers 
that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not 
limited to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and 
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines . 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, 
except in environmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent 
activities. 

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to 
avoid significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water 
circulation. Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be 
transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable long 
shore current systems. 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, 
filling, or dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or 
enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary. [ ... ] 

(d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on water 
courses can impede the movement of sediment and nutrients which would 
otherwise be carried by storm runoff into coastal waters. To facilitate 
the continued delivery of these sediments to the littoral zone, whenever 
feasible, the material removed from these facilities may be placed at 
appropriate points on the shoreline in accordance with other applicable 
provisions of this division, where feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse 
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Revetments. breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, 
cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural 
shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve coastal­
dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse 
impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine structures 
causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fish kills 
should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

Section 30236 

Channelizations, dams or other substantial alterations of rivers and 
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be 
limited to (l) necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects 
where no other method for protecting existing structures in the floodplain 
is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public safety or to 
protect existing development, or (3) developments where the primary 
function is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

• 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan assumes completion of the approved shoreline 
stabilization projects mentioned previously, and goes on to identify some 
future projects that will require dredging and/or filling. These include 
creation of the new wetland areas addressed in the previous finding, and 
potential modification of the shoreline of Fiesta Island. The City wants to • 
shave a strip of land off the western side of the island; this will create a 
better beach and area for viewing special events, such as the Thunderboats, 
and .will also create additional area for eelgrass habitat. Another proposal 
would dredge a channel across the upper third of the island. isolating the 
least tern nesting site at the northern tip and potentially improving water 
circulation to the eastern part of the bay; this would also provide additional 
area for eelgrass. · 

The City also proposes to provide a new swimming beach along the southern 
shore of Fiesta Island. and enhance an existing swimming area on Vacation Isle 
by constructing jetties to reduce water chop. Under Section 30235, jetties 
are permissible to protect existing public beaches in danger from erosion; 
there is no provision to construct them as a recreational enhancement or to 
allow creation of new beaches. Moreover, such structures often alter natural 
shoreline processes and could be an impediment to navigation. In addition. 
the use of tidal gates, tidal channels and other forms of streambed alteration 
are suggested as possible means to address water quality concerns. Hithout 
more specific data, it is unclear whether or not such devices could be 
permitted under the Coastal Act; if not. their inclusion in the master plan is 
inappropriate. The Commission finds all or ,portions of the preceeding 
proposals inconsistent with various cited policies of the Act. 

4. Locating and Planning New Pevelogmeot. 
I 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act provides that new development should be 
placed contiguous with existing development and in areas where adequate • 
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infrastructure exists to support the new uses; it should also not adversely 
impact coastal resources. Two types of development are proposed in the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan; new parkland areas for general public 
recreational use are proposed in the southeastern part of the Park (South 
Shores and Fiesta Island) and expansions of existing commercial leases are 
proposed at several existing leaseholds. Even those leaseholds not being 
expanded are encouraged to intensify within existing boundaries. Only one 
area of existing open parkland is being proposed as a new commercial lease; 
that is a sixteen-acre site between Sea World and South Shores. 

Two of the proposed lease expansions (De Anza and Bahia) would remove areas of 
existing parkland currently experiencing heavy public use. At De Anza, the 
addition of fifteen acres to the leasehold would displace nearly 400 public 
parking spaces, along with grassy upland and picnic facilities. At Bahia, the 
addition would not encroach onto existing turf areas, but it would eliminate 
249 public parking spaces. Although these additions might be technically 
consistent with portions of Section 30250 of the Act, since they would occur 
contiguous with existing like uses and would be served by existing 
infrastructure, they are inconsistent with the public access provisions of the 
Act, as discussed in a previous finding. In addition. the proposed expansions 
would adversely impact public recreational areas. which are a significant 
coastal resource. 

The additional parkland areas at South Shores and Fiesta Island will enjoy the 
benefit of easy freeway access. as they are very close to the I-5/I-8 
interchange. A large overflow parking lot is planned in this area as well, 
which will be relatively close to a future trolley station. Large group 
picnics and most special events will be conducted in this part of the park, 
benefiting from the availability of transit service, trolley access and a 
potential future park tram. Unfortunately, the tram is only a concept thus 
far, with no identified start-up time or source of funding, and trolley 
service has not yet. been expanded this far north. 

A final concern is that the proposed master plan contains no parking standards 
for commercial uses in the park, although it does calculate and provide for 
necessary public recreational parking. It is not possible to assume the 
parking standards are addressed through underlying zoning, because most of 
Mission Bay Park is unzoned. To date, the City has addressed commercial 
parking through site-specific analyses whenever new uses have been proposed or 
existing uses intensified. This has not been completely successful, as there 
are indications that parking for existing commercial leaseholds has "spilled 
over" into nearby public parkin~ ·areas. 

To summarize, the City is proposing to eliminate approximately 600 public 
parking spaces with no immediate replacement elsewhere or alternative means to 
ferry persons about the park. In addition, at the De Anza leasehold, public 
picnic and play areas would be eliminated with a lease expansion. Finally, no 
parking standards for commercial development have been proposed. The 
Commission finds it inappropriate to displace existing public recreational 
uses for the benefit of private commercia 1 facilities. Once the additiona 1 
parkland has been improved and opened to the public. and transportation 
mechanisms (i.e., remote parking, tram service and adequate commercial parking 
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standards) are in place and demonstrated to operate successfully, the concept 
of expanding existing leaseholds might again be brought before the 
Commission. However, at this time, the Commission finds this policy group 
inconsistent with the cited Coastal Act policy. 

s .. Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act provides for the protection of scenic coastal 
areas and for the compatibility of new and existing development. Mission Bay 
Park is a visitor destinatio·n point of national significance, and is, itself, 
a scenic resource. Views into portions of the park are available from the 
surrounding road system (I-5, I-8, Mission Boulevard and Pacific Beach 
Drive). In addition, views within the park are obtained from its internal 
circulation system <East and Hest Mission Bay Drives, Ingraham Street and Sea 
Horld Drive primarily). Additional views are afforded by bicycle and 
pedestrian paths throughout the park., from boats on Mission Bay, from picnic 
and play areas in the park., and from the various commercial lease areas (hotel 
room windows and restaurant decks, etc.). 

A concern with respect to visual amenities is the plan•s design standards for 
signage and failure to prohibit new billboards in the park.. The plan 
identifies the various types of signage (directional, informational, 
commercial, etc.) and suggests certain styles and materials. However, no 
specific size standards (dimensions/height/etc.) are given, nor does the plan 

• 

append the City•s Sign Ordinance, which currently contains very strict coastal • 
zone requirements. As stated previously, the various certified land use plans 
are the ultimate standard of review, so the required specificity must be 
contained therein, or the ordinance could be modified in the future to delete 
the existing coastal zone criteria. Hith respect to billboards the plan 
states only that 11 Consideration should be given to examining and enforcing the 
City•s billboard policyn rather than simply prohibiting the placement of new 
billboards within the park.. The Commission finds this lack. of specificity 
inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Act. 

PART V. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN. 
IF MODIFIED 

A. SUMMARY FINDING/QONFQRMANCE HITH SECTION 30QQ1.5 OF THE CQASTAL ACT 

The City has done a commendable job in preparing a comprehensive planning 
document for its greatest recreational asset, Mission Bay Park.. The general 
goals and objectives of the plan are good ones, and the Commission would 
support a great number of plan proposals as submitted. However, as with all 
the City's land use plans for coastal zone communities. the Coastal Act 
requires a far greater level of specificity then does general planning 
practice, since the land use plan is the standard by which implementation 
ordinances are judged. For instance, the Mission Bay Park. Master Plan 
contains no parking standards for commercial development, and the City would 
rely on the existing Off-Street Parking Ordinance to regulate this issue. 
However, should the City propose to modify the parking standards in the • 
Off-Street Parking Ordinance, with no underlying requirements in the certified 
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land use plans, the Commission would be obligated to approve such changes, 
even if parking were totally eliminated. This is because an ordinance with no 
specific parking requirement is 11 Consistent with and adequate to carry out 11 a 
land use plan with no parking requirement. This is just one example of the 
concerns raised in the submitted master plan document. 

However, the Commission finds that the proposed LCP amendment for the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan is approvable, if modified in such a fashion as to 
include policies adequately protecting existing public access and recreational 
amenities. wetlands and marine resources. Further. the plan must be modified 
to include appropriate design standards to protect visual amenities. The 
proposed suggested modifications to the LUP have been drafted with these 
purposes in mind. 

Suggested modifications clarify the significance of the entire park from a 
national, and even international, perspective, delineate the features of some 
expanded leaseholds and prohibit expansion of the De Anza leasehold. They 
also prohibit the use of jetties to create swimming areas and establish 
parameters for wetlands mitigation banking and monitoring in created 
habitats. Further suggested modifications address shoreline access 
improvements, building setbacks, parking standards and signage requirements. 
These modifications are addressed in detail below. Therefore, the Commission 
finds that the proposed local coastal program amendment is, subject to the 
suggested modifications. consistent with Section 30001.5 and all 
previously-cited sections of the Act. Furthermore, the Commission finds the 
amendment. as recommended for modification. would be consistent with 
applicable Chapter 3 policies to the extent necessary to achieve the statewide 
goals as set forth in Section 30001.5 of the Act. 

1. Shoreline Access/Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities. 

As indicated previously, many of the land uses and improvements proposed in 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan are consistent with some or all of the cited 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Among them are the 
proposed increases in improved shoreline parkland, including additional beach 
and picnic areas, improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle pathways· around 
the shoreline and throughout the park, the provision of additional hotel rooms 
to accommodate regional visitors, and the provision of upland support 
facilities such as restrooms, picnic areas, informal play areas, etc. To 
address those areas along the shoreline where public access does not now 
exist, a suggested modification has been drafted to require that, as leases or 
uses come up for renegotiation or change, the issue of public shoreline access 
will be re-examined consistent with security, safety and specific public 
aquatic/recreational needs and requirements. 

A concern was raised regarding the addition of new boat slips outside existing 
marina leaseholds (i.e .• expanding the water leases) at the Mission Bay Yacht 
Club and the Bahia Hotel to allow additional dock area. The new slips are 
consistent with Section 30224, but could decrease the amount of open water 
area currently available for general public recreation, inconsistent with 
Sections 30211 and 30220. However, it would appear that expansions could 
occur at either site without infringing on area currently used by the public 
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for recreation (i.e .• swimming or boating areas); this can be assured through 
the coastal development permit process at the time the lessee's choose to 
implement this plan recommendation. The expansions proposed in the master 
plan would still maintain the total amount of water leases under the 6.5t cap 
established by a vote of the people several years ago (that vote also 
established a cap of 25% for ground leases). 

Similarly, land expansions of several existing commercial leaseholds are 
proposed to accommodate additional guest and boating facilities (Bahia Hotel. 
Dana Inn. Marina Village, Pacific Rim and De Anza Resort), and a new 
commercial lease area is being added in the South Shores area. In the case of 
De Anza Resort, the plan does not specify with sufficient detail what future 
redevelopment of the site will include, once the existing mobile home park has 
been removed in 2003. A suggested modification has established more 
definitive parameters for redevelopment, including requirements for public 
pedestrian access all around the perimeter of the leasehold. In addition, 
setbacks from public use areas and wetlands (existing and proposed) are now 
included in the plan via suggested modifications. The proposed master plan 
designation of this site as a "Special Study Area" is akin to calling it an 
area of deferred certification - the suggested modifications make it clear 
that the final development plan for this site must come before the Commission 
as an LCP amendment. Finally, the plan proposal to annex approximately 15 
acres of existing public park to the leasehold, which the lessee indicates is 
not required for site development, has been deleted through the suggested 
modifications. 

The Dana Inn expansion, which the lessee again indicates is unnecessary, did 
not raise concern because it would affect only a small area of grassy upland, 
in a part of the park which does not receive a high level of public use. No 
public parking areas would be affected, nor any existing recreational 
amenities. Therefore, no suggested modification was made with respect to this 
leasehold expansion. 

Expansions at Marina Village and Pacific Rim, both located in the Quivira 
Basin (southwestern) part of the Park offer a potential to improve public 
access to and use of this underutilized section of parkland. The leases would 
be permitted to expand southward into an area of unimproved land, which has 
been used informally for public parking during special events and as a staging 
area for City development projects in nearby locations. There is, however, 
adequate improved public parking to accommodate the small number of users in 
this location, where the only public recreational amenities are a restroom, 
one picnic shelter, a sand volleyball court and a jetty used by fishermen. 
Suggested modifications for these two leases will require that Quivira Road be 
realigned to the south of expanded leases, and that an adequate buffer remain 
between the realigned road and the San Diego River Channel to accommodate 
passive recreational uses, primarily walking, jogging and bicycling. With the 
inclusion of the suggested modifications to direct redevelopment such that 
public access in the area is significantly enhanced, the Commission finds 
these lease expansions consistent with the Coastal Act. 

• 

• 

The final proposed expansion is for the Bahia Hotel leasehold. The existing • 
hotel complex occupies much of Bahia Point, which is north of West Mission Bay 
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Drive, and just east of the main entry into the Mission Beach community. The 
master plan proposal would expand the lease northwards almost to the tip of 
Bahia Point and would shift it eastwards. to allow construction of a 
16-foot-wide pedestrian walkway/bikepath all around the point. This is one of 
only a few areas of the park where the public cannot now walk the entire 
shoreline, although at lower tides walkers and joggers can get all the way 
around by using sandy beach for a short distance. Existing turf areas on the 
north and east sides of the point, along with a restroom facility, would 
remain available to the public, but 249 public parking spaces would be 
eliminated with the expansion. This area has been historically used for 
Sunday picnic gatherings for more than thirty years. and is considered a most 
desirable location (due to favorable wind and water conditions) by 
sailboarders, windsurfers and small sailboat operators. 

There would appear to be a fair amount of redevelopment potential within the 
existing leasehold, since many of the existing buildings are single-story 
structures. In fact~ the City has already approved a redevelopment proposal 
which would expand the current facility by approximately 50% within the 
existing lease boundaries. However, this concept has not been submitted for 
review by the Commission as yet, and the proposal does not include public 
access improvements around Bahia Point. During City review of the master 
plan. an alternative was presented which would expand the leasehold to a 
lesser degree than that currently proposed, but would still retain vehicular 
access to the point and include a pedestrian/bicycle path. The alternative 
would allow a single row of parallel parking along the east side of Gleason 
Road, with a turnaround/drop-off area at the tip. which would facilitate 
people with sailing and windsurfing equipment. Under that alternative, 
however, there would still be a loss of public parking of almost 200 spaces. 
The City did not choose to include this alternative in the master plan. 

The City•s traffic studies done in conjunction with the updated master plan 
indicate that peak day parking demand is 11,801 spaces; currently, there are 
6,595 improved parking spaces. plus about 700 curbside spaces along East 
Mission Bay Drive, for a total of 7,295 existing spaces. The study results 
further indicate that 2,570 spaces will be needed for South Shores and Fiesta 
Island, so that existing uses now reflect a parking deficit of 1,936 spaces. 
Thus, the park will require approximately 4,506 additional spaces to 
accommodate existing demand and to serve the new parkland once South Shores 
and Fiesta Island are both open for public recreational uses. Over 5,000 new 
spaces are proposed in the southeastern area of the park, at and near those 
new facilities, which will, eventually, result in a surplus of nearly 400 
parking spaces over the City•s estimated future needs. 

Although the new parking spaces in the proposed overflow lots will be too far 
removed from Bahia Point to accommodate people parking there and somehow 
making their way to the Point, the City anticipates that many of the existing 
user of Bahia Point will relocate to the southeastern portion of the Park 
along with the parking. It intends to encourage use of an area on Fiesta 
Island for windsurfing, sailing and sailboarding, where the City maintains 
wind and water conditions are similar to those currently found at Bahia 
Point. Moreover, the City believes the new picnic and play areas on Fiesta 
Island and at South Shores will attract many of the people now using Bahia 
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Point for its similar amenities. Thus, rather than incurring a loss of 249 
existing spaces in one location of the Park (Bahia Point) while maintaining 
current levels of use in that area, the City expects the uses to be 
accommodated in newly constructed Parklands. The Commission finds this basic 
shift in the public use/parking accessibility an acceptable long-term proposal. 

For those users who choose to continuing using Bahia Point for their 
recreational pursuits, parking in the Ventura Cove parking lot, which is 
usually not full, will be available. In addition, the master plan requires . 
the Bahia Hotel, if it expands, to provide some form of cart service, to bring 
boating equipment from that parking lot to the tip of the Point. The City has 
given assurances that existing public parking at Bahia Point will not be 
removed until replacement parking, and replacement park amenities, are 
provided elsewhere. The Coastal Commission concurs with the City's rationale 
regarding the future patterns of public use once the new areas of parkland 
have opened on a conceptual level. However, it still finds the potential 
displacement of current park users from their traditional venues somewhat 
troubling. Thus, the Commission also finds that it may ultimately require 
some type of public vehicular access when it reviews a coastal development 
permit application for specific future site improvements at Bahia Point. 

• 

The plan contains no phasing component to assure that replacement facilities 
are built and in operation prior to removal of existing parking, although the 
City has assured the Commission that this is their intent. In fact. the plan 
appears to encourage immediate expansion of existing commercial leases to 
increase City revenues, while acknowledging the.new park areas in South Shores • 
are not finished <and indeed, not yet fully permitted), and that completion of 
projects on Fiesta Island will not occur for several years, since the sludge 
beds are not expected to vacate the site until 199B at the earliest. The plan 
does propose construction of approximately 500 parking spaces in the proposed 
overflow parking area in the immediate future, but this is the minimum needed 
for South Shores, which is nearby. Although this does not directly address 
the loss of existing public parking spaces through leasehold expansions nor 
the current parking deficit of nearly 2,000 spaces, completion of South 
Shores, and its attendant parking facilities. will provide an alternate venue 
for some current users of Bahia Point. Thus, the Commission finds this master 
plan recommendation consistent with the Coastal ·Act. as currently proposed in 
the master plan. 

The plan states that all commercial leases must provide adequate parking 
within the leaseholds for lease uses. but no parking standards are included in 
the plan. City staff has advised that the City's Off-Street parking 
regulations would assign parking requirements by use to each leasehold. 
However, under the Coastal Act, a certified land use plan is the standard of 
review to determine the adequacy of implementing ordinances. Thus, the land 
use plan must include sufficient detail (specific design criteria, height 
limits, parking requirements. setback distances, etc.) to guide ordinance 
formulation and maintain the integrity of existing ordinances. The proposed 
plan does include design criteria, including height limits, and establishes 
setback and buffer areas for individual use areas and between potentially 
conflicting uses; however, the plan's parking standards only apply to public • 
areas, and no criteria is established for the commercial leases. Thus. a 
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suggested modification is included to establish parking standards for 
commercial leases as well as for public use areas. With the inclusion of 
adequate parking standards, the Commission finds the plan consistent with 
Section 30252 of the Act. 

2. Water and Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

The proposed Mission Bay Park Master Plan includes a significant expansion of 
existing wetlands and the construction of new wetland areas at the mouths of 
Rose, Tecolote, and Cudahy Creeks; altogether, this will expand the park's 
wetlands by nearly 100 acres. These wetlands are proposed both for habitat 
and passive recreation purposes and in hopes of improving the Bay's water 
quality. Storm drains and the three creek outlets are considered to be major 
sources of pollution from urban runoff and the new wetlands will provide a 
natural filtration system to aid in keeping pollutants out of the bay. 

Also proposed is construction of a salt pan habitat area on Fiesta Island, 
modification of existing least tern nesting sites (including expansion, 
abandonment and creation), and expansion of eelgrass habitat in various bay 
locations. In addition, the plan proposes to adopt a more natural approach to 
landscaping throughout much of the park, by replacing more ornamental 
vegetation with coastal sage and coastal strand species. Besides being 
visually appealing, these vegetative types will be of greater benefit to park 
fauna than are the existing ornamentals/exotics. Also, the plan identifies 
several areas where eelgrass resources can be expanded . 

These proposals all promote wetland/habitat expansion and enhancement, and 
improvements to water quality and marine life, and are thus priority uses 
under the Coastal Act. However, the City is proposing limited public use of 
some created wetlands for both passive and active recreational purposes. 
including nature study and education, but also kayaking and hiking. Such 
activities may diminish the function of the new wetland areas, and, in the 
case of the Northern Wildlife Preserve expansion, a greater amount of human 
intrusion into the existing wetlands may result from encouraging human use of 
new wetlands immediately adjacent. To address these concerns, suggested 
modifications are included which provide for wetland management and 
monitoring. If human recreational use in created wetlands is adversely 
impacting the habitat, said uses can be restricted or eliminated. In 
addition, the suggested modification sets up a program for assigning credits 
for mitigation banking purposes, with lesser credit given to wetland areas 
closest to recreational and educational areas. Moreover, the suggested 
modifications make it clear that the City's final proposals for both the 
mitigation banking program and the Wetlands Management Plan must be 
incorporated into the adopted master plan as amendments to the City's LCP. 
With these modifications, the Commission finds this policy group consistent 
with the previously-cited policies of the Coastal Act. 

3. Dredging. Filling. and Shoreline Structures/Hazards. 

The maintenance of Mission Bay Park marinas~ navigational channels will 
require occasional maintenance dredging, and correction of erosion problems 
along much of the shoreline is requiring the City to complete a comprehensive 
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shoreline stabilization program. Portions of the existing shoreline, ~ 
especially those areas nearest the ocean entrance, are fortified with riprap 
or bulkheads, whereas other areas contain only sandy beach. The Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan identifies several future projects dredge and/or fill 
projects, such as creation of the new wetland and marine habitat areas 
addressed in the previous finding. 

Most of these potential projects can be found consistent with Sections 30233. 
30235 and 30236 of the Coastal Act; however, the City also proposes to provide 
a new swimming beach along the southern shore of Fiesta Island, and enhance an 
existing swimming area on Vacation Isle by constructing jetties to reduce 
water chop. Under Section 30235, jetties are permissible to protect existing 
public beaches in danger from erosion; there is no provision to construct them 
as a recreational enhancement or to allow creation of new beaches. Moreover, 
such structures often alter natural shoreline processes and could be an 
impediment to navigation. In discussions between City and Commission staff. 
it has been determined that floating buoys will maintain a safe swimming area 
in these locations. Thus, a suggested modification removes the recommendation 
for jetties at these sites, and the Commission now finds the preceeding 
proposals consistent with various cited policies of the Act. 

4. Locating and Planning New Development. 

New parkland areas for general public recreational use are proposed in the 
southeastern part of the park <South Shores and Fiesta Island). The 
additional parkland areas at these locations will enjoy the benefit of easy 
freeway access, availability of transit service, trolley access and a 
potential future park tram. Unfortunately, the tram is only a concept thus 
far, with no identified start-up time, and trolley service has not yet been 
expanded this far north. However, by the end of this century. the overflow 
lot should be improved, in conjunction with the improvement of Fiesta Island 
after relocation of the sludge facility, and trolley connections available~ 
At present, the overflow lot can be used in an unpaved condition, and has been 
so used in the past for major special events •. The City is planning to conduct 
an economic feasibility study within the next two years to determine the 
threshold conditions to support a tram; potential sources of funding are 
transient occupancy taxes, subsidization by park lessees, or contracting the 
tram service to private enterprise. 

Expansions of commercial leases are proposed at several existing leaseholds. 
Even those leaseholds not being expanded are encouraged to intensify within 
existing boundaries, to generate additional revenue which in turn can fund 
many of the proposed public improvements. The expansions proposed in the plan 
at Pacific Rim, Marina Village and Dana Inn do not affect areas of high pubic 
use, and would not remove existing public parking facilities. However, two of 
the proposed lease expansions (De Anza and Bahia) would remove areas of 
existing parkland currently experiencing heavy public use. At De Anza, the 
addition of fifteen acres to the leasehold would displace nearly 400 public 
parking spaces, along with grassy upland and picnic facilities. At Bahia, the 
addition would not encroach onto existing turf/play/picnic areas, but it would 
eliminate 249 public parking spaces. However, as discussed in the previous 
access finding, the Bahia expansion is not anticipated to result in adverse 

~ 

~ 



• 

• 

• 

City of San Diego LCPA 1-95/RF 
Page 33 

impacts, since the uses now accommodated in that location can be provided in 
new park areas at South Shores and Fiesta Island. Also as discussed in the 
access finding, suggested modifications have been included to protect the 
existing public parking and recreation facilities adjacent to De Anza by 
restricting the De Anza leasehold to its existing boundaries. As modified, 
the Commission finds the proposed land use intensification at this site 
consistent with all applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Act. 

Only one area of existing open (undeveloped) parkland is being proposed as a 
new commercial lease; that is a sixteen-acre site between Sea World and South 
Shores. The plan describes this as a "best use" parcel, and had designated 
that some form of commercial endeavor would be the "best use" in this 
location. Although the parcel fronts on the bay, the shoreline in this area 
is riprapped, so that no direct water access for swimming or other beach­
related activities is possible. The southern extent of Sea World•s parking 
lot abuts the parcel to the west, and grassy uplands, parking areas, and 
possibly a relocated Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club facility would abut it on 
the east. Potential uses identified in the plan are a small hotel, a water 
park or perhaps additional Sea World attractions. 

The final concern with respect to this policy group is that the proposed 
master plan contains no parking standards for commercial uses in the park, 
although it does calculate and provide for necessary public recreational 
parking. To date, the City has addressed commercial parking through 
site-specific traffic analyses whenever new uses have been proposed or 
existing uses intensified. This has not been completely successful, as there 
are indications that parking for existing commercial leaseholds has "spilled 
over" into nearby public parking areas. Therefore, the Commission finds it 
appropriate to adopt a suggested modification establishing commercial parking 
standards to be incorporated into future lease negotiations and coastal 
development permits for future projects. Thus, as modified, the Commission 
finds this policy group consistent with the cited Coastal Act policies. 

5. Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

Mission Bay Park is a visitor destination point of national significance, and 
is, itself, a scenic resource. Views into portions of the park are available 
from the surrounding road system (I-5, I-8, Mission Boulevard and Pacific 
Beach Drive). In addition, views within the park are obtained from its 
internal circulation system (East and West Mission Bay Drives, Ingraham Street 
and Sea World Drive primarily). Additional views are afforded by bicycle and 
pedestrian paths throughout the park, from boats on Mission Bay, from picnic 
and play areas in the park, and from the various commercial lease areas (hotel 
room windows and restaurant decks, etc.). 

The importance of the park•s visual resources is stressed throughout the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The proposed master plan includes provisions 
for the further enhancement of scenic resources. These range from the 
increase in natural open space areas to special mounding/landscaping 
treatments in more developed areas to frame and enhance views. The types of 
improvements proposed in the 20-year plan are similar to features already 
existing in the park, including both open recreational areas and 
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high-intensity commercial structures. Implementation of the proposed master • 
plan concepts will result in temporary adverse visual impacts during the 
construction of individual projects, but the various concepts, in and of 
themselves. do not appear to raise any serious visual concerns. 

In the submitted master plan, the City proposes a relaxation of the existing 
30-foot height limit, which .applies to property west of I-5. This limit was 
established by Proposition "0", a citizen's initiative passed by City voters 
in 1974. The current proposal would allow flexibility in both building height 
and roof design, such that an extra five feet would be considered beyond the 
present 30 ft. height limit for the Quivira Basin and Dana Inn leaseholds to 
accommodate underground parking facilities at those two sites and then a 
general deviation for all leaseholds to consider architectural treatments and 
roof design. The general deviation for all leaseholds would allow an 
additional ten feet for building design throughout the park. The underlying 
intent is that buildings would continue to have thirty feet (or thirty-five in 
the two exceptions noted) of useable building height, with the extra ten feet 
allowed solely to provide interesting roofscapes, rather than plain flat roofs 
as currently exist. This Js considered aesthetically desirable, since many 
views of the overall park are afforded from high-rise hotels (built before 
1974), structures like the Sea World Tower, and airplanes. 

The Commission supports the general concept of variable roof heights, within 
the limits proposed. However, it must be understood that, in its review of 
individual development proposals, the Commission may not always find the 
additional height acceptable. Permits are reviewed on a case by case basis, • 
and the potential impacts of the proposed development on existing public views 
is a significant consideration for projects in scenic areas like Mission Bay 
Park. In addition, Proposition non does not allow for any variances, so the 
City's proposal will need confirmation by a vote of the people before it can 
take effect. 

Appendix G contains the Design Guidelines for future park development, and 
includes parameters for site design, landscaping, architecture and signage. 
These are further broken down to include setbacks of commercial development to 
accommodate a shoreline public use zone; standards for bike and pedestrian 
paths; lighting standards; fencing and park furniture treatments; building 
height and massing requirements; standards for materials and colors; etc. As 
proposed, the plan includes appropriate direction for the planning of most 
future facilities. However, a concern was raised with respect to the plan's 
design standards for signage and its failure to prohibit new billboards in the 
park. As stated previously, the various certified land use plans are the 
ultimate standard of review, so the required specificity must be contained 
therein, or the ordinance could be modified in the future to delete the 
existing coastal zone criteria. Therefore, the Commission finds a suggested 
modification addressing signage/billboards is appropriate; as modified, the 
Commission finds this policy group consistent with Section 30251 of the Act. 

6. Commercial Fishing and Recreational Boating. 

Mission Bay Park is. first and foremost. an aquatic playground. The provision • 
and maintenance of adequate area for public water sports is a high priority 
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under the Coastal Act. Section 30234 addresses this and states: 

Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating 
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. Existing 
commercial fishing and recreational boating harbor space shall not be 
reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists or 
adequate substitute space has been provided. Proposed recreational 
boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and located in such 
a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial fishing 
industry. 

There are no commercial fishing operations in Mission Bay Park, but there are 
sportfishing centers and numerous venues for recreational boating 
experiences. These include marinas, boat launch ramps, repair facilities, a 
rowing center, outlets for renting sailboats, sailboards, kayaks, etc., and 
businesses offering instruction in various water sports and boating 
techniques. In addition, specific water areas are designated for sailing, 
rowing, personal watercraft (jet skis), water skiing, etc, with speed limits 
and safety features appropriate to each sport. Upland support facilities are 
provided for various water sports, and there is an aquatic camp for youth on 
Fiesta Island. 

Modifications of some of these facilities are proposed, including expansions 
of water leases at the Mission Bay Yacht Club and the Bahia Hotel to allow 
additional dock area. Although concern was initially raised over the possible 
location of the lease expansions, it would appear that expansions could occur 
at either site without infringing on area currently used by the public for 
recreation (i.e., swimming or boating areas). The expansions proposed in the 
master plan would still maintain the total amount of water leases under the 
6.5% cap established by a vote of the people several years ago (that vote also 
established a cap of 25% for ground leases). As proposed, this policy group 
is found consistent with Chapter 3 of the Act. 

7. Public Works. 

The park is served by all the normal urban utilities, and components of the 
region•s sewage and storm drain systems are located within its borders. 
However, Mission Bay Park does not contain any significant public works 
facilities except the existing sludge drying operation on Fiesta Island. This 
was established many years ago, before passage of Proposition 20 and the 
subsequent Coastal Act, as an interim use associated with the creation of the 
park (sludge be~ng a major component of the park•s upland areas). The use in 
inconsistent with the tidelands grant wherein the state transferred the park 
to the City of San Diego and plans for relocation of the facility to NAS 
Miramar (outside the coastal zone) are currently being implemented. It is 
anticipated, if all construction components continue on their current 
schedules, that the facility on Fiesta Island will be abandoned sometime in 
1998. At that time, the Water Utilities Department will restore the site to 
pre-existing conditions and turn it over to the Parks and Recreation 
Department for future park improvements . 

The master plan addresses the sludge facility as an existing, temporary use 
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and plans ahead for the time when this area of parkland can be opened for • 
public recreation. The proposals for future development of Fiesta Island 
include long stretches of sandy beach, grassy uplands to support individual 
and group picnicking, a sand arena for Over-the-Line and other special events, 
and primitive camping. The northern end of the Island, which is not currently 
impacted by the sludge facility, will remain in a natural state, and will 
include a Least Tern nesting site and salt pan habitat. No new public works 
facilities are proposed to be sited within the park, although further 
upgrading and maintenance of existing utility systems will continue. As 
proposed, the Commission finds the Master Plan ·consistent with the Public 
Horks policy group. 

PART IV. CONSISTENCY HITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT <CEOA> 

Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempts 
local government from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact 
report (EIR) in connection with its local coastal program. Instead, the CEQA 
responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission and the Commission's 
LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources Agency to be 
functionally equivalent to the EIR process. Thus, under CEQA Section 21080.5, 
the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each 
LCP. 

Nevertheless, the Commission is required in an LCP submittal or, as in this 
case, an LCP amendment submittal, to find that the LCP, or LCP, as amended, • 
does conform with CEQA provisions. In the case of the subject LCP amendment 
request, the Commission finds that approval of the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan, as proposed, would result in significant impacts under the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Portions of the plan are 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act. and could have adverse impacts in the areas 
of biology, water quality, visual resources, public access and recreation. 
Several suggested modifications are included to reduce the potential impacts 
to below a level of significance. As modified herein, there would not appear 
to be any feasible, less-environmentally-damaging alternatives and no 
significant environmental impacts would occur if the modifications are 
accepted by the City of San Diego. Moreover, future individual development 
projects relying on this master plan will be reviewed for CEQA consistency by 
the City or Coastal Commission when they are proposed. Therefore, this 
modified LCP amendment can be found consistent with the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

(0438A) 
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WHEREAS, the Planning commission of The City of san Diego 

held a public hearing on June 16, 1994, to consider the proposed 

1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan and Local Coastal Program Land 

Use Plan and Associated Design Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, said Land Use Plan has been developed to respond to 

the policies, goals and requirements of the California coastal 

Act of 1976; and 

WHEREAS, said Land Use Plan rescinds the existing adopted 

1978 Mission Bay Park Master Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning commission approved and recommended to 

the City council adoption of the 1994 Mission .Bay Park Master 

Plan·and Local Coastal Program Land use Plan and Associated 

Design Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, City council Policy 600-7 requires that the public 

hearings before the ·Planning Commission to consider revisions of 

the PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN FOR THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

shall be scheduled concurrently with all public hearings on 

proposed community plans; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of The City of San Diego 

has held concurrent public hearings to .consider the 1994 Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan and Local coastal Program Land Use Plan and 

Associated Design Guidelines; and 

• 
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•• 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed 

1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan and Local Coastal Program Land 

use Plan and Associated Design Guidelines, hearing public 

testimony; and 

WHEREAS, on June 16, 1994, the Planning Commission approved 

and recommended for adoption by the City Council amendments to 

the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan for the Mission Bay area; 

and 

WHEREAS, this city·Council has also reviewed the Proposed 

Local Coastal Program Land use Plan, and heard additional public 

testimony; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, as 

follows: 

1. That this council hereby adopts the 1994 Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan and Local coastal Program Land Use Plan and 

Associated Design Guidelines as an accurate statement of its 

policy.and intent, a copy of which is on file in the office of 

the City Clerk as Document No. RR~284399, except as revised 

herein: 

a. Delete the special study designation for the Dana 

Inn; 

b. Retain the use of De Anza boat ramp for regulated 

use during holiday periods, and when there is a need for 

additional facilitiesi 
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c. That jacaranda trees be planted in the grove that has 

been created and along the freeway adjacent to the Hilton Hotel, 

but not at the Grand Avenue site, and further use more 

appropriate plants for other areas. 

d. That the maintenance facility proposed to be 

located near the gateway entrance of the park is hereby 

deleted and the staff is directed to return with their 

recommendations for an alternative use that may include 

upland habitat. 

e. The Manaqer is directed to take every conceivable 

action possible to enhance the water quality of Mission Bay; 

f. The Manaqer is directed to reconsider the $63,000 

budget cut that would have gone to the enforcement of the ' 

.National Pollution Discharqe Elimination System directly 

related to the water quality in Mission Bay along·with all 

the other programs that need to have continued fundinq to 

make this work; 

g. The Manager is to establish a special study area 

comprised of the 91 acres east of the creek and provide for 

the possibility of 60 acres of quest housing; 

h. The Manager is directed to exclude campland from 

the special study area as per the proposed plan and 

acknowledged that some wetlands mitigation may be required 

as part of the special study area; 

i. The Manager is directed to review all the 

proposals for the area to the east of Sea World and return 
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to the Council within the next 30 days with a recommendation 

as to whether the council should proceed with a general 

request for proposals or a negotiated agreement, and an 

explanation why that recommendation would be in the best 

interests of all of the citizens. Do not go ahead with a 

competitive bid at this time; 

j. The Manaqer is d~rected to support the Bahia Point 

recommendation as contained in the Plan; 

k. The City.Manaqer is directed to report to the 

Public Facilities and Recreation Committee reqarding the 

retrofit of the docks in terms of what needs to be done and 

how it can be.done; 

l. Priorities within the plan should be to focus the 

action of City staff in completinq the plan a~d brinqing it 

into reality. We should look at both short and long term 

priorities and make Fiesta Island and the South Shore area, 

the areas o.f highest priority with respect to fundinq and 

the utilization of the resources of the city. Projects 

within those priorities would include south Shores Phase 3, 

waterfront pathways, shoreline stabilization, natural 

habitat enhancement in the Crown Point Shores area and the 

renovation of the Dana Inn, the Hilton Hotel and the Bahia 

Hotel redevelopment. Second priority would be the Fiesta 

Island turf and beach areas, natural habitat enhancement on 

Fiesta Island, the remaininq south Shores and traffic 

-PAGE 4 OF 6-

•• 



• • 
improvements. The third priority would be the remainder of 

Fiesta Island not addressed above, the natural habitat 

expansion and the De Anza special study area. The following 

items from a list passed out by staff and read into the 

record shall also be carried forth: 

(i) Delete the special study area designation for 

Dana Inn; 

(ii) consider the use of drought resistent or 

drought tolerant landscaping in the place of coastal 

landscaping where pedestrian traffic may exist; 

(iii) Retain the De Anza boat ramp for managed and· 

.restricted use as determined by the Park and Recreation 

Board; 

(iv} Specify North Pacific Passage as a regulated 

water area compatible with adjacent water uses; 

m. Direct the city Manager to develop a plan or 

policy that Council can approve that will finance the Plan, 

rather than to create an Enterprise fund for Mission Bay 

Park revenues. 

n. The Plan should not propose deleting height limits 

by a vote of the people at this time. 

2. That the Planning Director is hereby authorized to 

submit the 1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan and Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan to the California Coastal Commission as 
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part of the City's program to comply with the California Coastal 

Act of 1976. 

3. That the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan shall become effective upon approval of the 

1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan and Local coastal Program Land 

Use Plan by the california coastal commission. 

=~- .:?) wrrr, City AttorMy 

Ohl\ K. l;'tiess 
Deputy c~ty Attorney 

JKR:pev':ps 
05/18/94 
07/13/94 cor.copy 
08/22/94 REV. 1 
09/19/94 REV. 2 
Or.Dept:Pk.& Rec. 
R-94-1837 
Form•r .lcplu 
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Vote to approve the Bahia Point: 

Passed and adopted by the Counol ofThe City of San Diego on.~Ul!USt 2, 1994 
by the following vote: 

Council Members 

-~-
Nays Not Present 

Harry Mathis 0 0 
Ron Roberts 0 r_g/ 0 
Christine Kehoe ~ 0 0 
George StevenS 0 0 
Barbara Warden g/ 0 0 
Valerie Slallmg;1 g:: 0 0 
Judy McCarty . 0 0 
juan Vargas ~ 0 0 
Mayor Susan Golding g/'" 0 0 

Ineligible 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.. Vote taken to adopt-"-.the City Manager's recommendation with an the ll!llendments 
made by Council Memb~r Roberts except for Campland and the Enterprise Fund: ' 

Passed anc:t adopted by the Council ofThe City of San Diego on___A!I.gu.ll..Z. ... , .,.~1..,99z:4t__ _____ , 
by the folla'Mngvote: · 

Council Members Yeas Nays NOt Present Ineligible 

Harry Mathis g/ 0 0 0 
Ron Roberts a-- 0 0 0 
Cbristb>e Kehoe ~ 0 0 0 
George Stewens ~ 0 0 0 
Barbara Warden Q-./ 0 0 0 
Valerie Stallings B"" 0 0 0 
judy McCarty ~ 0 0 0 
Juan Vargas ~ 0 0 0 
Mayor Susan Golding 0 0 0 
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···- .;. .. _., .u , . ..,,..,ve ~;ampland from the Special Study and keep it as proposed in 1994 Pla 

~ and adopted by the C<:luncil of The City of San Oiego on ----.....AU.G_Q2 __ 1994 ___ · 
by the following "<lte: 

Council Member.~ 

Han-yMalhi.s 

RonRoberu 

Chrisdne K<:hoe 

George SteVens 

Sarb:ar.l Warden 

Valerie Slallinp 

judyMcCany 

Juan Vargas 

Mayors ..... eolclin1 

AtTl'HEN11CATED Ire 

($nl) . 

=·-~···· 

Ye:u 

~ 
~ 
G""" 
~ 
0 
0 . 
~ 

Na)'S :-fOt Pre:.ent 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
~ 0 
Gl---"' 0 
0 0 

Ineligible 

0 
0 
0 
a 
a 
a 
a· 
a 
a 
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by the following ...,te: 

Council ;o!embers 

H=7Mathu 

Ron Roberu 

Chri.uinc K.ehoc 

Ccorge St....,n.s 

Batbat:!. Wuden 

Valerie SCillings 

Judy McCarty 

jtWt Varg:;u 

Ma}'Ot' Susan CAiding 

AUTH:£NTICATED BY: 

(Snll 

Qi!.t'll"'(lla.tt .. 

Yea. 

~ 
@-/ 
~ 
@/ 
["!J/" 
0 
0 . 
~ 

!'lays !'lfoc Pre>ent Ineligible 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
~ 0 0 
Q/"' 0 0 
0 0 0 
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P.O.Box620 
La Jolla. CA 92038-0620 

27 Aprill99S 

Chainnan Carl WiUiams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street,, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 941 OS 

~ 
APR 2 71995 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTltiCT 

Subject: Mission Bay Plan, San Diego (Agenda item 6B, 11 May 1995) 

Dear Chainnan Williams and Commissioners: 

SEA strongly opposes the proposal to wipe out 252 public parking places currently 
next to the Bahia Hotel. This proposal would severely impact public access to and 
along the coast, in violalion of the Coastal Act, in order to grant expansion of a 
private hotel at the expense of public access to the water. 

The proposed bike path arourid Bahia Point is not needed inasmuch as there is a 
current bike path along West Mission Bay Drive in front of the hotel. There is 
also a pedestrian path along part of the west side of the hotel. 

SEA recommends retention of the 252 public parking spaces on the east side of the 
hotel and slightly widening the westerly pathway, connecting it to the north end of 
the parking lot to provide pedestlian access around the Point 

SEA urges you to disapprove removal of the 252 parking places; they provide 
essential parking for off-the-beach boaters and fishermen who have used tbis 
parlcing area fur many years. It makes no sense to ask them and the rest of the 
public to give up precious water-access rights for the benefit of a few bikers who 
already have a bike path in front of the hotel. 

Sincerely 
~.P_r-' 
Carole Havlat 
President 

Encl: SEA letter, same subject, 18 June 1994 

• • 

I'.O.IIu• ~~~ 
1.'1 .luU.t, f:A '121~\II.UtoZO U Junt· 19'l4 

llonorabJ.f' ~ta:~or :;usan GoldJ.nq and 
CitY counc:il.:nembf'~s 
202 •c• St~:",.t 
San Di~go, CA 92101 

Subjr.ct: Misuon Bay .Mas c.,.,· ~.L1n, 0<1h:•l Point 

Dell.r Mayor GoldJ.nCJ .:1nd Coun<".i.l~ocnlb"~:;: 

At 'thl'l r.rqu.lar. ml!<"l:,l.nq, Monday, 13 Jun.., 1994, t.h•• l>l::A 
Board of Dil:r!C:ton pa:as~d thf' foUowJ.nq monon: 

•~~:xiadnq pubUc parkinq and tac-ll.l :::i.Ps on liahia P<Jint 
must br. r.etainl"d in thr. nl'~o~ rl.is!lion D;.y :·last.r.r Plan. Thfl 
Mastf'r Plan s!lvuld ine.ludr i•npro\l.i.n•J th"' ;;\df'willk along 
thfl wrsr.P.r.n shot<• ot t:ht' PoJ.ne as much ,,:; tlossihle· wit!'U.n 
thr c:ona"l:r.a.i.nt:a of thf' rx:u tl nq ll"as,.ho l..l, >~nd ''Xt.l'ndill<:l l.t 
to the parking lot. 

·seA support:; tht' pruvi!1.1.ons of th· · ;.;..,:;r.,.,. Plan for a 
bill:·~ path aloniJ Wf'st Misa1on llay Dnv, J.:l t"r-ont of lt:•n t.hr 
south sidr of) t~r Bllh1.l Uotf!l.." 

This is an important .:oas;:.:~J. acC"f'li!S l.ssu,., and w~ urqP 
your support of thP..S!A MOTION, 

Sincf!rr.ly 

rJ ()A.,d.(e/t;w!tt.r 
Carolf' Havlat 
Presi4f'nt 

ec:: PJ.anninq Commusion 
Coastal Commission 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ms. Ellen Lirley 
San Diego Area Office 
3111 Camino Del Rio North 
Suite 200 
san Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 

Dear Commissioner Lirley: 

w e-~-0-o------
We. R. ec.£•ve.-o 

0~ ~is C.of'e-c.t 
l Q. ~\ Q.<(' of C"'O M 

'1<a d\ ({~Qoc'Q~ \ndi.,;c\uck 

The purpose of this letter is to alert you to certain facts regarding 
adoption of the Mission Bay Master Plan, to express my adamant opposition 
to any conversion whatsoever of the area known as Bahia Point, eg: re~val 
or reduction of parking spaces or any infringement of any,sort •to the 
public's right of access and use of this area known as Bahia Point. 

The area known as Bahia Point in the Mission Bay Master Plan, actually 
includes the access street known as Bahia Point which runs northwardly, 
and Gleason Road which runs easterly. There are thousands of us who have 
accessed and used this area known as Bahia Point including its access 
road, and parking area for at least some 30 years. our access and use of 
this area has been continuous and not limited to weekends, and our access 
and use has been uninfringed to date. 

The proposal passed by city council allows some 200 parking spaces to be 
eliminated from the Bahia Point access, and reduce the total number of 
parking spaces in what is now public access, to a~proximately 60 parking 
spaces or approximately a 75\ reduction in parking. The 60 parking spaces 
that would remain at Bahia Point are now being utilized by the employees 
of the hotel, and by the overflow of customers to the hotel. In large 
these are customers who rent rooms from the Bahia Hotel and not bar or 
restaurant customer. The customers and the employees of the hotel occupy 
these parking spaces for very long periods of time, eliminating any 
turnover of the parking available. 

Gleason road, and the parking thereon, has nearly been incorporated by the 
Bahia Hotel as their private property. The following points are factual. 
The Bahia Hotel does not have adequate parking for the events that take 
place on their premises. For many years now, the Bahia Hotel, has had the 
benefit of the parking which is on Gleason Road and Bahia Point. This 
parking is not intended to be used for the benefit of a private commercial 
enterprise but rather by the general public at large for purpose of 
recreation. The Bahia Hotel however, has managed through the years to 

tlli5~oS\on ~ 1¥\a.<S.-k'C" 'P (qflool 

/.E.iTERS ofi ~.J..\en. 

• • 
convert the public peninsula, however slowly, as nearly as can be to a 
private peninsula for their private use. 

I am not aware of any other situation where a private business 
continuously uses public facilities such as the Bahia Hotel uses parking 
on Bahia Point and gleason Road, without any sort of financial 
responsibility for payment of property taxes on the property being 
utilized, and payment for maintenance of same. It is not uncommon to find 
that both the parking on Bahia Point, and Gleason Road to be completely 
full. As those who are parking their automobiles there are attending. 
functions at the bahia Hotel. 

Effectively this 
the issuance of 
parking would not 
on the peninsula 
enjoyment of this 

proposal if adopted by your body would be tantamount to 
an eviction notice to the public at large, as reduce 
allow those of us who have for years set up our cabanas 

which comprises Bahia Point, from the continued use and 
area. 

Public Access to the Bahia Point should not be hindered or denied under 
the guise of installing a Bike Path. The only interest served in 
installing the bike path is to effectively convert this Bahia Point, area 
even more to the private enterprise, for the ·private enrichment of one 
enterprise, the Bahia Hotel. 

It should be of interest to the coastal commission that the Bahia Point 
area of Mission Bay, is frequented by families. You will discover if you 
check with the San Diego Police Department, that this immediate area is 
virtually free of any crime, because of the composition of the public who 
utilizes this area. 

In closing I urge you and all the members of the coastal Commission to 
become more informed about the points I have made above. I believe that 
you will find that the points I have made are true. Access to the Bahia 
Point, should not be abridged by any body of government including your 
own. 

Respectfully, 

//;;d~?-~ 
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September 12, 1994 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
san Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Commissioners and Commission Staff: 

SUBJECT: MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PIJI.N 

~ 
NOV 2 S 1994 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OlfGO GOAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to oppose adoption of the Mission Bay Master Plan due 
to objections over the dispositiop of the Bahia Point area. I 
oppose the removal of parking spaces for construction of a bicycle 
lane, and I oppose the expansion of the Bahia Hotel into public 
parkland. · 

As a user of Bahia Point, I have observed the successful sharing of 
Gleason Road by cars and bicycles. Since Gleason Road is a cul-de­
sac, it does not receive much traffic, and the road is comfortably 
shared by all users. Some improvement in pedestrian circulation may 
be in order, but these improvements should not occur at the expense 
of public parking • 

The Bahia Point is a popular area for families and people who use 
sailboards, small sailboats, and kayaks. The reduction of parking 
would make use of this area impossible, as the equipment needed to 
pursue these.activities cannot be transported by.bus or bicycle. 
Approximately 50 to 60 public parking spaces are currently used on 
a daily basis by employees of the Bahia Hotel. The reduction of 
parking combined with the private use of public parking will serve 
to nearly eliminate public use of this part of the bay. I urge the 
Commissioners and staff to visit this area on a weekday. You wi~~ 
find that many parking spaces are taken up by employees of the 
hotel (i.e. 50 cars in the lot, no one on the beach). This is an 
enforcement problem that is very difficult to lSolve, but the 
elimination of any additional parking will only make the prob~em 
worse. 

Similarly, any additional conver$ion of public parkland to hotel 
use should not be allowed. The existing Bahia Hotel is a very low­
scale design. Expansion of the hotel within its existing leasehold 
should be permitted. Intensification of the leasehold area would 
allow ,tor a qreat number of additional hotel rooms. It is 
unnecessary and certainly not in the public interest to allow the 
hotel to expand into public parkland. FUrther, the Mission Say 
Master Plan should require that any expansion by the hotel or 
renewal of the lease be accompanied by the construction of 
additional parking within the existing leasehold to remedy the 
parking problem that the hotel is currently creating • 

• 



• 
Please be aware that the current users of Bahia Point cannot simply 
find another part of Mission Bay to meet their neecis. I, like 
others, have spent time in other parts of the park and p(refer this 
spot. Bicyclists anci beach users can continue to co-exist as we 
have done here for years, provided the hotel is not permitted to 
overtake this area. 

sincerely, 

. /'/ ' . ·~ )0'; .l . . 1 

1-ivu.A-f'r"/"""· 1-~ 
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Sept.ember 29, 1994 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Area Office 
3111 camino del Rio North, suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attn: Ms. Ellen Lirley 

Re: Bahia Hotel Expansion 

Dear Ms. Lirley: 

OR~··'"'"'~~·D ',;;. :~ .:::-~ :J." • 
'··,'i~'' ""':: . 
~JI.i:~ 

OCT 0: IS94 
CAllfOHNIA 

C:()ASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN D!fCO COAST DISTRICT 

As I am sure you are aware, the Italian community is in quite an 
uproar regarding the San Diego city council's decision to deed a 
portion of Bahia Point to Bill Evans, owner of the Bahia Hotel. 

For generations, our community has spent summer Sundays at Bahia 
Point. I started going there as a little qirl in the 1950's, and 
my parents long before that. The 1960's brought the invention of 
"The Italian Riviera Cabana• that can be seen lining Bahia Point 
every sunday. The 1970's, 80's and 90's brought a resurgence of 
new families joining their old families with up to four qenerations 
qatherinq for sun, spirit and relaxation on sunday afternoons. 

.• 
Bill Evans FATHER tried for years to oust our Italian families from 
this beach, saying that we were disrupting the •ambiance" of his 
hotel. That our families use their bathrooms and other facilities. 
He was right. Many of the families do use these facilities - they 
eat breakfast, drink in the bar, have traditional weddings at the 
hotel, book blocks of rooms for July 4th celebrations - I could qo 
on and on. Now Mr. Evans is stating publicly that he had nothing 
to do with the City Council's decision to give him full access 
rights to a public beach, so he can utilize the parking facilities. 
To be honest, ALL of Mr. Evans• employees already park at the 
beach. 

My children love. their SUnday's at the Bahia. I bate to take that 
away from them and all of their friends, In an age when there is 
so much violence and hatred, why take away a simple tradition that 
has gone on for decades, that provides time for love and family? 

Please take all of this into consideration when the final decision 
is made. If we had been informed of this City Council meeting, we 
would have been out in full force to protest, but there was no 
notification. 

Thank you so much for your time, and please help us save our beach. 

ni,nc~elt!.._ t • A 

~j£.~ht.__ 
3005 Dove Street 
San Diego, CA. 92103 

J .. E:rTe~ di Oppc6'\~ 
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September 12, 1994 

Ann Van Leer 
c/o Councilman Ron Roberts 
City Administration Building 
202C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Van Leer: 

p~ 
OC I ·.l •1 1994 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OIECO COAST DISTRicr 

I am writing in response to the City Councirs decision to approve expansion of the Bahia Hotel 
leasehold around Bahia Point. We feel this expansion will greatly affect public access for picnicking. 

For decades many of the local Italian-American families have had the unique tradition of gathering for 
every summer weekend along the east facing area of the Bahia Hotel. It is a time for all families to 
share and celebrate the strong bond of family and heritage, and to enjoy the beauty of Mission Bay • 

We urge you to please re-think your plan and consider the impact it will have on the community. We 
would like to cany on this tradition to our children and grand-children. 

We would also like to be informed of the Coastal Commission meeting on this matter and any other 
meetings concerning this issue. 

Best Regards, {) M4( </ JJicyui;:h 
SA-.U.lWL J"RtrC'I 7JACQVI57D 

U1Z PEACt:l ner /..#Jt:: 
Sfflt!Ji v-Auty, c.4 q{9?8 

[. -<Jfo G~ 4 7~?) 

CC. Ellen Lirtey, Coastal Commission 
Margaret Tarantino 
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MARCH 3, 1995 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST AREA 
3111 CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUIT 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-1725 

DEAR COM..\IIISSION STAFF: 

~~ 
CAUFORNIA 

COAS.lAl COMMISSION 
&AN DIEGO .GOASl DIStRICT 

I AM WRITING YOU IN REGARDS TO THE HEARING ON MARCH 8, 
1995, AT 10:00 A.M. ON AMENDMENT NO. 1-95 , ABOUT THE AREA 
BEHIND THE "BAHIA HOTEL". 

l\1Y WIFE AND I WILL BE OUT OF THE AREA ON THE DATE OF THE 
HEARING AND WE WOULD UKE THE OPPORTUNITY TO STATE OUR 
OPINION. WE HAVE BEEN USING THE BEAUTIFUL PARK/ BEACH AREA 
WITH CLOSE PARKING AND CLEAN RESTROOMS BEHIND THE BAHIA 
HOTEL FOR SEVERAL YEARS. WE FEEL THAT TO CHANGE THE AREA 
WOULD UNJUSTLY TAKE AWAY A SAFE AREA THAT MANY FAMIUES 
HAVE BEEN USING FOR YEARS. 

SINCERELY, 

~1E:--
~7t-C~Q 

CALLAN &ELAINE~ 

C:f-y "f Sd-DIIIlrfd LCI/1. F!-:is 
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September 12, 1994 

California Coastal Commissioners 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 
llll camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Commissioners: 

RE: MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN 

~ 
SEP 161994 
CAllfO~NIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Sy now I'm sure the Coastal Commission has received much 
correspondence encouraging a decision to delete plans for a bike 
path along Gleason Road to Bahia Point in the Mission Bay Master 
Plan. I merely wish to add some items which previous correspondents 
may have left out. 

I use the area along Gleason Road frequently, on a year-round 
basis. This is a unique place, as no matter what the· weather is, 
winter or summer, people can seek refuge somewhere due to the Bahia 
Hotel providing a windbreak no matter where the prevailing wind~ 
are; thus it is comfortable year-round. My parents, aged 78 and so, 
also use the area with us. 

My girlfriend and I bicycle, kayak, sailhoard, and just plain relax 
along this area. We have never observed a problem created by 
bicycles or skaters using the roadway. 

I feel it noteworthy that across West Mission Bay Drive is the 
primary active over-the-Line area on Bonita Cove. There are many 
times a year that area is also used for special events, company 
picnics, etc., and these events are allocated a number of parking 
spaces. In most cases the parking is totally inadequate and 
eventually the Bahia Point/Gleason Road parking spaces are filled 
with the overflow. 

I have complained in the past of the Bahia hotel employees and 
guests consuming so many of the public parking spaces, and 
basically the political answer I've received is "well, the hotel 
improved the lighting in the Ventura Cove parking lot, so there's 
an unspoken agreement that they be allowed to use some of the bay 
parking". . • this coming from the Department of Park and 
Recreation's Mission Bay Park supervisor. This is not putting the 
public interest first and I believe it should be stopped. 

The wonderful lawn area along this road also supports volleyball, 
catch, lawn bowling, child play. There would be great dangers 
involved in making the lawn area directly contiguous to a bike lane 
or roadway. The parked vehicles are a natural barrier to roadway 
dangers. 

• • 
: ax ~ot awa1·3 of an'l ct~er situat!~~ ~her~ a ~r~vate ~usiness 
cor1tlnu~u~:Y ~3ez pub!:c facili~le~ ~uch J3 tho B~hia Hotel uses 
park!~g en Sdhia ~o!~~ an~ :leason ~cad, wit~o~~ a~y sdrt of f!~anc!al 
respons.:bility fol"' paymen~ of propert·; ~.axe:.:: on the propet~ty being 
utll~ze~. and-~;:ayment ~o1· ;naintenance c~ same. :~ is not uncommon to 
find tha~ both ~he parkin3 on Bahia Point, and G:eason Road to be 
completely full. As those who are parking their automobiles there are 
att\!ndin;; funeti¢ns at tha Bahid Hotel. 

Zffec~ivelY this proposal if adopted by your body, would be tantamount 
to the issuance of an eviction notice to the public at large, as 
red~ced parking would not allow those of us who have for years set up 
our cabanas on the peninsula which comp1·ises Bahia Point. from the' 
continued use and enjoyment of this area. 

Public Acces:s to the Bahia Point should not ba hindered Ol" denied 
under the guise of installinG a Sike Path. ihe only interest served in 
installing the bike pv.th is to effectively convert this Bahia Point 
area even more to the private use of a private enterprise, for the 
private enrichment of one enterprise the Bahia Hotel. 

It should be of interest to the coasta! commission that the Bahia 
Point area of Mission Say, is frequented by fami:ies. You ~i!l 
discover if you chec~ wi~h the San Diego Police Department, that this 
im:r.ed:ate area is virtually free of any c:·ime. because of the 
composition of the public who utili:::es this area. 

In cloains I urge you and all the member;;; of the Coastal Commission 
the become more informed about the points I have made above. I believe 
that you will find that the points ! have made are true. Access to the 
Bahia Point should. not be abridged by any body of government 
including your owr.. 

Respactful:y~ 

/~ '~ /!lw Q-=k J!h;~___./ 
3-1 t1 5'~~ ,Jr 
~ ~~ t~c; 9:<1"
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OCEAN BEACH PLANNING BOARD, INC. 
4726 Santa Monica Ave., Ocean Beach, CA 92107 

Ellen Lyrely 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego District Office 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
(619) 521-8036 

bJel) 2.Do. 

~ 
NAR - 71995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO .COAST DISTRICT 

RE: S.D.L.C.P. Major Amendment No. 1-95 

Dear Ms. Lyrely: 

On 3/3/95, I received a copy of the report setting forth staff's 
recommendation relative to S.D.L.C.P. Major Amendment No. 1-95. 
The Ocean Beach Planning Board has been under the impression that 
the Mission Bay segment was extraterritorial and, of course, the 
Sorrento Hills segment is quite removed. Within the last 1.5 
years, while revising its bylaws, the O.B.P.B. learned that Dog 
Beach and the San Diego River were for unknown reasons in the 
Mission Bay segment. Now, I see from the staff report that the 
City deems Robb Field also to be in the Mission Bay segment. 

Please be advised of the following: The O.B.P.B. has without 
dissent talked of annexing the adjacent Dog Beach and the San 
Diego River areas since learning of their estrangement but must 
await the long-overdue L.U.P. update. The certified L.C.P. for 
Ocean Beach shows Robb Field to be within the O.B. Planning Area. 
The "entryway" portion of the O.B. Planning Area includes a 
portion of Robb Field used as staging areas for seismic 
retrofitting of the Sunset Cliffs Boulevard bridge and City water 
utility construction in central o.B. The staging areas, 
especially due to the distant utility work, are unscreened, are 
unsightly, involve extensive illicit dumping, are. damaging the 
volunteer-installed sprinkler system, and follow the unfortunate 
eradication by the City of the sole O.B. site of the 'burrowing 
owl some years ago. The O.B.P.B. has long sought to reintroduce 
the burrowing owl to its historic habitat in and about the 
etaging areas (see attachments), and the O.B. Town Council 
members have expressed a desire to mitigate other impacts with 
screening and coordinated tree plantings. 

1 

Orf.y 11f Sa-D/~ u:.p/f ~J-..,9.5' 

• • 

In sum, please explore whatever rationale exists for placing 
major areas of O.B. into the Mission Bay segment in order to 
determine whether good cause exists for inclusion, instead, into 
the O.B. L.U.P., explore the appropriateness of staging areas and 
dumps as land uses at Robb Field, and explore restoration of the 
burrowing-owl habitat where destroyed at Robb Field. 

Dated: March 6, 1995. Cooperatively, 

cc: Councilman Scott Harvey 

2 
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• ..I I Wednesday, Aprill9, 1989 

- 'C... e;Beach 
Peninsula Nat.Ure · · 

~•in." he said. "We need mensute 
" dogs are handled (responstbly) on 

,ut.ure:· 
Town Council member Eileen Histen 

relc:~sed results or a local survey and poll of 
3.000 beach residents and visitors. A vast 
mojority of the respondents, 97 percent. 

Loss of habitat 
threatens owl 
population 

w3nted Dog Beach to remain open and Dy Pierce Harris 
leosll-free for dogs. Staff Writer. 

Only 85 pen::ent answered lhey'd be There were once little deer on Point 
willing to clean up after their pets. though. Lorna. Really. They were up by Madam 

KSDO talkshow host Stacy Taylor, a Tingley's OlJlbanage (now Point Lorna 
moder.uor auhe meeting, drew applause for Nazarene Ccllcge).l recall tbatahhough 
his suggestion that lhe city's probation !hey were very small, they bad huge ears. 
.leparunent supply workers to clean up the They were probably a Conn of mule deer, 
oeach. Odocoileus Mmionus, perllaps dlmin- World Drive have been plowed under 

One woman suggested increasing the ished in size to SUtYive in lheirtiny habi· and compacted 10 provide a public pari<; 

• 
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Joglieensingfeetofinanceadty"clean-up tat. But that was long!lgo, nearly 40 ··day-glow survey stakes and 11ags·ue 
:.rew~IOridthebeach·Of~ :·: ·: ·, .... ::ie-.lbepeninsulabasjustbecomci.OO•~;.aowintbep!acewhcreoncelherewere. _ ..•. 

Job'! Hudldn''trom;lhe·eitf'Pari:'and;~; '''cowded:witll peopki IO·~iS11121111l;;wildfl~~;ot.•jbe·;~egetaliori-; . : >"t: 
Recreation~~~ S;aid lli,C:~t>::.~ 42[ :-:n.erdofdc:ei~~~J!ulc. ~~~.·. 'j amoag~tbe".:xPC~~f'.~Ood .. : <.':(llllrQl~: ::;:::"£:" 
11i!es of c03.'!ll.ine recetve.a r.aJdng fO<'~P~! l'('~!lncciwereJU1y~lsoaOUtpca~ll8ilncl. !la:~c ~;~yed.~m P!'Jl"Ct'~. ·.: ;·,::~:. 
·very 1410 18days.~~.beache:suntlergoa.": ;·•iosula.~t.:JO!.Re31ly~-- around~'fromsometblngno.doubCTheWtdy~\' >~::;-: I 
:eekly raking and ~n!'!g~:,;,~~] .~ob,b Jl:iek!;"idongl~f!World'~~~i(iu:inh.'of.}'l.obb~IC!d !flai:,;;,c;.-$up- ;, ': · ;: 
Hemove bollles,and,otbcrtlebru,besa~d.~~ ;f8rowid:lhe:edges oflbe''4tJc"i.eague~~poncd~ 'beacb primrose and., · ;·:·. ·1 

Unfonunately the·ttacw,:~e~ to pul·.};, '~r!dd'by Nimilz"S~~ and' in !.hc~:'J!y~w;"'wi'Jt.e,'a;>d'blue::mustard, lwC ,. 
.:.:-.ze, :;uier v'=- :~~~!!'1: .~':'~a~!':~: ~~:rocks bordering,lhe"fl;90d CO!'lrOI'chan1;h'--'~TheflowttShave~ed;· 
mgs, he S31d. ''· ""' .~ k • .; •• ··"'' "·'··' .':nel. The"li!l.le "owls"::wcm' Bunowin·g· :'·'buttheli!l.leowlsbavenot.hrilapslhey .. · 
HlS~en said the town council.will ~~ '' ~.Owls, S~ol)'l~ CIUUc~ !hose· di-,;'~just:gave up· o;ying · 10 Jive were· !.heir 

!)'formanAdHocDogBeachComm~ttee • minulive ~Is were o~ly' tix to nine,~;.hom~werev~y~yby_m.enand 
• diSCUSS Curthcr SOIUUO!!S to tit~ URICjUC inchesinhoightandwctgbedonlyafew_"machlne5. · • .· ' 
tu:uion at Dog Beach. . . .,...,, ... ·,:•' · . :·ounces. They lived and nested in aban-'· : .· 'ACI.Ilra weel: o(look.ing I found one ! 

"We will be working with people tO sec · · 'doned rodent boles and fed on mice and '·uule owl sitting on the fence near Robb 
we eo~n get this resolved.~ she· said. ·'insects.: They. required soft, sandy loam. '.Fieldlookingabitforlomandverymuch 

4opcCullywe'llbe~bletosaveitandclean ''soil in which to burrowthoirnestS. ·alone. You might take a look around 
· up before the summer so we can be !)roud· · People,, however, require or desite .. Robb Field and maybe c.1tch a glimpse 
'it." ' . . ' . hardcr,Citll\ersur(acc:sand.usuallypave oCtbatBt.UrowingOwlbdoreitisgone. 

She ho~ the incr~ publicity a~u: . · their spaces ·Nith asphalt or portland ce- · if you can't lind lhe owl. come down to. 
e !Jeach mtght resultln more owners pu:!'- •. menL Even lhe open $paces used .by ~ Th" Beacon omce; ~e have a ptctute of 
> up after their pets.: people are compacted with huge devices · lhtee by a nest taken two yeats ago. 

Otherresidentsremainskeptic:aloflhe pulled behind Caterpillar tracrors and·.·· 'l!"llmysons~cnc:cwerellUle 
:rrent.wave of enthusiasm I.O"';lan Dog planted will! tight, compact grasses. lhen. ·deer on the point, really! But lhat was 
ooch. Longtime residents have ,.seen . bounded by steel. chain-linked fences. ·.long ago." You rnay tell your children, 
·ople clean the bdch in lhe past. only tO .. · When a biologist friend SlOpped by:.: ''"Iltereoncewereliuleowl.sonthcpoint.. 
,vc the sands neglected once mqre._ ... The B~acon and told us thatlhe BuiTOw• realty! Just a year or so ago. I saw a 

"It's an ongoing problem." J,.aurcl ing Owl was on a diminishing species list, pi<:IUrC in TM Beacon." Or perhaps you 
.:ncbley Costello said after llle.mecting. · ldecidedtochccl:onourowls.. Twoyears ·might asl: !.he city if trulybe we could 
>Stelfo, who grew up in Ocean B...ch and ago tlley were easy to find. :md I often·; .all'oid to leave a tiny place-just a little 
'"'lives by the jeuy,said lhe situ:1tian has · took visiting friends aut to see them. L · softspacefortbeowl.s.ltisevenpossiblc 
tten out of conlrol. Dog_ waste bas sp=d :...knew :ill the little owley spaces where : that soft sandy fidds supporting d:!isy, 
ltcos surmunt!lng Dog. Be:tch. as well, they li· .1. But last week !found only the ... primrosnnd li!l.leowls may be good for 
o s:titl. · undeniable tr:1cks of bulldozers and . people. t.'JO. Better for the feet lhan as-
'"The problem is :ill over." she said, "not eanhmovers. The habitat at the Nimit:t: phalt, beu.cr for the mind !han portland 
t Dog Beach,~ she said.: "My neighbor sicewasdestroyedtoimprovetheplaying · cement. bettet.for !.he soul than =I 
I I have talked about this for y=s and. fields for our children. The sires by Sea fences.: · • · 
'\'S'IIldyears.· ....... ·· .. · · ..... 
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b'eing watched: you probably;.llre: 
. the Burrowing Owl is an avid 
·people watcher and this time of !he 
,year may ·even 'buu' you to lure 

. you away from its nesting burrow. 

W'!ikins Or jogging by 
Ocean Beach sign at Robb . 

;;~~:Jileld,. you get the feeling you are 

If you keep a sharp eye out in May, 
you may see as many as six pairs of 
boby owl eyes peering at you from 

-one of the burrows. How can it be 
dlstlnsuished from your roommate? 

·Easy. The Burrowing Owl weighs 
about six ounces, has yellow eyes. 
brown feathers, and says "queelc­
queek" when alamted. · 

Oiegans can now explore the 
;'fbacherous cliffs and raging river 

ids of the Gr.,nd Canyon from 
comfort of their theater scats. as 
Rouben H. Fleet Space Theater 
Balboa , Park, opens the. film 

Canvon-'The Hidden Se-
an Fridav. Mav 16.1986. · 
33-min~u. min. which pre-

1 in 1984 at the IMAX theater 
the southern rim of the Grand 

Canyon. ·takes audienc~>J~ from a 
thrilli"8 raftins adventure down the 
Colorado River to a tranquil flight 
through the Canyon gorges. The 
Space Theater and Science Center. 
is open daily from 9:45 a.m. to 
9:30 p.m. Admission is S4.00 for 

• adults. and $2.50 for juniors (ages 
5-15) and seniors (ages 60+). For 
more infomtalion. call (6191 Z38· 
1168. 

• 
S taUstics fmm a recent state' 

poll Indicate that over 50~, 
California hauseholders change 1: 

. own motor oil. The poll 1. 

demoru;trated that · only 20 'i 
t.hese ."dt>-it•yourselfers" bothe 
to take tbe old oil to a collect 
c:enter. for recycling. This she 

' ·that. a large quantity of "il, cJ, 
fled as a hazardous substance. 
being westefully and Illegally dwc 
ed or flushed Into our environme· 

Today's. motor .oils are t 

· merely oil: 'they contain chemic 
and additives that are decide• 

.injurlottS to plant, animal a: 
·· human life •. When Improperly d. 

carded 'they can leach into the s, 
and contaminate the water tab. 
In other instances, particularly ne 
the coast. they can end up in t 
ocean and cause damage to mari; 
life. . . 

A produCt: that reportedly offe 
. consumers a quick and easy way 

dispose of their .used oil is. beir 
·offered for sale Itt a number of Sc 

Diego retail stores. lt consists ' 
a cardboard box containing. a! 
sorbent material thnt will hoi 
approximately 6 quarts of oi · 
When filled it is placed in an ac 
companying plastic bag which c:a: 
then be thrown into the trash 
This is NOT considered a proper o 
responsible way :o dispose of use• 
motor oil. The container will win' 
up in one of our landfills whcr. 
the contents·will eventcally escape 

FREE RECYCLING LIST. 
The San Diego Ecology Centre 

announced the publication of its 
most recently revised recycling list. 
The list is available free to the pub-

• lie and provides over fifty locations 
where newspaper. aluminum. glass. 
computer p•pcr and white orfice 
paper can be rc:yclcd thro4ghout 
San Olcso county. Information on 
how to recvde icss common items 

-------~----~,.).,.··---.Mtch as.uscd motor oil. sc:r<lp m,:,.rnl, 
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New 
Homes 

for 
Owls 

CAMAS HUBENTHAL 

THANkS TO SOME energetic high school 
students and their teacher, new homes 

are now available for six burrowing owl 
families in Menlo Park. Built in the grass­
lands of Bayfront Park, they are part of a 
wider effort to compensate for the exten­
sive loss of natural habitat for these small 
ground-nesting birds along the San Fran­
cisco Bay shoreline. 

Eleven students from Redwood High 
School worked for 30 hours last spring 
with their field science teacher, Roger 
Heathcote, to plan and conslruct the 
homes, modeling them after a successful 
project five miles to the south in Mountain 
View's Baylands Park. The new housing 

-ingowl 

development consists of three dirt mounds, 
each about four feet high. covering two 
eight-foot terra cotta pipes that lead to two 
separate plastic utility boxes. Each box is 
designed to accommodate a burrowing 
owl family. 

The student builders can.empathize 
with an owl's struggle to find a suitable 
place to nest and raise a family. "They 
come from the hard end of society, where 
they have had th~ experience of not hav­
ing food in the home or not having a 
home,· said Heathcote. Three oi them are 
young mothers. 

Redwood High School is a "second 
chance" school for students who have faU-

• 

en behind in one way or another and are 
now working towards their diplomas or 
the Graduation Equivalency Degree. 

The burrowing owl is dun-colored. 
stands about nine inches high. and weighs 
about four ounces. Unlike other owls. it 
sleeps at night and hunts insects and small 
rodents by day. It is prey to coyotes. 
hawks, rattlesnakes. and foxes. but it is 
human activity that now threatens its 
survival. "These owls build their nests 
in ground squirrel holes and ground 
squirrels are being poisoned," explained 
student Jessica Invin. Worse yet, the owl's 
preferred nesting grounds, the open flat 
grasslands near the bay shore, are also 
preferred by humans, who see them as 
prime real estate. 

Heathc"te and his fie(<; s..-i,·nc~ class 
decided to help out the owl after a field 
trip to Coyote Point Museum, where they 
learned about the problem and the efforts 
of the Burrowing Owl Alliance to do 
something about it. The nonprofit Alliance 
is headed by Lynne Trulio, professor of 
Environmental Studies at San Jose State 
University, and includes the Santa Clara 
Valley Audubon Society, the Humane 
SocietyofSantaOara Valley, Pacific Gas 
&: Electric (PG&:E), and the City of Moun­
tain View. 

With technical assistance fiom the 
Alliance, a grant from the Hancock Foun­
dation to buy tools and equipment. and 
lruckloads of dirt provided by PG&E. 
teacher and students went to work. They 
knew they were contributing to the 
Alliance's efforts to ring the bay with new 
nesting habitat. and that felt good. 

By October, no owls had moved in yet. 
but as an educational experience the pro­
joe: had beer. proved a success. Perhaps 
the most important result for the students 
was the new sense of belonging to a wider 
community the joint effort provided. 
"My students have their own children," 
explained Heathcote, "and they have been 
bringing them into the park and telling 
them about the owls. They have a stake in 
what happens now. They're taking owner· 
ship of their community." 

If the homes remain unoccupied in the 
coming months. they may be made a\·ail­
able to owls that have been injured and 
treated at a wildJjfe rescue center. • 

--:~ --:. .,._. 
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Wetland Mitigation Bank 
tollmo institute, Woshingt< 
159 pp. plus appendices ond . 

WILL WETLAND MITIC. 

speed development a• 
wetlands? Policymakers ar 
cants hope against hope th 
leaguered as they are by th 
pressure to pennit develor 
lands, the perils a.'ld pitfalb 
ig~tion sires to offset impac 
development projects, and 
many mitigation projects. 

·A mitigation bank is estz 
bank sponsor restores or ~c 
and regulatory agencies ag: 
applicants can satisfy mitig 
ments by paying the bank •• 
setup, management, and m. 
Altemal!vely, the bank spo: 
odically draw down the ere. 
mitigation needs. 

It sounds simple. but it is: 
!ems associated with mitiga · 
pacts of individual projec:s­
over allowing any impacts t. 
acreage and value of existin 
proximity of development i: 
mitigation site, the required 
tat restored to habitat lost, tl­
ty of permit applicants for lc· 
monitoring and remedial me 
accrue to mitigation banks t< 
tion, the establishment of a 1: 
substantial start·up funding 
erty, design restoration, carr 
mental m'iew, negotiate terr. 
of credits, carry out restoratic 
age the site and bank transac · 

Nevertheless, where there 
agency or a private party wii. 
to front the funds. set up the c 

bear the risk of uncertain rein 
mitigation banks hold prom!, 
the mitigation burden on ind. 
mit applicants and improvinF-= 
tiveness of compensatory mi! 

For anyone considering wl": 
tab !ish a mitigation bank or c. 

• 
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San Diego Windsurfing Association 

P.O. Box 9494 

• 
CAliFORNIA San Diego, CA 92169-0494 

(619)292-5713 C0AST At. C~},M .. I,,::.~I8t-J 
SAN OIEG.J C-.JAJf ..;,.:;,;;::;:r 

March 1, 1 995 

Members of the California Coastal Commission and Alternates 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

RE: Proposed removal of auto access and parking on Bahia Point as part of 
the Bahia Hotel lease area relocation/expansion, Figure 12, Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update. 

Dear Commissioners and Alternates: 

The Sah Diego Windsurfing Association has over 200 members in the San 
Diego area. I serve as the head of the association's safety and access , 
committee. I have also served since 1992 on the water use subcommittee of 
the Mission Bay Planners. I have participated in the public forums and 
attended all but one meeting of the Mission Bay Planners since the Master 
Plan revision process began. During this time, at every opportunity, I have 
tried to make the point that we windsurfers don't want anything outlandish. 
We just want to continue to have access to and be able to use the areas we 
now enjoy. One of these areas is Bahia Point. 

I want to first applaud your staff's efforts and insight on the Bahia Point 
isssue, as indicated by their staff report. 

Next, let me make a few important points. 

Removing auto access and parking on Bahia Point effectively eliminates 
windsurfing from this location. It is supposedly necessary since the Master 
Plan Update includes both the proposed addition of a sixteen foot wide 
bicycle and pedestrian path around both sides of Bahia point and the 
proposed expansion of the Bahia Hotel. 

Bahia Point is used by windsurfers, small boat sailors, and picnickners. The 
San Diego Windsurfing Association, th.e Santa Clara Racing Association (with 
a membership of 300), and an informal group of Sunfish sailors regularly use 
the area for races and outings. Given the prevailing wind direction, the 
limited number of access points on Mission Bay with limited parking, 
increasing user population, and bay closings due to storm runoff in San 
Diego, it is very important for us to be able to continue to use Bahia Point. 

It is also proposed in the Master Plan Update for the Bahia Hotel to make 
available push carts near the beginning of the present auto access for use by 
windsurfers. These could be used to transport gear from the outer parking 
lot to the Point. While this seems ·like a good idea, it is impractical. We, 

Cr-/y df S'etv.b~ Lrlll4 I-j.> 

• 
windsurfers, except for beginners, carry a large assortment of gear for use in 
different conditions. When we leave the house to go sailing, we don't know 
which gear we will need, so we basically take it all along, especially in winter 
storms. As conditions change during the day, we may use three or four 
different rigs (consisting of boards 8 to 12 feet in length, masts 16 feet in 
length, booms six feet in length, sails, etc.). The reQuired use of push carts 
poses security risks. We would either have to stack all of our gear on the 
beach after we had transported it to the Point, or leave part of it on top of 
and in our cars hundreds of yards away and out of our sight in a parking lot 
adjacent to Mission Bay Drive. In either case, we could face the theft of 
thousands of dollars of equipment each time we sailed away. For these 
reasons, it is important to have our cars close at hand when sailing. Also, 
other people (picknickers, hotel guests, etc.) might use these carts and they 
would therefore not be available for windsurfers when needed. 

Another critical point is the distance one would have to push a loaded cart in 
order to reach the tip of the point. The distance .Q.!!ll W!!X from the middle of 
the parking .lot east of the Bahia Hotel to the middle of the tip of Bahia point 
is 2,035 feet or .39 miles or 6.8 football fields. When I picture myself 
pushing a 100 to 200 pound cart laden with 100 to 150 pounds of gear over 
a distance in excess of 2,000 feet, I have trouble calling such activity 
*access". 

No one is proposing to extend pedestrian and bicycling paths all the way 
around El Carmel Point or Santa Clara Point. A bicycle path in front of the 
Bahia Hotel is also included irUhe Master Plan Update (see Figure 3h 
"Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Improvement", copy attached), which would be 
similar to El Carmel and Santa Clara Points. We believe that this front path is 
all that is necessary. We believe that there is not that much demand for the 
path all the way around Bahia Point (certainty not a sixteen foot wide path). 
The majority of the Bay is already covered with bicycle/pedestrian paths. If 
the existing auto access and parking were to remain, pedestrians and 
bicyclists would still be able to travel to the tip of Bahia Point and back. 
There is currently a pedestrian path on the west side of Bahia Point. As 
suggested by SEA (Save Every Ones' Access), it could easily be extended to 
meet the existing auto access that ends at the tip of Bahia Point. Bicyclists 
and pedestrians could then travel around the whole point and auto access 
could remain. 

What about the parking that would be eliminated by the proposed plan? I 
have not counted the spaces, but I understand that approximately 240 
spaces would be lost. With the already limited number of parking spaces on 
the west side of the bay, the loss of this many spaces seems very costly to 
the citizens of San Diego. Many people are unable to travel to Mission Bay 
on bicycles or Rollerblades. What about access for them? Parking on Santa 
Clara Point on a summer weekend is already Impossible after ten o'clock a.m. 

One last point concerns the phrase "the plan's intent to relocate boardsailing 
from Bahia Point to Fiesta Island" Included in the first paragraph on page 14 
of the Staff Report dated February 22, 1995 to the California Coastal 
Commission. This refers to a proposed small parking area intended for 
sailboard launching on Fiesta Island across from the north end of the Hilton 



Hotel. I know about this concept. I created it, but not to •relocate" 
anYthing. In a meeting of the Water Use Subcommittee of the Mission Bay 
Planners, I was asked by Mr. John Moore of Noble Consultants (the water 
use consultant on the project) what windsurfers might have on their wish list 
in the North Pacific Passage sailing area. I commented that a grassy rigging 
area and some parking on Fiesta Island would be welcome. But this was 
requested as a remedy for tl:le saturated parking on weekends in the lot north 
of the Hilton Hotel. The idea was later conveniently considered a wrelocated• 
access point. If I had known that my requast would be treated as a 
replacement for Bahia Point, I would never have made it. The North Pacific 
Passage water area is already very congested during peak usage periods. 
This can be confirmed by the Mission Bay Harbor Patrol. It does not make 
sense to shift users from the lightly congested sailing area off Bahia Point to 
the heavily congested North Pacific Passage area. 

Removal of auto access and parking on Bahia Point will only do two things. 
It will allow bicyclists and pedestrians to have free reign around Bahia Point 
and it will deny access to everyone else. 

Please do not adopt the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update as it relates to 
the Bahia Point issue and either (1) as a compromise, adopt the 
recommendations of the City of San Diego Planning Commission as 
highlighted in the attached copy, or 12) seek some other solution which 
allows auto access and parking to remain. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Chuck Moffett - Safety and Access Committee Head, SOW A 
4255 Tambor Court 
San Diego, CA 92124 Phone: (61 91292-5713 
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c:ty oi San Diego 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

ACTION: 

~: 

Planning Commission 
Report to City Council 

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers. 

MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN. 

The Commission recommendations regarding the De An~a 
SSA and Bahia Point were unanimous; the Commission 
recommendation as to the 45' height limit rooftop design 
allowance was by a vote of 5 in favor and 2 opposed, with 
Commissioners Benn and Quinn voting nay. 

A. ~ Three issues, not previously worked out, were of primary 
concern to the Commission, and were made part of the Commission 
recommendation. These were: (11 size of the De Anza SSA; (2) Bahia Point; and 
(31 the proposed 45' height limit rooftop design allowance. 

1. De Anza SSA. Persuasive reasons were heard to expand the 
proposed SSA, tor study purposes only, to 171 acres including the addition of the 
De Anza Mobile Home Park and Camp Land leaseholds. Commission felt there was 
merit to this, if coupled with a directive to assure n ~ a minimum of SO acres 
of wetlands creation. 

The Commission reviewed language from the PF&R Committee and 
Deputy City Manager Herring, and felt that the essence of the language was good; 
however, the Commission felt that it was inappropriate to have Master Plan 
language discuss the legal dispute with De Anza Corp. and the mobile 
homeowners. Therefore, the Commission felt that the entire final paragraph of the 
suggested language should be deleted. · 

2. Bahia Point; Staff proposal was to make a major leasehold shift. to 
accommodate a pedestrian and bicycle path connecting loop which would go 
around the north end of Bahia Pqint, ~aved, 16' in width. Issues involved the 

e of com etin interests The ommtsston was concerned that the staff 
proposed re ocat1on wou 1 eliminate vehicle "drop off" at north end of point; 
{ii) eliminate all or most needed vehicle parking along the access road; and 
(iii) eliminate much of the grassy area. The vehicle drop off, parking and grassy 
areas are heavily utilized for picnics and as a staging area for wind surfing, and the 
Commission felt that these uses were important. On balance, the Commission felt 
that construction of a connecting link in the pedestrian/bicycle path, although 
useful, was not important enough to justify the exclusion of important parking and 
other uses. The Commission felt strongly that the connecting path Iii could be 
omitted, or (iii if constructed, be narrowed and relocated from the position 
suggested by staff. 

~ = Jl.r~ ~ f'} ~+e. cf 
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Therefore, the Commission recommends, whether or not some 
connection of the path is constructed, and whether or not the leasehold is shifted 
(in connection with hotel expansion or otherwise), that: tal vehicle drop off at the 
north end of the point be maintained; (b) that the roadway be kept wide enough to 
accommodate two lanes of vehicular traffic, plus head in parking (not parallel 
parking) on one side of the road; (cl that the head in parking should be on the west 
(closest to the hotel! side of the road; ldl that at least 120 auto parking spaces be 
maintained; and (el the portion of any extended pedestrian/bicycle path that goes 
around Bahia Point not be wider than 1 0' at any point. 

3. Height Limit. Staff proposal was to-allow the possibility of a 
45' height limit rooftop design allowance in the proposed design guidelines. Two 
commissioners opposed any reference to the possibility of utilizing such an 
increased height limit, even within the narrow constraints of rooftop design 
guidelines. Five commissioners felt this modification was acceptable, provided 
language were added to make it clear that the existing 30' legal height limitation 
still exists, and that use of the new rooftop design guidelines would depend upon 
qualifying for an exception to that. · 

B. ACTION. See Attached Minutes. 

Scott Bernet 
Planning Commis' 

PLANNING REPORT 15 • COMMISSIONERS REPORT 
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REVISED MOTION OS TRE MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN, MINUTES OP JULY 7, 
1994: 

CQKHISSION ACTXON! 

BECAUSE OF CONCERN BY ONE COMMISSIONER OVER A HEIGHT 
LIMIT ISSUE, AND AS A MATTER OF COURTESY, THE ACTION 
WAS DIVIDED INTO TWO MOTIONS AS FOLLOWS: 

FIRST, MOTION BY NEILS TO RECOMMEND TO· THE CITY COUNCIL 
THAT THEY CERTIFY THE ENVIRONMESTAL IMPACT REPORT, 
APPROVE THE MASTER PLAN, AS PRESENTED TO THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION WITH THE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS, (EXCEPT THE 
45 FOOT HEIGHT LIMIT ROOF TOP DESIGN ALLOWANCES, WHICH 
IS THE SOBJECT OF SEPARATE COMPANION MOTION) ALONG WITH 
THE FOLLOWING MODIFICATIONS AND/OR ADDIT+ONS: 

A) THAT THE DANA SSA BE DELETED; 

B) SUPPORT THE EXPANSION OF THE DEANZA SSA CONSISTENT 
WITH THE REVISED LANGUAGE WHICH WAS PRESENTED TO 
THE PLANNING COMMISSION IN THE MEMO FROM DEPO'l'Y 
CITY MANAGER HERRING, DATED JUNE 15, 1994 WITH THE 
FOLLOWING MODIFICATIONS: THE LAST PARAGRAPH THAT 
STARTS "PRIOR TO THE CITY'S FINAL ADOPTION ••• " BE 
DELETED IN ITS ENTIRETY, AND FURTHER THAT IN THE 
IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING PARAGRAPH IN THE FIRST 
SENTENCE THAT READS, "IT IS RECOMMEHDED THAT •••• ", 
REVISE WHERE IT BEGINS "AND TO ACCOMMODATE A 
MINIMUM OF 80 ACRES ••• ", TO READ "TO ACCOMMODATE A 
MINIMUM OF 80 ACRES OF ~ WETLANDS CREATION 
WITHIN THE SSA"; 

WITH RESPECT TO BAHIA POINT, THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION BE THAT THE VEHICULAR 
DROP-OFF AT THE NORTH END OF THE POINT BE 
MAINTAINED; THAT THE ROADWAY ITSELF BE KEPT AT 
LEAST WIDE ENOUGH TO ACCOMMODATE BOTH TWO LANES OF 
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC PLUS WIDE ENOUGH TO ACCOMPLISH 
HEAD-IN PARKING ON AT LEAST ONE SIDE OF THE ROAD, 
AND THAT PREFERABLY BE THE WEST SIDE OF THE R~AD, 
CLOSEST TO THE HOTEL, AND THAT THE NUMBER OF 
PARKING SPACES BE AT LEAST 120, BUT AS MANY AS 
THEY CAN GET IN THAT KIND OF A CONFIGURATION; AND 

D) IN THE REVISED PLAN, IF THERE IS GOING TO BE A 
CONTINUOUS PATH AROUND BAHIA POINT, THAT THE PATH 
BE NOT WIDER THEN 10 FEET AT ANY PART OF THE PATH 
AS IT GOES AROUND BAHIA POINT; Second by White. 
Passed by a 7-0 vote. 

~=/Hy~ lr:~~'.:.:_+e__:_~ _________ _ 
------
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To: 

• 
Public Hearing Testimony 

California Coastal Commissioners 
and interested parties 

~ 
NAR 31995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO .COAST DISTRICT 

From: Mary Lynn Hyde, (336 Bandera st., San Diego, 92037) 
Santa Clara Racing Association~ 

Date: March 8, 1995 

Subject: Mission Bay Master Plan Update (LCP Amendment 1-95) 

I applaud the staff of the California Coastal Commission in 
their careful reading and accurate analysis of the Mission Bay 
Master Plan Update as submitted by the City of San Diego. Their 
report clearly identifies several nonconformance problems in the 
Update that require further study and modification. The staff is 
wise in recommepding denial of the Plan at this time. 

Like the staff, I am greatly concerned over public access 
and recreation. Specifically, I am concerned about the negative 
impact on public access to local waters for recreational use by 
the expansion of the commercial lease at Bahia Point. Figure 12 
of the Update proposes a shift of the Bahia Hotel to the north 
and east thus eliminating a public roadway along a shoreline and 
approx. 250 public parking places that are critically needed on 
the west side of Mission Bay. 

The addition of a pedestrian/bike path around the perimeter 
of Bahia Point does not compensate for this loss of public 
access. Rather, the path contributes to it! If it were not for 
the proposed 16' path, the hotel would not need to shift its 
footprint to the north and east in order to remodel and/or expand 
its facility. If anything, the proposed path is a smokescreen for 
the expansion of commercial interests over public interests. 

The addition of a pedestrian/bike path around the perimeter 
of Bahia Point is not needed at this location. Pedestrians are 
currently able to circumnavigate the entire perimeter of the 
Point; skaters and cyclists currently use the existing scenic 
shoreline roadway. Public safety and congestion are not 
problems here; visual and physical access already exist. 

The addition of a pedestrian/bike path around the perimeter 
of Bahia Point adds less than 1 mile to the approx. 27 miles in 
the Pedestrian/Bike Path Improvement (figure 32) proposal in the 
Update. It's a minor positive addition with major negative 
impact. It makes sense to have a contiguous pedestrian/bike path 
around the perimeter of the Bay; it does Dot make sense to have a 
path around the small and narrow peninsulas which is why the 
other Points (El Carmel and Santa Clara) are not included. 

• 
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M.L. Hyde 
p.2 

•• 
The recommendation By City Staff in the ~pdate (p.46) that 

the lessee mitigate the loss of parking by providing alternate 
means of transporting boardsailing equipment to the tip of the 
Point from a drop-off area at the tip of the leasehold shows a 
complete lack of understanding of the problem: 

1.) Boardsailors are not the only group of users on Bahia 
Point. There are many other groups such as the Santa Clara 
Racing Association, the Mission Bay Sunfish Fleet, the Convair 
Sailing Club, the Italian-American Society, etc. 

2.) Boardsailors are not the only water users of Bahia 
Point. Many types of off-the-beach boaters use Bahia Point: 
canoes and kayaks, catamarans, small and medium sized sailing 
dinghies, etc. 

3.) All small boat sailors who launch their craft off the 
beach have a considerable amount of necessary related equipment 
(hulls, masts, sails, PFD's, wetsuits, etc) and not so necessary 
(beach chairs, towels ice chests, other clothes, toys etc.) that 
need to be transported to the site. This is also true for 
picnicking families. 

4.) The distance from the drop-off to the tip is approx. 
half mile; much too far to hand carry or cart without physical 
exhaustion. 

5.) Alternative parking is not available on the west side 
and yet to be developed on the east side. With 250 less spaces, 
the parking situation will be even worse. 

6.) If a recreational boater wanted to sail on Sail Bay, 
s/he would have to drop off their equipment worth thousands of 
dollars, leave it unattended for up to an hour while hunting for 
a parking space in a remote location, take a tram back, then cart 
their equipment to the tip. The process would be repeated to go 
home. Not much fun. 

7.) Neither boaters nor picknickers can tolerate this type 
of inconvenience and frustration. For all practical purposes, 
public access for recreational use of coastal waters is lost. 

And finally, launching of small boats and boards from Fiesta 
Ilsland is not a viable alternative to Bahia Point. Alternative 
parking/launching sites do not yet exist on Fiesta Ilsland. 
Future development may never adequately replace the loss of 250 
shoreside parking places. And the resulting relocation of 
sailing, windsurfing and kayaking activities (because of limited 
parking on Sail Bay) to heavily congested and unsafe Ski Bay 
is shortsighted. "l.t'l: o\so l.t\.e St'W!,ktlxrn M'\l)i?P polh>l't-d s,\:1•1+"-' ~! 

In conclusion, I stroDgly recommend to the Coastal 
Commission that Bahia Point be retained in its current 
coDfiguration. It has worked successfully for a variety of Park 
users for over forty years. It currently meets the requirements 
of the Coastal Act. It should be remembered that Mission Bay Park 
is an aquatic park and Bahia Point is a very popular and very 
Deeded launching spot on Sail Bay. 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

16. Pacific Rim Marine Enterprises, Inc. (Mission Bay 
Marina): Optional hotel redevelopment. S uld market con­
ditions warrant, part or all of theY acht C r leasehold should 
be permitted to redevelop intO a gues ousing complex similar 
in character to that proposed in na Village. Provisions for 
boat maintenance and servici _ should be maintained as part of 
the redevelopment to the nt feasible. As in Marina Village, 
the unimproved p area opposite the Yacht Center, plus a 
portion ofHospital' Point. should be added to the commercial 
lease area for ~elopment purposes (about 6 acres total). 

17. Bahia Hotel: 600-room resort hoteL In accordance 
with the objective of intensifying existing leaseholds, the Bahia 
Hotel lease, at the lessee's option, should be expanded towards 
the point of the peninsula, and shifted eastward to the eastern 
curb of the existing parking. Such an expansion and shift could 
potential! y permit the addition of 120 hotel rooms to the 
complex, aboye and beyond the current 484-room redevelop­
ment plans. The following criteria should guide the redevelop­

•ment of the Point: 

Page46 

The lease expansion should not exceed approximately 
one acre in area. An adequate public use zone should be 
maintained at the point itself in accordance with the 
Design Guidelines (150 feet tO the mean high water 
line). 

Every effort should be made as part of any redevelop­
ment effort to implement a continuous pedestrian and 
bicycle path around the Point in accordance with the 
Design Guidelines. 

Any loss of public parking resulting from a lease expan· 
sion and/or relocation should be mitigated. 

If the Bahia Hotel is to expand into Bahia Point's public 
parking areas, the lessee should be required to provide 
alternate means of carrying board sailing equipment to 
the tip of the Point from a drop-off area at the entrance 
of the leasehold. 
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March 3, 1995 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Commissioners, 

Mission Bay 
Sunfish Fleet 

~ 
HAR - 31995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO .COAST 015TRIC1' 

My name is Mike Waters and I live at 831 Jamaica Court. just across the cove to the 
west of Bahia Point. I am representing the Mission Bay SunfiSh Fleet, and the 
interests of any sman boat sailor, windsurfer, kayaker, or other water-sports 
enthusiast. I wish to express some opinions about the development of Bahia Point 
as detailed in the Mission Bay Master Plan, now under consideration for approval. 

I believe that the interests of such enthusiasts are legitimate, that access to Bahia 
Point is essential to our ability to enjoy our chosen sport. and that the lack of 
alternative sites should give us a high priority. I also believe compromise is possible 
and Bahia Point can serve the interests of many ·groups. 

First. the interests of such enthusiasts are legitimate, as detailed in various sections 
of the Coastal Ad, especially Section 30224 which states 

Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged ... 

Sail Bay is the prime area for such water sports, as its name and regulations imply. 
Bahia Point is vital to our use of Sail Bay. Bahia Point represents more than one 
third of available parking spaces adjacent to beach areas from which we can launch 

C.,.iy o-f- So.-..DI~ W.d I-~ 
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(see Map 1 ). The only other areas that provide access are Santa Clara and El Carmel' 
points, both of which are fully utilized on any summer weekend. There is no other 
access to any part of Sail Bay or any other section of the west bay for on-the-water 
activities such as these. Nor is there anywhere else in the entire county that affords 
the unique sailing, windsurfing and kayaking opportunities available here in Sail Bay. 

Under the current proposal, all public parking on Bahia Point will be eliminated in 
favor of the expansion of the Bahia leasehold and construction of a 
pedestrial'l/bicycle path along the shoreUne. Parking is essential to these on-the­
water sports. Proposals to provide carts for access from the remaining parking areas 
are simply unrealistjcl. For us, access to adjacent parking IS access to the water. 

However, the interests of pedestrians and cycfJSts are also legitimate. It is my 
contention that on-the-water sports should have priority at Bahia Point and that 
compromise is possible: 

Extending the pedestrial'l/bicycle path would increase by less than one mile a 
curre!ltly available network of over 7'h miles in the west bay and ocean front 
areas alone, with a potential for quadrupling that length around the entire 
bay area. Under the current plan, this would be at the expense of aU access 
for sailors, windsurfers, and kayakers. 

Pedestrians and cyclists currently do have access to most of Bahia Point. More 
than half of the shoreline is accessible through the grass and parking areas 
along the entire eastern side and the tip of the point. In fact. only 25 yards 
of brush and shrubs are all that prevent pedestrians from walking around the 
entire point this very minute. 

The pedestrian/bicycling network is not unique. The opportunities for walking 
and cycUng in the county are countless, and include shorelines in La Jolla, 
Harbor Island, Shelter Island, the Embarcadero, Coronado, and mortr. 

1 The competition for parking spaces is intensa in both of these places. Many local residents 
use these space for overnight parlcing and empty spac115 are rapidly filled any weekend. E1 
Carmel is also inferior due to lack of grass areas. 

Many of us have hundred:> of pounds of equipment worth thousands of dollars. Carting that 
much thousands of yards to the shore and then not being able to lode some of it in a car 
while on the water is not feasible. 

> Not only are water conditions in these areas are considerably different than in Sail Bay, but 
aa:ess for small boat sailors. windsurfers and kayalters is extremely limited if not non-existent. 

•• 
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An a.lternate connecting route along the base of Bahia Point paralleling 
Mission Bay Drive is readily available. as exists at Santa Clara and El Carmel 
points. 

COMPROMISE 

o Extend the bike path along W. Mission Bay Drive to connect with the 
end of the present path at the east end of the parking lot near the 

0 

0 

bridge. · 

Create and signpost a Pedestrian Only path along the shoreline. This 
would only require clearing the brush and shrubs and planting grass. 

Create a shoreline pedestrian/bicycle path around the small point to the 
east of the swimming area. 

o leave the parking area on Bahia Point as is I 

The need for accommodations for visitors and the interests of the Bahia Hotel are • 
also legitimate. It is my contention that on-the-water sports should have priority at 
Bahia Point and that compromise is possible: 

The expansion of the leasehold might add a small percent to the hotel area. 
but this would be at the expense of all access for sailors, windsurfers, and 
kayakers on Bahia Point according to the current plan. 

Accommodations at Bahia Hotel are not unique. There are four similar 
shoreline resorts within a mile and a half of the Bahia; Dana Inn, the Islandia, 
Princess Resort, and the Catamaran and, of course, accommodations in all 
other parts of the city. 

The Bahia would require a major remodel to take advantage of the expanded 
leasehold. However. a major remodel using only their current leasehold could 
also satisfy the goal of adding to the number of available rooms. 

COMPROMISE 

o The Bahia Hotel will benefit from increased pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic past it. This has to act as advertising and also attract customers 
to its bars and restaurants. 

o If necessary, allow the leasehold to expand at the north end of the 
point to include the grass island and the roadway that separates it 

• •• 
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from the current leasehold. This would eliminate only 14 parking 
spaces and maintain access for all other parties. 

Page 4 

In summary. Sail Bay is unique and essential to on-the-water enthusiasts like small 
boat sailors, windsurfers, and kayakers. And Bahia Point is the best access to Sail 
Bay for such enthusiasts. The current proposal would completely sacrifice such 
access in favor of small incremental improvements to existing access by pedestrians 
and cyclists. and a similar minor increase to the Bahia Hotel leasehold. 

For the last fourteen years. SunfiSh sailors all around the county look forward every 
other Saturday morning for about half the year to meeting on the water and 
practicing their skills. Once there, we burn no fossil fuels. nor are we the source of 
any air or water or noise pollution. If anything, the bay is more scenic for our 
presence. Please don't take our access away from us. 

Mike Waters 
831 Jamaica Court 
San Diego, CA 92109 
(619) 488-8514 
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Special Note about Shore Access to Bahia Point 

In any future considerations for Bahia Point, please note that the access to the shore 
for sailors is limited to two small areas at the northern end. 

At the very tip, there is a section of 75 yards where one can walk directly from the 
parking area to the shore. On the eastern side of the point proceeding north from 
the existing restrooms, the shore is accessible for about 120 yards, to the small 
concrete runoff channel. 

All the rest of the shoreline adjacent to the existing public parking areas is 
inaccessible. Most of it is signposted for unstable cliffs. There is also a short length 
of accessible shoreline that is in the swimming area. 

Without access to the two hundred yards in the two areas mentioned above, sailors 
cannot launch from Bahia Point as it exists today. 

• • 

Access to Sail Bay 

Bahia Point represents more than one third of ~vailable 
parking spaces for sailors, windsurfers, and kayakers to gain 
access to Sail Bay. 

Bahia Point 
250 spaces 

Sal 

8ay 

Map 1 
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Comments on the Mission Bay Par~ Master Plan 

'l'HE PROBLEM 

'l'he proposed Master Plan does not comply with the coastal Act 
policy regarding public access. 

Removal of pUblic par~ing at Bahia Point for a bi~e lane, coupled 
with continued usurpation of public par~ing by employees and quests 
of the Bahia Hotel, effectively eliminates public access. 

Expansion of the Bahia Hotel eliminates an area now used tor active 
sports that can't fit on other lawn areas during busy summer 
months. 

'l'HE SOLU'l'ION 

Bikes should share Gleason Road with other vehicles. 

Bike access along santa Barbara cove should be added when the Bahia 
Hotel redevelops. 

The Bahia Hotel should intensify development within its current 
leasehold area only, and should .be required to provide structured 
parkinq for employees and quests. 

• 
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1. GLEASON ROAD provides 264 public parking spaces. On any given day, 
95-105 spaces are occupied by Bahia Hotel employees. 

2. Eliminating 200 spaces would leave nothing for the public. 

3. I bicycle too. There is absolutely no conflict between bicycles imd auto 
traffic on Gleason Road. 

4. At present there are over 25 miles of bay view bike paths in Mission Bay 
and the adjoining San Diego River channel. 

5. Due to ever-decreasing water quality in the east bay, more effort shoUld 
be mode to preserve and promote nuire water contact area in the west boy. 

6. The Gleason Road shoreline is used for many water contact and shoreline 
uses, not just boardsailing. 

CN-y rf !A.DI~ WA t-9s-
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Ladies and Gentlemen of the Commission, 

I am here today representing the CRA Windsurfing Club. Our club 
was organized in 1983 and has been using the City of San Diego's 
park land since that time, every weekend. We find that this part of 
the Mission Bay Park, at Bahia Point is the only area in the Bay 
that we can tow our club boards, and not have a problem with 
parking during the summer congestion. 

During the major rains of 1993 and again this year, the east side of 
the bay, (near the Hilton Hotel) , has been closed approximately 
SO% of the winter. Due to the pOllution problem in the bay, Bahia 
Point is the only feasibieiooation for windsurfing for our club. 

'\ ' 

Our club, also ~ occasional special events such as club cook outs, 
morning brun~hes: and moonlight sails. We need both the facilities 
of fire rings, tables, and the safer environment of Bahia Point that 
other parts ofthe bay'can not provide. 

The original charter of Mission Bay was to be a recreational 
facility for all of San Diego residents, and visitors, not just a few 
money making business ventures. It is our position that the 
commission not pursue the plan to change this portion of the bay, 
otherwise it would be to the detriment of the City of San Diego. 

Jeff Pint 
Commissioner of the CRA Windsurfing Club. 

Cc'1y ,p .9.-DJ~P LCJ1A 1-?l 
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Horld seem unli~:~l:~ giv-::: th.e shap~ and locaticn of the par~el; -::ven the 
ec-onomics :malyst fer th~ plan has described the sit:! !iS r:'l...!l.rgina! =or 
:r-etail or 9U~s":.- hcusing. 

In addition to the proposed loss of public parkland to c=mm~rcial use, C-3 
objects tc e:~pansion of parking lots on a commercial leasehold uhen 
participation in &~ intra-park shuttle by the commercial lessee, along with 
others in the park would better serve the stated goal of the plan to 
improve Park access through use of alternative transportation. 

DE ANZA SPECIAL STUDY AREA: 

C-3 also agrees with staff that post-2003 use of the leasehold should be 
decided at this time, and that the leasehold should not be expanded into De 
Anza Cove parkland, heavily used by small and medium-sized groups for 
recreation. We agree per the Kapiloff Bill that use should be designated 
as parkland and guesthousing - a designation \lhich will not preclude the 
master lessee from submitting a hotel redevelopment proposal but will 
preclude a guest-housing use from expanding into parkland. The issue of 
whe.ther a hotel should be the form taken for guest-housing can be debated 
on its merits ;men the master lessee submits redevelopment plans to the 
city; however, the current residents of the trailerpark should not be 
allowed to be used as pawns to influence the decision on future use of the 
leasehold. 

BAHIA HOTEL SPECIAL STUDY AREA: 

C-3 has supported the proposal to shift the Bahia Hotel leasehold to the 
east in order to create pedestrian and bicycle access around the point, 
increasing public access and use of Gleason Point. Already planned 
redevelopment allows us this opportunity to reclaim shoreline access 11hich, 
as staff notes, has been precluded at other commercial leaseholds but uhich 
can also be reclaimed should other leaseholds 1-1ish to negotiate leases for 
major redevelopment purposes. l·le should not relinquish our chance to 
regain some shoreline access in an "all or nothing" argument. ~lhile 
changes will necessarily occur in the current forms of access to Gleason 
Point, no one will be denied access - some current users will no longer be 
able to drive and park right next to where they wish to be and the Italian­
American group could easily relocate to the opposite side of Ventura Cove, 
"here there is more grass and more parking than the area they use nou. 

If arguments are correct that the hotel is using public parking for th~ir 
clientele and employees, the hotel \4ould also be losing the use of that 
ar"a and, in any case. should be restricted incep<mdentl'l of the !laster 
Plan from using the non-leasehold area for business purposes. If a lesse~ 
cannot provide sufficient parking on site fer ~mployees. then the lessee 
should be required to provide off-site parking ~nd shuttl-e S"!rvi.o"s. 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION: 

~-3 aqrees uitt-l st3ff recomm~ndations for :l st-!ited <:.~r:unitment for alt-:rnate 
:or.ns of ~=anst,Jrt!!tion in th~ !!aster P!a.n. tut disagr<3~s ~hat ~his must. be 
dai:i~ and year~rounc:L ~·lhat of!-se.a;on ':Jser aculd 'Jse pt:riphera~ parking 
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CITIZE!IS COOIWIHATE FOR CENTURY 3 
1?.0. Box 1028 
San Diego CA 92112 
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TO: Chair & Heml::ers. California Coastal Commission 

SUBJECT: llission Bay Park Haster Plan Update and LC? 

Thank you for this additional opportunity to submit comments on your 
consideration of the llission Bay Park Master Plan & LCP. Like you, C-3 
feels that the proposed Plan before you sho1·1s the positive results of 
exceptional public involvement and public consensus on future management 
directions for Mission Bay Park. 

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 was founded in 1961 as a volunteer 
citizens organization, to work on a regional level for a balance between 
the need for grot<th and the preservation and enhancement of San Diego's 
natural environment, including the creation and access for public enjoyment 
of San Diego"s natural amenities. C-3 has participated in Mission Bay 
planning since the 1960s and. as chair of the C-3 Mission Bay Committee, I 
have been an active participant in the Master Plan update since 1989. 

I was pleased at the positive indications during the March 8th hearing at 
the Bahia Hotel, that staff concurred that most of the concerns expressed 
in the staff report are technical or semantic issues which can be easily 
worked out. I would like to address several issues more specifically, 
especially t110 areas where C-3 differs from the Council- approved Draft 
update: De Anza Harbor Resort and the South Shores commercial parcel. 

EXPANSION OF COMMERCIAL LEASEHOLDS: 

C-3 has consistently argued against expansion of commercial leaseholds 
beyond existing boundaries. We agree with Commission staff recommendations 
that the leaselines should not be modified to include parkland now in use, 
as proposed in the De Anza Special Study area and the 16.5 acre South 
Shores commercial parcel. The only condition under which C-3 might 
consider modification of leaselines would be a circumstance in which equal 
or greater parkland space is gained, i.e. the proposed shift of the Bahia 
Hotel boundary to permit shoreline access around the perimeter of Gleason 
Point. 

SOUTH SHORES: 

We have especially objected to the designation of the commercial parcel at 
South Shores in an area previously designated as part of South Shores Park. 
The desire for commercial designation is an outgrowth of a request 4 years 
ago by S<>a Horlc for 30 acres at the same location, to be used "seasonally" 
for overflow commercial parking. Commercial proposals from o~,er than Sea 

C~ d-St.-l);'Wi' WA 1-~ 
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and a tram, 11l:~n there 1~ no competition for parking any.1h,;r"' th'!y uish to 
go in the park (most of the year)~ 

1·1e :rculd expect a tram to access the De An.: a Cove area around to !!ar~ner' $ 

Point in Uission Beach, the perimeter of Fiesta Island and. on completion 
·Jf the Rose Creek bicycle/pedestrian bridge, evencually to serve Cro1m 
Point and Riviera Shores. 

!\ last comment on parking and transportation: C-3 •·rould like to see 
greater consideration given to requiring major leaseholders to help pay for 
an alternate transportation system during periods of high park use as 
partial satisfaction of existing numerical requirements of so many parking 
spaces per anticipated client/employee or square foot. 

DRY BOAT STORAGB: 

C-3 does not believe that dr/ boat storage on parkland is an efficient 
recreational use of the unique and clearly limited parkland in Hission Bay 
despite arguments that it helps reduce vehicular traffic into and around 
the Bay. The reality is that large numbers of boats, dry and water stored, 
sit unused for long periods of time. !\t De Anza Harbor Resort, storage 
also appears to" be provided for large recreational vehicles. an even less 
efficient use of parkland for vehicles which have no innate need to be 
stored near the 'later. 

I '~uld close by stating C-3's strong support for most of the update. !\ 
few areas are more complex because of conflicting land use exPectations, 
and are not addressed to the satisfaction of C-3. The Coastal Commission 
is the best level for definitive decisions on these issues. given the 
hopefully greater distance from the political pressures on locally elected 
officials. The Plan needs to balance as reasonably as possible the 
distribution of uses and access needs & desires - from neighborhood to 
regional to international tourism. 

Some groups will not achieve 100\ of their desires but it is unrealistic to 
exPect everyone's exPectations to be met, and C-3 believes that the t!aster 
Plan update proposed before you meets an exceptionally high percentage of 
the exPectations of an unusually <~ide range of users and user groups. 

Thank you for your patience in reading this lengthy letter. I look fo~•ard 
to attending your hearing on this issue at Long Beach in May. 

Sincerely. 

2ufV!:fU»uLL 
Chair. ~-3 Uission Bay Committ~~ 

-':'C: Ell-:n 'Lir~:·~·. SD ~egicr.¢1 Coastal C:'lmmi~sion 
Scott P.a::-ley, Set:cnd !:'izt.r!r:~ Count:ilm~!t'.b~r 
Val'!ri~ St."l:!inqs. Sixth Di2t.ri·:t t.::,:unci!:.iieitb~r 
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COMMENTARY ON MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN 
Before the CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

Submitted by William Merrill, 2153 Grand Ave. San Diego CA 4114/95 

~gel 
APR 141995 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEG.O .COAST DISTRICT 

I am submitting this commentary to urge the Ca!iforttia Coastal Commission to retain it's supervisory 

roll in the stewardship of the Mission Bay wetlands until furore srudies for the use of critical areas 

such as the Rose Creek and Tecolote Creek river mouths are completed. 

Water quality is one of the most critical issues addressed in the master plan because without safe 

water the quality of all costal uses are substantially reduced. The water pollution level in Mission 

Bay is related to the pollutant load entering the bay relative to the ability of the bay to cleanse itself. 

Mission Bay cleanses itself mostly through tidal flushing . For example a 6' tide can exchange a 

substantial proportion of the water in a 20' deep bay. 

The shallow back waters of our bay act like a giant piston in a tidal powered pump. It is the filling 

and draining of these intertidal zones with acre feet of seawater that generates the swift currants 

necessary to clear the deep channels and flush the bay frequently. 

These shallow intertidal zones narurally forrn from sediment in the fan of a river delta. Rose and 

Tecolote Creeks are depositing sediment and forming river deltas. The intertidal mixing zones at the 

mouth of Rose and Tecolote Creeks are and will continue to be some of the most biologically rich 

habitat in the bay. 

A Mission Bay Master Plan that does not include a plan for the Rose Creek river delta is not 

complete. The plan should not be approved until complete. 

• 
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COMMENTARY ON MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN 
Before the CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

Submitted by William Merrill. 2153 Grand Ave. San Diego CA 4/14/95 

•• 
The Rose and Tecolote Creeks area study could be funded in the same way as the Mission Bay 

page 2 

Master Plan was funded. A study on how to complete the wetlands of mission bay could substantially 

mitigate the current impact of the sewage drying beds. 

In the current year the City of San Diego deserves great credit for acquiring the Frost property 

adjacent to the salt pans on the Frost Kendal Bird Preserve. The biological improvement of this 

property by removing fill to reduce it's elevation to it's previous salt pan level could be a model 

project for the continuing improvement of the Mission Bay enviromnent. 

Rewarding San Diego's enviromnental improvement efforts with sludge bed mitigation funds is an 

example the type of stewardship oversight that the Califorttia Coastal Commission does best. Mission 

Bay deserves the careful oversight of The Califorttia Coastal Commission until the enviromnental 

mitigation aspects of it's master plan are complete. 

The commitment to make a quantity of enviromnental improvements is not the same as a plan to carry 

out those improvements. A model for making a plan, a model plan or a commitment to complete a 

plan could offer us meritorious progress towards planning this important part of Mission Bay. 

My point of view makes the elevation planning of Mission Bay more important than the plot plan. 

If we adopt a beach slope closer to narural angle of repose for inter tidal soils in Mission Bay we will 

have better tidal ·flushing, fewer mud slides requiring shore line restorations, and a more stable 

marine enviromnent. 
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OC'i 1 :J 1996 
4330 Bancroft Drive 

La Mesa, California 91941 
(AdF~·->,~NIA 

COAS r A I C::: •AMISSION 
SAN Olff.?'~ co,.ST DISTRICT 

10-3-96 

Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Mr. Wear, 

~~u~n~ 
OCT 111996 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

We are writing to you because we love Mission Bay. And because some 
exciting things are in store for Mission Bay. That is, if the Mission Bay Master 
Plan is approved by the Coastal Commission. 

But now we hear that the plan may be in danger because a few people are 
worried that they won't be able to park close enough to the water to suit them. 
This is uner nonsense, as I'm sure you know. 

Please, don't let the plan be rejected because of a few self-serving 
individuals. The big picture is that the plan will bring many good things to 
Mission Bay for everyone. And isn't the big picture more important than just a 
little slice of it? 

1l!iit!!2.lf!M~ 
copy to California Coastal Commission (Douglas, Calcagno, Lirely) 

September 26, 1 996 

Councilman Byron Wear 
282 "C" St., t Bth Floor 
San Diego, Cll 92181 

Mr. Wear, 

• 

Jill Perry 
735 Jamaica Court 
San Diego, CH 92189 

ij;\. ~~~\vTJS!fu [NIS~~\J~ 
LlCT 0 71398 

CAlifORNIA 
C:<..lASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO <;;CAST DISTRICT 

ns an athlete who does all of her training In the Mission 
Beach/Mission Bay area, I haue a uested Interest In the passage of 
the Mission Bay Master Plan. I recently trained for a triathalon. I 
can't tell you how frusterating it was to be on my bike, cruising along 
and then suddenly haue the path along the Bay come to a stop. 
Naturally, when I heard about the Mission Bay Master Plan, I was 
ecstatic. II plan to create a complete pathway along the bay that will 
also add new parks and more parking spaces. What could be better? 

I am told that there is opposition to the plan because some of 
the parking spaces at Bahia Point will be eliminated. But more spots 
will be added elswhere. It's not as if the spots won't be replaced. 
The Plan offers so many posltiue changes, it seems ridiculous that 
there is a possibility It might not go through for this one reason. 
There Is no doubt that If the pros and cons are wighed, the balance Is 
clearly in fauor of passing this plan. 

Sincerely, 

.fd(PJu/ur 
Jill Perry 



3309 Cadden Drive 
San Diego, Ca 92117 
October 17 1996 

Councilmember Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, 10,. Floor 
San Diego, Ca 92101 

Subject: Position statement on Bahia Point, Mission Bay Park. 

Dear Councilmember Wear: 
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COASTAl (0/MI.:5~ 1CN 
SAN DIEGO COAST L-ISiP.ICT 

The San Diego Mission Bay Park Master Plan was adopted on August 2, 1994. This plan was 
accepted only after many persons contemplated the use of this precious area. The plan considered 
areas covered by water, and land adjacent to the water. The plan considered use of this area in 
relation to the public recreation value, the environment, public access to the areas, the aesthetics 
of the area, and the economics of the park to both private and public agencies. 

The values of the park are in a delicate balance between public use and environmental needs. 
Public use of the park depends on access to the various parts of the park, some parts have 
restricted entry, some are open to the general public and other areas are used for services 
available to park users. One of the primary goals of the plan is to increase shoreline access for 
persons willing to explore and participate in the many opportunities available through out the 
park. 

.. 

Some areas in the park have restricted access due to the areas being designed for other uses. One 
such area that has limited public access is Bahia Point. The Bahia Point area is designated as a 
commercially oriented resort hotel portion of the park. The Master Plan specifies that part of the 
Bahia Point public parking be relocated to other areas, this amounts to about 200 parking spaces. 
The space from the relocated parking areas, plus shore line presently used for visitor 
accommodations could then be used to develop a 16 foot wide promenade around the point which 
would allow public access to the entire point peripheral area. The promenade would connect with 
other public accessible facilities adjacent to the point. Parking for automobiles and recreational 
vehicles are developed or will be developed near the point areas. Construction of the promenade 
would require negotiations between the Hotel management and several public agencies. The 
Hotel management will need to modify their present facilities to accommodate the promenade, 
such modifications should include on site parking for the hotel staff, guests and visitors, for 
handicapped persons, and some parking for persons using the promenade. 

I believe public access to the Mission Bay Park will be substantially improved if such a promenade 
is constructed. 

cc. Mr. Louis Calcagno, California Coastal Commission (San Fr"""'•M ·-~ "· 
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OctoberS, 1996 

Edward Gatae 
8758 Mellmanor Drive #120 
La Mesa, California 91942 

Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C St., Tenth Floor 
San Diego, California 92101 

Councilman Wear: 

~~~(.~tgUWI ~W 
OCT t 0 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing to you as a member ofFriends of Mission Bay Park, a group of concerned 
and dedicated volunteers who support the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

Almost five years have been spent creating the Master Plan update; five years of 
meetings, discussion, compromises, and carefully thought-out planning. Everyone's needs 
and wishes were taR:en into consideration during the planning process, and the resulting 
plan reflects that. 

And now a small group of people who mistakenly believe they are going to be denied ' 
access to Bahia Point have embarked upon a campaign of misinformation and alarmist 
tactics. If they succeed, the Master Plan update will be thrown out, and Mission Bay will 
not see any improvements for years to come. 

I hope you will study both sides of this issue carefully, Councilman Wear. Talk to the 
people who have crafted this plan. Let them show you how no one is going to lose access 
to Bahia Point. Don't be swayed by the propaganda being spread by a group of misguided 
zealots. 

cc: California CoastaTCommission 
Peter Douglas 
Louis Calcagno 
Ellen Lirely 

~~ 
UCT 111996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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We ask that the San Diego City Council and the California Coastal Commission retain 
Bahia Point Park's grass picnic area, 250 public parking-spaces and public access road. . 

Copies of this Petition 
were received with 
approximately 1,300 
signatories. 



Chairman, California Coastal Commission 

3111 Camino Del Rio South 

San Diego, Ca. 92108 

Dear Sir: 

The purpose of this letter is to communicate to you my desire to leave 
untouched the public access roadway known as Gleason Road, and all the 
parking thereon. I am soliciting your support in this matter, as I understand 
that in November of this year the Coastal Commission will once again 
review this matter in a public forum, and vote on a final resolution. As you 
may be aware, this matter has received considerable public interest. and 
may have contributed to the loss by Commissioner Vargas in running for 
U.S. Congress. I know that a plurality of the public endorses a win-win 
situation; wherein the Evans family would be allowed expansion in hotel 
room capacity by building UPWARD, on their existing footprint. The publics 
right to traverse, park vehicles, and to hold family picnics not be abridged in 
any manner. My understanding of this matter is that the Bahia Hotel 
operators, the Evans family, are asking to basically takeover a public access 
roadway known as Gleason Road, and the removal from public use 'in 
excess of 250 public parking spaces, which occupy this access road. The 
subsequent exparrsion of the Bahia Hotel unto this roadway would ensue at 
some yet to be determined time. 

Confiscation of this public access roadway and permanent removal of more 
than 250 public parking spaces is being justified by employing a rouse. 
Namely the creation of a bicycle path. I ask all of the Coastal 
Commissioners to please review the plans for this bicycle path which 
appear in the EIR, (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT). You will 
discover that the argument to close this roadway for a bikepath is bogus. As 
the bikepath being proposed is redundant at best You will notice that the 
bikepath was to be installed in front of the Bahia Hotel. This would 
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accomplish the aim of the Master Plan. You will discover that at all other 
points in the master plan, the bicycle path is being installed on the outer 
perimeter, and never enters the multiple individual peninsulas which lie 
within this master plan. 

Before endorsing any position on this issue, I am requesting that all 
members of the Coastal Commission, please take time to go to the Bahia 
Hotel, and walk around the leasehold. You will discover that the west side 
of the peninsula, on which the Bahia Hotel owns the leasehold has been 
configured in such a way, as to create the perception that the west side is 
private property. This same maneuver has been successfully utilized at 
another property in San Diego's Mission Bay, which is also owned and 
operated by the Evans family, and achieved like results. My understanding 
is that this is in-fact public property, although it surely is not configured that 
way. As a consequence of the perception created, the west side of the 
Bahia Hotel enjoys little to no utilization from the citizenry of San Diego, who 
paid for this peninsula. Usage of thiS immediate area is from the guest of 
the Bahia Hotel. 

Closing the public access roadway on the east side of the Bahia Hotel, 
would basically magnify what Is already an unfair situation, and would 
be tantamount to serving an eviction to its present users, which are the 
citizenry of San Diego. 

The operators of the hotel have asked to takeover this roadway to extend 
out their leasehold, so as to have the ability to increase the total room 
capacity of the Bahia Hotel, from its present 320 rooms, and to increase the 
capacity to 600 total rooms. I draw your attention to the EIR, which 
contains recommendations by coastal commission staffers that allows the 
increase in room . capacity. The coastal commission staffers however. 
recommend accompliShment of the increase in room capacity by removing 
existing old, and poorly maintained 1 and 2 story bungalows, and building 
anew on the hotels existing footprint new 3 story structures; which would 
allow the owners the increase they want without confiscating the roadway 
and part<ing on the east side otthe hotel, from public usage. 

Fulther, I draw your attention to page 39 of the EIR. Notice that although the 
owners of the Bahia Hotel are being given almost immediate posession of 
the roadway and the over 250 parking spaces thereon. page 39 specifically 
allows the owners of the Bahia Hotel, latitude as to the extend of the 
ultimate room expansion, if any. In other words the expansion envisioned at 
this time to reach 600 rooms total, may never occur. Conceivably a much 
smaller numbered increase may be ultimately realized. Other sections of 
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the £/R, grant the owners of the hotel. latitude which extends to 20 years the 
time to accomplish the expansion, if any. 

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THIS PICTURE? Immediate confiscation of the 
roadway by the hotel. Immediate eviction of the public users. Immediate loss 
of over 250 public parking spaces. Latitude to the hotel which allows them 
up to 20 years to perform, without the obligation on the part of the hotel to 
perform. As I read page 39, there is no obligation whatsoever on the part of 
the hotel to perform in any way, after confiscating the public access 
roadway. 

Why not follow the previous recommendations of coastal commission 
staffers? FolloWing tbose recommendations would allow for two 
Winners in this dispute. tbe hotel would be allowed the increase on 
their existing footprint. and tbe public would continue to have usage of 
both tbe public access roadway and tbe padcing tberecm The solution 
is ratber simple. and abundantly fair. 

It should be noted that this area In dispute is utilized substantially by 
families who picnic there as weather allows. This peninsula is the 
safest part of Mission Beach, I have spoken to the Sergeant wpo 
heads the beach patrol, and he has conveyed this to me. 

Support by anyone to eliminate public parking anywhere in the Mission 
Beach area is absolutely preposterous .. The notion advanced by some 
that parking which is to be developed some 4 miles away from this 
location " mitigates" in any way, the substantia/loss to the citizenry of 
San Diego, of this beautiful and unique peninsula is absolutely absurd. 
Parking, if created, approximately 4 miles away from the peninsula to 
be confiscated, should be used to complement existing parking, as a 
severe shortage ·of parking absolutely exists throughout the Mission 
Beach area. ALTHOUGH A SHUTTLE SYSTEM IS MENTIONED IN THE 
PLAN, IT IS A FACTUAL REPRESENTATION THAT NO FINANCING 
FOR THIS PLAN IS IN PLACE TO DATE. THE SHUTTLE SYSTEM, IF 
EVER DEVELOPED, WOULD ONLY INCLUDE THE TRANSPORTATION 
OF INDIVIDUALS TO THE GENERAL AREA, I ASK YOU, WHAT ABOUT 
THE GENERAL PARAPHANAUA WHICH PICNIC GOERS CARRY wrrH 
THEM, HOW WILL THE NON EXISTENT SHUTTLE SYSTEM HANDLE 
THAT? 

At considerable expense the city of San Diego conducted a telephone 
survey of San Diego County residence. In that survey, picnicking was 
ranked even above water sports as a priority for those who utilize 

.. 

Mission Bay. Why then must a small group of people, although 
influential, who happen to own and operate the Bahia Hotel, dictate 
to the citizenry of San Diego, the ultimate utility for this peninsula? 

In closing, I am requesting from the Coastal Commission, that their vote on 
this matter should support the greater good for San Diegans. In this 
instance as I have dilineated above, the solution is simple. Please support 
the UPWARD £EXPANSION OF THE BAHIA HOTtEL ON ITS £EXISTING 
FOOTPRINT. PLEAS£ ALLOW THE CITIZENS OF SAN DIIEGO, 
CONTINUED AND UNINTERRUPTED INGRESS AND £GRIESS ON THIS 
PUBLIC ACCESS ROADWAY, AND FOR H£AV£NS SAK£ DO NOT 
ALLOW TH£ IELIMINA TION OF THE PRECIOUS PARKING SPACES 
THEREON. THANK YOU. 

RESPECTFULLY, 

?ft~q;. ~ 
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ITAliUS AIAIIST THE CllfiSCADII Df THE PIIUC ACCESS 
BDIDWAY Dill BAHIA PIIIT-IID THE USS IF IIEI211 PUIUC 

PUIIII SPICES 

Chairman, Califomia Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino Del Rio South 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 

Dear Sir: 

JUlie 13. 1996 

The purpose of this letter is to communicate to you my desire to leave untouched the 
public access roadway known as Gleason Road, and all the parking thereon. I am 
soliciting your support in this matter, as I understand that in November of this year the 
Coastal Commission will once again review this matter in a public forum, and vote on a 
final resolution. As you may be aware, this matter has received considerable public 
interest. and may have contributed to the loss by Commissioner Vargas in running for 
U.S. Congress. I know that a plurality of the public endorses a win-win situation in 
this matter ; wherein the Evans family would be allowed expansion in hotel room 
capacity by building UPWARD ON THEIR EXISTING FOOTPRINT. The publics right 
to traverse, park vehicles, and to hold family picnics should not be abridged in any • 
manner. 

My understanding of this matter is that the Bahia Hotel operators, the Evans family, are 
asking to basically takeover a public access roadway knO'M't as Gleason Road, and the 
removal from public use in excess of 250 public parking spaces, which occupy this 
access road. The subSequent expansion of the Bahia Hotel unto this roadway would 
ensue at some yet to be determined time. 

Confiscation of this public access roadway and permanent removal of more than 250 
public parking spaces is being justified by employing rouse by the proponents of the 
confiscation, namely the creation of a bicycle path. I ask all of the Coastal 
Commissioners to please review the plans for this bicycle path 'Nhich appear in the 
EIR, (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT). You will discover that the argument to 
close this roadway for a bikepath is bogus,. as the bikepath being proposed is 
redundant at besl You will notice that the bikepath was to be installed in front of the 
Bahia Hotel. This would accomplish the aim of the Master Plan. You 'Nill discover that 
at all other points in the master plan. the bicyde path is being installed on the outer 
perimeter, and never enters the multiple individual peninsulas which lie within this 
master plan. 
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Before endorsing any position on this issue, I am requesting that all members of the 
Coastal Commission, please take lime to go to the Bahia Hotel, and walk around the 
leasehold. You will discover that the west side of the peninsula, on which the Bahia 
Hotel owns the leasehold has been configured in such a way, as to create the 
perception that the west side is private property .. This same maneuver has been 
successfully employed at another property in San Diego's Mission Bay, the Catamaran 
Hotel, which is also O'M'ted and operated by the Evans Family, and achieved like 
results. My understanding is that this is in-fact public property, although it surely is not 
configured that way. As a consequence of the perception created, both the west side 
of the Bahia Hotel, and the east side of the Catamaran Hotel enjoy little to no 
utilization from the citizenry of San Diego, as they appear to have been privatized. 
Closure of the public access roadway would create the same untenable condition on 
the east side of the Bahia Hotel. 

Closing the public access roadway on the east side of the Bahia Hotel. would 
basically magnifY what Is already an unfair situation, and would be tantamount to 
serving an eviction to Its present uum.. which is the citizenry of San Dl~o 

The operators of the hotel have asked to takeover this roadway to extend out their 
leasehold, presumably to gain the ability to increase the total room capacity of the 
Bahia Hotel , from its present 320 rooms, and to increase the capacity to 600 total 
rooms. I draw your attention to the EIR, which contains recommendations by coastal 
commission staffers that allows the increase in room capacity. The coastal commission 
staffers however, recommend accomplishment of same by removing existing old, and 
poorly maintained 1 and 2 story bungalows, and build anew on the the hotels existing 
footprint, new 3 story structures, which would allow the owners the increase they want 
without confiscating the roadway and parking on the east side of the hotel, from public 
u~. 

Further, I draw your attention to page 39 of the EIR. Notice that although the owners of 
the Bahia Hotel are being given almost immediate possession of the roadway and the 
over 250 parking spaces thereon, page 39 specifically allows the owners of the Bahia 
Hotel, latitude as to the extent of the ultimate room expansion, if any. In other words 
the expansion envisioned at this time to reach 600 rooms total, may never occur. 
Conceivably a much smaller numbered increase may be ultimately realized. Other 
section of the EIR, grant the owners of the tiotet, latitude which extends to 20 years the 
time to accomplish the expansion, if any. 

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THIS PICTURE? 
• Immediate confiscation of the roadway by the hotel. 
• Immediate loSs of over 250 public par1<ing spaces. 
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• Absolute latitude to. the hotel (refer to page 39 EIR report) which allows them 
up to 20 years to perform, without the obligation to do.so. 

Why not follow the previous recommendations of coastal commission staffers? 
Following those recommendations 'NOuld allow for two winners in this dispute, the hotel 
'NOuld be allowed the increase on their existing footprint, and the public would continue 
to have usage of both the public access roadway and the parking thereon. The 
solution is rather simple, and abundantly fair. 

It should be noted that this area in dispute is utilized substantially by families who 
picnic there as weather allows. This peninsula is the safest part of Mission Beach. I 
have spoken to the Sergeant who heads the beach patrol, and he has conveyed this to 
me. 

Support by anyone to eliminate public parking anywhere in the Mission Beach area is 
absolutely preposterous. The notion advanced by some that parking which is to be 
developed some 4 miles away from this location 'mitigates' in any way, the substantial 
loss to the citizenry of San Diego, of this beautiful and unique peninsula is absolutely 
absurd. Parking , if created, approximately 4 miles away from this peninsula to be 
confiscated , should be utilized to complement existing parking, as a severe shortage 
of parking absolutely exists throughout the Mission Beach area. 

ALTHOUGH A SHUTTLE SYSTEM IS MENTIONED IN THE MASTER PLAN, IT IS A 
FACTUAL REPRESENTAION THAT NO FINANCING FOR THIS PLAN IS IN PLACE 
TO DATE. THE SHUTTLE SYSTEM, IF EVER DEVELOPED, WOULD INCLUDE THE 
TRANSPORTATION OF INDIVIDUALS TO THE GENERAL AREA. I ASK YOU, 
WHAT ABOUT THE GENERAL PARAPHANALIA WHICH PICNIC GOERS CARRY 
WITH THEM, HOW WILL THE NON EXISTENT SHUTTLE SYSTEM ACCOMODATE 
THE NEED? 

At considerable expense the city of San Diego conducted a telephone survey of San 
Diego County residence. In that survey, picnicking was ranked even above water 
sports as a priority for those who utilize Mission Bay. When then must a single family, 
although influential, who happens to own and operate the Bahia Hotel, dictate to the 
citizenry of San Diego, the ultimate utility for this peninsula? 

In closino.J. am reauestina from the Coastal Commission. their vote on this matter 
should support the greater good for San Diegans In this instance as I have delineated 
above the solution is simple Please support the UPWARD EXPANSION OF THE 
BAHIA HOTEL ON ITS EXISTING FOOTPRINT PLEASE ALLOW THE CITIZENS OF 
SAN DIEGO CONTINUED AND UNINTERRUPTED INGRESS AND EGRESS ON 
THIS PUBLIC ACCESS BOADWAY AND FOR HEAVENS SAKE DO NOT ALLOW 
THE ELIMINATION OF THE PBECIOUS PABKING SPACES THEREON THANK YOU 

RESPE;CTFULL Y, ·~ .· 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

October 18, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Billy Paul 
2747 Fairfield St 
San Diego, CA 92110 
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This letter is written to urge you to retain the public parking at and access to 
Bahia Point Tha history of public use and enjoyment of Bahia Point and its 
value to water users argue for its retention as a major public recreational 
amenity. 

Bahia Point Park is publicly-owned. There is a long history of public interest and ' 
investment In the development of Mission Bay Park as a recreational resource. 
During the 1920's, the State of California, which then owned Mission Bay, 
appointed a "harbor commission• to develop Mission Bay. Mission Bay State 
Park was formed in 1929. A preliminary plan was drawn for the park in 1930, and 
in 1945 the first Mission Bay bond issue (for $2 million) was approved by the 
voters by an 80 percent majority. In 1946, the transformation of Mission Bay from 
a reed-covered mud flat to an aquatic park began. Bahia Point was rot.ll1ed. as a 
result ofth~ bond measure. A second bond issue for $2 million was approved 
by a 70 percent majority in 1950, and a $23.9 million bond issue In 1966. The 
public investment in Mission Bay Park over the years reflects San Diego's long­
standing affection for the water, which provides recreation, scenic enjoyment, 
tourism, and natural habitat 

The Bahia Hotel was built in 1953 on Bahia Point on land leased from the City of 
San Diego. It was the first hotel built on Mission Bay. The design of the hotel 
allowed for public vehicular access along the east side of Bahia Point and out to 
the tip.· Diagonal parking is provided along the access road. Other commercial 
developments have occurred in Mission Bay since, including hotels, marinas, 
retail shops, and entertainment facilities including Sea World. 

Mission Bay Park is an aquatic park of incomparable value. It attracts 12 million 
visitors per year, owing to its suitability for sailing, kayaking, windsurfing, rowing, 
swimming, cycling, skating, picnicking, and special events. Each of these 
activities is an essential part of Mission Bay Park's appeal and its function, and 
each use must be accommodated. Those uses which are water-dependent must 
especially be accommodated, as the water sports cannot be relocated and are 
highly reliant on such factors as wind conditions, shoreline slope, currents, water 
conditions, and adjacent parking. Bahia Point fulfills a special need for water 
users that cannot be transplanted to other parts of Mission Bay. 

West Mission Bay (also known as Sail Bay) is distinguished from East Mission 
Bay in its suitability for sailing, windsurfing, kayaking, and swimming. The east 
bey is geared towards motorboat and jet-ski usage, which are compatible with 
the arretic winds and choppy water that characterize that area. Tha east bey Is 
also commonly used for large company picnics and sporting events, such as jet­
boat races and the over-the-line tournament Thera is one popular windsurfing 
area on East Mission Bay, which is suitable only for proficient windsurfers with 
high-speed, high-tech windboards and special harnesses. 

On the other hand, West Mission Bay is geared towards small sailboat users 
and other human and wind powered craft. These craft, although lightweight 
enough to be transported car-top or by trailer and carried short distances to the 
water, are too heavy to be carried in from satellite parking lots, even if they are 
only 1/4 mile away. 

There are two significant parks on West Mission Bay that provide access to the 
water: Santa Clara Point and Bahia Point Santa Clara Point is comparable to 
Bahia Point in proximity of parking and sailing conditions. However, Santa Clara 
Point is typically filled to capacity by mid-morning on summer days. Santa Clara 
has about 300 parking spaces. The elimination of 250 spaces at Bahia Point 
would force users to compete for parking at Santa Clara Point, which would be 
the only remaining parking providing access to Sail Bay. A third point on Sail 
Bay, El Carmel Point, provides some public parking, but most of El Carmel is 
occupied by a.rowing.club.andprivate yacht club. All three points are plagued by 
the usurpation of public parking by area residents and employees. 

Sail Bay is positioned for favorable onshore breezes, is less polluted than the 
east bay (and will continue to be so, even after planned improvements to.the 
City's sewage and storm drain systems), and allows for easy access to the 
Mission Bay Channel which opens to the Pacific Ocean. The launch areas are 
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safe from power craft collisions and less susceptible to their chop and swamping 
wakes. These factors also make West Mission Bay more desirable than the east 
bay for swimming and snorkeling. 

Bahia Point is such an important recreational resource that it would be a tragic 
mistake to limit its usage to hotel guests and passing cyclists. The construction 
of South Shores Park and the planned improvement of Fiesta Island do not 
mitigate for the loss of Bahia Point. Those parks are located in East Mission 
Bay, which serves a different type of user. 

Parking around West Mission Bay is now extremely limited, and no additional 
land is available to meet future demand. This future demand is certain to 
increase as the population of San Diego continues to increase. Bal!ia Point also 
provides overflow parking for users of nearby Mission Beach and Belmont Park, 
two significant coastal resources. 

Many businesses in the area immediately surrounding Bahia Point serve the 
sailboat, kayak, and windsurfing enthusiasts who frequent Bahia Point. These 
businesses would be impacted by the loss of public access to one of the few 
sailing areas of Mission Bay. Other local businesses serve the entire visiting 
public, selling wetsuits, sunblock, T-shlrts, and souvenirs. These businesses 
would also be impacted. Any anticipated tax revenues that the City may expect 
to receive from expansion of the Bahia Hotel would be offset by losses from 
other area businesses. 

The City's desire to improve bicycle facilities around Mission Bay is 
understandable but need not occur in a way that destroys public parking and the 
access that the parking provides. Similarly, expansion of the Bahia Hotel can be 
accomplished in a manner that does not impact public access and parking. 
Bicycle access around Bahia Point can easily be provided without removing any 
parking. The Bahia Hotel's original redevelopment and expansion plan includes 
a new ten-foot path along the west side of Bahia Point, which would complete 
the missing section and allow for continuous bicycle and pedestrian access. 

Other possibilities also exist. The critical factor is that vehicular access is 
maintained along the entire east side and the tip of Bahia Point. and that there 
be no loss of the 250 public parking spaces. 

Bahia Point Park is used by citizens who have invested time and money in their 
recreational activities, and who do not keep their boats in private yacht clubs or 
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stay in resort hotels. Bahia Point is used by people of all ages, ethnic 
backgrounds and political persuasions, people who work hard for a living and 
need convenient and functional coastal access to fulfill their recreational needs. 

California law supports the retention of parking and vehicular access to Bahia 
Point. Proposition 20 was passed by the voters in 1972 to protect the coast. The 
Coastal Act was enacted in 1976 to provide for the conservation of the California 
coastline and established the Coastal Commission as a coastal management 
agency. The Coastal Act's policies call for maximum public access to and 
recreational use of the coast. The legislature asserts that the California coast is 
a resource of vital and enduring interest to all the people, and that the basic 
goals of the state are to protect and maintain the coastal environment, maximize 
public access to and along the coast, and assure priority for coastal-dependent 
development over other development on the coast. *Coastal-dependent 
development" is defined as any use which requires a site on or adjacent to the 
sea to be able to function at all. 

The preservation of public parking at Bahia Point is the Qnl.y: action that you can 
take consistent wi~h existing State legislation. Sailing, windsurfing, kayaking, 
rowing, fishing, wading, and swimming are coastal dependent activities, while 
bicycling and hotel development are not. Your mandate is clear. Preservation of 
public parking is protective of public access for all coastal visitors; preservation 
of public parking is consistent with the Coastal Act: and preservation of public 
parking fulfills the will of the people who own the land. 

I look forward to your enlightened decision this November. 

Sincerely, 

~JU__ 
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Bruce Minteer • 5670 Uoda Rosa. La Jolla. C3Ufomia 92037 • 459-6713 · SEP::; o fa96 

TO: Deborah lee, Coastal Commission 

Hello, 

CALIFO~NIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

9 . 25 . ~ DlfGO COAST OltTI!If 

Have to tell you that last night I attended a meeting of the heads of the Community 
Planning groups in San Diego, they call it C.P.C. and I'm sure you know about it 

The proposed expansion of the Bahia Hotel was presented and advocated by the 
Mission Bay Parks & Rec They wish to edd some rooms, do some other things and DO 
AWAY WITH 250 PARKING SPACES ON THE SAND AT BAHIA POINT! 

The CPC was wavering, talking on both sides of this. I had to stand up and tell them 
that was the most ridiculous proposal I had ever heard. It was then rejected by CPC, 
almost unanimously. I almost popped a blood vessel. There is no mitigation or any 
number of mitigations that could justify the loss of those parking spaces. What can I 
do? Plan to attand the Commission meeting - November 13 ? Or ? 

bruce 

... ~ 



October I, 1996 

Skate This 
Ned Roundtree 
430 17th Stteet 
San Diego, CA 92101 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
SanDiego, CA 92108 

Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

:-v-~~ ~1\Vi!?r;\ 
ilm~. !~!SI.n 'L~i;:i iJ"'J.~ ,;~ 

'·.·: :t:: i9S6 
CAUFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
:>AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

As a recreation leader, myself and my organization of I 00 skaters and growing, which meet in Mission Bay 
sometimes daily, are writing regllrd.ing the proposed elimination of parking at Bahia Point. The propoaal to 
create a separate bicycle, pedestrian, and skate lane at Bahia Point is unnecessary and eowtterproductive, as 
the wheeled users can continue to share Gleason Road with vehicular traffic, and pedestrians can continue to 
use the grass. We believe that the existence of public parking makes public use of Bahia Point possible for 
sailors, kayakers, bieyclistS, and skaters. The reduction of parking in West Mission Bay reduces 
opportunities for the public to utilize public land, and should therefore be rejected. 

Your job as Coastal Commissioners is to implement Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The Bahia Point proposal does 
not meet the basic State goals for the coastal :rone cxpreased in Sections 30001.5.e and d as follows: "Maximize 
public access to aod along the coast and maximize public recreational opportunities in thecoastal :rone" and 
"Assure priority for coastal-depeodent and coastal-related development over other developments on the coast." 
It conflicts with Section 30212 . .5 which states "Public U!cilities, including parking areas or facilities, shall be 
distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts of overcrowding or overuse by the public of 
any single area." Section 30220 states "Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
be readily provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses." 

The City's proposal for Bahia Point conflicts with these code sections, as it elintinates boat, windsurfer, and 
kayak access to coastal waters in favor of non-water-dependent uses such as hotel expansion. The proposed 
mitigation areas of South Shores and Fiesta Island are not in the same part of Mission Bay. The attempt to focus 
public use of Mission Bay to the east bay area causes oven:rowding and overuse in the east bay, while leaving the 
west bay virtually inaccessible to the public. This causes a ripple effect on all users of Mission Bay, as more and 
more people are crowded into fewer areas (notwithstanding the park expansion at South Shores). Water users at 
Bahia Point have immediate access to the Pacific Ocean, which is not available at inland water sites. 

For these reasons, it is incumbent upon the Coastal Commission to reject the City's propoaal. The Commission 
should instead instruct the City to develop an alternative proposal which maintains public access to and parking 
at Bahia Point To do so otherwise would be unwise, against the public interest, aod inconsistent with your 
function as outlined by State law. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
President, Skate This 

rP a.elfi<: 13 u:>.t:k 

• City Council of San Die~o 
c/o City Clerk, Charles D. ,\bdelnour 
202 C Street 
San Diego, Co\ 92101 

·- 'I 

<Po.t ,,2 
Post Office Box 9213 

92169 

• ~ ·~ C) .. _. ..... , ...... 

vL i t1 .l !;JVtl 

Dear Members of the san Diego City Council, 

<.:AUFOf<NlA 
;::OA>TAl COMMISSION 

'ii'N OtEGO COAST DISTRICT 

~merican Legion Post 552 of Pacific Beach protests the recent 

action of the City Council which gave valuable Bahia Point Park land 

to the Bahia Hotel Corporation. At its latest meeting, American 

Legion Post 552 unanimously voted to ask you, the City Council of 

San Diego, to reconsider the giving away of this valuable Bahia Point 

public park land for private development interests. Post 552 resents 

the giving away of ~ public park lands. 

perely, A , _ 
~/lf~ 

omas R. Rinde 
Adjutant 
American Legion Post 552 
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October 21, 1996 

Chairman Louis Calcagno 
& Members of the California 

Coastal Commission 
45 Freemont street, Ste 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SACRAMENTO OfFJCE 
455 CAPITOl MALl, SUIT£ 235 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814·4405 

TELEPHONE i916) 4'2.04JS 
fAX (91&} 492·0530 
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0CT211!l9S 
CALiFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
5AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Re: Bahia Point Component of the Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Chairman Calcagno and Members of the commission: .. 
Johnson & McCarthy has been retained by the Friends of Bahia 

Point Park, a consortium of over 50 businesses and common interest 
associations, directly impacted by the proposed elimination of 
public access to Bahia Point Park. 

The purpose of this letter is to propose a reasonable 
compromise amongst and between the competing interests associated 
with the proposed hotel expansion. 

Importantly, it should be noted at the onset that we are not 
faced with a traditional private property rights dispute. In the 
case of Bahia Point, the private property rights belong to the 
public since the public is the owner of the land. 

This is not to diminish the importance of the leasehold rights 
held by the Bahia Hotel owners, however, it is necessary to ask the 
basic question: What is the best long term use for the land from a 
public ownership perspective? 

MAINTENANCE Ol EXISTING PVBLIC ACCESS 

Recently, on September 24, 1996, the Community Planners 
Committee ("CPC"), a planning leadership group made up of 
representatives of all of the community planning groups in the City 
of San Diego voted 14 to 1 for the following motion: 

That the CPC supports the retention of 250 
parking spaces at Bahia Point and further 
supports discussions, by all parties 
concerned, on a compromise plan that would 

Chairman Louis Calcagno 
& Members of the California 

coastal Commission 
Page 2 
October 21, 1996 

provide both the Bahia Hotel with the space it 
requires for expansion while maintaining 
public access. 

. .. 

Friends of Bahia Point Park· support a reasonable increase in 
the number of hotel rooms at the site, provided this occurs within 
the existing footprint of the present leasehold and here is no 
material loss of public parking spaces.· 

While representations have been made by the hotel owner that 
an expansion cannot occur without increasing the footprint, we are 
not aware of any engineering or financial studies in support of 
this claim. Our consultations with design professionals have led 
us to conclude that there can be a 164 room expansion (for a total 
of 484 rooms) in compliance with city height restrictions and 
within the existing leasehold boundaries. The City's original 
approvals for a 484 room redevelopment project assumed that the 
original leasehold footprint could be maintained. 

There are. simply no facts supporting the contention that the 
leasehold has to be expanded to take all of the existing public 
access resources. 

In this regard, you should be aware that the master plan EIR 
only references a 164 room expansion - from 320 to 484 rooms. 
Accordingly, it appears there has been no required environmental 
study for the now proposed 280 room expansion adopted in the City's 
Master Plan. 

REVENUE PRQJ'ECTIONS 

We also note there have been multiple representations 
regarding the projected increases in revenues from the hotel's 
expansion to the 600 room level. However, these representations 
beg the basic question. How much revenue increase is enough in 
light of the price to be paid by functionally eliminating public 
access at Bahia Point? A 164 room increase would obviously create 
a major income boost, thereby complying with the City's goal for 
intensifying leaseholds. Furthermore, leaseholds are currently 
being expanded around the Bay, hopefully leading to even higher 
revenues. 
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Chail:man Louis C&lc:aqno 
& Members of the california 

coastal commission 
Paqe 3 
October ~1, 1996 
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At the present ti»e, we have a proposed project site (Bahia 
Point Park) which has been a major public recreational asset tor 
decades. The area is heavily used and. the exiatinq 2!10 apace 
parkinq lot is routineli filled to capacity. At what price·are we 
prepared to sell a publ e reaouree that ahould l::le enjoyed by future 
generations? 

XIIDQ'l' OJ' ILIJIQ'l'Xlm 1r.ax:nrp S'PACU 

With respect to the proposed elilllination of 250 parking 
spaees, we have l::leen unable to find any llaaninq:ful analysis by the 
City of were :future visitors to Bahia Point will park their cars. 
This is a very serious question qiven the lack of parkinq in the 
area and the exiatinq traffic circulation proDleli.S on West Mission 
Bay Drive. 

We nave seen no evidence of traffic studies wnich, tor 
example, consider the impacts upon traffic flow of hund.ntds of 
people lookinq for parkinq spaces in that area on a sUlllller 
afternoon. 

lUJLXS: SJ!IlY.ICB NIP l'.tDPJH CQUS 

We note that on the IIUJ:)ject of pul:llie services that the Eill' s 
conclusion IIUIIIIIIU'Y (appearing at the front of the dOCUlllent) states 
that increase• in the number of quest residenees or parking spaces 
in Mission Bay Park will need to be atw:U.ed to deterlline hlpacts on 
police and. fire servicess 

'l'be purpose of the study lilhall be to d.etarmine 
if additional police officers, tire personnel 
O:l:' equipment C•·'i·, equad cars) would 1:>e 
necessary to ll&intain adequate levels of 
publ.ic service. 

Siqned l:ly Laurance c. Monserrate, Principal Planner (5/l0/94) • 

.lin impo;£-tant •pocket.Dook" isaue hare ia that - are faced with 
promises of new revenues with no quantification of hidden and 
probable costs. 

We would respectfully submit that the neqative fiscal impacts 
of the proposed changes at Bahia Point have not bean properly or 
fully stucUad. 

~· T~~AI ~~r~ ~~~ 

Chairman Louis Calcaqno 
& Members of the California 

Coastal Commission 
Page 4 
October 21, 1996 

Let's make sure we understand the actual net econOllic benefits 
frOll the project before we weigh them aqainst unprecedented public 
resource losses. We must also remember that many local businesses 
that qenerate sales tax revenue for the city will be hurt by the 
proposed expansion. 

COAIDL l\<:'1' S'l'UIJ)U,DS UIJ) DB "TAIXJJQ" OJ' PUJLIC! PBQPQTY 

Other written comments have been subll.itted to you regarding 
the stronq lanquaqe in the coastal Act, particularly in sections 
30210, 30213 and 30252 encouraqinq public access and recreational 
opportunities. 

Also, in a letter dated September 27, 1996, Daniel LeVine, 
Esq., has summarized multiple. relevant provisions frOll the Public 
Resources Code as well as fro• the Government Code in support of 
the proposition that the coastal Commission must be extremely 
reluctant to elfllinate public access. 

In this reqard, we are unaware of any precedent where there 
has been a functional •takinq" of a public park. 

A WIH{WiN CQKPBOHlSB 

The Bahia Point project can become a win/win situation for the 
public and the private leaseholder provided there is a sincere 
effort to balance the respective interests. 

Friends of Bahia Point Park support a fair compromise which 
would include expansion of the hotel from the existinq 320 rooli.S to 
484 rooms, (representinq a 50111+ capacity increase) within the 
current leasehold footprint. The hotel should be required to 
provide parkinq for hotel quests and 8llployees in accordance with 
adopted city standards. 

The remaining non-leased area of Bahia Point should be 
retained for public use and the existing 250 parkinq spaces should 
remain available for the public • 

It should be emphasized that the EIR for the master plan 
reflects that parkinq lot 14 at Ventura/Bahia Point has an 
occupancy of 99111 durinq peak recreational hours. (See figure 6, 
appendix G-1). 

... .. 



Chairman Louis Calcagno 
& Members of the California 
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Page 5 
October 21, 1996 

There is no compelling evidence that there are no feasible 
alternatives to the full "taking" of Bahia Point Park. Therefore, 
we respectfully submit that the proposed compromise plan of 484 
rooms within the existing leasehold along with retention of the 
existing park and parking area should be heartily supported by the 
Coastal Commission. 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHNSON & MCCARTHY 

KKJ/dlf 
cc: Friends 

~'U)!L-
of Bahia Point Park, 
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October 18, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT PARK 

---~. ·:-:::.!"\\ 
-· ·~~~-~ 

i.iGi :1: ~:;Jj 
.,:A!.JI·0;1NIA 

COASTAl COMMISSiON 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Friends of Bahia Point Park is a coalition of water user groups,. skating 
and bicycle interests, local businesses, and public interest groups who 
~ the retention of public parkin!~ at Bahia Point. We are 
dedicated to the permanent preservation of Bahia Point for the benefit 
of current and future generations. Friends of Bahia Point Park was 
formed in response to the City of San Diego's adoption of a Master 
Plan for Miss1on Bay Park which calls for the elimination of Gleason 
Road and 250 public parking spaces around the point, which would 
virtually destroy public access to Bahia Point by water users. 

Friends of Bahia Point Park urges you to reject the plans to eliminate · 
public parking and vehicular access to Bahia Point. We believe that the 
retention of parking serves the public interest, fulfills a demand for 
coastal access in the greater San Diego area and beyond, reflects 
public opinion, strengthens the economy, and results in a stronger, 
more vibrant and attractive Mission Bay Park for all users. We believe 
that the protection of Bahia Point is necessary to maintain Mission Bay 
Park as the aquatic park that is has traditionally been. 

Mission Bav Park is one of the world's largest urban aquatic parks. 
The park attracts 12 million visitors per year, and up to 80,000 people 
visit its waters on peak days. Competition for use of the park's 
shoreline, watercraft storage areas, and waters intensifies each year. 
Bahia Point is a vital element of Mission Bay Park that has a strong 
aquatic focus. This letter and the attached petition address Bahia 
Point. We recognize that the extensive Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
is not on your November agenda. . 

Several options exist for the future of Bahia Point. These options 
include no redevelopment of the Bahia Hotel which currently occupies 
the center and western portions of Bahia Point. Another option allows 

Unltor1an Clvd1 Dynamic Duos • Horry'" Surf Shop • ~ Surf Shop • C<:llil'«'nnccl<ecreQ'I'IQnal OMng Ccun<:ll • E\ InTo Surf N' 
Dille ' NOII!1Ius Club 5<::uba • 0Mng L..oo::l<e!' • ~ Dille t Trove! • Water E'ducatic>n TrolniJ1g • Johnston'" Water 5<!ol • ktfon 
R<lntol• • ~ ... 5eafccd. Fun ea... Center. Mlsslc>n Bay Dell • Dono ~. 5il:>r String • Surf Qb Surf Shop. 5cMid Surf' 
$..t Bl:lcrdng Slippy'~ Surf Shop.~~ Surf Shop. 

for a moderate redevelopment of the hotel from its current 320 to 484 rooms 
which retains the public park area and public parking. A third option, which is 
included in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, is a $50 million expansion of 
the hotel to 600 rooms whach virtually eliminates public access to Bahia Point 
and eliminates the critical 250 public parking spaces that now provide coastal 
access to thousands of users. 

Your evaluation of these options should consider the anticipated 41 to 50 
percent increase in park usage over the twenty year time horizon of the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

Bahia Point is now occupied by Bahia Point Park and the Bahia Hotel. The 
hotel leases about 13 acres of land from the City of San Diego. The park 
occupies several acres as a strip along the east side and the tip of the point. 
The strip park includes a long public beach adjacent to a 20 foot grassy 
picnic area. Next to the grass 1s Gleason Road which provides vehicular 
access along the west side of the point and out to the tip. Gleason Road is 
lined by 250 parking spaces. 

Bahia Point is located in West Mission Bay, also known as Sail Bay. The 
west bay has limited public parking as it is immediately flanked by bavfront 
residences and commercial development aloiN most of its perimeter. There 
are four waterfront hotels in the west bay on C1ty-owned land, some with 
marina water leases - the Bahia Hotel, Dana Inn, Hyatt Islandia, and 
Princess Resorts •. A fifth hotel, the Catamaran, is on privately-owned land 
fronting the bay, and is under the same ownership as the Bahia Hotel. By 
contrast, the larger and less-developed east bay has only one hotel - the 
Hilton. 

Given the limited shoreline access for water users in the west bay, the 
original park planners dredged three peninsulas or points • Santa Clara 
Potnt, El Carmel Point, and Bahia Point. These three points now support 
both shoreline access and commercial development. Nearly all the parking 
available for public use of Sail Bay is on these three points. These parking 
areas are needed to off-load. rig, and launch small human or wind-powered 
craft into the bay. 

Santa Clara Point supports the Mission Bay Sports Center, Mission Bay 
Aquatic Center. Santa Clara Recreation center. other small businesses, and 
286 public parking spaces. El Carmel Point contains the Mission Bax Yacht 
Club, San Diego Rowin~ Club, four outrigger canoe clubs. and has 172 
parking spaces. Bahia J>int has the Bahia Hotel, Bahia Point Park. and 250 

·parking spaces. Total parking in Sail Bay which is available for car-top or 
trailer-carried boat launching is 708 spaces, and these spaces are shared 
with commercial facilities. 

The south end of west bay lets out at the Mission Bay boat channel, which 
provides access to the Pacific Ocean for watercraft users. The bay's strongest 
tidal action is in this area. Consequently, much of the shoreline in the 
southern part of the bay is protected by rock revetments, which prevents the 
launching of watercraft. 

For aquatic users, parking near the shoreline is. access to the bay. The 
aquatic users include small boat sailors, kayakers, windsurfers, surf skiers, 
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catamaraners, canoeists, rowers, swimmers, snorkelers, scuba divers, 
outrigger canoeists, waders, fishing enthusiasts. and kids who just want to 
play in the bay. Close-in parking is required for watercraft, sails, paddling 
gear, rigging, wetsuits, life jackets, folding chairs and sun shields, famrly or 
friends, and picnic baskets. 

Why do all these people drive to Sail Bay to use the water? Why not the east 
bay, where the Master Plan suggests they go? Here's why. 

First, s.a.feh1.. High speed motorcraft and jet skis have historically used the 
east bay. 1'he users of human and wind-powered craft would experience 
collisions, wakes. and choppy water caused by speedy motorcraft. The 
children and others who use non-motorized watercraft should not be 
"mitigated" into harm's way in the east bay. 

Second, water quality. The west bay, being closer to the Pacific Ocean, 
receives excellent tidal flushing. According to the Master Plan EIR, the east 
bay receives storm drain runoff and sewer spills and suffers from frequent 
beach closings. The east bay has high concentrations of coliform bacteria 
and heavy metals. The east bay also has fuel leakage from jet skis and 
motorboats, and does not receive effective tidal flushing. 

Third, the west bay has favorable wind conditions for sailing that the east bay 
does not. The west bay serves a wide range of sailors, including beginner , 
and intermediate level sailors, those who fish from their boats, and family 
sailing groups. 

Fourth, the west bay only provides easy~ by non-motorized watercraft 
to the Mission Bay Channel and the Pacific Ocean. Conversely, the east bay 
requires a lengthy trip for sailors and paddlers to access the ocean. 

Looking at a vicinity map, it is apparent that the 708 public parking spaces in 
west bay are subject to other demands beyond the users of Mission Bay 
Park. Blocks away are Mission Beach and Pacific Beach, which are San 
Diego's busiest beaches, attracting 10 million resident and tourist visitors 
annually. Belmont Park and its roller coaster bring another two million. 
Usage of these amenities by sightseers, roller bladers, bicyclists, swimmers, 
and sunbathers will only increase with time. 

The residential neighborhoods of Pacific Beach are inundated by visiting 
beach users because there is insufficient public parking. The population of 
Mission Beach triples in the summer due to vacation rentals. These factors 
exacerbate the area's traffic and parking problems. The last thing this narrow 
coastal zone needs is less parking! Elimination of a public parking lot in a 
coastal zone which serves twenty-five million people yearly is clearly against 
the public interest! 

It is puzzling why the Master Plan calls for leasehold intensification at Bahia 
Point. This area of the park already has severe parking, transit, and traffic 
problems. Intensification of the Bahia Hotel will exacerbate these problems. 

PARKING: The WSJ consulting firm for the Master Plan's Circulation and 
Parking Baseline Conditions Report finds the four public parking lots near the 
Bahia Hotel to be filled to 97 to 106 percent of capacity during peak periods. 
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Cars trying to reach the three points on West Mission Bay face traffic gridlock 
on West Mission Bay Drive in front of the hotel and then as they turn north on 
a jammed Mission Boulevard. 

TRAFFIC: The WSJ report on the intersection of West Mission Bay 
Drive/Mission Boulevard, one block from the Bahia Hotel, ·presents the 
greatest capacity constraint within the park. It can therefore be said that as a 
whole, Mission Bay Park is now at capacity during the peak season on both 
weekday and weekend peak periods. • · 

PUBLIC SAfETY AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION: The Plan's EIR calls it 
an ·oversight" (page 132) that the plan failed to consult the San Diego Fire 
Department, paramedics, and lifeguard service who must operate in this 
gridlocked coastal area. The Metropolitan Transit Development Board states • 
we were disappointed to see that transit was not mentioned in any part of the 
plan: The Fire Department's letter in the EIR states that the "program does 
not include our public safety concerns regarding increased traffic/congestion• 
and that "the existing congestion and traffic conditions have already 
deteriorated to the worst Level of Service (LOS) F at major intersections.· 
Referring to areas of Mariner's Point and Bahia Point, the Fire Department 
recommends "maintain current existing single paved access roads. Do not 
reduce any existing paved access. In the future, provide a second emergency 
vehicle access lane to each of the above noted areas. • These are serious 
considerations. 

What will work at' Bahia Point? The community groups, business people, 
water users, and taxpayers of Friends of Bahia Point Park believe that 
preserving the paved access road and 250 public parking spaces is vital. 
Given the severe transportation and parking problems in this part of Mission 
Bay, expansion of the Bahia Hotel is questionable. However, 1n the spirit of 
compromise, we can support a redevelopment plan which limits the hotel to 
the current hotel footprint and restricts the number or rooms to a level that 
does not adversely impact the circulation system and is subject to full public 
review. 

The Bahia Hotel's previously prepared redevelopment plan was within its 
current footprint and adhered to the three-story height limit for its new rooms 
and parking structure. Steve Alexander, chair of the Mission Bay Planners, 
and park consultant WRT announced in a February 24, 1992 Daily Transcript 
article: "The Bahia Hotel intends to expand from 320 to 484 rooms, as well 
as adding 15,500 square feet of new restaurant space, 24,750 square feet of 
banquet facilities and a 25-slip marina. • This announced plan should stand 
as a model for any proposed expansion of the Bahia Hotel. Pending proper 
parking studies and EIR approval, the 698-space parking structure proposed 
in the earlier redevelopment plan should handle hotel guest and employee 
demand (not for public use). 

With regard to the tax advantages SOLJ9ht by the City from hotel expansion, 
there are 25 major commercial leases m the park that generate revenue for 
the City ... $12 million per year. Commercial intensification is expected at Sea 
World, Dana Inn, and DeAnza Cove. These will all increase tax revenues to 
the City. Other commercial facilities in the park can intensify without 
adversely impacting public access. There is no need to sacrifice Bahia Point 
Park on the altar of more tax revenue. The City has rejected earmarking a 
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portion of the revenue generated within the park for park improvements. This 
can change. An enterprise fund can be supplemented by the increase in 
revenues a 41·50 percent increase in visitors will provide over the next 20 
years. In a year or two, the $1.5 million in fines the city pays for sludqe 
mitigation at Fiesta Island will become available as the beds close; th1s could 
go into the fund. Conversely, any increase in Transient Occupancy Tax from 
the new hotel roorns would disappear into the General Fund. 

Relative to the plan's goal of a bicycle path around the bay, a bike path 
exists on West Mission Bay Drive 1n front of the hotel. For pedestrians, the 
City recently completed a new sidewalk across the front of the leasehold. 
Both paths link to Bayside Walk around the bay. 

As an extra loop into Bahia Point, a sidewalk along the grass in Bahia Point 
Park can be added to provide wheelchair access. Also needed are curb cuts, 
a wheelchair ramp to the water, and elimination of the step to allow 
wheelchair access to the public restroom. There is room for these 
improvements without losing any parking and minimal grass. 

We also support completing a ten foot public path along the west side of 
Bahia Point. There would be ample room for this path and the width would be 
consistent with the sidewalk around Sail Bay including the new sections at 
Crown Point This would also occur with no loss of public parking or park 
land. 

San Diegans from Kate Sessions to Pete Wilson have created this City's 
beautiful open space and Jx.lrks. Hard working San Diegans and visitors 
deserve to enjoy these public treasures. We work five days a week for the 
chance to enjoy the other two respecting, using, and sharing our country's 
coastal resources. Do not let the wheels of bureaucracy and politics destroy 
those very things that make San Diego special. Do not let limited special 
interests sabotage the public rights of coastal access. Please, do not let the 
bulldozers in. Respect the public landowners of this precious aquatic park. 
Maintain public access to and parking at Bahia Point Park. 

Sincerely, 

~;#A~ 
Scott Andrews 
Director 

Enclosures: Area Map 
Signed Petitions from supporters of Bahia Point Park 
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Sept. 1996 

Ca. Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08· 1725 

Dear Sirs: 

r:fi~l' 1:'·-;::\f:"\ 
·~\Vf ;!!\) 

IN~ "~~ 
JL; ;; !i 199£; 

C~.liFORNIA 
COASTAl C0MM;5SION 

SAN DIEGO C:OAST DISTRICT 

Bahia Point Park is a great place for families and individuals to access the 
waters of Sail Bay. Sail Bay is the best part of Mission Bay for sail boats and 
windsurfers. It also has the cleanest water in Mission Bay. Bahia Point is one of 
only three peninsulas that provide parking and access for boats to Sail Bay. 
Bahia Point is extremely valuable and should be retained, including the public 
parking. 

The need for the Bahia Hotel to renovate and perhaps add more rooms should 
not supersede the right of the public to use Bahia Point as we have for 
generations. 

I also suggest that you talk to the people who bicycle through Bahia Point to 
learn that a separate bicycle path is not necessary, and certainly should not 
displace public parking. 

Please do not destroy one of the nicest places in town. 

Sincerely, 

?l<af,e_ clo~tt tn{crr:e /I.R.. ~f-.edoM'~c ;;f flublt;, 
perc-<:.~loi, fiql UN .. ,z/fft tf.ut?i /0 /tfc.~ltk(ltrt:-vrce_ 

a l~s wn1s. /Je &it4 lio¥~1 IS Q_ t/(Ci'tle. 

uuc/ /1-o(.fa.tk bws111e.<$5 tltu/ d:,e5 koT 1-t.e,/ 

lo Cot.?fsc.d-e. /'trh/tc' /41--/(;J tlu-.Ps$ /o 
S:a// ec)' fo J-etMcuH /fr;{;fak/e _ j s-lj"ar<:i-k 

);cic..le j?ot/. IS fo/oll( uu-et.:e<::)e<J.. 

F.M.McCune 
2101 Santiago Or. 
~ Seaclt. CA 9200 7~~iL-

. 1'\ 
~m·t . l(,..~ SIERRA CLUB, SAN DIEGO CHAPTER 
I~" \c . "'' San Diego and lmpeiial Counties 
! , 3820 Ray Street 

••. , •· San Diego. CA 92104-3623 

Office !619) 299-1743 
Conservation 1619) 299- 17 41 

Fax 1619) 299-1742 
Voice Mall (6191 299- 17 44 

E:BBS 16191299-4018 
".\,.•»\"' 

California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, California 

Re: Bahia Point Hearing 
November 1996 

·~::-?Yr~~1ID~1\l~~~. 

11
"'....., ·,,;,;I<=JJ ~~I D 1 

OCT 0 7199S""""J 

(:ALifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DltGO COA$i DISTRICT 

The Parks Subcommittee and the Conservation Committee 
recommend that the Coastal Commission give serious 
consideratio11 to the alternative being offered by the Friends of 
Bahia Point Park for the retention of public parking and vehicle 
access. We support a solution to this controversy that provides 
the greatest benefit to public use. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, . 

. 2C-11-""V .:1)-;. ~~ 
Vema M. Quinn, Chair 
Parks Subcommittee 



H. EATON P. 0. BOX 7969 SAN DIEGO. CA 92167il969 

October 5, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3311 Camino Dd Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Sirs/Mesdames: 

RE: SAVE BAHIA POINT PARK 

TIL: 619 2!!4"0098 FAX: 619 523"0983 

--., ,._ ""'•· __ _....., ,-··---"~.~ 

I~ •Iii! '"'''.'. \i-_·l·-~u\ •'-'Jl,.;;. <,,.,,,.,,·u~:;;. I 
'1-1\i":lo"-'''"";"" " 
I,; I#""" 

GCT 0 7 '.396 
<_:ALIFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COA:T DI~TRICf 

As rhe population of San Diego cscalates, access to Mission Bay diminishes. Yes we 
need rhe tourist dollars: bur not. at the expense of giving up precious little parking 
and Mission Bay access for the purpose of creating additional hotd space. 

Save the picnic/grass area and 250 parking spaces, and rhc: kayak and boar launch 
area right on rhe warer at West Mission Bay. Kayaks and sailboard users have few 
areas for launching. Shuttle parking won't work with this type of sports equipmc:nr. 

Sincere!!> 

~Y.c~ 
Ann H. Earon 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Area 
3111 Camino Del Rlo North, Ste 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 

To Whom it may concern, 

September 19, 1996 

OCT 1 !l ~SQG 
<lu.!fO~NIA 

CO~STAL COMMISSION 
SAN l.liEGO .COAS< ;)!STRICT 

I strongly disagree with the expansion of the Bahia Hotel. I feel that Bahia point offers more to 
the public in its current condition than the modifications offered by the Hotel. I do not want to 
leave my gear lying aroWld for some unconceming sole to help them selves to my belongings. If 
the purpose changes are made this will be the case. 

Sincerely, 

Rti!Gartman 
}."'76 AM" K C1' 
e;ret 511;'11), (A. '12l117f 

t1 -itt 



June 25, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Area 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Ste 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Commission, 

·; ~·;;;;/·~~~~~ \r~~r;· 
. • i'<•<•,t,!~·,>I'J~r>l'Uf 
i*• ~t;;} ~_l!l""';>l'\; 'lJf ..._ v 
·J\.;: "' 

.;1'·.' "1.tr'irc ... ..;V ~1 ~ l.:,,.;l,) 

CAllfO"NIA 
·.OASIAl COMMISSION 

;i>N DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

As a longtime resident of San Diego who has enjoyed the use of Mission Bay for many years, 
particularly Bahia Point, and as an avid Windsurfer I was disturbed to learn that the Bahia Hotel 
is attempting to obtain private use of this point for future hotel expansion. 

Bahia Point and its 250 parking spaces have been public domain for the past several decades. 
It should always be relained for public not private use, as has been the master plan for Mission 
Bay as long as I can remember. Many private individuals along the North Shore, Crown Point 
area of the bay gave up their docks and beach so that the Public could have access. 

As a Windsurfer it is often necessary to use Bahia Point when the wind is out of the nonh 
because of the limited parking available at Santa Clara Point. It is especially convenient to be 
able to drive up to this launch site and offload, rig up your board and equipment, and during a 
north wind the surfing is ideal from this point. This grassy area is frequently used by our whole 
family for picnics and other get-togethers. 

If a private corporation such as the Bahia Hotel should be successful in obtaining this public 
land, a precedent 'M:luld be set and all the other hotels 'M:luld demand private access to their 
beaches. 

The only acceptable plan is to relain Bahia Point in its current configuration and no other plan 
should be considered acceptable. 

Yours truly, 

(619) 224-0679 e-mail vhuprich@aol.com 

(f. 
Ms. Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite ZOO 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

June 4, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

I am writing you this letter to express my deep disappointment 
in the City of San Diego's proposal to eliminate public parking at 
Bahia Point in West Mission Bay. I am a member of the Santa Clara 
Racing Association. We meet monthly at Bahia Point to sail our lasers 
and other small wind-powered watercraft. We are a responsible group 
who always leave the beach dean, do not disturb others, and 
peacefully exercise our sport. Part of what makes San Diego unique is 
the ability to use the water year-round, due to the warm weather and 
access to gentle beaches on Mission Bay. Without parking, we would 
not be able to bring our sailboats to the water, and Bahia Point would 
be closed to us. It is simply not feasible for us to use Bahia Point if 
there is no parking. We cannot carry our boats and gear on our backs 
or on our bicycles. 

For years we have co-existed with the hotel and with other users of 
Bahia Point. We want to continue to do so. For recreational sailers, 
for families, for children, and for tourists, we urge you to retain the 
250 parking spaces at Bahia Point. 

We are turning to you to protect Bahia Point. Please do not let us 
down. 

Sincerely, ~r c.;:;;;;--~ 
-pe,~;m m \ \>l:.u::: 

'(1"2-0 rrjJ f/ fa,p,.1fJ 9v'r 



June 5,1996 
f\_; .• ~·<:J.'Z:~.~~'N ! ':,~·.,:;._; ....... ~ ..... f "'r ~ 

"'" .• : ·- " l 1!.i9(i 

Ms. Ellen Urely c.:o.· ·t:~t:· 
,n.• ,.;. <}" California Coastal Commission 

S.:..''" "...:'-''~ · '"'"' .. -: ;.i("T 

.3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Dear Califomio Coastal Commission: 

I respectfully request that you deny the City of San Diego's proposal 
to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point. The availability of parking is 
the primary consideration for users of this area, especially for users 
of small sailboats like myself. Without parking, I would be unable -to 
transport my loser -to the bay. 

As a member of the Soma Clara !<acing Association, I feel that 
using sailboats and other water-orien-ted activities are beneficial -to·, 
children and adul-ts. This is on activity that should be encouraged, nat 
abolished. Without parking, Bahia Point" will become a -touris-t-only 
enclave, just as has noppened -to many other ports of Mission Bay 
(for example, Vacation Village and Princess l<esorts). Do we won't 
-to rum San Diego in-to a city that respec-ts i1"S tourists but "turns i-rs 
back on its residents? Where will the youth of "tomorrow be without 
healthy and educational activities such as those that occur at Bahia 
Point? 

If you believe that access -to the coast Is important, as I do, then 
your decision is on easy one. Retain the public parking at Bahia Point 
for the equal enjoymen-t of citizens and -tourists alike. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

l<espectfully, 

~ t2 ~L-..d! R. EfJWND 

(- ~~;;;77 zt'/2 r .a 
$"" rJr..> ):>, c'-e:;, 01/, 

<:pili 

. rr:~.~----·-r'C~'}~ ~!S\;~i~r~l~ 
,!!l'•' ~ :i 1S96 

jls. Ellen Lirelr 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio No .. Suite 200 
San Diego. CA 92108-1726 

CAUf-OPN1.<\ 
COAS~~t ·:>JMtriS:;;oN 

SAN OlfGO COA$! DISTRICT 

June 5. 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

l would like to call your attention to the Bahia Point issue 
scheduled for discussion in November 1996. I am a member of the 
Santa Clara Racine: Association. Ever since the Citv of San Diego's 
decision last year -to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point.lhe 
racine: association has been anxious about our future abilitv to 
exercise our sport. Our group meets at Bahia Point to launch our 
small sailboats. enjoying a fun.educational experience which is 
harmful to no one. We have never seen any problems at Bahia 
Point. Crime is non-existent. and all users get along peacefully. 

Now that you have another chance to examine this issue. I hope 
vou will be able to examine the evidence fairlv and come to a 
different solution. Please consider public opinion which strongly 
supports the retention of public parking at Bahia Point. Hotels can 
be built anywhere. Bicycle use can occur at Bahia Point now. Do 
not turn the existing users of Bahia Point away for any reason. 
Please help us save Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, = ~C:::::'!_~ 
G:£)1Nil!2.r) (TE 0) B {Z(SM (3;R 

Brb oSfcuD Cl. 
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California Coastal Commission 
3lll Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Jtme 25, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Mar!aina Gieselman 
2006 Zinfandel Drive 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

I was raised in San Diego, and now live in the Sacramento area. 1 return to 
San Diego several times each year to visit family and friends. Every visit to 
San Diego includes at least a day spent at the beautiful coastal park known as 
Bahia Point. It was at Bahia Point that I learned to sail a windsurfer, and also 
at Bahia Point that I first paddled a kayak. While at Bahia Point, 1 would 
often walk over to Mission Beach to stroll on the boardwalk, ride on the 
rollercoaster, or swim in the pltmge. I have many fond memories of the days 
spent at Bahia Point, and look forward to spending more time there in the 
future. 

I understand that the public parking is soon to be eliminated, and 1 want you 
to know what a terrible loss that would be. Without parking, we could not 
bring a windsurfer or kayak to the bay. We would be forced to compete with 
other users in other parts of the bay which do not suit our needs as well as 
Bahia Point. This park cannot be replaced with others in Mission Bay. I hope 
that you will listen to the voices of the many who want to continue to enjoy 

. the park that has given them so much healthy and simple pleasure for so many 
years. 

Sincerely, 

~1'\cL LlCt..__,._,a_ ~4.e-C.Ava;-.._, 
Marlaina Gieselman ~~ 

,JUL 0 2 199v 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

~AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 



Ellen Lirley 
California Coastal Commission 
31 1 1 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Ms. Lirley: 

~
nli'rti?l>\· 

1 •1\~'.~,.-,!"' 

~~ "''" \Sii)Lctober 17, 1996 l~ -..:::JP 
., ~ .: 1995 

CAUFOR!~lA 
COASTAl -:O.W>\ISSlON 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I hope the commission looks at the Bahia Point issue with good common sense 
and is not swayed by advocates of either the plan or_ the status quo. 

I am a property owner who is fortunate to live on Mission Bay. Although 1 do not 
personally use Bahia Point and am not directly affected by either possible 
outcome, 1 think the plan is flawed. The current usage is be.l>t for all users 
except perhaps the owners of the hotel. Even they may have second thoughts as 
they contemplate a bike/pedestrian path a minimum of sixteen feet in width 
circling their property and crossing the entry way to the marina they operate. 

The self interest of the many groups that may attend the hearing and urge you to 
leave things the way they are is evident. They use the point because of its 
current features and configuration, enjoy it and want to keep it that way. 

The interests of the group known as the •Friends of Mission Bay Parkw are less 
apparent. They are waging a massive pubUc relations campaign with expensive 
brochures, gathering signatures on vaguely worded petitions and urging those 
that sign the petitions to put the pressure on the commission to approve the 
plan as written. As you can see from the attached letter one of my neighbors 
received after signing a petition, they are emphasizing aspects of the plan not 
at issue in your hearing in an attempt to give the impression that the whole plan 
is somehow in jeopardy. Curious, don't you think? 

Attached are my reasons why the plan, as written, should not stand. 

Yours truly, 

~~ 
827 Toulon Court 
San Diego, CA 92109 
488-9173 
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October 7. 1996 

Joan Hcraty 
387~ Bayside L:un: 
San Diego. CA 9: I 09 

Dear Joan. 

: ! :·, ;g;J 

c .. ·~UfFO.~.'IL~ 
'.O.~STAt CCMM:5SiON 

$t,N '>IEGQ COAST OiSTRICf 

Thanks lbr signing our petition asking the Coastal Commission and City Councilman 
Byron W car to support a plan lbr a better Mission Bay with better access for pedestrians. 

Your help made a big ditlcrenee. Because of your efforts, the City Council and the 
Coastal Commission are now awHrc how imponant it is that we improve Mission Bay with: 

• More than I 00 acrL>s of new parkland: 
• More than 100 a~:res l)fnew wetlands; 
• More than 5000 new parking spaces: 
• Heuer Saillxlarding and water sports lacililies: 
• Better water quality: 
• Bcllo:r aco:css "'ith a new bike path/pedestrian walkway around Bahia Point. 

But Mission Bay still needs a little more help: Call or write City eooncilman Wear 
and' or the Coastal Commission. Tdl them you suppon the Mission Bay Master Plan Update as 
written. lncludingJ!Ie walkwav and bike path. And they should approve it without delay. (It's 
been th-e years in the making and has already received the endorsement of every major 
citizens' group in San Diego.) 

You can reach Councilman Wear at20::! C St .. S.D. 92101.236-6622. Or e-mail him at 
aop@cd2.sannet.gov. Contact the Califomia Coastal Commission at JIll Camino del Rio 
North. S.D. 92108. 521-8036. 

The phm is going !u!hc l'<>astal Commission in No\ ember. We think we are going to 
be successfuL hut we can't take anything lbr granted. So pl.::tse. tak~ a moment to call or write. 
Why not right now'.' 

Sin.:crd~. 

o~. 
Dan Auld 

• I ..>~ 

Fred Wanke 

P.S. The cil) "s lca•c huldcrs will pll~ li•r all these imprmcmcnts. Not the taxpayers! 

o~..• .. 



FIVE REASONS TO REJECT THE PROPOSED BAHIA POINT MASTER PLAN 

1. THE HOTEL CAN EXPAND SUBSTANTIALLY WITHOUT A LARGER FOOTPRINT 
In fact, the owners already have plans for this expansion. Most of the hotel is 
single story construction, except a multi-story tower which already far exceeds 
the 30 foot height limit for Mission Beach. Wouldn't it be preferable to grant an 
additional variance, if required, to go up rather than out? How much public 
opposition could this possibly create? 

2. THE PUBLIC WON'T NECESSARILY GET A BIKE PATH IN EXCHANGE FOR GRANTING A 
LARGER FOOTPRINT FOR HOTEL EXPANSION 

That's right, just read the plan! Nowhere does it make a bike path around the 
point a condition of expanding the leasehold. Specifically, it says on page 46, 
"Every effort should be made as part of any redevelopment effort to implement 
a continuous pedestrian and bicycle path around the Point in accordance with 
the design guidelines.• These are classic weasel words! 

What do the design guidelines specify for bike paths? On page14 of Appendix G 
you discover the path will be a minimum of 16 feet and may be as wide as 26 
feet, depending on whether or not the area is considered a "constrained, narrow 
area of the waterfront". ·, 

Question: if you owned and operated a marina that would be interrupted by a 1 6 
foot minimum, periodically quite busy pathway, wouldn't you think up 
numerous reasons why the bike path is really, in retrospect, impossible? 

3. A BIKE PATH AROUND BAHIA POINT SERVES NO USEFUL PURPOSE 
Just look at the plan. On page 1 1 7 It proposes bike paths both on the street 
south of the hotel and around the point. Now the street path is necessary to 
cross Glenn Rick Bridge and can branch and meet the existing path under that 
bridge which goes to South Mission. The path around the point adds nothing from 
a transportation standpoint. As far as aesthetics, people can ride in their cars, 
walk or bicycle to the tip of the point now. The auto option will be removed by 
this scheme. Note that no path is proposed around two nearby points of similar 
configuration, Santa Clara and El Carmel. Who needs it? 

4. EVEN IF THE PATH MADE SENSE AND WAS GUARANTEED, THE FACILITIES TO BE LOST 
AREN'T WORTH THE TRADEOFF 

The losses are disproportionate to any perceived gain. First, the public will 
lose 250 parking spaces near the ocean and near the most congested single area 
of Mission Beach, the intersection of West Mission Bay Drive and Mission Blvd. 
This won't be "mitigated" by additional parking at South Shores and on 
Fiesta Island planned as part of those developments. That's miles away. The 
spots are needed where they are. 

.. 

Second, the point is currently heavily used by a wide variety of individuals and 
organized groups with special needs and desires that are currently being met by 
the unique features of the point. They shouldn't be displaced for an unneeded 
bike path and a hotel expansion maneageable within the current footprint. 

5. THE BAHIA BIKE PATH IS PART OF A SERIOUSLY FLAWED OVERALL "BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN PATHS" PLAN . 

The need for wider paths, separated into bike and pedestrian lanes and extended 
throughout the bay is based entirely on two assertions on page 116 of the 
plan. The first assertion is that the current ten-foot wide path • ... during peak 
days proves inadequate to handle the traffic". No data is presented as proof 
and no studies have been performed to back up the claims. In fact, on any busy 
day except the Fourth of July, there will be consistently three times as much 
traffic on Ocean Front Walk, a comparable width path, as there is on Bayside 
Walk. There are excessive speeds by some bikers and skaters, and an enforced 
speed limit would help, but overcrowding is simply not a problem on the bay 
side. The "remedy" for this non-existent condition is to widen the existing path 
at least six feet and perhaps as much as 26 feet to achieve separation (see 
design guidelines, page14 in appendix G). Even a six foot additional width would 
replace up to 1 0% of the beach sand on the bay side with concrete. 

The second assertion is that because the path is " ... interrupted in key parts 
around the Park, limiting the ability of Park users to safely and conveniently 
ride around it", it should be extended throughout the bay. There are two 
problems with this. First, the circumference of the park is over eight miles! 
What portion of users is interested in circumnavigating an eight plus mile 
"velodrome"? Only "touring• bikers and skaters, a minuscule proportion of 
current users. But who knows how much of a magnet a facility like this 
could be? We could end up attracting competition bikers across the country, 
and how many would want to slow down to reasonable speeds in crowds? 

The second problem is that the plan does !!Q.t provide a continuous path for those 
on foot, e.g., joggers or fitness walkers. They are specifically excluded in 
major portions of the park by a "roadside bicycle lane•, the need for which 
is also described in the design guidelines in the first paragraph of page 14. So 
the plan does not deliver what it promises, a path clear around the park, 
friendly to all users. Instead, it favors a small group of long distance, high 
speed bikers and skaters to the detriment of all other user groups and makes a 
mockery of Circulation and Access Goal I (ref. page 4 of Appendix A). This goal 
is for a park" ... which promotes and ensures safe and reliable access for all park 
users and minimizes negative transportation-related impacts on surrounding 
neighborhoods". 

William Bradshaw October 1 996 



California Coastal Commission 
Ms. Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Jtme 4, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

SUBJECT: Bahia Point 
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I am writing to you as a member of the Santa Clara Racing Association, 
wliich meets monthly at Bahia Point Most of us sail lasers. These are small 
sailboats which are transported by trailer and launched directly off the shore. 
Sailing with a group has helped me to learn better sialing skills and to meet 
and socialize with like-minded people. We are a peaceful group who require 
few facilities ..• but we do require adjacent parking due to the weight of our 
equipment. We are very distressed at the City's plan to eliminate public 
parking at Bahia Point in order to install a bike path and allow hotel 
expansion. We have seen many bicyclists come through Bahia Point with 
never a complaint about the quality of the bicycle access. To eliminate the use 
ofBahia Point to all existing users to make a slightly better bike path is 
completely ludicrous. 

During the summer, the parking at Bahia Point is often full. This is evidence 
of the attraction of this area. To dismiss the currimt users as a few, 
unimportant people who will find other places to visit is offensive. Please 
deny the proposed elimination of Gleason Road and the public parking at 
Bahia Point. 

Sincerely,~ ~ 
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To Whom it May Concern, 

Fleet Four bas been in existence for twenty-four 
years. During this time, Mission Bay Park has been the 
prime site for our group and individual sailing 
activities. We launch predominantly from Santa Clara 
Point, however, many individuals launch at Bahia Point. 

Various parts of the bay are gathering places for 
people of common sports and interests. When one site is 
made unavailable, those users move to another. The 
increase in pressure for these limited resources is 
frustrating and discouraging. There is not-enough parking, 
especially for trailers, around this bay. It is important 
for safety reasons, to keep power boats, personal craft, 
and hand or wind powered vessels separate as much as 
possible. 

We local users are the reason for this park. Reducing 
sites available for hand launching of any vessel, be it 
kayaks, canoes, or small sailing craft, affects users all 
over the bay, not just that one place. When this is 
blatantlr done for the profit of one business, it is 
complete y indefensible. 

The members of Hobie Fleet Four are in opposition to 
the proposed ruination of Bahia Point. There are already 
miles of cycling paths around the park. Claiming that 
access by bike to the bay somehow makes the plan OK is 
ludicrous. We have few places to launch safely as it is. 
To increase pressure for these resources is courting 
disaster. Please do not continue with this plan. 

~1{!--
Ross Tyler 

Hobie Fleet Four, San Diego 
S"t.h- 4:5!/ X Z..IO 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 
San Diego Area Office 
3111 Camino Del Rio N Ste 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-5722 

June 6, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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CAUFORNI,> 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to you regarding the Bahia Point issue on the California Coastal 
Commission agenda of November, 1996. As a representative of California's 
50th Congressional District, I have been contacted by many users of Bahia 
Point who find its unique qualities to be unmatched anywhere in San Diego. l 
am also aware that part of Bahia Point is leased to a private commercial 
enterprise, the Bahia Hotel. Public and private use of Bahia Point have co­
existed peacefully for years. The City of San Diego's proposed plan for Bahia 
Point would tilt this delicate balance toward private use of Bahia Point-and 
therefore should be modified. 

This issue was previously considered by the Coastal Commission in May, 1995 
but the courts have set aside your previous decision and have returned this issue 
to you. I hope that you will give the issue a fair hearing, free of special 
influence, and that the rights of the citizens of San Diego to access this 
publicly-owned park will be first and foremost on your minds. The retention of 
Gleason Road and the existing public parking has the weight of public opinion 
behind it. 

In my previous position as a Member of the City Council of San Diego, I 
became aware of the importance of coastal resources to the public. Coastal 
recreation is one of the last remaining healthy and free activities. Sailing, 
swimming, and relaxing by the water help knit families closer together and 
provide an alternative to youth gangs, violence, and drugs. As a Congressman, 
I can now vouch for the value of such positive activities in reducing costly 
expenditures on rehabilitation and corrections. Few areas of the country can 
boast of an accessible, public shoreline, as is now enjoyed by San Diegans. 
Please do not make the mistake that other coastal communities have made. Do 
not put short-term profit above long-term public benefit. 

PriMed a~~ 

_. ~-

California Coastal Commission 
June 6, 1996 

" 

A brief word about bicycle use at Bahia Point: I find no conflict between 
bicycling and public parking which would necessitate the kind of radical 
solution proposed by the City. Bicycles can and do access the area now. Some 
simple signage improvements would be helpful, but there is no need for an 
exclusive bicycle right-of-way. 

In summary, I ask that you maintain Gleason Road in its current configuration, 
including the diagonal parking. Any expansion of the Bahia Hotel should occur 
within the hotel's current leasehold so that public use of Bahia Point is assured. 
I hope that you will act within your capacity to save Bahia Point for the people 
who cherish it. 

BF/fe 
192932 

:z/;~ 
fi:!dNER 

Member of Congress 
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200 CA!IFCRNIA 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

170A5fA( COMMISSION 
SAN l)tfOQ COAST DISTI!fCT 

I am writing to you on behalf of the San Diego Paddling Club 
regarding the Bahia Point area of Mission Bay Park. The San 
Diego Paddling Club is an organization of kayak, canoe, and 
sit-on-top enthusiasts. We have approximately 100 members 
from across the county. Members of the club meet four times 
per week to paddle and enjoy the day being outdoors with • 
fellow paddlers. We periodically launch our boats off Bahia 
Point. 

The San Diego Paddling Club is opposed to the proposed loss 
of public parking at Bahia Point. Bahia Point and Santa 
Clara Point are the best two remaining areas to launch 
kayaks in west Mission Bay. Both have a gentle shoreline. 
adjacent parking, and are within paddling distance of the 
Pacific Ocean. Parking at Santa Clara Point is already very 
competitive; the spaces are typically filled by 10:00 a.m. 
during the summer. The loss of public parking at Bahia Point 
would not only eliminate a popular launching spot for 
kayaks, but it would also further crowd Santa Clara Point. 
thereby complicating our ability to launch from that area. 

We do not believe that the proposed expansion of the Bahia 
Hotel, nor the addition of a bicycle path justify the 
elimination of public parking. Both hotel rooms and bicycle 
travel around Mission Bay can be accommodated without 
impacting water access. The hotel can expand by building up. 
Bicycle travel can be accommodated on Gleason Road. However. 
water access can only be maintained if the public parking is 
maintained. Without parking, it would be impossible to 
unload a kayak or canoe and carry it to the water. 

San Diego is a growing city and the demand for water access 
will only increase. Kayaking is a sport that is becoming 
more popular with all age groups, and the demand for water 
access by paddlers will also increase. On behalf of the 
paddlers of San Diego, present and future. I ask that you 
use your authority to save the parking at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~kr-
Claudia Stomberg 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 

c.t ~ 



CalifOrnia Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 200 
San Diego, Cal. 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 
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CALIFORNIA 
COAS;AL COMMISSION 

~""' DlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

I have enjoyed coming to Bahia point for many years to sit by the water with 
friends and family. Bahia Point is a beautiful park that would be destroyed by 
the elimination of parking. Please preserve Bahia Point for the public and 
save the public parking! There are plenty of hotels in San Diego, and lots of 
places to ride a bicycle, but so few places where you can sit by the calm 
water, swim, and watch the sail boats decorate the horizon. Please don't let 
this lovely functional park be lost. 

S~•rely, cs~ ~ ~~ k~l.· 
I ~( ~fL 
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Calif. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 
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Attn: Ellen Lirely 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT 

Dear Calif. Coastal Commission: 

CAUfQt(N~A 

-:OA51AL CQI,\MISS!ON 
SAN DIEGO COAS f DISTRICT 

I enjoy coming to Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park to spend time with 
family and friends. We bting a catamaran to the bay which we are able 
to launch at Bahia Point because of the nearby parking and gentle 
beach. My ability to use Bahia Point hinges on the ability to park 
nearby, as a catamaran cannot be carried over a significant distance. 

The conditions for sailing catamarans are ideal in this area of Mission 
Bay. The winds are typically steady and gentle. This is preferred for 
people sailing with small children. Also, there are very few motorboats 
in this area to compete with the sailing uses. 

Parking in all of west Mission Bay is at a premium. The loss of 250 
parking spaces is a major loss to sailers and families. Many of us have 
been enjoying the use of Bahia Point for many years, and would be 
extremely unsettled if our use of the area were halted. 

I hope that you will not displace all of us for the benefit of a few hotel 
guests. This would be a very short-sighted solution and a corrupt use 
of our valuable coastal resources. 

Sincerely, ~ 

f/;;!J;nm 
Jatttt:e, (it 9 JO 7/ 



Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

june 2, 1996 
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CAliFORNIA 
COASTAt COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

This letter is written to request your assistance in preserving the 
public parking at Bahia Point. The elimination of parking would 
mean the end of the use of this area by the Santa Clara Racing 
Association, of which I am a member. We meet monthly at Bahia 
Point to sail our lasers and other small sailboats. We are a responsible 
group who always leave the beach clean, do not disturb others, and 
peacefully exercise our sport. Without parking, we would not be abl@ 
to access the water with our boats. Sailing at Bahia Point has become 
an important event for many· of us, and we are distraught at the 
possibility of losing this option. 

We co-exist with the Bahia Hotel and the other people who use Bahia. 
Point. We would like to continue to do so. If you eliminate parking, 
only the hotel guests will remain. 

We engage in a legitimate sport that is healthy, quiet, and non­
intrusive. We hope that you will protect the rights of all citizens to use 
Bahia Point and preserve the 250 parking spaces there. 

Sincerely, 

lcH~ II 9'tt'r7Q/ 
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Ms. Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1726 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

CA! 'F();>;"l!A 

COMMISSiON 
COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing as a member of the Santa Clara Racing 
Association to urge your rejection of the City of San 
Diego's plan to eliminate the public parking at Bahia 
Point along Gleason Road. I use this area, along with 
other members of the racing association, to launch a 
laser. While at Bahia Point, we see large family 
groups, including many children, as well as people with 
kayaks and windsurfers. For all of us, Bahia Point is a 
special place.that cannot be replaced. 

I believe that there is no public purpose to be served 
in eliminating parking at Bahia Point. The only party 
that would gain advantage from this is the Bahia Hotel, 
as public access would be eliminated and the hotel 
would have a private beach. Since you are an agency 
designed to ensure continued public access to the 
coast, I hope that you will see through this proposal 
and deny it decisively. 

~ 
~\~ l<e'( 
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California Coastal Commission 
c/o Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio No .. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

June I, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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I am a member of the Sarna Clara Racing Association, which meets monthly at Bahia 
Point to race catamarans, lasers, and windsurfers. Our sport requires that we have 
vehicular access adjacent to a launching area. Bahia Point provides the ideal ingredients 
for our activity • adequate parking, a gentle slope to the water, and clean winds. There are 
no adequate substitutes for this in Mission Bay. Without parking, we would be unable to 
transport our equipmem to Bahia Point. I strongly urge you to deny the City's request to 
eliminate public parking at Bahia Point. 

smo~Iy. £;/,r.j' ~ 
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california Coastal Commission 
Ms. Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

June 4, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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This letter concerns the City's plan to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point in West 
Mission Bay. Many of us tax-paying, law-abiding citizens have been using Bahia 
Point for recreational sailing for many years. Some, like myself, are members of 
sailing fleets which meet regularly at Bahia Point Many others are individual sailors 
who come with their catamarans, sabots, or kayaks, along with their families, picnic 
baskets, and lawn chairs. Few of these users would be able to use Bahia Point if the 
public parking were eliminated. · 

I personally am a member of the Santa Clara Racing Association. I own a laser. I also 
periodically bicycle around Bahia Point, and have never experienced a problem 
sharing the roadway with cars. Gleason Road gets very little traffic as it is a cul-de­
sac at the end of a peninsula which juts into Mission Bay. 

Those parts of Mission Bay which do not have available parking receive very little 
use. For example, Princess Resorts, across from Bahia Point, has a shoreline that is 
nearly always deserted. Do not turn Bahia Point into a deserted beach as well. 
Maintain the public parking at Bahia Point 

Sln<erely, JQ_ ~~ ;M.J-
(1~ ;:?::Lq--;J-(73 
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Ellen lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

June 4, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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I am· writing as a member of the Santa Clara Racing Association 
to express my vehement opposition to the Ci1;y's plans to eliminate 
public parking at Bahia Point. The availabiltly of public parking is the 
single most sign meant factor in the abili1;y of our racing association to 
use Bahia Point for our monthly races. I am certain that the abiltty of 
all other users of Bahia Point to enjoy this area also hinges on their 
abiltty to arrive by vehicle. With a sailboat, beach chair, umbrella, 
picnic, and/or other beach paraphernalia, the .ani;)L way to arrive is by 
car. 

The users of Bahia Point do not disturb anyone and are freely 
exercising their sports and hobbies at Bahia Point. There is no 
legitimate reason to take this away from us. 

Please do not be swayed by special interest groups. Listen to the 
people and carry out their will: to save the parking at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

:JL2-~ 
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Narch 20, 1996 

£.:: 

City Council o~ San Die~o 
c/o City Clerk, Charles D. 
202 C Street 
San Diego, c~ 92101 

Abrlelnour ~ 
Jt;N 2 4 19!JS 

Dear Nembers of the San Diego City Council, 
CAUFORNI,\ 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DlfCO COAST OISTRIC 

American Legion Post 552 of Pacific Beach protests the recent 

action of the City Council which qave valuable Bahia Point Park land 

to the Bahia Hotel Corporation. ~t its latest meeting, American 

Legion Post 552 unanimously voted to ask you, the City Council of 

·san Diego, to reconsider the giving away of this valuable Bahia Point 

public park land for private development interests. Post 552 resents 

the giving away of ~ public park lands. 

cc: Coastal _Co111uission 

~ce~yA~ 
fh~R. Rinde 
Adjutant 
American Legion Post 552 

·~ •) 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08-1726 

June 2, 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 
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I am writing to you regarding the Bahia Point issue which is scheduled on 
your agenda ofNovember 1996. I am an active user of sailboats and a 
member of the Santa Clara Racing Association. Our group meets monthly at 
Bahia Point. We range from 25-35 sailboats, catamarans and sailboards. 
Because we use small sailboats, we are ablf.to launch immediately from the 
beach. Our sport requires that we have adjacent parking, a gently-sloping 
shoreline, and clean steady winds. These features are found only in West 
Mission Bay. Parking is at a premium in West Mission Bay. Santa Clara 
Point is typically full by mid-morning, and our only available option is Bahia 
Point. 

The City's recommendation that we relocate to other parts of Mission Bay 
shows a lack of understanding of our sport. The City's further suggestion that 
we can continue to access Bahia Point by foot or by bicycle similarly shows a 
disregard for our needs. It is imperative that you preserve water access to 
those who actually use the water. We have and can continue to co-exist with 
other users of Bahia Point provided that vehicular access and parking are 
maintained. 

Sincerely, ~~ Q_Q_j_ 
lll'i1q)-l'f A ~ 
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Ms. Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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I am writing to ask that you deny the City of 
San Diego's proposal to eliminate Gleason Road 
and the public parking at Bahia Point in Mission 
Bay. For people who use this area to sail, 
kayak, fish, or windsurf, the availability of 
parking is the major factor affecting ability to 
use the area. The Bahia Hotel should not be 
permitted to usurp public land historically used 
for recreation. 

I am a member of an association of 
recreational small sailboat enthusiasts called 
the Santa Clara Racing Association. We meet at 
Bahia Point to race lasers, catamarans, and 
windsurfers. This is an activity which is 
dependent on immediate access to the water in 
areas of favorable winds. Few areas provide 
these characteristics. Bahia Point is one of a 
handful, and other suitable areas like Santa 
Clara Point are always overcrowded. The loss of 
Bahia Point would likely mean the end of the 
Santa Clara Racing Association and all the 
positive experiences we have enjoyed. Please do 
not let this happen. Keep the public parking at 
Bahia Point as is. 

Respectfully 

t2 uwr?f~~ -·· 
J I I J D (/ (' 0 ,, <,..., " 'l A .,..,.e_ 

5A"- O;c-C"';{./-l- <J2,_of~-2.2...l..) 



E:llet! Lirelv 
Callfomia Cocs-tal Cornmiulon 
3111 Camino del l<io North, Sutte 200 
Son Diego, CA 92108-1726 

D- Cocs-tal Commission: 

613196 

As a member cf the Sarto Ck:ln:ll<oclng Aeoclatton, I am very 
disturbed by the plans to eliminate public poridng at Bahia Point. The I"Qdng 
association meets at Bahia Point monthly to sail aur iaHnl and several a1tter 

classes cf beats. We began using Bahia Point for 1Ws purpol!le 09 o1tter ar­
cfWesr Msslon Boy become "tQO cr-owded and parldng became~ 
t"!iilll"trlc-ted. We have generally been able to flnd .:tdeqiJote parldng at Bahia 

Point. The parldng combined 111111t11'11e gemie shoreline have made conditions 
ideal for us and vir1'1.1aily irT'eplaceable elsewhere. 

5t.Jgge5'tions That have been made That '!he existing users relocate to 
South Shores or Fiesta Island are !Simply unworkable. Those are nat good 
ar- for sa!Ung. They are ~ ta mator-bcats and Jet-skis. which are not 
c:ompatlble Vlll1t1 IIOIIbc:Jats. We are equally unable "to, 09 some have suggested. 
COI"''Y QUI" e(!Uipment from Ventura Cove -to Bahia Point. Sailboats are just" not 

That portable. 

As The PI otec:tot s cf the COOlft. I hope That yau will con5lder QUI" sport 
valid and worthy cf protection. and That yau will save The public parldng at 
&hia Point. 

~q;w ~d~--~ 
V63D cL.-pLc-r. 1/ve. 
~a- Di efP c. A 9 2 ll.£ 

~~D' 
t11 ·r ~ 

J!JN 2 i 199:.i 
June 3, 1996 

CAUfOaNt; 
r-.;,,._'\fAl QJM.Mis ... ··\N 

'1 .... · .•tcCO COAST Ol.o.r•uCT 
Ellen Urely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 9210S.l726 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

l am a member of the Santa Clara Racing Association and a frequent UseT of 

Bahia Point. I sail a laser off the point into the clean waters of west Mission 

Bay. I am entirely opposed to the plan to eliminate public parking at Bahia 

Point. Without parking, the launching of sailboats would be impossible. The 

current layout of Bahia Point is ideal; it provides access for everyone, and it is 

heavily used. Without parking, few if any members of the public would venture 

onto the grass or sand areas. The beach would be, in essence, a private beach 

paid for with tax dollars. 

The existing users cannot be simply relocated to other pam of Mission 

Bay. The land area and parking area in west Mission Bay are limited and 

already over-utilized. The Jog of Bahia Point wil worsen conditions elsewhere 

in Mission Bay and leave Bahia Point unusable. 

Please take advantage of this tremendous opportunity to re-consider 

your previous decision on Bahia Point. The public would be greatly in your 

debt if you saved the parking for us and those that will follow. 

Sincerely, 

~ D· t:{;t:.:.£ {e\..\..\'5To+~) 
!}. 7{. 0 /) .flil.lv("~ J)v. 

j t:'-? /:J w;c 1 J.1 10 

"' 
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CAliFORNIA 
COAcT.\! COMMISSiON 

SAN DtEGQ COAST DISTRIC! 

§§§PARAMOUNT 
MARKETING ANO Tl:t.ECOMMUNfCATIONS, tNC • 

June 17, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

·J 

My family and I have been sailing in San Diego's Mission Bay, specifically Bahia 
Point, for many years. 

Bahia Point is special. The cul-de-sac reduces traffic flow to only those who 
actually use the area, and with the grass and parking facilities it is ideal for those 
of us with smaller sailboats. Therefore, I am dismayed at the recent approval of 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

Join us on a typical Sunday. There are boaters, picnickers, and sunbathers. We 
are just common working folks, so there is no need for extra police, bandstands, 
or porta-potties. Bahia point is San Diego at its best, and an ideal spot for the 
family. 

Develop Fiesta Island, and leave Bahia Point alone! 

An Extremely Concerned Voter, 

Jfm'Pf}_ 
Senior Partner 

Corporate Headquartl.'IS: 3156 V!Sla Way, Suite 300 ·Oceanside, California 92056 · (619) <J66..0906 ·Fax 16191 9f>f>.6020 • USA/800182?-8f>94 
Regional Offices :At!Slralia ·Ecuador ·Indonesia ·ltoly ·Mexico· United Kingdom· USA 



. Calif. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Calif. 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen 

Dear Calif. Coastal Commission -

~f:r~1~/I·~~'D 
~~~ = ..,)'.! "'~ 

JuL 0 2199G 

CAliFORNJ,O. 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

My family often comes to Bahia Point in Mission Boy to 
spend a peaceful and fun day together. Bahia Point is on excellent 
place for kids to play, os there ore no waves, motorboat traffic, or 
any hazards. The kids con play by the water with minimal 
supervision. The adults con enjoy many activities ot Bahia 
including soiling, volleyball, bicycling, and frisbee. We do not 
appreciate the suggestion that we relocate to other parts of Mission 
Bay, as these conditions do not occur elsewhere. We hope that you 
will help save this beautiful coastal pork by saving the parking that 
we all depend on. 

Sincerely, 

~C?.~ 
'!'5dj t/~ ~ ~...(. 
cf~_.CA 

'f:u>C/o 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Caaino del Rio North, #200 
San Dieqo, CA 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen I.irely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

r;~.;'" .-:~'-<:-~illY;~ ;;\t!;f;~::J ·cU 
~'#· 

JIJL I) Z 1996 
C:AUFORNIA 

COASTA,! C0MMI$SION 
SAN DIF<;o co.-.sr DISTRICT 

X am writinq to ask that you preserve public access to 
Bahia Point and. •ave the public parlt.inq exactly as it 
is. X CCIIIUI to Bahia Point often to fish, a• the bay ilS 
very productive. Thi• is a very pleasant place to spend. 
a few hours. Xt is qa.iet; no motolt'boat noise, no larqe 
partie•, ju•t families and. sailboats, child.ren and. 
other fi•heJ:IIIell. Too many fishing- areas have alread.y 
been destroyed.. 

'l'he Bahia Hotel alre~ occupies mo•t of the peninsula. 
Why •hould.n.' t the pub~ic keep a little of it for 
everyone• s use and. enjoyment? 'l'he idea of build.inq a 
bike path here and. kiclt.inq everyone else out is 
rid.iculous. We hurt no one. Please just 1-ve our park 
alone. 

\,.~1~ 
j~l~ 

1

u ,,C)~,I n j>/t" ( o er 
.c.,)./ 0 

O~roo Frr.s.l-- .AV~ d~ 

Je" u ~?/J..1 ~ &Jf} E:§-~~ C!.A- ~'ZJO I 

•• 



FLEET 
~/FOUR 

Ross Tyler 
Hobie Fleet Four 
4770 conrad Ave. #225 
San Diego, CA 92117 

To rlhor.t it May Concern, 

(AW~,RNI.:\ 
CCA:;i,.,~ .·:·., ... ,."~ '-:t(·i~ 

SA:-. t;,i(,V 0:.: .... ~~~ -· ... ~.~.-::-

Fleet Four has been in existence for twenty-four 
years. During this time, Mission Bay Park has been the 
prime site for our group and individual sailing 
activities. We launch predominantly from Santa Clara 
Point, however, many individuals launch at Bahia Point. 

Various parts of the bay are gathering places for 
people of common sports and interests. When one site is 
made unavailable, those users move to another. The 
increase in pressure for these lirnited resources is 
frustrating and discouraging. There•is not enough parking, 
especially for trailers, around this bay. It is important 
for safety reasons, to keep power boats, personal craft, 
and hand or wind powered vessels separate as much as 
possible. 

We local users are the reason for this park. Reducing 
sites available for hand launching of any vessel, be it 
kayaks, canoes, or small sailing craft, affects users all 
over the bay, not just that one place. When this is 
blatantly done for the profit of one business, it is 
completely indefensible. 

The members of Hobie Fleet Four are in opposition to 
the proposed ruination of Bahia Point. There are already 
miles of cycling paths around the park. Claiming that 
access by bike to the bay somehow makes the plan OK is 
ludicrous. We have few places to launch safely as it is. 
To increase pressure for these resources is courting 
disaster. Please do not continue with this plan. 

~~ 
Ross Tyler 

Hobie Fleet Four, san Diego 
s.:,,. 45!1 ;(.2.10 

HOBIE: FI.<::::r FOUR - TI-::E BEST IN TI-::E \'iEST!! ! ! 
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Ellen Lirely 

··!·UFORNIA 
COA~> ' .. (:OMMISSrt.. .. , 

SAN DIE<.,('. COAST OISTR•< r 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am a member of tne Santa Clara Racing 
Association, which meets at Bahia Point monthly to race 
lasers and other small sailboats. I am very disturbed by 
the plans to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point, and 
ask that you reject those plans. If the provision of public 
access to the shoreline is your mission, then the 
preservation of parking at Bahia Point should be your 
decision. Without parking. the many users who bring 
sailboats, sailboards, kayaks, fishing poles, or picnics to 
Bahia Point would no longer be able to access Bahia Point 
We are looking to you as the protectors of coastal access. 
Please do not let us down. Reject the Cizy's plan and 
preserve the public parking at Bahia Point! 

s;n!J,Iy, 

~///~~ 
<;~ ;11~) .cJ­

'120b~ 

~\\~"'.r.:-·r:-
l,. ,t: ""' ... 

\~·~,·~~-· 

.:~·~/ 2 1 '1525 " 

CtJ/ifomitt CotJJitJI ComlllWion 
3111 Ct1mino Jelc:Rio 9'1orlh 
oul!e 200 

CAUFQRNIA 
COA~'"'t C~MISs ... ., 

SAN Ort<..Q COA,Sr Ql~ : ·cr 

oan CJJiego. Ct1 9210~-1726 
9/Uenlion: 8/leiz .8irJg 

CJJear Clliifomia Cot:Mial CommW/on: 

9 often come fo Cf3ahia ?oinf in CfJJm 9tlwion CBaglo ctJ.'JI ouf a line and hope for a 
foh. OomeHm114 9 meel frientk ll1ho al:so anjog fobing. Olher iiitteJ 9 come alone. 9 
haoe enjoyed eOfli'!J tiJJg 9'oe ,-1 a/ Cf3ahitt CfJoinl. 10helher ihe fob fDill'l1 h!Hng or no/. 
9 am ab.Jo!H/Jg appalled /hal Jhe Clfg p/an.s lo ebminale ihe public parking and malce If 
impo.whfe for !he public lo we lhi.J tJtWJ.. 

<Bahia ?oinl i.J 4 lxzoullfo/41114 and i.J u.stt411g qulfe bUIJ!f in lhe Jttmmer. Cfbe 111inler 

monll» 4111 quieler bttl .,uu pmoide oaloable 111crt1aHon. 9 hope !hal gou ,;U ooerlurn lhe 
Ciig'.f IJI..conceioed pktn and .'llloe !he pttbllc p11rldng a/ Cf3ahla ?oinl. 

!K {<fl¥)f;, C:f. 
s--o tfttocr 

.. 



.utn: l:llen Ureb' 

Ill:; 13ahla Vvlnt 

Calltornia Coastal Conunisaion 
311 Candno Del Rio North Su 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 

ileur Cva5tal Cvmmbslvn: 

~© 
J~:'; "u 199G 

CAl! FORNI,\ 
COASTAL COMMISS;ON 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am an avid wlndsurler WhCJ salb CJU varlvus parts CJf MISSICJn 13ay, 
lncludlnll 13ahla I'CJint.. I am W11Un11 tCJ e:"press mY CJPCJ5mvn tCJ the plans 
tCJ enmate Public parklnll at 13ahla Vvlnt.. Wlndsurllnll b a SPCJrt that 
depends vn havlnll several sites available because CJf varlaUCJns In 
weather wndiUCJns. 13ahla I'Cllnt b vne CJf lhe best sites available. 

The enmauvn CJf parklnll WCJUid eliminate 13ahla Vvlnt as a 
wlndsurllnll site, because the equipment cannCJt be brCJUIIht In bY biCYcle, 
foot. vr shutUe. I nod the proPCJ5al rvr a "WindsuriiDII cart" tCJ be 
cvmpleteb' lmprncUcal, as there are nvt adequate parkiDII spaces In . 
adJacent ICJts and besause lhe vvlume vf equipment that Is needed wvuld ' 
nvt nt 4ln a cart. ()ther types Clf sallbCJaiS WClUid be equallY Impacted bY 
lhe ICJ5s Cll Parklnll. 

I hClPe that YClU will review lhe needs Clf wlndsurlers and Clther 
saliClrs wtaen YCJU wnslder lhls bsue. 

SincerelY, 

~~ 
/ .::J~r;;.y ~~ cr-

~n..2J/7~/ 01"' .f't::P-/.:UJ 

cautunlil f:CJaSial CciiUIIIssk:n 
3,111 ca~~~~~nG Del c1o Ncrt~J. su 2()() 
Sian Dlellcl. CA. 9'21CS.17.1,j 

.t.llnl f.llen l..Jr"eiY 

Crt Eahla J)c)lnl 

l:leM" f:clrasCal C:C.IIIIuklnl 

~© 
JliN ? 0 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to urge you to protect the public parking at Bahia Point I 
often launch a windsurfer from the shores of Bahia Point, and I find 
this park to be one of the best areas for windsurfing. You will deal a 
terrible blow to this sport if you disregard the need for parking 
ac,ijacent to launch areas. I do not believe that Bahia Point is 
replaceable by Fiesta Island or South Shores, and I do not believe that 
the suggested windsurf cart will be effective in preserving public access 
to Bahia Point I believe that the public interest will be best served by 
keeping the parking areas and roadway as they are currently 
configured at Bahia Point I hope that your interest is to serve the 
public interest, and that you will listen to the voice of the people. Save 
Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

~t-
Apeiiv (;""wN.:WM 
2a2 s- oxfi:Jf,i> 9--
(Aq;tPF- CA 12CD7 

7-1 b-<rt,. 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Urely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Please do not give away the public parking area at 
Bahia Point! Bahia Point is a terrific launch area for 
windsurfers and sailboards, and one of the most 
enjoyable places to spend the day with the family. On 
any given summer weekend, you will find scores of 
~ople enjoying the park in just the way it was 
Intended. If you destroy the parking, you will destroy 
the park. The coastal areas which are most heavily 
used are those areas which have adjacent parking. 

If you eliminate the parking, I suggest you change your 
name from the California Coastal Commission to the 
California· Hotel Commission. 

·Thanks in advance for doing the right thing. 

££~ .S-\eue.. R . 
?-OJ-)- o od A~ 

Ct..-cl, ~t C.li q ?.Xr:t 

7-tJ-"i<-

" ... 



Calif. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Calif. 92108-1726 
Attn: Ellen lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

· I am a person who enjoys sailing a windsurfer off Bahia Point/Mission Bay Park. I 
am completely opposed to the City's plans to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point. 
as it would render the park and the water completely inaccessible to me and the 
hundreds of others who benefit from Bahia Point I do not believe that a separate 
bicycle lane is needed; bikes and cars share the road without conflict or danger. I 
also do not believe the hotel should be permitted to take over public park land or to 
deny access to it This park needs to be retained for the benefit of the public, not for 
profit alone. 

Bahia Point is an ideal spot for windsurfing, and cannot be simply replaced by 
directing people to other parts of the park. It has steady winds, easy launching, and 
most importantly adjacent parking. Without parking, no one would be able to bring 
their windsurfers to Bahia Point. The proposal for a "windsurfing cart" at the 
entrance to Bahia Point is totally unworkable, and no substitute for the parking that 
is available now. 

I ask that you please consider the needs of the public in your decision on Bahia 
Point. and keep in mind that you will be affecting so many people's lives. I urge you 
to reject the City's plan and keep the public parking available forever. 

~incer.ly,·~~ I I (<-we; ,--. _ I ->I 

• ·~ - £:: 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Dieoo, Calif. 92108 
Attn: Eil~n Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

I am writing to you as an avid windsurfer who frequently launches 
off the beach at Bahia Point. This is one of the best places for 
windsurfers as well as one of the most attractive and peaceful sites 
in all of Mission Boy. The value of the coastline at Bahia Point for 
windsurfers cannot be understated. It is on ideal place for beginners 
and freestyle soilboorders. It has steady winds, calm water, o gentle 
shoreline, and very little competition from motor boats. The pork is 
quiet and family-oriented. It serves the needs of families, fishermen, 
swimmers, koyakers, and so many others. Do not sell us out for 
commercial interests. All we ask is that you leave Bahia Point exactly 
OS it is. 

Sincerely, 

rf' . f '·'I , I~~.' II·~:. . . . . " (' ,..,._ ;II 
"' .... .!1 '!" / . ~ / 

~~~., s-~,.,.., ... ~ 
l!"t~~~""''S'ti~JZ t ' 4 1 ?••t 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

Please save Bahia Point access for all. 
Sailboarders like myself are quite 
attached to this park and do not wish to 
be transplanted. There are many others who 
feel the same way. Please reject the 
short-sighted plan to eliminate public 
parking. 

Sincerely, j)/ ~ . / ) 
I ' ~ Llf -~. 

{I 0 
- ZJtj I c<'s-2>.-.a,..,"~·<l ~I 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Bahia Point is one of the best windsurf launching 
areas in Mission Bay and I am writing to ask that 
you maintain vehicle access and parking there. 
Windsurfing is a sport that requires adjacent 
parking because the equipment cannot be carried 
very far. I understand that the parking is to be 
eliminated, and that windsurfers are to be 
transported by means of a cart. This is totally 
unworkable. First of all, parking in Ventura Cove 
and other adjacent lots is already very crowded. 
second, the equipment is too bulky to be wheeled 
over the distance to the end of the point. Third, 
there would be a long wait to use the so-called 
windsurfer cart. Finally, the families who wish to 
enjoy the day together at the park would have to 
carry coolers, umbrellas, beach chairs, hibachis, 
and so much other assorted paraphernalia as to 
make it very unlikely that anyone would bother. 
Before you impose this fate on the rest of us, I 
ask that you experiment with it yourselves. Try 
carrying or wheeling a windsurfer or catamaran out 
to the end of Bahia Point. 

The only solution is to leave the parking intact 
so we may all continue to enjoy Bahia Point, even 
including the public which has paid for it. 

Sincerely, /A~ ill¥r. ..... / __L j//J • ? 
7 (/\J L//i/w. ~ -\___ 7 /'{~'\.... p_A.£Ed/br_.vL 

( utfZ-f:'q t:J;.e.eet?t.o-z..e_) 
??.:?:;. zL, Lte_ s.r; 
Sc:zv,._ 1:;'~<~ .,. 

I (..e-"-
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Ca. Coas-tal Commission 
.3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
Son Diego, Ca. 92108 
A.rt'eniion - Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am a member of the Son Diego Windsurllng Associaiion and I om 
wriiing to ask that you overturn the City's decision to eliminate 
parking at Bahia Point. Bahia Point Is on area of mqjor significance 
to wlndsurllng and ather water sport enthusla5ts. The availability of 
parking near the water Is a critical element to the abili-ty of 
windsurfers to use the. clean and calm waters of west Mission Bay. 
As Mission Boy Park 15 a public park, it should be maintained for 
the benefit of the major user5, especially 5olfers who ore dependant 
on Immediate parking. Please do nat de5troy a good thing. 

Sincerely. ave~~ ?!. }4~/( 
All Til b ;./ ( )1/, }( tJ I( L(J t/!C/( 

9'/1- WI#O 0/flrr 1)1?. 
CI}Ats/.6/J~ I C/f 9'2-£7/J ( 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111Camino Del Rio North. Su 200 
San Diego. CA 92108-1725 

Attn: Ellen Lirely 

RE; Bahia Point 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am an avid windsurfer who sails off various parts of Mission Bay. 
including Bahia Point. I am writing to express my oposition to the plans to 
elimate public parking at Bahia Point. Windsurfing is a sport that depends on 
having several sites available because of variations in weather conditions. 
Bahia Point is one of the best sites available. 

The elimation of parking would eliminate Bahia Point as a windsurfing 
site, because the equipment cannot be brought in liy bicycle. foot. or shuttle. I 
lind the proposal for a "windsurfing cart" to be completely impractical, as 
there are not adequate parking spaces in adjacent lots and besause the volume 
of equipment that is needed would not fit on a cart. Other types of sailboats 
would be equally impacted by the loss of parking. 

I hope that you will review the needs of windsurfers and other sailors 
when you consider this issue. 

g;,~~v£ 
/~:J<I/~~ 
~~ <2L ,9~.£5 

I 
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California Coastal Commission 
3!!! Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

As an active sailboarder who uses the Bahia Point area often, I am writing 
to request that you preserve Gleason Road and the public parking at Bahia 
Point. This park area is actively used by the public. The loss of parking 
would disrupt so many lives and benefit only one hotel. This is a very poor 
decision for the use of our public land. What good is a Coastal 
Commission if you cannot even preserve public access to public land? The 
idea of dosing off access to Bahia Point is a traves~, and I sincerely hope 
that you will not repeat it. 

1 eagerly anticip~te your response. \ /' 

~·vQ0u);~ 
~~Q~ ~ • ~~~~h~~ 

(.,? H.o/l; ~ ~ 
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Callfonda Coastal Commlsslou 
3111 C:md1m Dd IUo hrda, Su 200 
Sao Dlt.'gO, a 9210::-e:ts 

Attu: mica Llrdy 

IW; Balda l1ol11f 

Dear Coastal C01umlsslon: 

111111 an a\'fd wfllclsurfer \\'IMt Ails oH Ylllimls paris of AUssiOD Bay, 
lndudbttJ Bahia Pulllf. I alii wrltfug to express lllf epesiiiOD to ftle ftiDIIS to 
dl111ate perltlfe parking at Dalda Point. Windsurfing Is a sport that dqte~~tfs liD 

baYing sc..overal sites ar.dlalde becluse of \'lll"lllllous ill wealller c:ondlllous. 
Uabla 11ctlut Is ooe of ftle best sites ar.dlaltle. 

Tile dbudon of parldnt would dlmfnate ltabfa Pofut u a wfiMisurfbttJ 
site, beanse ftle ecpdtuncaf c:aHIIItf be bnugllf ill by ltlcyde, IHt, or slalfde. 
I ffotl dee profMesal for a "wwndsllrftng au1" to be OJIOitlt.ofdy h•adleal, as 
lllerc are not adt.'tfiiDte t•arldnt spaees hi aciJKCIIt lots and besause the 
volmne of C..'tfldp~~~cat d~at Is needed woulcl not fit on a cart. Cttber types of 
sailboats would be C..'tfllally Impacted lty ftle loss of parlthttJ. 

I b••t•c that yun wfU re\'few ftle needs of windsurfers ami other sailors 
wfeca you £00sicler tbls Issue. 

PJ1(_. 
~IW-- 6~~\"11-\ 
l-<..<> c.. Q<.>~>.sl<l~W~ q· 

SA-1-1 ihS-bO '-A <l_"Z.lO"\ 

7-ID- -r<p 

C,/;f.,r,.;., ~tal C.mmmion 

3 t 11 e.mino :he! leo nrlf., s .. 200 

~ ::b~, CA-92108-1725 

.Attn: Cll.tt otl .... 4 

t< C; l.?al.u. {),;,./ 

:he..r e_.,,.t C-..u~•ltm: 

_J ..... - auiJ w~ur/er wl.o t.a.i!& o/1 va.rU.w par/4 o/ m~4iOtt ~.lag, u..ci..Jmg 
BaJ.u. P,u.1. .J am wriling lo expre44 "''f opo6ilion lo l~e p/..- lo .,/;male pu/,Ac por/.u.g 
al BaJ.u. Pou.t. Wuu/...,.ju.g i4 4 6por/IW kpt...k Ott 1-,;ng 6ewra/ 6ile& a.writJ./. 
~ o/ varia/ion.&. in -..tf.or ~IW..... BaJ.u. {),;,./ ~ one o/ tk be4l &ile6 a.writJ./.. 

:Jf.o e6mation o/ por/.i.ttg wou./J ,./i.mi.ttaf., l.?aJ.u. {),;,.{ a6 a w~-/u.g 6lltJ, 

becawe l~e "''"ipmenl m.nnol be bro~l in b, bicyc/..., f.,ot, or •hull£.. .J f...J tf.o prepo64/ 

/- a "wi...kur/""1 carl " /., be compf..te/y impracliaz/, a4 l~re llrll no/ aJ.e~ por/.u.g 
•,-.• in d;acenl l..t6 ..,.J be6aM.6<1 l~" 110!..me o/ •quipmenllW ~ ne..JeJ wou.IJ. nol /.ton 

.. carl. Ot~ lypt& o/ t.a.ili-.J& wou.IJ be •q...J4 impadsJ b, tk 1,., o/ por/.u.g. 

.J f.oP" IW gou wi// nwiav I~ -J.. o/ wi...kur/.r4 anJ ol~ •ail-& w~n goa 

am&ik,. lh~ i4J...,. 

/?uP-~~ 
Si.ttcenu~, 

Ariduw. 
I,) ::>-r./. V a.U....e<~ ur, 

--g;; qu r.t d., (,;; 7 ),:)). .l 
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Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 9210!-172b 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT 

Dear Ca. Coastal Commission: 

I am a windsurfing enthusiast who sails off Bahia 
Point in Mission Bay Park- I am totally opposed to 
the proposal to eliminate public parking at Bahia 
Point, as public access would be virtually 
impossible without public parking. On any summer 
weekend, there are hundreds of people at Bahia 
Point enjoying the water, park area, the sun, and 
being with family and friends. It is a lovely park 
that is completely successful. Why destroy it?? 

I hope that you will not suggest that we users of 
Bahia Point find someplace else to go. We've gone 
to other areas of Mission Bay and simply prefer 
Bahia Point. It is irrepla~eable, especially for 
people with windsurfers and small sailboats. There 
are no other areas that meet our needs the way that 
Bahia Point does. 

Please listen to the people. RETAIN THE PUBLIC 
PARKING AT BAHIA POINT! 

Sincerely, 
:..r,EA./EP' rc.7P -?= •• P:;/1/l--i 7t-t 

~.b~:c. "':+-S·~ 
!£,;;>?' P r.t:'PEM f/1<; T?f ,a4:.. 

(r/tf(..l" 1//f.Ti'l- &4· 9191!) 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Su 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Attn: Ellen Lirely 

RE; Bahia Point 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am an avid windsurfer who sails off various parts of Mission Bay, 
including Bahia Point. I am writing to express my oposition to the plans to elimate 
public parking at Bahia Point. W'mdsu:ding is a sport that depends on having 
several sites available because of variations in weather conditions. Bahia Point is 
one of the best sites available. 

The elimation of parking would eliminate Bahia Point as a windsurfing site. 
because the equipment cannot be brought in by bicycle, foot, or shuttle. I find the 
proposal for a "windsurfing cart" to be completely impractical, as there are not 
adequate parking spaces in adjacent lots and besause the volume of equipment that 
is needed would not fit on a cart. Other types of sailboats would be equally 
impacted by the loss of parking. 

I hope that you will review the needs of windsurfers and other sailors when 
you consider this issue. 

Sincerely, 

~$/kl 
.7"(~A"e" 

4f?t.f.> 0~ ~~--!- £2?' I (2/'1- ~/0 7 

.. 
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CtJ!ifomia CotJS!al Commwlon 
3111 Camino delc:Rto 'lrorlh. c5ulle 200 
c5an 'l>lego. C'7l9211J&.1725 
9llfenHon Blkn .8irely 

'l>etJr Ca/ifomia CotJSlal CommiJJfon. 

Wy family and9 haoe spent many enjoyabk days ai a unique and 
looe/y park ctJ!Ied 93almJ %tnt in Wwion 93t1y %ric. Cfh€ park is Ideally 
SIJI1ed io our needJ ru II boo netJrby pt1rking. a genlk shoreline where /be kfdJ 
CtJn stJfo/y play in !he IDtlier. a public restroom. and a TDe!J-mainlained grass aretJ. 
Cf'h€se cond!flon.s do no/ exist elsembere In Wwton 93ag. Other arr!tJS suffer 
from poor IDtlfer qualify. haoo sleep or rip-rapped shoreline. tl1f! dominated bg 
motor boat traffic. or aUrae/ ltJtge numboo ofleen.s. mblch is no! a preferred 
enoironmenl for !JOliTI(J children. <:]J)e baoo neoer experienced any problems a/ 
93ahia 'Polnlln the 11111ny days tDII baoe :spent !here. 'Peopk are a/mays 
respeclfol of one anolher and eooryone hru a !JOOd lime. <JbJ.s l.s a perfocl 
exampk of hom lo operale a CotJSlal park. <Jbt.s l.s !he h.st aretJ !hal should be 
changed! 'Pkase kaoe me/1 enough alone. and lei us aD conHnue lo enjoy 93abia 
'Poinl park. 

c51ncere/y. \ . r CL- " 
2/V-~\~ 

--1¥'-t ~aess \l:i ~~~~~3J>'-\\\.il WPt\'<.2--
~ c~\ f'.r-.-\ <.::_(',..._, ''d <::.£! '{ 0 1'\:,_ fi...( 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North. Su 200 
San Diego. CA 92108-1725 

Attn: Ellen Lirely 

RE: Bahia Point 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am an avid windsurfer who sails off various parts of Mission Bay. including Bahia Point. 
am writing to express my oposilion to the plans to elimate public parking at Bahia Point. 
Windsurfing is a sport that depends on having several sites available because of variations in 
weather conditions. Bahia Point is one of the best sites available. 

The elimalion ol parking would eliminate Bahia Point as a windsurfing site. because the 
equipment cannot be brought in by bicycle. fool. or shuttle. !lind the proposal for a "windsurfing 
carl" to be completely impractical. as there are not adequate parking spaces in adjacent lots and 
besause the volume o( equipment that is needed would not fit on a carl. other types ol sailboats 
would be equally impacted by the loss of parking. 

I hope that you will review the needs of windsurfers and other sailors when you consider 
this issue. 

;I]; r~:-s.o 0A b,~.//e t/ 
Y '1 S :< JJ/-4 A vf" 

5,..,,.._ DC) a , Cfl 1?- II 7 

1-( ~-lt" 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio No., Ste. 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I enjoy windsurfing at Bahia Point and I am very much opposed to 
eliminating sailboard access to that area. The plans to eliminate 
public parking, even with the operation of a "windsurf cart" at the 
entrance to Bahia Point, would result In the abandonment of Bahia 
Point by the meny, many users who now enjoy the area. It is 
completely unreasonable to expect people to carry or cart their gear 
across the entire peninsula, even assuming that parldng were 
available at the Ventura Cove parldng lot (a risky assumption given 
the popularity of that swimming beach with families). 

Public park land which provides benefits for the public at large 
should not be vacated for the benefit of a single commercial 
enterprise. 

The development of new park areas in East Mi~on Bay would not 
begin to compensate for the loss of park land in West Mission Bay. 
Please, do not destroy a good thing in the mistaken assumption that 
"it all comes out in the wash. • Bahia Point is irreplaceable. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

~-.67~ 
J'~~ A.wr _:?h,:~ 
~J P.-·e~tt. c?~ 9,;< /o 9 
{tb!!) .5rf(~ 0;1../:J.... 
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Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio N., Ste. 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Ca. Coastal Commission: 

Re: Bahia Point 

Bahia Point is one of the premier locations for launching a windsurfer in 
Mission Bay. I am very upset by the recent decision to eliminate motor 
vehicle access to Bahia Point and to privatize this part of the bay. Most of 
Bahia Point Is already occupied by a hotel. It is not in the public's best 
Interest to lease any more land to the hotel. Also, the addition of a bike 
path won't begin to serve the numbers of people that currently use Bahia 
Point. Bicyclists may pass through, but no one will stay (which of course 
Is what the hotel wants). 

Bahia Point is unique in Mission Bay. It Is one of the very few places one 
can launch a Windsurfer or catamaran right off the shore, and spend the 
day with family picnicking on the grass. We do not seek just a launch 
ramp. We are looking at the whole park experience. To lose Bahia Point 
would put an end to the best park experience in Mission Bay. Please 
reconsider your decision. 

Thank you. (jJ ~ Or'~ 

521-fH~c&­

C~V~/cC-\. 
91'711 
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Calif. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio No .. Suite 200 
Son Diego, Calif . .92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Calif. Coastal Commission, 

I use on area called Bahia Point to soil a windsurfer and to 
relax by the water. I understand that you will be considering 
whether to close Bahia Point ofF to vehicle parking. My opinion 
is: don't do It! This port of the boy Is treasured by so many. 
Nearly oil users arrive by cor, so if you eliminate parking, we 
will all be denied usage of the pork and water access. It would 
be such a shame if we could not even use our own public pork 
land. 

I hove heard the reasoning that the public con still use the 
area but must pork somewhere else. Let me ask: ore the 
hotel guests being asked to pork somewhere else? I'll bet not. 
This is clearly on. effort to keep the public out to favor the 
hotel. Since you ore the body designed to preserve public 
access to the coast, you should not let this happen. Please, 
reject the terrible request to eliminate parking. 

Sincerely, 

$r~ce I v« ·:~:_ 
II 32 6-1 G.-.-. .... .:> //a~ Cn~("~ 
_s;,__, I)I~L--, CY1 J'L_f ~~ 

1.7 

7_,,_ <ttc 

CaUIDmil C:04Jt41 Callllllilliaa 
Jill Camino llrllUo JlortiJ, 6tl200 
6tlollir~o. a 92108-1725 

§1111: eurnlJnljJ 

1\e: jlla'il tloinl 

Jlw (;04JIDI Cammiflion: 

J .., •• allillblilllllllrfu ..._, Jailll ollllltiaaf portS alfllllllnl/llp, bulallin; Jllqjo fain!. J 111 lllritlll; t4 
<Xll<!" 111!' opooilioa to ~ ,~ar to rlilnltt .,mUr poRfq II Jllqjo tloiiL llllllllmllng fla IJQd 11111 ~ aa llninl 

frllmlfilrf llllil411lr -· olllatialiaaf ill ~ mdliliaf. Jllqia tloinl II - ol ~ •rflfllrf llllillfllf. 

Qr rllauli.on ol Plddllllll .. lh rUmiaolr jll.qY tloinllf 1 -n;fllr. llrrnfr ll)r "l1rii>mrnn<IIIII.DI llr -01 
ill bp birprlr, IDol, or qlllllf. J Onb ~ 1l'll'lf&llor I "'aiilbArrlag wt'ID u IOIIII'ltl<ll m.allk4~ lfll)m an a.otabrqa.ott 
Plrtsh!lf!>l<rf Ia abtarrnllolf nb brflaf< "' lllllanr ol "'Uiponmtll)ll flarrbrb lllolllll a.ollil oa 1 t1t1. ell)rr""" ol 
Jailhoolf llloulh be Olllllll '-'"' bp ~ uu ol !IIRiag. 

J '""' 11)11 paa llliU mirlllll)r arrbf ollllinbfurlrts nb oll)rr flilorf "'''" paa rnllbrr 11)11 ioar. 
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~lifotnill Co11mtl Commi~:tlon 
g111 ~mino Del Rio Notth,Suite 200 
S11n Diego, CA 9210'l 
Attn: ~lien Utely 

De~~t ~Iifotnill Collm.I Comminlon: 

I often go to B4hill Point In We MIHion 84y to talu by the lollltet 11nd to ~illl 
windgutfet in the e~~lm, protected Wlltet~ln thiJ jllltf of the bay. lam wtltfng to ulc 
that you pti!WVe the public jllltlcing 10 that 1111 the uJet~ e~~n continue to enfoy thl~: 
jllltk. Moot of the JH!Ople coming to 84hia Point lite dtawn to the IIN!II beeall!le the 
watet~llte ele~~n, the wind ill ele~~n, and the lltmOJphete ill ftlendly. We do not with 
to be 11810CIIted" to othet jllltt!l of MiHion Bay, 1111 they do not meet Ollt needll. 

I aim believe thllt you would be hutting many IIN!II bu!:lnefte!l if you ellminllte 
jllltlcing, beeaullB the lf!Jhlutant!l, JOUVenit lltote!l, and lollltet-Otiented cpotting goodll 
lltote!l depend, in latge jllltf, on uJet~ of B11hi11 Point. Why ehange mmethlng that 
hac wotlced 10 ~Dy fot 10 many ye11R'? I hope you willevold the temptlltlon 
to benefit one hotel lit the axflelde of 10 m11ny. 

[l_:8~4L ·'141/N/5 ·~FrtiZJuJ/ 
63 9? C-f!l.tnllfl 1TO C:ST.lt:t.t..IUJo 

S'...-1111 p;t::-6o J CA ~z.tzo 
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California Coastal Commission 
.3111 .Camino Del Rio No., Suite. 200 
Son Diego, Co 92108-1725 
Atten11on: Ellen Urley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you as a member of the public who enjoys soiling a 
windsurfer off Bahia Point In Mission Bay. I hope that you will protect this 
area In a woy that the City of Son Diego has so for declined to do. The 
public parking around Bahia Point should be preserved, as It ensures that 
the public con enjoy the oreo with their windsurfers, sailboats, and fishing 
poles. 

I urge you to visit Bahia Point on any summer weekend and observe the 
Iorge family gatherings and groupings of fi-lends who make full use of the 
area. Compare that to other ports of Mission Bay where parking Is 
unovolioble, and you will see how Important parking Is to public access. If 
you would see all the upstanding citizens using Mission Boy the woy It 
was intended, I'm sure that you would never turn them owoy. 

Bahia Point is a unique area that can't be replaced with other ports of 
Mission Boy. It Is a beouttfiJI pork with a grassy area for assembling gear; 
It has a gen11e shoreline over which small boots con be corrled and 
launched: and It has fovoroble winds for windsurfing. The proposed 
replacement areas do not hove these features. 

Finally, Bahia Point Is public land, and the public should hove a soy in what 
happens there. The public has spoken. Sove the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

' ~ l.-tL'-A K..J{ ~~ 
.:...--- 490 I dfVl.pA...J ILJC.. 012.\V£ 

SL\rJ D ,rc.c:::o, c~ 9"2 r'")S 
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California Coastal Collllliission 
3111 Camino Del Rio Nonh, Su 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1125 

Attn: Ellen Lirely 

RE; Bahia Point 

Dear Coastal Conu:nission: 

I am an avid windsurfer wbo sails off various partS of Mission Bay, including Bahia Point. I am 
writing to express my oposition to the plans to elimate public parking at Bahia Point. Windsurfing is a 
spon that depends on having several sites ll\'ailable because of variations in weather conditions. Bahia 
Point is one of the best sites available. 

The elimation of parking would eliminate Bahia Point as a windsurfing site, because the 
equipment cannot be brought in by bicycle, foot, or shuttle. I find the proposal for a "windsurfing can• to 
be completely impractical, as there are not adequate parking spaa:s in adjacent lots and besause the 
volume of equipment that is needed would not fit on a eart. Otber types of sailboats would be equally 
impacted by the loss of parking. 

I hope that you will review the needs of windsurfers and other sailors when you consider this 
issue. 

Sincerely,/!~ ,f£L 
./JI.r ... tT c;F/,Ii'rr 

//..J.J /l/ex.....,Jr,;.. Dr . 
.S.:w. 0 i:Jr> c... fd21~7 
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California Coastal Cammlssian 
3111 Camino Del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Bien Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Bahia Poil!t Park is one rimy favorite places in San Diego. I often launch a sailboard from the 
beach and spend the day e~oying the lawn area and beach. This Is one ri the jewels ri Southern 
California. and it should not be turned CNer to the &hio Hotel nor torn up for a blcyde path. 
There are thousands ri miles ribike path and thousands rihotel rooms. and more riboth can be 
built on)Where. But our caastol resources are scarce and unique. Do not eliminate access to 
coastal resources by ellmincrting parking. That would be very destructive. I know it is naive to 
think that you will listen to #ie people but this Is sa Important! .E'le.ase. don't let this opportuni1y 
slip owoy. Save &hill Point while ~u 51111 can! 

Sincerely, • 

~~y 

(\[\A\<.k (\('\~y 

\~I b c.P....\\e_ G'f\r\~cf-::>~.v­
fr--:>(. .. :-.tv\~ c.v~ C{) .... Od--'-1 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio South #200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

July 25, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Glenn Paculba, Owner 
Star Surfing Co. 
4655 Mission Boulevard 
San Diego, California 92109 

I am the owner of Star Surfin9 Co., a surf shop selling new and used 
surfboards, wetsuits, and surfmg accessories. We are located in Pacific 
Beach, just blocks from the ocean and about a quarter mile from Mission 
Bay. I am opposed to any action by government or private industry that 
restricts public access to coastal waters, including the proposal to eliminate 
parking at Bahia Point. 

Bahia Point is a major peninsula jutting out into West Mission Bay. It is 
heavily used by the public because it has adequate parking adjacent to the 
water, enabling sailboarders. sailboat users, and picnickers to bring their 
recreational gear to the water. There are only two peninsulas on West ·, 
Mission Bay that provide this level of public access. While the rest of the bay 
shoreline is public, use of these areas is limited by the availability of parking. 
Bahia Point is therefore a recreational resource of major importance. 

The parking at Bahia Point also serves as a back-up for beach users who 
cannot find parking at the Mission Beach parking lots. During special events, 
holiday weekends, and on hot summer days, parking in the entire West 
Mission Bay/Mission Beach area fills up completely and vehicular access is 
restricted to residents only. This congestion is bound to increase as San 
Diego's population grows, bringing in new residents who will seek refuge at 
the bay and beaches from the heat and urban environment of interior areas. 

The numerous sailing and surfing businesses that have grown in the Mission 
Bay/Mission Beach area depend on the continued ability of citizens to access 
public beaChes. The closure of a major public parking lot adjacent to a 
recreational resource such as Bahia Point will negatively impact these 
businesses. The attraction of this area as a haven for sailors and surfers 
should be protected, as it benefits citizens and businesses alike. 

The soul of San Diego is in its beaches and bays, dotted with sailors and 
surfers. Parking provides the lifeline. Please keep the parking open at Bahia 
Point. 

Sincerely, 

~Q.J!I.__ 
Glenn Paculba 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Urley 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

David Hickman 
6846 Urubu 
Carlsbad, CA 92009 

I use an area of Mission Bay Pari! called Ballia Poinll understand that you will be 
conducting a hearing to consider removing the public parking around Bahia Poinll am 
totally opposed to that !dea and I hope that you will reject it decisively. 

Bahia Point is a beautiful pari! that provides countless hours of recreation to hundreds of 
people. The public parking enables people to come to the coast and enjoy the water. 
Without patiling, it would be impractical to use Bahia Poinl It is ~to consider 
removing the patiling to add a bicycle lane. Bicycle access is al!'l!lldy available at Bahia 
&lint. and there are thousands of miles of bicycle paths all over the County. On the other 
hand, the shoreline is a finite resource. You can only launch a boat or swim in the water! 
That's what people come to the coast for. 

It is outrageous to remove parking to permit the Bahia Hotel to expand onto public park 
land. There are thousand of hotel rooms in the Mission Bay Park area. The Bahia Hotel 
itself could expand without encroaching onto public park land. The public should not be 
~for a commercial endeavor. The hotel must accept public use of Bahia Point. as 
they are operating on pub6c land. 

If you care at all about the people of San Diego, you will do the right thing: save the 
patiling at Bahia Poinl 

Sincerely, 

·~./// 
~~n 0~ 

•. ·;· -·-
.::;:.. 
~ 

BEACH· AREA 
SERVICES GROUP 

4993 NIAGARA AVE. SUITE 208 SAN DI:EGO, CA. 921.07 
PHONE (6:19)-225--:2.201. _FAX (6:19) 225-2203 . 

California Costai Commission-
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 · · 

Dear Commissioners, -

July 25, 1996. 

I am writing iD opposition to the Bahia Point plan to exchange 250 parking · 
spaces and beach access for hotel rooms and a bike path. . . 

. I personally use that beaeh, often, to launeh my kayak. Every day that I go 
there, there are people (IShiug and walking along the beaeh. On summer weekends 
that whole area fills with mastly loeal people taking advantage of.a wonderful public 
asset.· · · · 

To give this away to commereial interests is unconscionable and I hope you 
reconsider before a terrible mistake is made. 

... 

. •. 

... 

.seeur.:l;l:.:! ae!5e.1:ed ~ H.D. vest~ Sec:u.:J:::I;t. :me. 
433 E. Las Co1.:i..na.s Bl.vd.., Ste .300,. :t:rv.inq, TX 7503Q,. ZII:I-556-J.65l. 

Mal:k ~Reg.i.stere<:l ~ve . ~ 

.. 



ITALIAIS IBAIIST THE COifiSCATIOI Of THE PUBLIC ACCESS 
ROADWAY UITI BAHIA POIIT- AID THELOSS Of IVER !51 PUBLIC 

PIRIIIB SPACES 

Chairman, California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino Del Rio South 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 

Dear Sir: 

June !8. 1996 

The purpose of this letter is to communicate to you my desire to leave untouched the 
public access roadway known as Gleason Road, and all the parking thereon. I am 
soliciting your support in this matter, as I understand that in November of this year the 
Coastal Commission will once again review this matter in a public forum, and vote on a 
final resolution. As you may be aware, this matter has received considerable public 
interest, and may have contributed to the loss by Commissioner Vargas in running for 
U.S. Congress. I know that a plurality of the public endorses a win-win situation in 
this matter ; wherein the Evans family would be allowed expansion in hotel room 
capacity by building UPWARD ON THEIR EXISTING FOOTPRINT. The publics right 
to traverse, park vehicles, and to hold family picnics should not be abridged in any 
manner. 

My understanding of this matter is that the Bahia Hotel operators, the Evans family, are 
asking to basically takeover a public access roadway known as Gleason Road, and the 
removal from public use in excess of 250 public parking spaces, which occupy this 
access road. The subsequent expansion of the Bahia Hotel unto this roadway would 
ensue at some yet to be determined time. 

Confiscation of this public access roadway and permanent removal of more than 250 
public parking spaces is being justified by employing rouse by the proponents of the 
confiscation, namely the creation of a bicycle path. I ask all of the Coastal 
Commissioners to please review the plans for this bicycle path which appear in the 
EIR, (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORn. You will discover that the argument to 
close this roadway for a bikepath is bogus,. as the bikepath being proposed is 
redundant at best. You will notice that the bikepath was to be installed in front of the 
Bahia Hotel. This would accomplish the aim of the Master Plan. You will discover that 
at all other points in the master plan, the bicycle path is being installed on the outer 
perimeter, and never enters the multiple individual peninsulas which lie within this 
master plan. 

Before endorsing any position on this issue, I am requesting that all members of the 
Coastal Commission, please take time to go to the Bahia Hotel, and walk around the 
leasehold. You will discover that the west side of the peninsula, on which the Bahia 
Hotel owns the leasehold has been configured in such a way, as to create the 
perception that the west side is private property.. This same maneuver has been 
successfully employed at another property in San Diego's Mission Bay, the Catamaran 
Hotel, which is also owned and operated by the Evans Family, and achieved like 
results. My understanding is that this is in-fact public property, although it surely is not 
configured that way. As a consequence of the perception created, both the west side 
of the Bahia Hotel, and the east side of the Catamaran Hotel enjoy little to no 
utilization from the citizenry of San Diego, as they appear to have been privatized. 
Closure of the public access roadway would create the same untenable condition on 
the east side of the Bahia Hotel. 

The operators of the hotel have asked to takeover this roadway to extend out their 
leasehold, presumably to gain the ability to increase the total room capacity of the 
Bahia Hotel , from its present 320 rooms, and to increase the capacity to 600 total 
rooms. I draw your attention to the EIR; which contains recommendations by coastal 
commission staffers that allows the increase in room capacity. The coastal commission 
staffers however, recommend accomplishment of same by removing existing old, and 
poorly maintained 1 and 2 story bungalows, and build anew on the the hotels existing 
footprint, new 3 story structures, which would allow the owners the increase they want 
without confiscating the roadway and parking on the 'east side of the hotel, from public 
usage. 

Further, I draw your attention to page 39 of the EIR. Notice that although the owners of 
the Bahia Hotel are being given almost immediate possession of the roadway and the 
over 250 parking spaces thereon, page 39 specifically allows the owners of the Bahia 
Hotel, latitude as to the extent of the ultimate room expansion, if any. In other words 
the expansion envisioned at this time to reach 600 rooms total, may never occur. 
Conceivably a much smaller numbered increase may be ultimately realized. Other 
section of the EIR, grant the owners of the. hotel, latitude which extends to 20 years the 
time to accomplish the expansion, if any. 

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THIS PICTURE? 
• Immediate confiscation of the roadway by the hotel. 
• Immediate loss of over 250 public parking spaces. 



• Absolute latitude to the hotel (refer to page 39 EIR report) which allows them 
up to 20 years to perform, without the obligation to do so. 

Why not follow the previous recommendations of coastal commission staffers? 
Following those recommendations would allow for two winners in this dispute, the hotel 
would be allowed the increase on their existing footprint, and the public would continue 
to have usage of both the public access roadway and the parking thereon. The 
solution is rather simple, and abundantly fair. 

It should be noted that this area in dispute is utilized substantially by families who 
picnic there as weather allows. This peninsula is the safest part of Mission Beach. I 
have spoken to the Sergeant who heads the beach patrol, and he has conveyed this to 
me. 

Support by anyone to eliminate public parking anywhere in the Mission Beach area is 
absolutely preposterous. The notion advanced by some that parking which is to be 
developed some 4 miles away from this location "mitigates" in aay way, the substantial 
loss to the citizenry of San Diego, of this beautiful and unique peninsula is absolutely 
absurd. Parking , if created, approximately 4 miles away from this peninsula to be 
confiscated , should be utilized to complement existing parking, as a severe shortage 
of parking absolutely exists throughout the Mission Beach area. 

ALTHOUGH A SHUTTLE SYSTEM IS MENnONED IN THE MASTER PLAN, fT IS A 
FACTUAL REPRESENTAION THAT NO ANANCING FOR THIS PLAN IS IN PLACE 
TO DATE. THE SHUTTLE SYSTEM, IF EVER DEVELOPED, WOULD INCLUDE THE 
TRANSPORT AnoN OF INDIVIDUALS TO THE GENERAL AREA.. I ASK YOU, 
WHAT ABOUT THE GENERAL PARAPHANAUA WHICH PICNIC GOERS CARRY 
WITH THEM, HOW WILL THE NON EXISTENT SHUTTLE SYSTEM ACCOMODATE 
THE NEED? 

At considerable expense the city of San Diego conducted a telephone survey of San 
Diego County residence. In that survey, picnicking was ranked even above water 
sports as a priority for those who utilize Mission Bay. When then must a single family, 
although influential, who happens to own and operate the Bahia Hotel, dictate to the 
citizenry of San Diego, the ultimate utiiHy for this peninsula? 

In closjog I am requesting from the Coastal Commission their vote on Ibis matter 
_should support the greater good for San Diegans In this instance as I haye delioeated 

aboye the solution is simple Please slJDllOCI the UPWARD EXPANSION OF THE 
BAHIA HOTEL ON ITS EXISTING EOOTPRINI PLEASE ALLOW THE C!TIZENS OF 
SAN DIEGO CONTINUED AND UNINTERRUPTED INGRESS AND EGRESS Ot:f 
THIS PUBLIC ACCESS ROADWAY AND FOR HEAVENS SAKE DO NOT ALLOW 
THE ELIMINATION OF THE PRECIOUS PARKING SPACES THEREON THANK YOU 

ma. 
W q;}tof 

.. 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite ZOO 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

I am extremely disappointed in the City's decision to close off Bahia 
Point to vehicles. I hope that you will have the sense to reject this 
terrible decision. If people cannot park at Bahia Point, they simply 
will not come. It is reasonable to expect people to take the bus to 

. work, but not to a public bayfront park, where they need to bring 
extensive gear, and often large families. This is just a political payoff. 
It is immoral and unjust. Please fulfill your responsibility to the 
public and to preservation of the coast. Save Bahia Point forever. 

Sincerely7'"i ~ o 
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California Coastal Commission 
Jill Camino del Rio North, Suite ZOO 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

C4!JfopNt_. 
s C04sr,q1 ::;:.,.,,"

5
:;

1
n

1 1 4N Dteco co.-.;;r ::.
1
:;

1
,

1
::;, 

I have heard about the City's plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point 
and I think it is a terrible idea. I hope that you will put an end to it. If 
you are truly a commission designed to protect the coast, you will see 
through the City's transparent attempt to curry favor with the Bahia 
Hotel at the expense of the public. The desire for revenue is no excuse. 
We cannot continue to sell off our precious public assets and then 
complain about the youth of today, the lack of proper role models, and 
the proliferation of crime. 

We who use Bahia Point do so peacefully and at no cost to anyone. We 
sail, we swim, we eat, we enjoy our families. We are quiet. We leave no 
trash. We do not appreciate being told to go elsewhere. We've been 
elsewhere ... Bahia Point is the place that meets our needs and we insist 
on maintaining our rights to use it. 

Sincerely, 

j--J~~'" 
61?1 C.A\1~ MMIS.~ID~ ~lo(_ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen lirley 

September 21, 1996 

Dear Commission: 

As a member of a church group that meets at 
Bahia Point, I am opposed to the plans to 
eliminate public parking. We should not allow a 
commercial enterprise to monopolize this 
coastal park. It was meant for all of us. We 
have shared it for years. We should not be 
turned away now. 

We need parking to get our boats and our 
equipment to the water. There is no reason to 
turn the public away. Bahia Point is a peaceful 
and safe park. It provides a healthy 
alternative for children and teenagers, and a 
positive outlet for everyone. Please save our 
access to Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

~~Blvd. #86 
San Diego, CA 92107 
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Califorma Coastal CommiSSIOn 
:3111 Cammo del Rio \. Ste. 200 
San D1ego. Ca. 9210B 
Attention Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

• 1 • \lana~er CAliFORNIA Ancr Ea1 e)·:. D .- coAsr~, co,Miss,oN 
B Into ~urf \ 11 ~ sAN i)I~Go coAsr DlsrRtcr 411-1 :i~pwr ;)tr;e 
2an Diego. CA 9-110 

l am 1mting to you as an advocate of water sports and a~ a businessman 
regarding the proposed elimination of public parking at Bahia Point. The 
exposure of people to water and water sports is a beneficJal experience. 
especially for children. The enjoyment of our local bays and ocean is an 
expenence that brings families together. promotes good physical and mental 
health. and creates a boon to the economy. Surfing. sailing, water skJing. 
di\'ing. kayaking. and swimmmg all offer positive alternatives to 
drugs. and gangs. 

It IS a fact of life that these activities require adjacent parking. Those who 
participate m water sports must transport various gear to the water which 
cannot be carried by hand. bicycle. bus. or shuttle. Even peripheral parking 
lots do little good as the gear IS usually bulky and heavy. The elimination of 
parking at Bahia Point wlll frustrate those who seek to use Mission Bay for 
healthful enjoyment. and it will damage those businesses that equip lfater 
users. The benefit of providing a bike path at Bahia Point certainly pales in 
comparison to the impact of the loss of parking. ! urge you to seek a better 
solution so that San Diegans can continue to enJOY the calm waters of West 
Mission Bay and the beautiful park setting at Bahia Point 

Sincerely. 

Mt~ 
An{y'Brulev ; 
~(anager · 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

RE: Bahia Point Park 

Dear Commission: 

September 27, 1996 

2944 N. Arroyo Drive 
San Diego, CA 92103 
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I was told that Bahia Point Park will be eliminated, and that the City intends to remove the road 
and parking area and replace it with a bike path and additional hotel rooms. We have lived here 
since 1949, and have always enjoyed bringing guests to the beach. But the beaches have become 
so overcrowded in the summer, that we need every bit of beach area we have left. 

I hope you will give this matter careful consideration, and permit it to remain as it was 
originally intented. 

Sincerely, 

/1!N?t~ d«4[;;7{;;:~ 
Marcia Leadbetter 

California Coastal Commission 

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite #200 

San Diego, CA 921 08 Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

~
~~r?~~... t. 16, 1996 
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Cl<llfORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

iiAN DIEGO COAST DiSTRiCT 

Please do not eliminate the 250 parking places at Bahia Point at Mission Bay. On 

summer weekends and holidays the parking lots at west Mission Bay fill up, and 

sometimes families cannot find parking near the area they want to use. Parking in the 

lot south of the Bahia hotel and lugging a kayak and gear up to Bahia Point would be 

difficult. 

West Mission Bay is zoned for swimming, sailing, kayaking, etc.; my family has used 

these areas many years. I would not like to stop kayaking and swimming in that area 

because of crowded parking, and instead swim and kayak near the motorboats in east 

or south Mission Bay. Fiesta Island has traditionally been preferred by people having 

wild parties; we like the quiet family atmosphere at west Mission Bay. 

Sincerely, 

~:.\)~ 
3714 Fairway Dr. 

La Mesa, CA 91941-8051 

tel.: 463-1266 

fax: 697-1467 



September 26, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners, 
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COASlAl C0MMlSSION 
SAN DIEGO Cv.o.SI DISTRICT 

I have been a great supporter o£ the California coastal Commission 
ever since its· inception. Many years ago I stayed at a beautiful 
hotel in ·Portugal right on the beach, and was pleasantly surprised 
to be snaring the beach with people from the towns about. At the 
time much of our California coast had.been gobbled up by hotels and 
individual homes. When the California Coastal Commission first came 
into existence, I was a great supporter. Being a person w.ho cares 
about public access in general, and protecting w.hat is left of our 
beautiful coastline f'or everyone to enjoy specifically, I was, 
therefore, pleased that you are going to reconsider your action on 
Bahia Point. It is a beautit'ul spot and needs to be preserved for 
the many, many people w.ho have enjoyed this unique place in the 
past. 

MY husband and I picked this spot six years ago for w.hat has becqme 
an annual boating party for a group from our church here in San 
Diego. We have kayaks, and had used this spot tor our own 
enjoyment many times. Same of' our friends bring other kayaks; 
some, small sailboats. This place has easy access, and the in and 
ou.t of' the boats is wonderfully simple. Other places rank from 
very inconvenient to downright inaccessa.ble and dangerous. Judging 
also from the number of groups we see out there everytime we go, it 
is a popular place for those very same reasons. The parking is so 
convenient.· How tough it would be tor us to have to carry those 
boats all t;he way across the street from another parking place, 
plus supplies, etc. Because we get there so early in the day in 
order to "reserve• the spot, we'd be worn out by the time the 
activity began. 

With the present plans it looks like the major use of this 
beautiful spot would be the hotel guests themselves. I 'oppose this 
view for the reasons I have outlined. I have investments in 
several motels, one here in San Diego, so I have some understanding 
of the ups and downs of this business. Sometimes it is important 
to make sacrifices for the good of all. 

Respectfully, 

~~3_._k"-
Marie F. Buckey·--:·{ 
881 Thomas Ave - #4 
San Diego, CA 92109 
{619) 483-6534 

September 20, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Oiego, CA 92108 

RE: Bahia Point Update 

To Whom it May Concern, 

~i)t;::'\~ 

~l~~t:l~ 
5EP I! f 1995 

CAUFORN:A 
COASTAl COMMISSICN 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

It has come to my attention that drive-in access to Bahia Point may 
be converted into a bike path. I am writing to ask that this 
development not take place. I am a native San Oiegan and have for 
forty years watched the city grow to a point where it is no longer 
a desirable place to be in the summer months because of the crowds. 
Bahia Point is one of the few area where tourist and locals can 
enjoy the beach. together and the crowds are not overwhelming. 
Additionally, since I windsurf and must carry my board by car, the 
road allows me access to that quiet part of the bay. 

Please do not take away one of the few areas a local resident can 
still enjoy the bay and not be overwhelmed by the crowds. People 
are currently enjoying bike riding there. By removing the road you 
would end all other uses. In terms of land management, the most 
cost effective and greatest us·e would come by leaving Bahia Point 
the way it is. 

Sincerely, 

/JY;ad-1-- P/?J.J~ 
Marta M. Phillips 

~ 

... 



DANIEL GORDON LEVINE 
1967 Emerald Street. San Diego, CA 92109-3502 

Residence: (619) 274-5678 Office: (619) 490-2800 Facsimile: (619) 490-2808 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92!08 
ATTN: EllenLirley 

September 27, 1996 

RE: BAHIA POINT/BAHIA HOTEL EXPANSION 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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COASTAl COMM:SSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Although I am an attorney duly authorized to practice law in the State of California, at this time I am writing to 
you as a concerned citizen as opposed to a paid advocate. 

As you are well aware, the proposed expansion of the Bahia Hotel leasehold would reduce access to Mission Bay 
by members of the general public. 

·, 
The California Constitution (Article 10, § 4), California Government Code(§§ 39930 et. seq. and 54090 et seq.), 
California Public Resource Code(§§ 30000 et. seq.), common law trust doctrine, and common law case 
authority all support maintaining the existing access to Mission Bay at Bahia Point. The ocean front in Mission 
Beach comprises approximately two percent (2%) of the entire California coastline that is considered suitable for 
swimming and other recreational purposes: See, Comment, Public Beaches: A Reevaluation, IS San Diego Law 
Review 1241 (1978) (discussing the effects of the California Coastal Act of 1976). Bahia Point is a well utilized 
access point to Mission Bay for water-oriented recreational activities. The California shoreline, including Bahia 
Point, is a part of the heritage of all the people, impressed with a long standing public interest, and the means to 
protect this great resource and make it available to the public is ingrained in the strong public policy and law of 
the State of California. 

In particular, the California Public Resources Code states: 
• section 30001.5 - legislative declaration that the basic goals of the state for the coastal zone is to - subsection 

(c) - maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational opportunities in the 
coastal zone ... 

• section 30009 - this division of the California Resources Code [Division 20] shall be liberally construed to 
accomplish its purposes and objectives 

• section 30210 - in carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all 
the public ... 

• section 30213 - lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred 

• section 30220 - coastal aress suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided 
at inland water areas shall be protected for such use 

• section 30224 -increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged, by ... increasing 
public launch facilities, ... limiting non-water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors and preclude 
boating support facilities. 

California Coastal Commission 
Bahia Point/Bahia Hotel Expansion 
September 27,1 996 
Page 2 of2 

Further, the California Government Code states: 
• section 39933 - All navigable waters ... and the water front of such waters shall remain open to free and 

unobstructed access by the people from the public streets and highways within the city. Public streets, 
highways, and other public rights of way shall remain open to the free and unobstructed use of the public 
from such waters and water front to the public streets and highways 

• section 39934 - The city may maintain and improve such streets and other public rights of way to secure the 
benefits of Article 10 oftheCalifornia Constitution for the general public 

• section 39937 - The city can declare that the street leading into the Bahia Point property is required for a 
public purpose thus prohibiting any person from obstructing or preventing its free use 

• section 54092 - Bahia Point must be open to all persons regardless of color, race, religion, ancestry, sex, 
national origin, or residence. 

You may also wish to consider both the holding and dicta in Laney. City of Redondo Beach (1975) 49 Cal. App. 
3d 25 l during your deliberations with respect to the Babia Point property. In the Statement of Facts in Lane, the 
City ofRedondo Beach acquired property, vacated streets leading up to the ocean, and buildings were 
constructed, over land which had formerly been rights of way. These actions allegedly made it difficult for the 
plaintiffs, children, lower income citizens, and senior citizens to enjoy free and easy access to the ocean for 
several reasons. Children and lower income citizens who previously had been able to hand launch small sailing or 
fishing boats were now unable to do so. The trial court sustained a demurrer without leave to amend the 
complaint for declaratory relief. The Court of Appeal reversed this judgment, finding that the action was a 
proper subject for declaratory relief and, that the facts were sufficient to constitute a cause of action. The dicta in 
this opinion is of particular note to your deliberations since it pro.>vides a thorough analysis of California law with 
respect to coastal access and does so with respect to many of the operative facts that are present with respect to 
the current Bahia Point controversy. 

The proposal for development of the Bahia Point property is in llirect conflict with both California public policy 
and California law (both statutory law and case law authority). I urge the Commission to r~ect any proposal or 
further development of the Babia Point property so as to maintain the existing public access to navigable water. 

Qi#d 
Dante! Gordon Le Vine 



Seot 25. 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirlev 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Ditl!W. CA 92108-1725 

Dear Sirs: 

Brian McCune 
24n Golfcrest Loop 

Chula Vista. CA 91915-1411 

~~~!M 
ll'i~~~~ 

S£P 2 71996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DieGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to vou to urjiie vou to keep Bahia Point Park as it currently is.. and not sell out 
to the Bahia Hotel. 

Mv familv has been coming to Bahia Point Park for ntore than 20 years to enjoy the 
convince of the nearbv parking, the jU'8SSV area. and the beach. As it is. Bahia Point Park 
is an ideal and convenient situation for small children to play, launching and landing of 
small boats, and up-dose parking near the beach and the water, especially for our senior 
citizens. If this area is taken over by the Bahia Hotel, all this goes away. To be quite 
honest, it infuriates me to think that this wonderful public park that is used by thousands 
of families each year would be sold out to the Bahia Hotel. It's just not right! 

I urge you not to sell out to a private interest, but to support the interests of the penple of 
San Diego. 

Sincerely, 

<fL.:M_e,__ 
Brian McCune 

September 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

Dear Ms. Lirley: 

I belong to a church social group that 
conducts its annual beach party at Bahia 
Point. I am opposed to the plans to 
eliminate public parking around the point 
as that would end the group's annual 
tradition and would end public enjoyment 
of the area. I hope that you will reject 
these plans. 

Sincerely, 

~ M. \ l(''r< ) .j ~-l J U2__ 

2479 Caminito Venido 
San Diego, CA 92107 

. ~.~:~sr~wTS@ !.~~ ~ 
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Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego. Ca, 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

September 21. 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 
:,-·, ·~. 

658 Landis Avenue 
Chula Vista, Ca. 91910 

My church group held its annual picnic at Bahia Point today. I was 
very disturbed to learn that this may be our last year here 
because the City intends to remove the access road and the public 
parking at Bahia Point. This plan should not be permitted to 
proceed, The public absolutely needs the parking if we are to 
continue using Bahia Point. which we all should be able to do. 

Bahia Point is a perfect place to sail a small sailboat or paddle a 
kayak. Most parts of Mission Bay are not so well suited to using 
these water-craft. Bahia Point provides access to SAIL BAY, and 
there are only two other access points to Sail Bay. To eliminate 
one to public usage would be a terrible blow to all sailors and 
windsurfers, 

It is unacceptable to allow the Bahia Hotel to take over any 
additional public park land. The public needs every inch of park 
land, especially coastal park land, that we can get. To sacrifice an 
existing park is exactly the wrong way to go. 

Please save the parking at Bahia Point for everyone! 

Sincerely, 

fa-11!~ 
IJ(_a.'Yud ::X~ v (L!e,e/l) 

~r~\9~~' .. ~.\~ ~ 
"'SEP~.t199G 
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September 21, 1996 · 

Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 921 08-1725 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I met with my church group at Bahia Point today as I have for the last several 
years. We choose to meet at Bahia Point for our annual beach party because 
ofits accessibility and suitability for sailing, paddling, and picnicking. I hope 
that our future beach parties will occur at Bahia Point and not the parks in 
East Mission Bay, which are not suitable for these activities. 

We require public parking and vehicular access to use Bahia Point. Our boats 
and food cannot be transported to Bahia Point by bus or bicycle. We cannot 
carry this gear even from the nearby Ventura Cove lot. 

I think that the activities that occur at Bahia Point promote healthy family 
relationships and positive values. I know that it is important to our group to 
be able to meet and partake of outdoor activities together. I believe that it 
would be immoral to remove public parking in favor of hotel expansion. The 
hotel is a private enterprise that should not be permitted to interfere with the 
public use ofBahia Point. 

Bahia Point is an important park. Please let it remain as is. 

Sincerely, 

/)J)~ >~ 

John Stende 
5720 Adelaide Ave. 
San Diego, Ca. 92115 

- ~,.c~\V~Sffu -,:J;'~\1-, :.;., ~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

September '96 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Lois Day Bonamassa 
4654 Glacier Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92120 

I am writing to express my indignation that you would consider abandoning 
Gleason Road and the 250 public parking spaces that allow all of us to use 
Bahia Point. This is an appalling rejection of the public interest and a clear 
attempt to benefit a single hotel. 

How could any part ofMission Bay Park be considered expendable? 
Especially a part that provides so much to so many? 

The plans for a bicycle path are a smoke-screen. The bike path is not needed. 
Gleason Road already provides adequate bicycle access. 

Hotel rooms are beneficial to hotel guests and not the general public. Hotel 
usage of Mission Bay Park should not be permitted to interfere with public 
access. If you keep Gleason Road and the public parking, then the hotel 
should be permitted to intensifY. But no hotel renovation should encroach 
onto existing park land. 

Please don't sell us out. 

Sincerely, 

ij~ '"""Q,~:-:."\ ~":r:J,r--., 
ID. ''~if.!',~r.:-:r. ,;;:,;~·1 v.<~·~·1·~, , ~~ ~• · :", · T N I' I 
i[l !;f """'"'~= '" '·l(jj ,, 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

SEPTEMBER 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Today I spent the day at Bahia Point with my church group, where we 
meet for our annual beach party. The group brings boats, kayaks, 
coolers, chairs, and umbrellas. Without parking, we could no longer 
do this. Without parking, the other people who come to Bahia Point to 
sail, swim, or fish would also be unable to enjoy the area. 

Eliminating parking would be a very poor decision that would only 
benefit private commercial interests. The public would be severely 
harmed. That is no1 what we elect political leaders to do, and that is 
no1 what we appoint Coastal Commissioners to do. 

Please save the parking at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

lj~~6 
Barbara Daub 
6160 Mohler St 
San Diego, CA 92120 

~~ 
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September 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3 Ill Camino de! Rio North, #200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

Dear Commissioners: 

Kathy Ziegler 
5643 Watercrest Dr. 
Bonita, Ca. 91902 

The plans to eliminate public parking around Bahia Point are 
completely unacceptable. My church group meets at Bahia 
Point to sail, kayak, and picnic. We could not do so without 
parking. Many other people would also be affected by the loss 
of parking. I hope that you will deny these plans. 

Sincerely, 

~~/0 

~b54 Glacier Ave. 
San Diego CA 92120 

SEPTEMBER 199b 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing as a member of the public and a member of 
a church group that meets at Bahia Point. I am very 
concerned about the proposed loss of parking at Bahia 
Point. I find this proposal to be unnecessary and 
outrageous. Public use of Bahia Point depends on the 
availability of parking. Without parking, this 
beautiful coastline will be deserted. With a bike path 
you will see bicyclists riding through and briefly 
enjoying the view, but there will be nobody able to 
sail, fish, paddle, or windsurf off the shore, and 
there will be nobody picnicking and socializing on the 
grass except for the occasional hotel guest. This is a 
poor use of public land and an offense to the public 
which owns the land. 

If you are truly the "coastal commission," you will 
deny these plans. Remember who the property owners are 
and make sure that their interests are served. 

Sincerely 

-t~~:S~~ 

l!r)j;li:J ~~~\:it~inu·, ): ~ li\1~\.;l.,-.ll!l ... ~ 
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Ca. Coastal CoiM1ission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite #200 
San Diego, ea. 92108-1n5 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

September 21, 1996 

Dear California Coastal CoiTVTlission, 

Like other members of my church group, I am completely against the 
plans to eliminate parking around Bahia Point Our group assembles at 
Bahia Point each year for a picnic. We bring various boats and kayaks 
with us. We would not be able to continue this tradition without parking. 

The other alternative park sites around Mission Bay are not as attractive 
as Bahia Point Fiesta Island is sandy and silty and overrun with dogs. It 
does not have clean water or good sailing winds. The new South Shores 
Park is designed primarily for motor boat launching. It does not have a 
shoreline suitable for launching boats. Most of the shoreline there is 
covered in rip-rap. The Princess Resorts area is inaccessible by car, 
making it impossible to bring boats. The only other available option is 
Santa Clara Point, which is typically very crowded. It is not a good idea to 
limit sailboat launching to just one point in the entire Mission Bay. 

I ask that you work with the City and the owners of the Bahia Hotel to 
ensure that public access Is not reduced at Bahia Point. Surely the hotel 
could expand in a way that does not eliminate public access, and bicycle 
improvements could be made In a way that does not sacrifice parking. 
Please examine this issue carefully and I'm sure that you can create a 
win-win solution for averyone. 

Sincarely, 

~~ 
Bob Buchner 
881 Thomas Ave. 
San Diego, Ca. 92109 

~·~,·-,.::"co~· fa~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite i200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

September 21, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

I am extremely angry that you are considering 
removing all public parking at Bahia Point. I 
come to Bahia Point with my church group for 
its annual picnic, and also visit periodically 
throughout the year. Bahia Point is a beautiful 
public resource. It should always be accessible 
to the public. We cannot afford to lose Bahia 
Point to a hotel expansion. 

Other hotels in Mission Bay Park can be 
expanded ~ithout impacting public access. For 
example, both Princess Resorts and the Dana Inn 
have room to expand without affecting park 
land. Even the Bahia Hotel itself can expand by 
building upward without encroaching onto public 
park land. 

The plans for a bicycle lane seem to be an 
excuse to evict the public from Bahia Point. 
Bicycle access is already excellent at Bahia 
Point. No "improvements" are needed. 

It is so important to keep places available for 
sailing, kayaking, canoeing, fishing, and other 
forms of water recreation. Bahia Point is one 
of the few places that meets these needs. 
Please save it. 

z~ 
Dean Ziegler 
5643 Watercrest Dr. 
Bonita, Ca. 91902 

~~~a~\ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Uney 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

September '96 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

The plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point are offensive and 
show poor judgement. Bahia Point is extremely important for 
people with small sailboats and kayaks. To eliminate Bahia 
Point would leave these users with only one location - Santa 
Clara Point • to launch these watercraft. The water users of San 
Diego deserve more. 

Let hotel expansion occur in East Mission Bay, where sailing is 
less desirable. Let bike paths be extended where there is 
adequate room and demand. Bahia Point does not meet these 
criteria. Keep Bahia Point just as it is ... perfect. 

Sincerely, 

E~~-~ o 
,-'=' fi ) .;t_.lc-~--

Eugene Patnode-Sturtevant 
3605 First Ave. #202 
San Diego, CA 92103 
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Sept. 1996 

Ca. Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
31.11 Camino del Rio North, Suite ZOO 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Mclane Downing 
2416 Grandview St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

Occasionally I come to Bahia Point Park in Mission Bay to take advantage of 
the clean, calm waters of Sail Bay and the grassy lawn and sandy beach. I am 
very upset to -learn that the City plans to remove the public parking at Bahia 
Point, as that would end my ability to use the area. It w.ould be shameful to 
turn Bahia Point into a private enclave when it is now a public resou~ce. 

I do not think that the planned bicycle path is the real reason for removing 
the parking. I think that the plans are to give the Bahia Hotel virtually 
exclusive use of this public park. This is totally inappropriate. Hotel 
construction should occur on private land, not on public park land which 
destroys public access to our coast. The public interest should be factored 
into this decision. 

I hope that the Coastal Commission has the wisdom to see through this 
scheme and the courage to reject it. 

Sincerely, 

?na~~ ----~,;;>!..--.~" ~ :11:!~'•. ig~'1\W ;_l0i\ ' ~ ··l; ~\.;.:~;-e.:iJ "i' .. .., . ' 
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Seprember 21. 1996 

Clllifornia Cllostal Cllmmisslon 
3111 Cllmino del I& North, #200 
San Diego, Cllllfornla 921~ 
Attn: Ellen Urley 

Dear Coastal Cllmmlssloners: 

William A. Wll5011 
6530 Sollzar St. 
Son Diego. Clllifomia 92111 

Please do nat permltlfle l'eiiOYQI of public porldng G1' Boh!G Point. Bahia Point Is one ofihe few 
places Ideally sultl!d to d"!/. wlndsun1ng, and amoelng. It Is also viQied by people on biCtdes. 
who have newr requested lhat 1fle porting be removed. There Is room enough for ~ - we 
atl co-exist pecceful~ wllb 1fle current pork la)out. The Boh!G Hotel should expand upward rGther 
th.1n outward. ThatWIJUld leave enough pork area for 1he public.. Please underslnnd tl!at 1he 
porting Is crlflcol t111he public.... wHI1out It, we ore gone. Please don't Mr let lhat happen. • 

Sincerely, 

ti)~tl-~~ 

.t>.§f~~r~~·\!J~rt\ 
~· \! ·-~ ""'.+ci" "" \,Si VI •Y\.,}$1' ·~ 
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September 21, 1996 

Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen lirley 

Dear Ms. lirley: 

I am firmly opposed to the plans to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point like 
many others, I enjoy coming to Bahia Point from time to time. We should all 
continue to be able to do so. 

Bahia Point needs parking if people are to be able to sail their boats or paddle 
their canoes. People also need road access and parking because that is the only 
realistic way to use Bahia Poinl So many parts of Mission Bay do not have 
parking, and they are virtually unused. 

West Mission Bay has a shortage of parking. The creation of new parking areas 
in East Mission Bay do not alleviate the shorta!J9 of pad<ing jn West Mission 
~We need parking where the demand is greatest. There is a great demand 
for parking in all of West Mission Bay, as that is where sailboats are launched, 
and it also provideS overflow parking for Mission Beach. 

My church group is one party that uses Bahia Point because it suits our needs. 
Many other users find their unique needs to be filled at Bahia Point I hope that 
you will not overlook the public in your hearing. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~<)~ ~~- • ~ 
~-(r-' 

Ruth Patnode-Sturtevant 
3605 First Ave. #202 
San Diego, Ca. 92103 
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~e~tembC!I' 1996 

C~llfotnill Co11~t111 Commit!lioh 
~m1 Cqmi11o del Rio North, Suite 200 
~1111 Diego, Cl'llifomill 9210~ 
Attn: !;lien lirley 

D~r M~ litley: 

It 1!1 VetY up!lettlhg to me lind my church gtOt!p th~tt you lite eoMidetihg 
eliminl'lting public PQrking qt Bllbltl Point. Thll: would dl'lm11ge the Plltlc llhd 
butt the mllhY people who 11!111 lt. 

The only tellll!ltic IIIIIY to U!le Bl!bill Point 1!1 to ptovide t011d IICCIIH 1111d 
plltldng. The llddition of 11 bib p11th 111011't allow people with byqkl:, canoe~~, 
or !lllllbollt!l to llcceH the point. Not would people with be11ch chili~, 
umbtellll!l, or blltbecllll!l be llble to get in. The only people who 1110uld not be 
burt by the lot!l of PQtlcing II hotel gue!lt!l, u they will hiiVe PQtklng of their 
own. 

Plell!le don't ll.VIct 11!1 ftom thil mD!It lovely !lttetch of public lllnd. 

~~JZ~ 

(/~tV~ 
JOll.Comh 
tong Cllt1uto Ct. 
S11n Diego, CA 92124-
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September 21, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, #200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

We desperately need to retain the parking at Bahia Point The 
parking gives us the opportunity to get to Bahia Point to spend 
the day. We could not launch our boats into Sail Bay without 
parking. Other nearby parking areas are already congested. It is 
foolish to eliminate 250 existing spaces on prime bayfront 
property. 

My church group would like to continue to gather at Bahia Point 
Lots of other groups would like to continue using Bahia Point 
Please don't let greed get in the way. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
1 

) 

/-) .. ~ 8.e&k;y~~ 

?t!A 1'.-b: i/-r 
Willie and Audrey de Ia Houssaye 
5681 Del Cerro Blvd. 
San Diego, California 92120 
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Calif. Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3!11 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Calif. 92108-1725 

Sept. 1996 

Dear Commission: 

T. Stafford 
5326 Lajolla Hermosa· 
La jolla, Calif. 92037 

My church group meets every year at Bahia Point for a beach 
party/picnic. We have grown very fond of this park over the years. 
We would love to continue holding our event at Bahia Point, but 
would not be able to if parking were removed. The loss of parking 
would eliminate the use of this park for nearly every user, as people 
need to bring their boats, fishing poles, hibachis, cabanas, and beach 
chairs. These items cannot be carried far nor can they be transported 
by bus. 

It would be a terribly sad day for the entire City if you approved this 
ill-conceived plan. I hope that we can count on you to consider the 
needs and rights of the public and retain the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

/~~E.~ 

-~.;;~,;~0: ~~r~ 
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September 22, 1996 

California c-tal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Scllte 200 
Sen Diego, California 92108 
Attn: Ellen Urley 

Dear Ms. Urtey: 

My churctl group met todlly at Bahia Point, and I became -ant of the City's 
plans to uproot the public road and parking around the peninsula. I -
completely opposed to thne piaiiiS. Tile lou of Bahia Point will be • ...... 
loss to our group, as there - so few places rr- which to launch sailboats, 
lcllyllks, and oa-, and- places that are as scenic and peaceful as Bahia 
Point. 

I do not appreciate being directed to other parts of Mission Bay Parte as an 
excuse for closing Bahia Point. Since Bahia Point is public land, It ought to be 
used to the public's benefit. lbat means retention of the parking which 
enables evety - of use to use Bahia Point. Keep Bahia Point Intact! 

SlnceNiy, 

Q 1.' '-'} . ifd /u. ;,,,·'-'a.....; 

.loyGorian 
10718 Cariuto Ct. 
Sen Diego, CA 92124 
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California Coastal Commission 
31!1 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 

September 21, I 996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Anne Stafford 
5326 La Jolla Hermosa 
La Jolla, Ca. 9203 7 

I am a member of a church group that holds its annual picnic and 
boating party at Bahia Point. I was saddened to learn that we may 
no longer be able to continue this tradition because the City is 
planning to remove Gleason Road and all 250 parking spaces that 
serve the public. The City's plans to replace the parking with a 
bicycle path and more hotel rooms will drastically reduce public 
use of Bahia Point. If you can't get to Bahia Point, and can't park 
there, you certainly can't launch a boat or a windsurfer. 

The average bicyclist coming through Bahia Point spends perhaps 
five minutes there. The average pedestrian will spend perhaps 
fifteen minutes. The current users typically spend three to six hours 
sailing, boating, fishing, picnicking, and socializing. The trade-off 
that the City is proposing is therefore totally illogical. · 

Please don't try to fix what isn't broken. Leave Bahia Point alone. 

Sincerely, 

~' 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

September 21, 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

The plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point would end the annual 
tradition that my church group has enjoyed for the last five years: our 
summer beach party at Bahia Point This is an event that we look 
forward to, as we sail our boats, paddle kayaks, interact with one 
another, perhaps ride a bike or take a walk. We would not be able to 
bring our equipment to the bay without parking. Many other people 
would be affected the same way. These plans are very unfortunate and 
should not be approved. 

Sincerely, 

t;JoJk:-~~ 
4444 W. pt Lorna Blvd. #86 
San Diego, CA 92107 

,~ c;;;v~-:: ";"'. ·)-::.iii\\ 
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September 22, 1996 

California CtxUtal Commissi011 
31 I 1 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 200 
San Diego, CA. 92108 

Dear Members of the Commission: 

t; 1i i.::r ;:~:~!_~. I f::t 

! ; (i :~'- '-,•J.:iJW~ ~ \ ~,..,- "'~ 
SC:P 2 51996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

;AN OtEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to urge )IOU to reconsider )JOUr position relative tO the Bahia Point issue, and the 
proposed redevelopment of this area. 

k6' wife and I are frequent usen of this unique area. We are avid small boat sailors, and .find Bahia 
Point ideal for our use for the following reasons: 

1. Convenient l1!l!1:ll1III1l access for vehicles and small craft, wilh abundant parldng. 

2. Lack of power boats in the area. 

3. Lack of dogs and keavy "high techn use of the area. 

We have sailed in most areas around Mission Bay, including the various public beaches and all of 
FleSID Island. No other area provides the unique setting we find at Bahia Point. I suspect that you 
will find marry small sailboat sailors, kaya/cen and windsurfers who would agree wilh us. 

My wife is a public school teacher, and I am a local peace offtcer of command ran/c. We enjoy 1he 
quiet and simplicity of the Ctll1'ent Bahia Point configuration, and would be unlikely tO retum tO the 
area should the proposed redevelopment occur. I would also point out that we are not just day 
visiton tO 1he area; we spend money there as well. enjoying many meals at area res.tmtrants and 
making substantial purchases at boating-related retailers. 

I would be pleased to speak with )IOU at a.rry time conceming the proposed redevelopment of Dahill 
Point. I may be reached during the day at (909) 696-3030. 

Thank )IOU for considering our point of view. 

Sincerely, 

f:~ -v- A1~ ,\f! L ~ L 
Pete and Maria Labahn 

~ S!: r 1 71996 
CALIFORNIA 

CO.O.STAL COMMISSION 
SAN OtEGO COAST OI51RIC1' 

September 14, 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, 
Suite#200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

The proposal to remove public parking at Bahia Point would be a 
tremendous loss to the community that has enjoyed access to this 
fantastic park for many years. Bahia Point is special because the 
water is clean, the grass and sand provide good launching for 
sailboats and kayaks, and the parking is convenient and usually 
available except on holiday summer weekends. If the parking is 
eliminated, Bahia Point will become another pretty but un-used 
park, because It will be inaccessible. 

Since Bahia Point is public land, public uses should be given the 
top priority.'The hotel should not be permitted to interfere with 
public use of or access to the water. 

The planned bike path is not the point. Bicycle access is already 
available and does not need to be expanded. Rather, water use 
areas need to be expanded. 

I hope that you, as the Coastal Commission, will see that coastal 
access .is your highest mission. You can fulfill that mission by 
saving Bahia Point Park. 

Sincerely, /~~ 
~I ;lt:}'9' :t:"#5f'l~lf'i'P~ Lt< PI"­
~~I;:# 1 Clf tt;.>?t( 
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CAUFOP.NIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California coastal Commission: 

I am an avid windsurfer and I am opposed to the 
plans to eliminate public access to Bahia Point. 
The elimination of parking would equate to 
elimination of public access, as the public would 
be unable to enjoy the area with their windsurfers 
or sailboats. Windsurfing and sailing are sports 
which provide peaceful, relaxing entertainment for 
so many here in San Diego. These activities should 
be encouraged wherever possible. At Bahia Point, 
there are no conflicts between windsurfers and 
other beach users. The existing layout should 
remain. 

Sincerely, fo ~ 
'f'. ti #"I 1' ¥if 
.r,:o. c;;.;s-t:; 

.. 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego. California 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Uriey 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

9/96 
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$AN Ql~~"' ''"''" ··••"<ICT 

Please do not allow file destruction ri Bahia Point to occur. We need to retoin Gleason Read to get 

out to file point, and we need file pari;ing to remain on file point for our weekend recreafion. Why 
should we give up such a beautiful and functional recreation area when it works 50 well for 50 many? 

The ideo ri subsntuting public access for a bike path and mare hotel roams is outrageous. There are 
fhousonds ri hotel roams. and fhere are fllousands ri miles ri bike pafhs, but only one Bahia Point. 
Bahia Point is irreplaceable. We cannot atTord to lose it. On the other hand, you can add bike pafl1s ·, 
elsewhere, and you can add hotel rooms elsewhere. Destroying Bahia Point is not progress; it Is a 
giant step in file wrong direction. Please drop fl1ese plans. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
d-f.,/1 ~~ 
S::v-n Dteio

1 
C.. 9 Z./ z.. "?> 

~~ 
SEP 1 7 1996 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIECO COAST DISTRICT 

September 1996 California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Urley 

~Ji® 
SEP 1 7 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to express my complete disogreement with the 
plans to eliminate vehicular access to Bahia Point. The road 
access and the parking make it possible for many families and 
individuals with boats and water toys to gain access to Sail 
Boy. Sail Bay is the cleanest and mast scenic part of Mission 
Boy Park. and the public should be able to continue to use it. 

The plans for hotel expansion and bicycle improvements should 
nat outweigh public access. Both hotel roams and bike paths 
can occur anywhere, while water access is completely 
dependent on location, and once lost can never be replaced. 
Same1imes we need to make decisions on issues other than 
money, and this is one of those times. kcess to the best 
waters of Mission Boy is of immeasurable value, and it is a right 
and a privilege that should never be for sole. it is one of the 
best forms of recreation that can be enjoyed by anyone, 
regardless of income. It is simply tao important to lase. 

We desperately need your help in preserving the access and 
parking at Bahia Paint. Please do nat disoppoint us. 

Sincerely, 
....,tJ ( 1 

~< L:/;J.r~ 
LJw.. D 3:n5..>n 
Zt..11 Hv<C'<f'W'-S- Dr. 
~ l)P[:p1 fA 12123 
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Cellfotnia Coam!l Comml~!l!on 
~WI Camino Del Rio Mot!h •200 
!:en Diego, CA 9210'1? 
Attenllon: !;lien lltleg 
!:eptembet 1996 

Deet Cellfotnla Coethll Commltolon, 

~
,..-,.~1)1";;.\~·'1!'\ 1:-;:r - ', 
~~-- .. ''tJ 

SEP 1 7 1996 
CAUFORNlA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST !)!STRICT 

h a mambet of the public who en(o!JII coming to Bahia Point ftom lime to lime, I am 
again!~ the plaM to ellmlnqtq petlclng. I em vetg upoet by theoe ~lant. I hopu that yon 
will N~(eet theH plaM and keep the pqtlclng qvqlfable to the public. 

I cannot get to Bahia Point by bfeyele Ot on foot, 110t eonfd I catty ewythlng I need to 
Bahia Point even If pqtlclng WI!NI tWallable Q! Venfllta Cove ot aetDft Wut !Almon Bay 
Dme. lAm people uolng Bahia Point bring .mall eqllhoe!!, lalyeb, flthlng paleo, ot 
equipment fot gtonp ~enitt. Mone of theoe uoett ean bll aeeommodehld withont patlclng. 

Thete It a SCJiteily of~- lllce Bahia Point, and thete It gt'l!atet and g!i~Q!et IJ!Iblle 
demand fot ouch plaeu. All. people continue to move to !:an Diego and the baby­
boomeli! continue to hava ehfldN~n and gtand-ehlldten, tha demand will J1JOW even 
gteatet. It It ehOtt-tlghted to ellmfnQ!e Bahia Point when we ehould bll adding to the 
lnventOty of public pqtb. 

!lew ot tenovahld patl:l Q! !:outh Shatet and I=Je!taltl.llnd do not eompentate fot the 
lou of Bahia Point. Thote patl:late ldul fot people with dogo, jet-oklo, mototbollto, ot 

latge company plenltt. They ate not de!l!gned fot the omall-!:allboat uwo, twimmm, 
ot flohetmen. Bahia Point hat clean clut W4fet and .ready genlle wlndo. It hu a 
beautiful !:andy ehOtellne and a gteoty lawn fot tlgWng boett and playing opottt. It bu 
a glil8t view of the b4y •nd • ft!mlly-otlented envltonment. Hopefully you will 
undetttand why we flii8!1Uta It •nd whglt ehonld bll ptetetvad fot publle -. 

4-c~ 
sa1 o0 Y e- fro w ~ -J.t2(7_ 

G<~r Lkc_ Ct' 
c; zs-s- ;z_ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North #200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

September 14, 1996 

Dear Commissioners, 

CAllfO!:!'l:.~ 
COASTAl COMM' 55IO>l 

SAN DIEGO COAS7 O!$~ .:::CT 

Your assistance Is needed In saving the public's right 
to access by vehicle the park known as Bahia Point. 
The public has been able to use this park for decades 
because there is a public road and 250 parking 
spaces. Now the City Intends to remove the road and 
all the parking, simply to allow the Bahia Hotel to 
expand and to put In a bike path that Is not needed. 
The Bahia Hotel can expand upward without taking up 
any additional park land. And there are already miles 
and miles of bike paths around Mission Bay and many 
other locations. Coastal access, on the other hand, 
can't go tust anywhere. It can't go upward, It can't go 
Inland, and it can't be replaced in East Mission Bay. 

Sincerely, 

rY1~ Wl J,Nl~-&.ba.~ 
d. "5 ~ 'll\ \) t i.A. ~ r a.._., 

tv\Urrie-\e\. 1 Ck. Cl.;)Sfo..3 
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SE· ' i'Ji.l6 September 14,1996 cop..s~:t'~~=ss1oN Gregory A .Gieselman 

SAN DIEGO COAST O!STa!CT 4453 Narragansett Avenue CAllfr ,,. 
San Diego, Ca. 92107-2939"ASTAl c " 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite. 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92106 

Coastal Commissioners, 

: ...... :-ueGO coM ... , .;. ..... 1cr 

In November you will be rehearing the Bahia Point area of the Mission Bay Park 
. Master Plan. This is my first personal experience being involved in what appears 

to be big money interests and politics working to totally disregard the American 
family and the recreational access which has been created for the general 
public. These days we hear a lot about family values from our presidential 
candidates. I do hope that the Commissioners will consider family values when 
this hearing takes place. 

Item 1: The so called mitigated parking to be created in southeast Mission Bay 
Park is am mitigated parking. This leaves the present Bahia Point users with 
NOTHING. The parking could just as well be put In Clairemont since a bus would·, 
be necessary to access Bahia Point, and bringing the usual items that families 
do to Bahia Point would be impossible. Have you tried getting on a bus with a 46 
quart cooler, 3 kids, a diaper bag and a play pen ? Not to mention water/beach 
sports equipment from volleyball to small hand-launched watercraft of many 
designs? The west bay is named SAIL BAY for good reason. The City of San 
Diego stated at the initial hearing that *the mitigated parking would reduce traffic 
on West Mission Bay Drive". This is untrue, as each occupied room in the 
expanded Bahia Hotel would generate 10 vehicle trips per day, per official city 
figures. Going from 315 to 600 rooms means 2,750 more vehicles on a full 
capacity day!!! 

Item 2: Allowing the hotel to expand outside their present leasehold would mean 
that the only logical way for a family to use Sail Bay & the Bahia Point area in 
the way they are accustomed to is rent a hotel room or join the Mission Bay 
Yacht Club, not very logical or affordable. Very few of the hotel guests actually 
use the shore. Removing all the parking access would be totally contradictory to 
the codes of the Coastal Act, since it is vehicle access which enables the use 
that the area was exactly designed to be used for and the answers to the 
questionnaires showed the overwhelming importance of parking to the public. A 
look across at Princess Resorts, especially the public beach at North Cove 
which has a remote parking lot, will show you how much the public will access a 
public beach once the parking is removed. Please look at North Cove any day of 
the week. The public DOES NOT use It because the parking is 100 yards away. 
Only hotel guests use the shore. There is no direct parking access such as at 
Bahia Point. Mission Bay Park was intended to be a water use oriented park. At 

this rate, in 100 years all the nice quiet accessible areas adjoining Sail Bay will 
be eliminated by business encroachment. 

Item 3. The proposed bicycle/pedestrian lane that planners wish to see going 
around the bay appears to be totally unnecessary since this is a cui de sac and 
the roadway is at least as wide as many lined and shared roadways in the park. 
Also being an active bicycler I see no need whatsoever to sacrifice 16' of lovely 
grass for a bike path. It seems strange that the proposed path would be 16' wide 
when the path around the inner bey is 10' wide. Bahia Point is not even a path 
around the bay, it is an appendage, a peninsula, a point which receives little 
traffic of any kind other that from those that drive here with their recreational 
gear and families. Installation of the path would leave 4' of grass for us to picnic 
on-next to the path. A great place for kids and family? I don't think so. It literally 
kicks the public off the entire Gleason Road picnic area even if they walked 
there. Bear in your minds that a bicycler would occupy the area for 5 minutes 
maximum. Last Memorial Day I took the time to count bikes on the inner bay 
path. Bikes would use the point 5.26 bikelhrs per hour. The 250 parking spaces 
which were fully occupied at a ridership of 3 persons per vehicle (official 
ridership in the beach area) allowed 750 personlhrs per houri How can a bike 
path benefit the area when you compare these two figures? Also, the vast 
majority of bicyclers arrive at the west bay by car, so eliminating parking actually 
reduces bicycling access in the area. 

The very first page in the Coastal Act that you as Commissioners are obligated 
to follow states: 

• Providing for maximum public access to and recreational use 
of the coast, consistent with private rights and environmental 
protection. 

Section 30221 fully supports and provides the code the commission should be 
adhering to. Section 30252 also supports any present and or future decisions 
which may be made. If this already established recreational site is given away 
to business what will the rest of our park look like in 150 years? This is not an 
example of the direction our country should be moving in to create a more useful 
and beneficial park environment for the general public, also helping to reduce 
crime in our city. It's a giveaway of a recreation area that cannot be duplicated 
anywhere else in Mission Bay. · 

Data from the San Diego Convention & VISitors Bureau readily shows where 
hotel guests travel and what they do when in San Diego. It would have made 
much more common sense to increase hotel capacity in the east bay since the 
majority of trips involve traveling to other areas of city and county. 1-5 and 1-6 
freeway access is immediate from the east bay, and since hotel guests rarely 
use the water this should be the logical location for hotel expansion where it will 

<I 



not crowd the west bay roadways and will not displace the water using public, 
and the guests could still sit on their patios and view the water. 

In May 1995 the commission gave final approval (8/1 vote) on the Master Plan 
as it was originally presented after a 2 month investigation by commission staff 
of the Bahia Point situation and a staff recommendation that the parking not 
be eliminated. It was to much public dismay that 8 commissioners would vote 
completely opposite to their staffs recommendations. 

Bahia Point, Carmel Point and Santa Clara Point are the only Sail Bay access 
areas for those with small, slow and quiet water sports craft, Carmel Point has 
no grass whatsoever, Santa Clara has some grass, 70% of which is not adjacent 
to parking. There are about 780 parking spots total for the 3 points. Eliminating 
250 slots from this total Is creating a one-third reduction in Sail Bay parking. To 
further create a problem, residents living in the area use approximately 40% of 
the spaces as residential parking and this worsens in the summer when the 
cottages in the area triple in occupancy. If all Commissioners have time I 
suggest you take an early (9 A.M.) drive around all three points I mentioned, you 
will readily see how little actual parking is left for shoreline recreational users, 
and it will leave little doubt how valuable the Bahia Point parking is. ' 

I sincerely ask that you keep the citizens in your minds first and foremost, at the 
same time judging the issue honestly, fairty and without any influence from 
special interests. Bahia Point is completely successful at meeting the purpose it 
was designed for. The loss of this already established area would probably be 
forever, at a time when our ever increasing populace needs.more of just such 
places. The gain of short term profits does not outweigh the long term needs for 
such useful, beneficial areas like Bahia Point and the amenities it provides for all 
of us. 

Sincerely, 

4?~ 
Gregory Gieselman 

... 

--
SAVE 
BAHIA_.. 
POINT! 



California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Urley 
3l11 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

September 12, 1996 

Dear California Coestal Commission: 

Greg Knight 
Aqua Adventures 
4901 Morena Blvd., Suite 1102 
San Diego, CA 92117 

I am writing to you regarding the Bahia Point area of Mission. Bay Park. I am the owner of Aqua 
Adventures, a kayak sdlool offering a wide range of courses and trips. We offer high quality 
instruction in beginning, intermediate, and advanced levels of kayaking, including seamanship 
techniques, packing, wave surfing, and survival. Our trips range from Baja trips to river kayaking, 
wildlife safaris, honeymoon packages, and comprehensive clinics. We believe that kayaking is a 
healthy, environment-friendly sport that should be accommodated and encouraged. 

Bahia Point is a significant launch area for kayakers from throughout tha San Diego region. Bahia 
Point has all the attributes that maka for successful and enjoyable kayak excursions, including a 
gentle shoreline that is unobslrucled by rip-rap, bulkhaads, or other intrusions; light to moderate 
winds; easy access to the Pacific Ocean; and calm water, which is especially important to novice 
and recreational kayakers. These conditions are not duplicated in most coastal parks. In addition, 
Bahia Point has both a lawn area and a sandy beach, providing an array of conditions for differing 
tastes. Most importantly, Bahia Point has parking immediately adjacent to the beach, enabling 
kayakers to conveniently unload their craft Kayaks typically range in weight from 45 to 90 pounds, 
making it difficult to carry them over any lengthy distance. 

Without adjacent parking, Bahia Point will be eliminated as a launch area for kayaks. Since there 
are few areas like Bahia Point, its loss would be a significant blow to the kayaking community. I 
hope that you will understand the need for maintaining areas like Bahia Point for the water users 
including kayakers. I hope that you will ensure that the public parking around Bahia Point is 
retained into the indefinite future. I would encourage you to visit Bahia Point with a kayakers eye, 
and I'm sure that you will understand how important this area is. Please allow it to remain so. 

Sincerely, 

V&-
Greg Knight 
~ 

SEf' 1 7 1996 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAl COMM!SSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 camino del Rio N. Suite 200 
San Diego, ca 92108 

CAllfOKNI,:. 
COASTAl COMMl~SION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Attention: Ellen lirely 

August 1995 

Dear california Coastal Commission, 

As a kayaker who often launches off Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park, I am appalled 
that you are considering closing off the parking at Bahia Point Kayaking is a very 
popular sport, and Bahia Point is a terrific launch spot, the loss of which would be a 
tremendous blow to the sport Parkilig has become so competitive in other parts of 
the bay, that we siQ1ply cannot afford to lose 250 more spaces which provide the sole 
access to Bahia Point and one of only three places to access Sail Bay. 

The development of Mission Bay Park should emphasiie water access wherever 
possible, because that is what sets the park apart from all other parks in the City. 
Bicycle paths are well and good, but there are hundreds of miles of bicycle paths all 
over the County. The coastline is a finite resource and we ought to be jealously 
protecting it, not offering it up to hotel developers. 

I hope that we have not become so corrupt that we give away our coastline to wealthy 
commercial interests at the expense of everyone else. 

SC$+ n}} 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Rita Morgan 
4724 Mission Bell Lane 
La Mesa, CA 91941 

I cannot imagine how you would consider closing the parking 
at Bahia Point. I cannot imagine why the public should be 
turned away from the area we have enjoyed for decades. I do 
not want to think about the loss of Bahia Point forever. 

This is a pretty and functional part of Mission Bay that doesn't 
need to be changed at all. It is used by sailing enthusiasts, 
bicyclists, skaters, fishermen, kayakers, windsurfers, families, 
tourists, local residents, the disabled, the old, the young, 
groups and individuals. It meets many needs, and serves 
many purposes. 

The closure of parking would end all of that. I hope that the 
Coastal Comm1ssion will protect us from that fate. Please 
take your duties seriously. Save Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

(;2;£ 7?1c'?r 

~~~a}~ 
SEP 2 S 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

;AN DIEGO COAST DISTRIC! 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N. Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

w~ 
'r"' 1 :~ 1995 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to let you know that I am opposed to the plans to eliminate 
parking at Bahia Point I often come to Bahia Point to kayak in Mission Bay 
and to enjoy the park. Bahia Point is one of the best spots to launch a kayak 
or small sailboat Without parking, this would be impossible. This proposal is 
clearly an attempt to give favors to a big business. It certainly does not 
benefit the public. Please stop this plan in its tracks. 

Sincerely, 
~~ 

' ... /"/ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

35 Aruba Bend 
Coronado, CA 92118 

I am shocked and dismayed to learn that you are considering 
closing Gleason Road and all the public parking spaces around 
Bahia Point I am a member of a church group that meets at 
Bahia Point for an annual beach party. Like other users of Bahia 
Point, we are a peaceful group participating in healthy 
recreational activities that harm no one. 

I cannot imagine where our group will go if Bahia Point is closed. 
Other parts of Mission Bay are not nearly as amenable to sailing, 
rowing, or picnicking. 

Please do not let your desire for tax revenues override the 
public's need for places like Bahia Point We have so many 
problems in our society these days, that we need places like Bahia 
Point to provide positive alternatives for today's youth and 
families. Do not try to send us somewhere else. Let's save Bahia 
Point before it's too late. 

~~~~ 
-:\::.;v~.;.r,:vli~,-,,--. 
·~;,,U~~~ 1'\ 
.:.\1;~'-s!~ . u ......... 
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CALit0RNIA 
.;OA:ifAL COMMISSION 

:'.AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

9121/96 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

•• ; :_, i trtiterriliM 

Don Morgan 
4724 Mission Bell Lane 
La Mesa CA 91941 

Every year my church group meets at Bahia Point for a social beach 
party, complete with boats, kayaks, and lots of food. We have found that 
Bahia Point is perfectly suited to our needs. It has moderate winds, calm 
seas, water that is cleaned by currents, a grassy lawn leading to a lovely 
sand beach, and parking which is convenient for off-loading boats and 
picnic gear. We would all like to continue using this park for years to 
come. We do not wish to search for another area that can duplicate these 
conditions, beeause we know that would be impossible. 

We believe adamantly that Bahia Point, including Gleason Road and the 
250 public parking spaces, should be preserved in .am£ redevelopment 
plan. We believe that the needs of the public should be the tall priority. 
We believe that Bahia Point Park gives people the opportunity to grow 
and expand and be better citizens. We believe that Bahia Point Park 
should be saved for public use forever. 

"~;£>?f~ 

~r~ 
SEP 2 3 1986 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Ellen Urley 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108·1726 

June 3, 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

Bahia Point is an essential area of Misison Bay for users of small sailboats like myself. I 
have been sailing with the Santa Clara Racing Association for several years. The Santa Clara 
Racing Association meets every month, winter and summer, at Bahia Point Access to 
Mission Bay for recreational sailers requires adequate public parking. Without it, we would 
be unable to bring our equipment to the Bay. I believe that the needs of small sailboat users 
is unique in that it can only be supported in areas with steady winds, a gentle shoreline over 
which boats can be carried, and parking for both vehicles and trailers. Bahia Point provides 
these unique attributes. 

By contrast, the needs of bicyclists can be met in a variety of ways. Simple improvements in 
signage along Gleason Road would improve safety, and the extension of the walkway along 
the west side of the Bahia Hotel would make this path continuous. There is no need to 
eliminate the parking or to dsiplace all the current users. 

I urge you to reject the City's plan to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point Keep Bahia 
Point open for all! 

Sincerely, v' A tv 
/.2'!:::.k7c...-e:--:::-??C~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, 
Son Diego, California 92108 
Attn: Ellen 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

September 21, 1996 

We are now facing a critical shortage of parking in West Mission Bay due to the 

•~_·_Ji~©ijN~@ 
"''~ V~lU :'t.,'-J 

SEP 2 31S9G 
CAlifORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO .COAST DISTRICT 

ex ponsion of businesses and homes, the growing population of Son Diego, the 
increasing demand for group events such as company picnics, convention parties, and 
sports events, and the growing desire lor coostal access. This is a time that we should 
be examining ways to increase the parking supply. The current plans to eliminate 250 
parking spaces at Bahia Point ore a threat to use of Bahia Point as well as ather 
ports .of West Mission Bay and Mission Beach. Any proposal to eliminate parking should 
be forcefully 

hope that you will fulfill your role as the final protectors of California coast and 
ensure that the proposal to eliminate parking at Bahia Point is reiected. For that oct 
alone, you would be awed our greatest appreciation. 

~¥~ 
Edward Low 
35 Aruba Bend 
Coronado, California 92118 

... _, ___ --~-~-----~~-·~~---:~ ':':::}, 
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Ms. Eilen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 

,.~'''"'N 
·'r, • (~,. ); •.i•.utl~CT 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Sle 200 
Son Diego, Co 92108-17:26 

·June 1, 1996 

Dear Ca. Coastal Commission: 

Issue: Bahia Point/Mission 

I om a member of the Santa Claro Racing Association, which is on organization 
of recreational sailors which meets monthly at Bahia Point. Sailing small boots is 
both challenging and rewording. Meeting friends for our monthly regatta is both 
educational and social. I have mode many friends through association with the 
SCRA, and hope to be able to continue this activity into the future. 

The City's proposal to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point would ensure that I 
would be unable to continue this activity. It would also prevent many other Son 
Diegons from enjoying this stretch of West Mission Boy. There ore precious few 
places to launch small sailboats on Mission Boy. Much of the boy is devoted to 
motorboats or jet-skis, and much of the shoreline is covered with rip-rap, 
making launching impossible. I believe that direct access to the water at Bahia 
Point should be the #1 priority. Bicycle facilities and hotel expansion con occur 
anywhere. The coastline, however, is o finite resource which should be treasured 
for the recreation and peace of mind it can bring. 

Please leave Bahia Point as is. 

Sincerely, ~a~ w: 6t-r~t:r.JJ- -rt.ro 

1,rM.. ~t: \..+~ 
P-AY D(L,.f(;;.;_A(/~ 
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(!qlffotnill Col!Jtal Commiuion 
g111 Camino del Rio No., .Suite 200 
.San Diego, CA 92101?-1728 

Deat Cllllfotnia Collltlll Commimon: 

CA~!FCRNu 
COASTAl C0Mr/17.~~0N 

SAN DIEGO COASl D1$f~IC1 

I lim writing to you tegllttling the need to mllinhlin ~ublie ~~uklng 11t Bahie 
Point in Wen JAfuion BliY· The Vlllt m111orfty of u1m of B11hi11 Point llttive 
by l!llt, lind hl!ed public pllrklng to u1e tha lltell. I belong to the .Sllntll ClliHl 
Rllefng Auol!laffon, which Hll!et llllerl: lind l!llfllmliHlnt lit Baflill Point onee 
ll month.l would be halltf!Jtokan to 1ee this: liCtivity end bec11u1e of lin 
fnliYllilllbflfty of ~lltklng. Tho~a jlllttl of JAiulon Blly th11t h11:ve no ne11tby 
pqtkfng lite not uied.The 111me would flqp~en to B11hi11 Point. Don•t let fhf1 
hll~pen! .Sllve the jllltklng llf Bqfliq Point! 

ZJinel!ll!l ~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Su 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Attn: Ellen Lirely 

RE; Bahia Point 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

lam an avid windsw:fer who sails otl'various parts ofMission Bay, including Bahia Point I am 
writing to express my oposition to the plans to climate public pariring at Bahia Point. Windsurfing is a 
sport that depends on having semal sites available because ofvariatinns in weather conditions. Bahia 
Point is one of the best sites available. 

The elimation of parking would eliminate Bahia Point as a windsurfing site, because the 
equipment cannot be brought in by bicycle, foot. or shut1lc. I fmd the proposal for a "windsurfing cart• to 
be completely impractical, as there axe not adequate parking spaces in adjacent lots and bcsause the 
volume nf equipment that is needed would not tit on a can. Other types of sailboats would be equally 
impa<:ted by the loss of parking. 

I hope that you will review the needs of windsurfers and other sailors when you consider this 
issue. 

Sin=ely, ~ c;;r;L~ 

f?r /11. Jattt-<eu 
r3.L{:J.S t!.li¥1~ ()4 ']f. I) 

fsce.Ji cJ.,p <?JC!lS" 
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Ms. E!len Lireiy 
California Coas-tal Commission 
.3111 Camino del Rio No .• Sui-te 200 
San Diego. CA 92108-1726 

June4,1996 

Dear Coas-ral Comml::;s:on: 

This letter Is written -to seek your rejection of The Ci-ty 
of San Dlego"s proposal-to elimina-te public parking a-t 

Bahia Poin-t. Wi'thou-r parking, The use of Bahia Palm 
would be Impassible for Those of us who use The area 
-to soli. I belong -to The Soma Clara Racing Association, 
and I can -tell you Tha-t dozens of small, shore-launched 
boaTs ~auld be distraughT -to be unable -to exercise 
Their sport. 

I know Tha-t many o-ther users of Bahia Poin't wol!ld be 
equally dlsappolmed. Fur-ther. There Is no legitlma'te 
reason -to modify The layou1' of Bahia Poin't. The exis11ng 
si-tuation provides public access -to all users. The 
proposed re-design would provide access only for hotel 
gues"ts. Please do na-t concede i"o palitlcal pressure. 
Seve Bania Poin-t for nGIW and for i"he fu-ture. 

Sincerely, 

~~ tfy;;d~~ 
/tfJ7 
Sui? 

/3&'</... 
/.);~;,._ . 

cf'r 
C/1 

'f:Ud'i 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

Bahia Point is a public park with excellent 
conditions for sailing a windsurfer and other 
sailing craft. It should be preserved for the 
sailing public and all other users, not just a few 
hotel guests. Bicycle access is completely 
compatible with parking and should not be 
contructed in a way that eliminates parking. Public 
uses should be paramount. The City's plan does just ) 
the reverse. It is clear favoritism to the hotel, 
which already occupies most of Bahia Point. Enough 
is enough. Please put an end to this blatant land 
grab! 

r;::;~~(_/ 
lct;z.z_ &~ 5I 

Sal/} J:Jitp~ C4 Cf-zto7 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108·1725 
Attn.: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you as a person who enjoys windsurfing at Bahia Point. I 
hope that you will consider the public perspective at your hearing on 
Bahia Point in November. In my opinion, the proposal to eliminate public 
parking at Bahia Point is nothing more than a blatant attempt to privatize 
this publicly-owned coastal park. The reasons given (i.e. to build a 
bicycle path) is ridiculous because bicycles can already ride through 
Bahia Point, and. frequently do. To my knowledge there ani no bicycle 
groups requesting a separate bike path. The only .possible justification for 
this proposal is to allow the Bahia Hotel to expand at the expense of 
everyone else. I think this is ill-advised and simply immoral. I hope that 
you will agree. 

Sincerely, 

~ w..ft. 
\4obc.rt W a lh-u 
qs-10 L "w Sr. 
Sc..... O.·e-"") C "'· ~.:~ 1oq 
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Callfoonda Cu.~1tnl C01ouodaaloo 
3U1 Camlnn lid l!ln ll!oll1fo, Sol 200 
S.'WIIIegn, CA !121011-1:l:!S 

Al1n: mleoo Urely 

Ill!; 11.-ddnl'olnt 

. Ileal' Cowllll C:.111unllldollo: 

111111 1111 mol wfuolllrfer wfiU aall1 off Yllli11111 parll of .Wwoo lilly, ludonlhl!l llallla Palut. 
l111u wrldnu to espre11 1111' aptllld• to die pl11111 to eUulllfe pubUc pal1dii!J alll.-dda l'olnt. 
Mnd1urllnu 11 a qonrt lb:lt depeaol1 1111 hmfuu leYend dtea lmlllnllle hec:auae of Ylriiodlllll Ia 
wendoer t:Uiodld01os. llalllo l'ollod 11 111oe of doe heal dtea lmlllnllle. 

Tloe elhnndo111 nl plllidllfl '11'1111111 ellmlnllfe llala l'olod 01 a whnl11ll1lng dte, het:.'MIIe die 
eopdJIIIIelll CIIUIIII be bn111gld Ia by blt:yde, foot, Ill' dllltde. I tlllol die JII'1IPIIInl for a "wffld111111ng 
c:art' to Joe t:olloqolelety hoopradlt:nl, 01 lbere are not He•e plllidng apnc:ea Ia aoiJIIt:eld Inti 111111 
bet.'lllle the Yoloune of eqodpoueod lb:lt 11 ooeeoleol Wlllllol nnl 1111111 a Cll'f. Other lyjoe1 of aallllllllfl 
wo11lld be e1JIIIIIIy hnpndeol by die IIIII of parldii!Jo 

lluope lb:lt yo111 will rutew die aee<11 of wfolllaurfen 111111 adler aallnn wf1e11 YIIU ca~llloler 
ddlllllle. 

ZP/L 
d.;,.__p~~ 
1?.36_/~.,J-
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Subject: Bahia Point 

As a member of the public who frequently sails a windsurfer off the 
waters ot Bahia Point, I am adamantly opposed to the elimination of 
parking. Simply put, the loss of parking means the loss of ability to 
sail a windsurfer or other water craft off Bahia Point. West 
Mission Bay has the best sailing conditions In Mission Bay, yet 
sailors are being crowded Into ever-smaller areas. The Idea of 
closing off one of the best spots in town Is oqjectlonable. This action 
would benefit only one commercial establishment at everyone else's 
expense. This Is unfair political favoritism and should be stopped. 

The idea of relocating windsurfers to South Shores or Fiesta Island 
is not appropriate. We do not need a large launch ramp In the 
middle of a big parking lot. We need parking adjacent to a grassy 
lawn area on a gently-sloping natural beach. We also require 
separation fi-om motor boots and jet skis. These conditions exist ot 
Bahia Point, not South Shores or Fiesta Island. 

If we need additional hotel rooms, we can surely find a way to build 
them wlthout denying public access to public beaches. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
/7 2. z L!MU ~-f­
;1-4). ~~ C}UOj 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~
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I am very fond of an area of Mission Bay called Bahia Point, 
and I am writing to request your assistance in saving this coastal 
park. The park functions quite well just as it is. The removal of 
parking would ruin it, as the public would not be able to come with 
their picnics, umbrellas, kids, and barbeques. Many people also enjoy 
sailing boats off the clean gentle waters of west Mission Bay. This 
whole lifest:)lle would end if the parking-were removed. This would be 
a trave~ and should not be allowed. 

Right now, both the public and the Bahia Hotel can take 
advantage of Bahia Point's beautiful shoreline and grassy park and 
the waters that surround Bahia Point. There are no problems with 
the current arrangement. What the City wants to do is to remove 
the public to benefit the hotel. This makes me both angry and sad 
for the sake of future generations who will never know the pleasures 
of this beautiful park. Please leave well enough alone! Save the 
parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

£....,,.,,·<1'/e R__,e./·cr'~ 1''12.'3 • 12t.~c../r~ Vr· i /0~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Ellen Urley 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Explorer Dive & Travel 
Michael Brochue, Owner 
4967 Newport Avenue #6 
San Diego, CA 92107 

p~~ 
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CAL! FORNI.\ 
COASTAl. COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Explorer Dive & Travel is a business specializing in scuba dive 
equipment, trips, instruction, camp gear, apparel, kayaks, books, and 
related material. We are located in the community of Ocean Beach. OUr 
business depends on the ability of water sport enthusiasts to easily 
access the waters of the Pacific Ocean, Mission Bay, and San Diego Bay. 

In November, you will be considering a proposal to eliminate public 
access to a significant section of Mission Bay known as Bahia Point. 
Much of Bahia 'Point is occupied by the private Bahia Resort Hotel. 
However, the area that remains open to public usage is heavily used by 
kayakers, boaters, swimmers, and families. Adjacent parking is needed to 
maintain public usage, as the equipment needed for water sports is bulky 
and not suitable for transport by bus or bicycle. The proposal to eliminate 
public parking at Bahia Point would virtually eliminate public usage of this 
area, Which is one of the few accessible areas of West Mission Bay. 

California's coastal resources are vast, but our ability to use them are 
limited by our ability to maintain public access and to park. The coast 
should be protected as an invaluable public resource, especially where 
public ownership has already been established. To eliminate from usage 
an area that is well-established and heavily utilized is improper and 
should not occur. Please maintain public vehicular access to Bahia Point 
and retain the existing 250 parking spaces. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Michael Brochue, Owner 
Explorer Dive & Travel 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention.: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino del Rio, North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

L:~ 
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SAN DlfGo (OAsr 01$TRICT 

I am writing to you as a community activist and former City Councilmember from San Diego. My 
Council district included the older central communities of the City of San Diego. I urge you to 
preserve the public parking at Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park during your hearing on this issue in 
November 1996. Mission Bay Park is a significant recreational resource for San Diego Residents 
and is also an important component of the local tourist industry. It helps compensate for park 
shortages in the older communities of the City, provides a safe setting for family groups to spend 
quality time together, deters crime, and brings citizens together in a way that helps build a sense of 
community. In these challenging times, the importance of regional parks like Mission Bay Park 
cannot be overrated. 

Bahia Point is a scenic and heavily used part of Mission Bay Park. It is located on a beautiful 
peninsula surrounded by clean water. Youth groups, sailing fleets, and may water enthusiasts have 
grown attached to Bahia Point. There is no public purpose serve in eliminating access to Bahia 
Point. The loss of parking would equate to the loss of public access. Your choice is simple: amend 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan to require the preservation, in perpetuity, of Gleanson Road and 
the existing 250 parking spaces at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

6J-rt~ 
John Hartley 
3942 Kansas St., #3 
San Diego, CA 92104 
619/299-8870 

t(_ 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
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Attention: Ellen Lirely 
(Al/FORNIJ>, 

COAST At C.::::r ~\ti.~SfON 
SAN D'EGO COA~T Lll~f~!CT 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

My fumily and I have enjoyed coming to Bahia Point Park for 
many years. The park is a tranquil, pleasant, and lovely place to 
spend a weekend afternoon. The removal of parking would mean 
an end to our use of Bahia Point, and that saddens me greatly. 

It is difficult enough as it is to find parking during the summer in 
the Bahia Point area. If you remove 250 spaces, that will affect 
the users ofVentura Cove and Bonita Cove as well, because we 
will all be scrambling to compete for fewer spaces. With the 
population of San Diego growing every year, this is clearly a 
very bad idea! It must have been the idea of some politician, 
because no ordinary citizen would think it wise to destroy public 
coastal parking. This certainly does not benefit the public. I hope 
you will overturn the City's decision and keep the parking 
available at Bahia Point. 

s~ ... () .. ;J ~;{.,~ 
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J am mllbillluillllnrftr ID~o failf aU llariollf parr. of jllfflian ~. illrlubilll Jlaljill 
!}oint. J am luritin!l to apRU IIQ' apa.ulan to t!Je plalm to elimllte publlt parkin11 at :BalJill !}oint. 
lllinlrnrfin!l if a ipart tiJat llepmllll all ~illl Rlleral dn llbailallle fltrallfe of bariatlau ill 
ID~er tonllitiau. Jlallill !}aillt if alit of tbt ~~~ dn llbailallle. 

utile dlmatia11 of Pllrllin11Do11lll dfmillate Jlaljia !}oint as aluillllllurfilll !lite, fltrlllllle tbt 
equipment !IIIIIIGt lie llroullbt ill lip lliqrle, foot, or ~little. J fbtll tlJe prapa!llll tar a "luillll!lurfilll 
cart" to lie tompWdp impradiml. as t!Jere an nat llbequate parkin1 iparrll in alljarent latllllllll 
lldau!le t!Je balume of equipment tlJat if mllellluaulll nat fit on a cart. et!Jer tpprll of flillloatll 
luoulll lie equallp lmpadellllp tbt loft at pllrllin1. 

J ~ape t!Jat pau luff! mitlll t!Je lltellll of luinll!lurfm mb at!Jer lltlilar!IID~m paa touiller 
t!Jif ifllue. 
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Janice L. Thiel ~~It\ 
3222 Quimby Street Studio ~ 
San Diego, CA 92106-1808 ,IJL 1 :) 199·.) 

(619) 226-1650 CALIFORNIA 
thiel@mail.sdsu.edu COASTAl COMMISSION 
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California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Area 
3111 Camino Del Rio North. Ste 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter is concerning the Bahia Point proposal that will be reconsidered in 
your November meeting. I have windsurfed on Mission Bay for four years 
and have launched frm:ri various sites including the Catamaran, Santa Oara 
Point, Bahia Point,. Crown Point, Fiesta Island and the Hilton area. I feel the 
ease of access afforded by Bahia Point makes it by far the most popular 
launching site for small craft sailors. 

Sailing is environmentally clean and enjoyed by people of all walks of life. By 
limiting access, such as in the case of Santa Oara Point with its recently 
constructed bulkhead and railing, utilization of the bay as a recreational 
resource is discouraged. Many who used to launch from Santa Oara Point 
now rely on access from Bahia Poinl It is unthinkable that Bahia Point, with 
its 250 parking spaces is next to go! There is no other launching site on the 
west end of Mission Bay where sailors can park their vehicle, unload 
equipment and rig within a reasonable proximity to the water. 

Please save Bahia Point! 

Thank you, 

~~~ 
/.' 

!--''" 

Janice Thiel 

" , 
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Don Van Dyck .. Pre~udent ,.. ':: . .J.:.,.~-.~t,:"".·;~ 
Hanohcno Outrigger Canoe ·e~F ~~ c~,.,-"'"' 

Cal1forn1a Coastal Commtsston 
Attn: Ellen l1rley 

1615 _l•gcye Drive '•<J c.~h. "'.1-'>,0 ,
1 Carcllff by the Sea. C.'\. 92007 ·• "'::r,::r:;;-

3111 C4mlllO del Rio North. Suit• 200 
San D1ego. CA 921DB 

Dear Cal1fornia Coastal Comaission: 

The Hanohano Outrigger Canoe Club .eats periodically at Bahia Po1nt 
to launch sur£ skis end outrigg•r canoes. We also use the area for 
our races and fundraising events. We have approximately 150 members. 
We are very much opposed to the City of San Diego's plans to 
el1m1nate publtc parking at Bah1a Potnt, as it would end our use of 
the area. We could not use Bahia Po1nt without adjacent parking. as 
the equtpment we use for our events ts stmply too heavy to ba 
carried over any significant distance, $Van if parking were 
available in Ventura Cave or Bonita Cove. 

Bahia Point is uniquely suited to the need~ of canoe. kayak. and 
sur£ ski users. as there 1s adJacent parktng and a gentle shoreline 
allo.ing far easy carrying of equipment to the water. The waters ore 
calm and relatively free from motorboar traffic. and the park at 
Bahia Point allows us to gather before and after eacb race. we 
always find ather water users enjoying Babin Point, and there is 
always harmony between the users. Bahia Point provides family 
entertainment, good fishtng, and sailing. It would be a tremendous 
blow to all of us if we could no longer use the area. Bahia Potnt ts 
heavily used because parktng 1s available. Those parts of Mission 
Bay which have little or no parktng see little or no use. Do nat 
turn Bahia Point into one o£ tbose areas. 

we ere Wtlltng to share Bahla Polnt with hotel guests, bteyeltsta, 
and all who seek to enjoy its lovely attributes. However, we resent 
be1ng excluded from Banta Point to benefit JUSt one hotel. Since 
this is public land. it should be used to benefit the maximum number 
o£ people. and ita current con£ieuration does just that. 

Please listen to the voices o£ the many and save the parking at 
Bahta Po1nt. 

'tlkt~ 
Dan Van Oyck ' 
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Linda Nunes, Manager , .\:I,,J~N,,. 
Cahfornta Correct Craft c,1.:.s;'At et)MMiSSIO"' 
1010 Santa Clara Place"'~ UtfGO <:OA~r o,:;m,. 
San Otego, CA 92109 

Callfornta Coastal Commtsston 
Attenbon: Ellen Ltrety 
3111 Cammo del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Otego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear California Coastal Comm1ss1on: 

California Correct Craft spectaliz:es m the sate and servtce of 
new and used boats and boating equipment. We are located on Santa 
Clara Point on Mission Bay. I am wnting regarding the proposed 
closure of public parkmg at Bahia Point. The loss of parkmg would 
make continued use of Bahia Pomt difficult, 1f not ImPOSSible, for 
boaters and other users of west Mission Bay. This would affect not 
only the lives of those who would be displaced from Bahia Pomt, but 
also buSinesses that cater to them. 

Santa Clara Point, like Bahia Point, serves the boattng and 
sailing commun1ty. However, parking at Santa Clara Po1nt 1s 
inadequate. The loss of 250 spaces at Bahia Pomt would further 
crowd the parking area at Santa Clara Po1nt, turnmg away potential · 
users and C\.IStomers. The expansion of parking areas 1n east Miss1on 
Bay would do nothing to allev1ate crowd1ng m the west bay. East 
Mission Bay serves a different set of users than the east bay and 
should not be COilSldered a substitute. 

The loss of parking at. Bahia Point would create a recreational 
and economic loss to the commumty which should not be tolerated. 
Please save the parking at Bahia Pomt. 

Sincerely, 

~-C~ 
Lmda Nunes 



Miriam Kirshner 
4453 Narragansett Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92107 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 ~~f~~~·-v· -'~1 
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July 9, 1996 

Dear Califomia Coastal Commission: 

: .• ALifORNtA 
•:C···· i~ Al COIAMISSlON 

SAN OtEVO '-"'""•T 1'>1$TQo<::l 

I am writing to you as an active user of the Bahia Point area of 
Mission Bay Park regarding your hearing on the future of this park. I 
often come to Bahia Point to sail a windsurfer. bicycle around West 
Mission Bay, or just relax and enjoy the scenery. I am comple~ 
opposed to the proposal for Bahia Point in the Cit¥ ot San Diego s 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan, as I believe it sacrifices public usage of 
the area and serves no legitimate public interest. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan proposes to eliminate Gleason 
Road which provides public vehicular access to Bahia Point, and to 
eliminate all 250 public parking spaces which line Gleason Road. The 
elimination of Gleason Road and the parking area is proposed to make 
room for a bicycle path which would circumnavigate the point. Also to 
make room for the bicycle path is the proposal to shift the leasehold of 
the Bahia Hotel from west to east. The Master Plan also allows for the 
expansion of the hotel's leasehoid towards the tip of Bahia Point to 
enable an expansion of the hotel from its current 315 rooms to 600 
rooms. 

The elimination of Gleason Road and public parking would severely 
impact the ability of the public to use Bahia Point and its adjacent 
waters. Bahia Point is a popular area for the launching of Windsurfers, 
catamarans, lasers, sabots, sunfish, and kayaks. The area is well 
suited to these activities, as boats can be carried the short distance 
from the parking lot to the gently-sloping beach; the winds are steady 
and typically moderate; the water is calm; access to the Pacific Ocean 
is near; and there are very few motor boats and jet skis that conflict 
with these uses. Sailors and paddlers can launch and retrieve at will, 
and enjey the grassy park between sails. The park is also popular with 
fishermen, swimmers. and families with small children, as the water 
gets good tidal flushing, the shoreline is gentle, and there are no 
motorboat wakes to swamp small swimmers. Many families have 
enjo~ this park together for generations; some remember coming to 
Bahia Point since before there was a hotel on the peninsula. The area 
is noted for the gatherings of extended Italian-American families who 

assemble each Sunday during the summer, but all nationalities can be 
found here throughout the year. 

Bahia Point is part of the aquatic jewel of Mission Bay Park, bought 
and paid for by the public for the recreational and educational 
OOOOf'tl..rlities that coastal activities provide. Bahia Point is a safe, 
deliahtful park that provides invaluable coastal access and is being 
usea in exactly the manner in which it was intended. The importance 
of Bahia Poinf to thousands of families cannot be overrated. 

The justification given by the City to eliminate public parking at Bahia 
Point are that bicycle access is needed; parking and coastal access 
are being expanded at Fiesta Island and South Shores, which 
mitigates the loss of Bahia Point; hotel expansion is needed to provide 
the City with additional tax revenue; and public access to Bahia Point 
will be available by foot or by public transit or shutUe. These 
argt.ments do not hold water, as discussed below. 

Bicycle access can be provided without elimjnatiog parkiog. The Bahia 
Hotel's leasehold does not have to be shifted to the east to enable a 
bicycle path to be added along the west side of Bahia Point. The 
hotel's own 1989 permit application to the City for expansion shows a 
ten foot path. This is the same width as the bicycle/pedestrian path 
which circumnavigates West Mission Bay. The path (shown as a 
'pedestrian prpmenade' on the permit application) was accomplished 
without any change in the leasehold boundaries, and still allowed for 
an expansion of the hotel to 488 rooms. a 65o/o expansion over the 
current capacity. With only minor changes to the Bahia Hotel's 
application. both bicycles and pedestrians can be accommodated 
along the west side of Bahia Point, which now supports only an 
intermittent three-foot-wide sidewalk. 

Along thli! east side of Bahia Point. bicycles should continue to share 
the roadway with vehicles along Gleason Road. Since Gleason Road is 
a cul-de-sac which provides access only to the tip of Bahia Point, it is 
reasonable to designate Gleason Road as a 'bicycle route,· with 
signage to alert drivers that they are sharing the roadway with bicycles. 
This scheme is consistent with the recommendations of the San Diego 
County Bicycle Coalition. The Bicycle Coalition is opposed to the 
elimination of parking at Bahia Point as it reduces opportunities for 
bicycling as well as water-dependent activities. 

Bahia Point cannot be replaced by Soulb Sbores or fiesta Island Both 
South Shores and Fiesta Island, which have abundant parking, are 
located in East Mission Bay. The east bay does not feature the 
conditions that make sailing, swimming, kayaking, and fishing so 
attractive in the west bay. The water quality in the east bay is poor, as 
there is limited tidal flushing and the bay is at the receiving end of a 
huge drainage basin including the most developed parts of San Diego 
County. Water contact sports are simply not desirable 1n the east bay. 
The wind conditions are choppy and often very heavy, making sailing 
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unattractive for all but the most hardy sailors. The water surface is 
choppy .and there is. heavy motorboat and jet-ski usage, which conflicts 
with sw1mmmg, salltng, and kayakmg. The users of Bah1a Pomt are 
not looking just for a launch ramp; it is the entire park experience that 
makes Bahia Point so special. One can sail a windsurfer or small 
sailboat in and out throughout the day while family and friends enjoy 
the park and watch the boats come and go. 

Tax revenue can be achieved w1thout an expansion of the hotel 
leasehold The Bahia Hotel's own permit application to the City 
achieved a 65% increase in hotel rooms (for a total of 488 rooms) 
without a change in the leasehold boundaries. and with the addition of 
an all-purpose path on the west side of the point. Even more rooms 
could be achieved if the voters agree to an exception to the 30-foot 
height limit. If the voters do not approve an exception, that is no 
reason to displace public access. It simply means that 488 rooms is 
enough! Any expansion into public use areas causes a corresponding 
decrease in tax revenues to the City, as local businesses will suffer. 
Businesses that specialize in windsurfers, sailboats, and kayaks wilt be 
harmed by the reduction in public access to the water. Restaurants, 
souvenir shops, and markets will also be adversely affected. The idea 
that hotel expansion increases tax revenues to the City is incorrect; it 
merely shifts revenues from many local businesses to one business • 
the Bahia Hotel. The City Should not exercise such gross favoritism. If 
more hotel rooms are needed around Mission Bay, the City should hold 
a competition to determine which establishment can provide the most 
tax revenue with the least impact to public coastal access. 

Sailing egujpment cannot be sbuttled or bussed jn The suggestion that 
users of Bahia Point park in other lots in the vicinity, or in the South 
Shores parking lot, and then walk, wheel or shuttle in to Bahia Point is 
completely unworkable. The adjacent lots are often filled to capacity in 
summer. Even in winter, there often are not 250 vacant spaces to 
accommodate the users of Bahia Point. Once parked, can you imagine 
hauling in a small boat, mast, sails, life jackets, anchor, cooler, and 
lawn chairs, or a kayak, paddles, life jacket, chair, umbrella, and 
picnic basket all the way to the end of Bahia Point?? Even a wheeled 
cart or two would do little to alleviate this problem. Or imagine trying 
to get on a city bus with the above-mentioned equipment. The prospect 
would discourage anyone from leaving the house at all. 

Please note also that Bahia Point js public land This is not an issue of 
private property rights competing with the public interest. The lessees 
operate at the behest of the citizens of the City of San Diego. The 
public purchased this land and should have a say in how it is used. 
The City's own public survey, conducted in 1992 to solicit input on 
park-related issues, gives an indication of public opinion on the proper 
usage of Bahia Point: . 
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• 67% of respondents believe that the land in Mission Bay Park 
should be used exclusively for activities which are based on the 
park's unique water setting 

• 55% disagree with the idea that the City should increase 
commercial land lease areas to earn more revenue for the City 

• parking and access were rated as issues related to ability to enJOY 
the park by 89% and 84% of respondents, respectively 

• parking is considered crowded by 95% of respondents 

Please be aware that better alternatives to the City's plan ex1st. A 
conceptual site plan (attached) has been developed by users ol Bahia 
Point which accommodates all needs. The plan: 
• preserves the existing access road and 250 public parking spaces 
• adds a bicycle/pedestrian path along the west side of Bahia Point 

to complete the pathway 
• adds stgnage identifying Gleason Road as a ·bicycle route, • thereby 

completing bicycle access completely around Bahia Point 
• adds a pedestrian walkway for wheelchair access along the grass. 

thereby completing pedestrian access completely around Bahia 
Point 

• provides for an expanded Bahia Hotel 

In conclusion., I urge you to reject the City's plan for Bahia Point and 
instead adopt the attached concept plan. Your position as protectors of 
California's coastal resources demands no less. It is the right thing to 
do and it is what the people want. Please, demonstrate to all of us that 
our appeals are not falling on deaf ears and that the concept of 
democracy still has some meaning. Show us that you are indeed in 
service to the citizenry and not to those few who would profit at the 
public's expense. 

Sincerely, 

~it.:'L~1 jl/ficlJt(;~) 
Miriam Kirshner 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, t200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~$taJ'i~J 
AUG 0 \1 'GSO 

CAUtO~NIA 

,:Qt.SrAI COtAMISSIO~· 
SAN :l!EGO c;<:)ASt OISTRtCl 

Please save the public parking at Bahia Point. 
The parking is essential to public use of Bahia 
Point. Without parking, there would be little 
or no usage. Bicycle access can easily be 
provided without eliminating the parking. It is 
senseless to remove the public. 

Bahia Point is one of the best places for 
families to spend the day together. It is also 
a perfect sailing and fishing spot. Many 
kayakers also use Bahia Point. We all interact 
well. There is no crime and no conflict. Bahia 
Point is a place that works well and doesn't 
need to be changed. 

Sincerely, 'J?J.M: ~ v4~ 
//0 /Z.LfJ(t: .. ~ C-t 

f}:!i_~ e-orT /!~ 
g-c, 56 5 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, C A 921 08 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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Please save the parking and road access at Bahia Point. I am but one of 
the many users of this area who would be broken-hearted to see the 
access eliminated. The vaue of this park cannot be overstated. I cannot 
tell you how many times I have come to Bahia Point to enjoy the 
beautiful scenery and coastal waters that have no comparison anywhere 
else in Mission Bay. Do not make the mistake you made once before. 
Keep Bahia Point just as it is. 

Sincerely, 

~_:e~ 
/lu El.t!.L~ &-­
fr<P'!lu#f ;h. ~10) 
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CAlifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

August 5, 1996 

Cynthia, Brendan, Scott, & Jeff de Gruchy 
5884 Bertro Drive 

La Mesa, CA 91942 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

RE: Bahia Point Park 

Please stop Bahia Point from becoming the Mission Bay Park Master 
Planl As a family, we value the available parking on Gleason Road. We 
are able to launch our Hobie Cat from our parked trailer and sail from 
Bahia Point without congestion. Our children can swim and play safely 
at Bahia Point Eliminating the parking on Gleason Road, would mean 
attempting to use crowded launching pads and then being unable to find 
parking for our car or trailer nearby. 

As a native San Diegan, I have been coming to Bahia Point since I was a 
child with my parents. I now bring my family and friends to enjoy Bahia 
Point I urge you to not close off Gleason Road to vehicles and water 
vessels. This Is the last place with available. parking at the 
waters edge In Mission Bay. 

4/it 
Cynthia, Brendan, Scott, and Jeff de Gruchy 

(!qlffotnlq Co11tql Commlulon 

!HI I (!qmlno del Rio North 

!:ulte 200 
!:•n Diego, (!q. 92101?-1725 
Allentlon: [lien Lltely 

Deu (!qlffotnla Coutql Comml1tlon: 
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CAllf\J;(r-:1,1 
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iAN Ola!t;O (0~\ST DI:;TRJCT 

I qm wtltlng to you 11 • ~etton who ftequently lqunehu • hylk ftom the 1hote1 of Bahlq Point to 
uk thqt you te-eontldet gout ~tevloul deel1lon to ellmlnqte puking at Bahl• Point. Bahll Point 11 
one of the ltel't ptemlet lqunchlng tpott becau1e If h .. • gently-tloplng beach, adlqcent puking, 
gentle winds, qnd Immediate qecett to the ocun. The park qt Bahlq Point It 1110 conducive to 
1pendlng the qftetnoon cunning •nd relqdng aftet hnlng paddled In the bay. Without patting, II 
would no longet be po11lbla to launch a kayak ftom Bahlq Point, qnd ana of tha butlqunehlng 

buehu would be lut. 

KqyqkJng 11 • peaceful and envltonmentally-ftlendly tpott that ptavldu uetel<e and tecteallon fot a 
gtawlng numbet of people, young and old. Thlt It not a oportthqt can ba qceommodqtad In othet 
p~tto of the bay, oo It 1.1 etoentlal to ptuetve thooe ateu that ate cunently avqlfqble. 

The ptatectlon of ulrtlng functional park land and watet chould be yout lltrt ptlotity, not the 
upan1lon of eommetelal ateat. Pleate "'e the puking at B1hla Point. . 

!:lbcetely, 
1 1 

j 
?O:dlv.£ pt_c&lk_x---

,.~n7 ~?.-,-~ .. ~~.-Lit'~ 
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CALifORNIA 

07/27/96 COASTAL COMMI$SION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

California Coastal Commissioners, 

Mike Farris 
10005 Allenwood Way 
Santee, Ca: 92071 

1 have become acutely aware of the proposed land grab/giveway at Bahia Point 
that was included in the new Mission Bay Master Plan. As an avid fisherman and 
kayaker in this area I am very aware of the value it holds for the citizens of this 
community. as a family picnic & party area, small craft launch beach, excellent 
fishing area and very importantly, it offers the cleanest water in the bay and it is 
the ONLY shoreline in Mission Bay shielded from the colder winter weather, thus 
making it the only shore that is comfortable year 'round for family use. 

It occurs to me that when the Commission voted In direct opposition to what their 
staff reconvnended it was favoring big money interests and the promises to the 
city of more tax revenues. There are sections in your coc!e which also encourage 
public access and recreational opportunities when a planned development takes 
place. 
I suggest these be reviewed, particularly by our new commissioners. You would 
be actually allowing the total destruction of 250 public parking spaces. 

In a time when our crime rates aren't anything to brag about one should put a 
dollar and a moral value on things of this nature when a decision is made. 
Where are our people who even think about using such an area as this 
supposed to go? They have told us where to park our cars when the area is 
closed off, S.E. Mission Bay, on the other side of "Fester Island"!, excuse the 
mis-spelling. Then, what do we do when we leave the vehicle with 30 to 300 
pounds of beach accessories and 3 kids with us? 

The Bahia Hotel should be allowed to expand to its full capacity only WITHIN its 
present leasehold area. If more hotel capacity is needed in the Mission Bay area 
then they should be looking toward adding it on the east side of the bay where 
there is very convenient access by freeway to all the tourist/convention activities 
that people come here for. This class hotel generates a lot of traffic per room, we 
do not need more traffic on West Mission bay drive. We also do not need a bike 
path on the east side of the hotel as there is abundant room for a shared 
roadway such as we have all over the bay area. There is also very adequate 
handicapped parking conveniently located near the restrooms and the lawn area. 

Worth noting, hotel guests constitute less than 1% of the shoreline users as is 
readily observed wherever the public access has been denied along other hotel 
shorelines in this area such as Princess resorts which, by-the-way is totally 
single story . I encourage you to retain this area in the form it is in today for use 

in the best public inte~est in the futur~. ( r;· 
Smcerely, . 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMI~S•ON 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N. 
Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 921 08-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you regarding your upcoming hearing on 
Bahia Point • I frequent Bahia Point during the summer, 
where I launch my kayak and paddle around west Mission 
Bay. Bahia Point 1s a unique area for kayakers because it 
offers adjacent parking, a gently-sloping shoreline, and 
calm waters. It also has the advantage of being separated 
from areas of motorboat and jet-ski usage~ 

Without public parking, this beautiful public park would 
become an abandoned and lonely stretch of shoreline. It 
would be a shame to destroy an area that provides pleasure 
to so many. Once gone, it can probably never be retrieved. 
It would be a sad day for San Diego when the parking is 
eliminated. Please use your authority to assure that that day 
never comes. 

Sincerely, 
~~~, ......... ~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921oa-1725 
Atterrtian: Ellen 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

·~ 

I believe rl10t lllere are serious coastal access issues at stake in San Diego rl10t warrant 
your atterrtian. A case in point is llle plan to eliminate access ta Bahia Point, a~ 
QWilfd part rJ Mission Bay Park. There is an alarming trend towards privatizing llle coast. 
and this is especially olfensive when it occurs an public land. 1 am writing to ask that you 

stand up against this trend and keep the parking intact at Bahia Point. 

~oar~.~ 
/? Ct. Cbo>< 12. II 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92107 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

August 6, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Bob Weeks 
4478 Del Monte Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92107 

:·; ~re/::..---~-. '.'fl ·i ,.,.- ""' 7' ., ~r Jll"·~~!JM~ID\ 
AUG iJI>1SS~ 
CAlltOPNI~ 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST OISTRICI 

As a windsurfing enthusiast who has spent many summer days 
launching off the coast of Bahia Point, I urge you to retain the public 
parking along Gleason Road. The preservation of a lifestyle is at stake. 
The availability of places like Bahia Point is important in keeping 
families and friends in contact with one another, which benefits the 
social fabric of our community. It also provides healthy recreation for 
the body and soul. These opportunities are hard to find. 

Bahia Point is a highly valuable launch area for windsurfers, 
catamarans, and small sailboats. It is located in the clean, gentle waters 
of West Mission Bay. The park planners seem to feel that they can 
point us to any other place with water. This is unacceptable. Bahia 
Point cannot be replaced, certainly not with anything in East Mission 
Bay. Our water access areas are limited, and should never be 
abandoned at the stake of commercial expansion. 

If you agree with the City and eliminate parking. you will be adversely 
affecting many lives. Is that what you took public office to do? 

Please act now before it is too late, and save the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

Bt-t_20 
Bob Weeks 

California Coas1'al Commission 
3111 Comino del Rio North, SuiTe 200 
Son Diego. CA 92108-1725 
Atterrtion: Ellen Urely 

Deor Collfornio Coas1'ol Commission: 

Although I rarely wri1'e letters 'to public officials, I feel compelled 'l'o 
wriTe abouT your impending decision 'l'o remove the public parking 01' 

Bahia Poin1' 'l'o allow the Bahia H01'el 'to expand. This Is a bi01'an1' 
land grob and should n01' be en'l'ertalned by you or the Ci1'y. Bahia 
Poin1' Is a wonderful pork for adults and children. 11' con''!' be replaced 
by parking spaces in eost Mission Boy. You would be doing the 
public o 'terrible disservice to destroy this park. Kids need places to 
ploy near the w01'er. Think abou1' the fu1'Ure. Think obout the 
children and grandchildren tho'!' will be denied the coas1'al access 
tho'!' we hove had. If you really hove the public's in1'eres1's 01' heart, 
the declsJon stlould be simple. Keep the parking 01' Bahia PoinT. 

Sincerely, 

/f--';/~ 
J L/ t :;.2:? J.e (,C A; 12k /.# 

fovvQ':J J ('q/ 9J-£Jc,y 

·~~ .·; ;ri~~]fJ'»i~1)·\ ~ ~,~~;~·~""' ~ 
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Violet Weeks 
4478 Del Monte Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92107 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 

: ~ _'-.~"·W/1 - 1\ ~ -- - -::.c:·-:-' '!f.:~'r;.. 
···"'.... v 

August 7, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

;;,UG v S 1596 

,ALJfORNlA 
-·i<SlAt. COMMISSION 

'"'" DieGO COAST DISTRI<;T 

I am writing to urge you to maintain the public parking around Bahia 
Point. My husband and I have spent many days at Bahia Point with 
friends, and it has been a special place for us. Bahia Point provides 
excellent windsurfing and is also a beautiful park for relaxing and 
socializing. Without public parking. public use of Bahia Point would be • 
negligible. The attractiveness of Bahia Point owes to the ability of 
people carrying assorted sailing equipment to unload directly adjacent 
to the shoreline. The loss of parking would result in the tragic loss of 
this beautiful park. 

I do not believe that the completion of South Shores Park near Sea 
World is an appropriate substitute for Bahia Point. South Shores is 
located in East Mission Bay, which is noisy and busy with motor boats 
and jet skis. It also has poor water quality. Fiesta Island is suitable for 
people with dogs and stereos, not sailors or sailboarders. It is also 
completely impractical to expect people to shuttle &om the other 
parks to Bahia Point. With a windsurfer or sailboat, only private 
vehicles can provide access. 

The reasons for eliminating parking simply do not hold water. There is 
no need for a bicycle path, as we can already bike around Bahia Point. 
There is no need for additional hotel rooms, as the occupancy rate at 
the Bahia Hotel is far &om full, and there are other opportunities for 
expansion around Mission Bay. The idea that traffic would be reduced 
by eliminating parking is wrong, as the hotel expansion itself would 
generate the most traffic. Finally, the statement that only a few users 

would be affected is offensive, as there are many hundreds of people 
who come to Bahia Point on a regular basis. The loss of Bahia Point 
would be a loss to the whole community, as it would put additional 
pressure on other existing parks, and it would eliminate a parking 
overflow area for Mission Beach. The congestion in the Mission Beach 
area will be worsened by the displaced cars looking for parking that no 
longer exists. 

This proposed action is unnecessary and it is wrong. I hope that you 
will listen to the public's opinion and save the parking at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

Violet Weeks 

r;~cild~ 



Ellen Lirely 
California Coas"''al Commission 
3m Camino del l<io North. Sui'te :.200 
San Diego, CA 9:.2108-17:.26 

Dear Coos"''al Commission: 

6/A./96 

f\.s a member of the Sorrra Clara l<ac:lng f\.ssoclatiOn, 
I would like 1"0 communicate my apposl11on 1"0 'the plans TO 

eHmlnate public: parking CJ"'' Bahia Poin1". The San"''a Clara 
l<ac:ing f\.ssac:lation mee"''s eac:h month at BahiO Pain'!' TO soH 
our lasers and several other types of scrilboats. Our use of 
Bahia Poin1" began after o"''her si'tes In West Mission Say 
become "''aa c:rowded to ac:c:ammodate our evertts. We are 
able 1"0 use Bahia Polrrr because i't has parking ovoilable 
adjac:errt 'to the shoreline. 

Bahia Poirrr is unique in i'ts layou"'' and location. The 
cond!1ians at Bahia Poirrr are simply nat duplicated 
elsewhere in Mission Say. Should parking be ellminCJ"''ed at 
Bahia Poin1". we would ei'ther hove 'to compete at atreody­
overaawded parts ofWes"'' MissiOn Say, ar would simply 
be unable TO mee"'' as a group To exerc:ise our hobby. This 
would be a sad day far us as well as 'the community as a 
whole. I hope you wiH ensure that that sad day never 
arrives. Please preserve the public: ;:.'JOiicing CJ"'' Bahia Poirrr. 

Sinc:erely, 

~'t~··--! 1 ';h 
;.. . ~ 'tt:'lv :_;, 

JUN 211996 
C.l<tlfOIINI .. 

.. , !4•;:_.1 CO&~'-IISSION 
·'"" ''L•;.Q COAsr OISTIIICT 

v 
::;u;z 1~~fr 

s~ s~V(I.II-\ 

I.e< \lo{te; 
L;t- q2 oJ?-

June 3, 
. ·-· '·-. ·-·Jijr::lr-. 

1996} ••• __ .,. J ~ 
Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diegot CA 92108-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

·~.. , 
·•::: n i 1996 

-:: :,. et·'\;:o;- f.\ 

~I!' ····."";•··~·ICN 
1\~'\. ...ilt""\A,.' LU"".:ii OiSf~tCT 

I am writing to urge you to retain the public 
parking at Bahia Point to ensure that sailors, 
fishermen, and families continue to be able to 
enjoy this unique area of West Mission Bay. I am a 
member of the Santa Clara Racing Association, which 
meets at Bahia Point to sail our lasers and other 
small sailboats. we have been fortunate to be able 
to take advantage of the steady winds, excellent 
launching conditions, and adjacent parking at Bahia 
Point. These conditions are not replicated 
elsewhere in Mission Bay. The loss of parking at 
Bahia Point would be a tremendous loss to the 
racing association. Sailing at Bahia Point has been 
an important part of our iives. 

Please save the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, A\I-CMO.~ 

gC~b((l. ,I~, 
]. J (j c) '" ''""'() f,"' <'-4~. 
L ;J;c ( 01 cJ) 'i fs-c 

/ 
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Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 't2106-172b 

(.~lfFORNIA 
COASI.\1. COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DIST~ICT 

June If, 1't'tb 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

RE: BAHIA POINT 

I am writing to ask that you maintain the 
public parking at Bahia Point. I am a member of 
the Santa Clara Racing Association which meets at 
Bahia Point to race small sailboats and enjoy 
afternoons spent trimming our sails, skimming on 
the water, and basking in the sun with friends. 
The monthly meetings of the racing association 
are events that I look forward to all month long. 
The ability to sail small boats is, to me, a 
major part of the appeal of living in Southern 
California. 

I hope that you will appreciate the 
importance of Bahia Point to members of the Santa 
Clara Racing Association and to many me•bers of 
the public. Citizens or San Diego and tourists 
fro• other parts of the State recognize the 
beauty and appeal of Bahia Point. Please put 
yourselves in our positions. and usa your power 
to preserve this lifestyle that we have so 
enjoyed. Do not let the parking disappear for the 
sake of a co•mercial enterprise. It is too 
important to all of us. 

"5CI<i'\ V\<..E. ct;N.MUW~ 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Ke" k'a.,..~tes 
S-:t~ Krl\cr~•to"'- c,..,,.t­
'Scw. O'e'lo 1 C'A.. 9?..109 

·~~ :~, . 
: ....,.. I ::· . .,., ... ~ 

Ms. Ellen Lirety 
·""·: " i 199!) 

<'"J.<~t;iJ~NI,\ 

California Coastal Commission 
.3111 Camino del Rio No .. Suite 200 
Son Diego. CA 92108-1726 

r .,.; • ·J\ML')SJON 
,).o.:~- .h.((.~..: ·2UA$T DISTRJCT 

June 4,1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

This letter is wr-itten to seek your rEt)ection of the City 
of Son Diego's proposal to eliminate public parking at 
Bahia Poln-r. W11'hou1' parking, The use of Bahia Poin-r 
would be Impossible for Those of us who use The area 
-ro sail. I belong to the Santa Clara !<acing .A.ssack:rtlon. 
and I can tell you that dozens of small. shore-launched 
boa-rs would be distraugh-t -ro be unable to exercise 
their sport. 

I know that many other users of Bah!o Poirrr would be 
equally disappoin-ted. Further, there is no legtrimote 
reason to modify the layout of Bohle Point. The exlsiing 
situation provides pubi!c access to oil users. The 
proposed re-design would provide access only for hotel 
gues-ts. Please do not concede to political pressure. 
Save Bohlo Polrrr for now ond for the fu'tl.lre. 

~--~fy\ 
SL.lnm.S,__ __ 
?~c. INMI\'1--\ 
'?:::>37 CAMii'\0 7~1-~ y_,._~tt-.1'-"'> 
SAN~} cA 02.12-q-

s~ 0~11SLA~z... 



:.Is. Ellen Urely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08-1726 

June 2,1996 

Dear Madam, 

~'";·~~~-l'\ ' '~1:/(f:..f ~ ... ;;; =~' 
JUN 21 199~ 

o:AUFORNIA 
t:OASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIECO COAST DISTRICT 

lam writing this letter as elected commodore of the Santa Clara Racing Association 
which uses Bahia Point as a focal point for meeting and launching our single-handed 
sail boats for compelitiYe racing on Mission Say. 

The members I represent are concerned about the city's plan to eliminate all public 
parking on Bahia Point. This is the only area that physically addresses our needs. 
Parking with easy access to the water. Car top and trailers are use to canythe 
boats which are then rigged and carried to the water. To cany these boats over long 
distances and down steep banks or stairs would seriously limit our recreation. 

We are a focused group of sailboards and Olympic class Laser sail boats that have 
been using this area for the past 1 0 years as the only site available for this actMty. 
Our membership is currently composed of 63 dedicated sailors living in and around 
San Diego . We are a non polluting hard sailing group who choose to compete on a 
smaller more intense level than at the large club level.. On a Sunday afternoon the 
bay is partly filled with our sails. A very aUractive look for the San Diego visitor I might 
add. Our membership Is a cross section of all ages including Junior racers and 
senior citizens . We are an open club and encourage any one or group interested in 
sailing to join us. As the boats are on the water the beach remains open for the 
many swimmers and picnickers that the area has aUracted to this special place. 

We urge you to reject the idea that parking is unnecessary or can be removed to a 
farther location. The waterft'ont is slOWly being taken ft'Om the general public With the 
pressure of commercial development and the fact exists that as the population 
increases accessibility to available recreational areas decreases when it is needed 
the most . It is not a healthy trend for those seeking a release from the various 
pressures ofiMng. 

'SC/l.Pr ~M.f--<oD;k;::_ 

c:: a~ :4?~~ 
,5 '1 ~ ~Otf\ON~rlo ~\li:. 
C.o~ ... Avo C,"l.l \ '& 

Ms. Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 

June I. 1996 [tJ.~~lB~ 
l ~!i.f.,..l ... ll' ft,..';rt; ~~ .... 

·':'·'' ... :: 12.'!1; 

3111 Camino del Rio No .. Suite 200 
San Diego. CA 92108-1726 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

;: 4'!.:('tr,,~ COAst..,, 

SAN Dltt~(J 't ....... ); 

This leller concerns your November 1996 hearing regarding the 
future of Bahia Point. I sail a laser with the Santa Clara Racing 
Association, which meets once per month at Bahia Point. We are a 
group of 30 to 40 sailers of all skill levels. When we meet at Bahia 
Point. there are always other groups and individuals taking 
advantage of the recreational opportunities the Point has to offer. 
Fishing has always been popular at Bahia Point. Sailboarding is also 
common. Lately. we see more and more kayakers. 

We are adamantly opposed to the City's plan to eliminate parking 
at Bahia Point. Our ability to access West Mission Bay depends on 
the availability of parking. It appears that the City is reserving the 
cleanest and most amenable beaches for the tourists. and trying to 
crowd ever-more residents into the less-appealing East Mission 
Bay. I hope that you will determine that the public deserves to 
maintain access to West Mission Bay. especially Bahia Point. 

Bicycle access is already available at Bahia Point. Please do not 
take the drastic approach that the City has taken to eliminate all 
public parking to gain minor improvements in bicycle access. 

A thought regarding the Bahia HoteL. we understand the need for 
the hotel to operate profitably. but do not feel they should annex 
any additional park land to do so. The City should let out a 
competitive bid to see who can operate most efficiently within the 
limits of the current hoteL 

Sincerely, 
~y ~ k \1~\lQ.ItJei:':: 

'(Of. ~,~,~..- • .Cr-
c. .. lrk ... J CA 

•. HkiCT 
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Ms. Ellen Lirely 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92 I 08-1726 

June 4, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

RE: BAHIA POINT 

IJJI;i~- ' 
JUN 21 i;-,,r, 

<'.O.UFORNIA 
··).osr.o.t COMMtss,, 

lA•, o•<Go co,..sr Otsr.," 

I am a member of the Santa Clara Racing Association which meets at 
Bahia Point to sail our small, shore-launched sailboats. Please consider the 
following top ten reasons to preserve the public parking at Bahia Point. 

1. Parking is access. For the vast majority of users, access to Bahia Point 
means parking. Without it, we would not be able to bring our lasers, sabots, 
fishing gear, windsurfers, picnics, or even family members. 

2. Bahia Point is unique. No other area of Mission Bay can substitute for it. 
Bahia Point has excellent wind conditions for sailing, grass for assembling boats, 
a gentle shoreline amenable both to sailboat launching and playing children, and 
dean water. 

3. Bicycle use and parking are both accommodated already. No bicyclist 
is denied the opportunity to bike through Bahia Point. They simply have to 
share the roadway with the minimal number of cars that come through. 

4. Children enjoy safe clean fun. Bahia Point sees many children, who can 
play in its safe waters with easy parental surveillance. 

5. Bahia Point is public land. To retain the existing layout, keeping the 
hotel within its current leasehold, does not deny anyone their private property 
rights, as this land is already publicy-owned. When the public purchased this 
land, it was with the expectation that public access would continue indefinitely. 

6. Bahia. Point provides a positive alternative to youthful misbehavior. 
What kid would get into trouble in an environment like this? 

7. Public parking is also used for beach access. On busy summer days, 
people park at Bahia Point to access Mission Beach. 

r~. 

8. The population of San Diego is growing. The need for parking will 
increase, not decrease, as our population grows. 

9. Location, location, location. This is where people want to be. Why tell 
them to move on elsewhere? 

10. The people want it. And isn't that what democracy is all about? I hope 
so ... please prove it to be the case. 

Sincerely, 

~ .;sJSVE. e!JS:Si 
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Calif. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1726 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Issue: BAHIA POINT 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

~//B/96 

.;.,.; ~<i/.J 
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~ ..... ·., '1;~,;· .~": :,.~r.:. 
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I am an avid windsurfer who sails off various parts 
of Mission Bay, including Bahia Point. I am writing 
to express my opposition to the plans to eliminate 
public parking at Bahia Point. Windsurfing is a 
sport that depends on having several sites 
available because of variations in weather 
conditions. Bahia Point is one of the best sites 
available. It is perfect for high-speed boards on 
stormy days when winds are too strong in other 
areas. It is also perfect for beginners and for 
racing. · 

The elimination of parking would eliminate Bahia 
Point as a windsurfing site, because the equipment 
cannot be brought in by bicycle, foot, or shuttle. 
I find the proposal for a "windsurfing cart" to be 
completely impractical, as there are not adequate 
parking spaces in adjacent lots and because the 
volume of equipment that is needed would not fit on 
a cart. Other types of sailboats would be equally 
impacted by the loss of parking. 

I hope that you will review the needs of 
windsurfers and other sailors when you consider 
this issue. 

Sincerely, 

·~~JiJl..e_ 
~T"£1"HIPA.J MPC'#e. 

,t::pvA/PM.-'~ Hfe;r~ 
~A<vP/e'.:<7v .vnv#Gv~.,A/~ 4~tPc.,A-TJc,V 
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California Coastal Commission 
ATTN: Ellen Lirley 

·"· .,.,._,.. 
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3111 Camino Del Rio North 
San Diego, CA 92108 

,-~A~:r.__:,~_, .-, ·' 
(.OA~fA~ ~-:(~·; •. ,'>\:~~ON 

iAr~ l)ll:G\.< ((;t..~i Ctl~i:~ICT 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

In recent years I learned to sail a windsurfer at Bahia Point in Mission 
Bay Park. This location is ideally suited for windsurfing, as it has steady winds, 
clean water, a gently-sloping shoreline, a grassy area for assembling the 
equipment, and convenient parking. Without adjacent parking, this sport would 
be impractical at Bahia Point. 

The necessary equipment is too bulky to transport by bicycle , bus, or 
foot. There is inadequate parking in West Mission Bay already. 

Please do not make parking even more scarce by eliminating the public parking 
at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

~ 1<.46-e 

.k(,.._w~ A.be. 
9(,o ji?.ucl ~ 
s;;:-_D,~ ,o.Ar "'t. ro j 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

~;.~-•, 

~ ... .-... . { 

I am writing to urge you to preserve the public parking at 
Bahia Point. For the hundreds of people who come to this 
beautiful part of Mission Bay, the loss of parking would 
mean a total loss of access and an end to a way of life. 
This is completely unwarranted. There is no need for 
more hotel rooms in this area. The hotel and public have 
lived in peace together. Don't change this balance we have 
reached. It is also not necessary to add a bike lane. Bikes 
can come through Bahia Point just the way it is. 

Please save Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, ~~c//c~ ~~ 
/?"'/ ~ .//." ~<-4 ~ 

C::..C.. . "J I '7 / CJ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 
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o,t:ao . o,~A.t • Atter1tion: Ellen Llrely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I often come to Bahia Point in Mission Bay to fish for 
spotted bay bass and other fish, and to spend the day 
in the sun. by the water with friends. I cannot believe 
that the City would consider eliminating public parking 
at Bahia Point. This part of west Mission Bay is 
beautiful and it Is accessible by car. That is why it Is 
so heavily used. I always see lots of families with 
small children at Bahia Point, as well as other 
fiShermen and sailors. The loss of this park would be a 
terrible blow for all of us. Please overturn the City's 
decision and keep the parking open to the public. 

Sln0ti~JAfa4•!} 
c:<7~b A Y 

...5/f!V fl!/E'GD/ 9:2/D'::>_ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio Nonh 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
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Attention: Ellen Lirely 

CAUfO~~!I.• 
·:OAST At COAIM<.>~.vN 

5AN OlfGO C0AS7 DISTRICT 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am the owner ofWindspon, which specializes in the sale and rental of kayaks. we also 
provide lessons. I am a user of windsurfers and kayaks as well. Windspon is located on 
West Mission Bay Drive, immediately adjacent to Bahia Point in West Mission Bay. 

I am writing to express my concern about the City's proposal to eliminate public parking at 
Bahia Point. Many of my customers use the waters around Bahia Point to launch the 
kayaks and windsurfers that they buy or rent from my business. The loss of public parking 
would eliminate the opponunity to launch these water craft from Bahia Point. Without 
parking, access to the water will not be available. I do not believe that it is in the public's 
best interests to eliminate the opportunity to enjoy the waters of West Mission Bay. It is 
also not in the interest of the businesses that survive by serving the needs of water users. 

The proposed elimination of 250 public parking spaces in the west Mission Bay area 
would be a significant blow to the users of small watercraft. The replacement of parking 
spaces currently available in West Mission Bay with the addition of parking in East 
Mission Bay does nothing to meet the needs of sailing enthusiasts. East Mission Bay is 
more suitable to motorized boats and large group picnics. West Mission Bay uniquely 
meets the needs of the sailing population. I hope that you will ensure that these needs 
continue to be met well into the future . 

Si;4~) 
Bob Puckett, Owner 
Windsport 

844 W. MISSION SAY DRIVE. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92Ul9 • (6191 488-4642 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08 
Attn.: Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 
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C~llf<)li.NI.\ 
::OASIAL (r.:::.~t.>,S..iiON 

SAN i)ft:Go c,:.-.:.:;.; t::,o;r:acr 

My fumily and I enjoy coming to Bahia Point during the sununer and hope to 
continue to be able to do so. I understand that you will be considering a 
proposal to eliminate the parking at Bahia Point in November. I am writing to 
urgently request that you deny this proposal. Without parking, my fumily 
would cease to be able to enjoy this lovely park. 

Bahia Point is a special place to us, as the children can safely enjoy the gentle 
shoreline and calm waters, and the adults can supervise from the grassy lawn , 
while relaxing, reading, and enjoying each other's company. We can also 
horse around on the lawn and picnic together. My children always enjoy the 
days spent at Bahia Point I always believed that we would continue to 
frequent this park until the kids lose interest in being with their parents. 
Please do not hasten the demise of our family outings by eliminating the 
public parking. Do not put an end to our family's memories of being together 
at Bahia Point. 

Sincere!~:;,? I~ 

ty~o. Av£. 
75~<JC~~ 

~4~/ ?1"9-YS 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~ ... ,, ! :.: iS9s 

c0-'~Sr~~ll~oRNt4 
SA,N DttGo (OA'-'1'SSi0N 

Co-"'sr DJs;-:?,cr 

I ask your assistance in keeping Bahia 
Point open to the public. I enjoy coming 
to Bahia Point to fish and spend t~ with 
friends. If the public parking is 
eliminated, we would no longer be able to 
do this. There is no reason to take this 
beautiful park away from us and the ~ 
~ other park users. This park is 
special. It can't be duplicated elsewhere. 
It has excellent fishing, swimming, and 
sailing. It is used by families, 
fishermen, and sailing groups. Please come 
to Bahia Point during the summer and see 
for yourselves. This park should not be 
sold or leased to anyone. It belongs to 
all of us, and should remain available for 
us and our children. 

sincerelyQ . (} ~ 
(j O.rnY.:r )5 ~u_j 

v s c)i'-il ~~t F:f-1 C-(~j 
w~~l~ ()1"-' M ~ <:.,'-.,( Ul'\. (2Jt'4. 

5 7\57 Sft-,L71:f, fi\(', 
")() (.nt,:_f '1~ L 6\ 
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S-5-96 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio Nonh, Suite 200 
San Diego Ca 92108-1726 

JohnQuan 
1195 Van Nuys St. 
San Diego Ca 92109 

Re: Bahia Point access/parking 

Dear Gentleperson: 

[i)~:ff'tM-p.p ~·) 
1/JI.:i~ ~ .... ~; i_: 

J~!.\, , ,. <n~" '..:;,;) 
~ • · • " .., tOJ:.tu 

.. r.~l:for~.:ra 
'-OAsrA£ cc,.,,\'li.~j;nN ~AN DIEGo COAST D!~i~!CT 

This letter is written as a voice in opposition to the proposed action deleting parking at 
Bahia Point and new hotel room construction. I have lived in San Diego since 1961 and in 
the La Jolla/Pacific Beach area for 32 years. 1 am strongly and unequivocally opposed to 
the changes in the Mission Bay Master Plan which will eliminate access for sailors, 
sailboarders and those families with older members who depend on vehicular access. I 
attended the San Diego City Council Meeting when the planning advisory board 
recommended denial of the proposed changes. I now ask that you consider the points 
herein carefully: 

Water Quality 

In January of 1977, the California Regional Water Control Board released a repon entitled 
"A Water Quality Study ofMission Bay-April1975through September 1975". The 
conclusion of that study was reached by the California Department of Health, the County 
of San Diego, and the Water Quality Control Board and indicated that the most serious 
coliform contamination occurred in the northeast section of the bay and that the safest 
areas of the bay were consistently those areas with maximum tidal flow "flushing". In 
addition the study stressed that closing the areas of dangerous coliform counts often takes 
place after the worst is over; in other words, a water user can seldom depend on signage 
for protection. 

Safety 

The 1977 report did not surprise anyone for it had been predicted by Paul Rorrer's 1957 
recommendations to maintain Mission Bay Water Quality. Among his advice was the 
following: 

" ... as many swimming beaches as possible should be developed in the west 
pan of the Bay in preference to the east pan of the bay." 

In a later study (The Effect of San Diego River Water on Mission Bay, Scott Quan 1986) 
it was sho\lrn that fecal coliform counts at testing stations are only a rudimentary warning 
for occasional users and not those who enter weekly or daily. In another study (Mission 
Bay: The Effects ofUse and Development, Scott Quan, 1985) it has been showo that 

the best flushing action and related safest use are at the areas closest to the ocean 
entrance. 

Summary 

We all agree that pollution is still the largest problem tacing Mission Bay. Are we willing 
to sideline this real and immediate issue for changes that will further endanger the public 
use? Paul Horrer, the Water Quality Control Board, and this letter are telling you again 
that the safest place to use Mission Bay is on the west beaches - Bahia Point is one of 
those that need your protection. Nothing has changed. Sailors, swimmers, and tamilies 
need access; if you take our parking away we will be forced to use those areas where there 
is access and parking (east Mission Bay). It is not the safest area for daily or weekly 
users. Sailors have equipment that they must carry to the water, whether it be a sailboard 
or a sail. Families bring beach chairs, BBQ's, ice chests, and senior family members 
unable to walk or use public transportatiun. Those in paddle sports carry their light but 
bulky craft to the water. lf you remove the parking at Bahia Point you will force all of 
them to access where there is parking (East Mission Bay). East Mission Bay is not a safe 
location for sailing. Power boats, ski boats, and jet skis combine to endanger slow moving 
sailboards, kayaks, and swimmers. 

Responsibility 

I urge the Coastal Commission to deny the proposed changes based on the lack of access 
currently available for suclt users and the safety of all. Mission Bay does not need more 
hotel rooms although I will not argue that the City wishes to increase its 10.5 transient 
occupancy tax to another few hundred rooms. What the City needs is a safer Mission Bay 
and citi%enry. I am hoping to be a responsible citizen and user. I ask that you do what 
you can to protect me and my family. I qualifY my opposition with the following: 

l. I am a sailor ( member of San Diego Yacht Club, Santa Clara Racing Association, 
United States Sailing Association). 

2. My two sons learned to swim and sail at Bahia Point and have won statewide 
recognition for studies of Mission Bay use and quality. 

3. I have kept informed with John Melbourne, (former San Diego City Health Engineer), 
the Water Quality Control Board, and the various users of Mission Bay over the years 
regarding the water quality in Mission Bay. 

4. I am a kayaker who uses Bahia Point. 

Please consider the safety of all when making your decision. 

':&:~ 
.~:~an 

.. 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca. 92108·1726 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

~
r.:->......_ 

'lt~n 
~ 

J•ji: 1 2 199G 

CAUFO~NIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to you as a windsurfing enthusiast regarding the Crcy's 
plan to eliminate parking at Bahia Point Windsurfing (also known as 
sailboarding) is a sport that requires adjacent public parking. as the 
equipment has to be unloaded from a vehicle near the water. It cannot 
be carried by hand over great distances. Windsurfing is a very popular 
sport at Bahia Point, as are sailing. kayalcing. and fishing. All of these 
sports require immediate access from parking areas to the water. 
These water-dependant activities should talce first priority in any plans 
for Bahia Point Obviously this has not happened. 

The loss of parking will tum this vibrant, healthy park into a desolate 
stretch of coast reachable only by guests of the hotel. This is not a 
proper use of public land. With a growing population, San Diego can ill 
afford to lose Bahia Point for public use. 

Sincerely, 

-~etnd~ ~ 
-:<0Cfo~ @.LeY~ 7/taJ 
Cafa.bcu JJ.i(l.J CtL 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite ZOO 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1726 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

~ 0 .,".' "! '••\ ; I ~~\·if;'~~ 
'J ., •v ~!l; 

. ::\' 1 : 1S96 

Dear California Coastal Commission, CALIFOFNIA 
COASTAL COMt.•,i:iSiON 

5AN DIEGO COAST DISIRICT 

I am writing to you regarding the plans to 
eliminate public parking at Bahia Point in Mission 
Bay. I often sail a windsurfer at Bahia Point, and 
would be greatly saddened by the loss of parking 
which would make windsurfing at that location 
impossible. It is increasingly difficult to find 
suitable locations for this sport, as it requires 
adjacent parking, steady winds. and separation 
from motorboat traffic. Bahia Point is one of the 
last places in San Diego where these conditions can 
be found. 

The loss of parking is not warranted for the 
addition of a bike path. Bikes can already travel 
around Bahia Point as well as in front of the Bahia 
Hotel on West Mission Bay Drive. The expansion of 
the Bahia Hotel onto public park land is also not 
warranted, as the hotel can easily enlarge their 
facilities by building up one or two stories. 

Please do not eliminate access to Bahia Point. 
Thank you. 

s;n~~ ~'d' 
:2~ ~;;;. /.jJtG (Of+ 

~ 9rJo; 

~. 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North. Suite 200 
Son Diego, California 92108-1726 
Attn: Ellen Urly 

Dear California Coastal Commission. 

~~ PJ~W!~;r;\ ""'~· .. ) ~[!.·:: . "-'/ 
Ill:~ 1 2 19J;J 

CAl!FORNt,, 
COASTAl COMM!.,~il)N 

SAN D!fGO COAST DIST~ICT 

I am opposed to rt1e Gi1y's decision to eliminate public parting at Bahia Point, and I hope that )Ou 

will overturn that decision. I use Bahia Paint ta sail a windsurfer. and I feel that it Is an 
Irreplaceable resource. It provides many hours ri recreation to many people. There Is na 
justiftca11on for taking It away. 

Without public parking, I would not be able to launch my windsurfer. There are sa few areas left 
where parking can be found near rt1e water. Why take away rt1e one remaining area that can be 
used and Is heavily used? It makes na sense. Those parts of Mission Bay that have no adjacent 
parking ore unused. We have o great big beautiful bay that no one can get to. 

Please, preserve Mission Bay for the people and retain rt1e parting at Bahia Paint. 

Sincerely.V)QJ:@,L ()~ ' 
JQ9o C3J~~- 6v~ TVGJ 
C~asz~ ?)ed~ th CJt{~ I 

15 (f) ~ - l(.6 d '7-. 





Cccstai 
3111 Camire dei Ric Norm. 
Sen Diegc, CA 92108-1725 
Attention: Eilen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

·-,~ !;l~ Gil!Jt'!!i:r. ·~· 
- I<·~'·!'\ '.,.;tl~~;"' 

'"''V 
I '• 19g.; 

coAs ,CA.u'o.~.~ .. t,., 
s"'N lltfr.~' •.:c.lt•"·.;.;,rlN 

J C'(,)""r :;;:$;.1:r::r 

I often meet with friends at Bahia 
to us because it IS a 

to , become on 
and we would like to be able to 

continue to use it. I hope that you will help preserve our 
lifestyle by saving the parking at Bahia Point. All we are asking 
is to leave Bahia Point the way it is. 

Sincerely,Clf!? f~ 
~~ !-1. c 

C kviA V/~TA 
1 

{A L( 

California Coastal ConlOiission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, 
Suite ZOO li}fi?r'l'llf.i\V~?f!V 
San Diego, C~ 9!1 08 ~~.,:i~J ,J~ 
Attn.: Ellen Lirley , ; . , ''. ~996 

~AUII.."lRNl.\ 
COA:".t .. \l (WM,\'.I!'~·;i,)N 

SAt-1 t)ltCV CQA:;T C;~~~:-t!Cl 

Dear California Coastal CoDlDiission, 

Tltis letter is to reqnest that yon vote to 
retain the pnltUc parkiag at Bahia Poiat. 
My family has eajoyed com.iag to Bahia 
Poiat aad we would Uke to coatiaae to do 
so. The park is a safe, r-, aad healthy 
place for children to spead the day with 
their famiUes aad for pareats to eajoy their 
children. We have foaad Bahia Poiat to be 
aa importaat part of our family's hoadiag 
aad growiag. I hope that yoa will see the 
valae iD aUowiag these experieaces to 
eontinae. Please, DO NOT fiiVE rr AWAY. 
It •eaas too •uch to all of as. 

With siacere hopes that yoa are listeaiag, 

·/1/~ (!Ntu.f 
f}'-IZ J E /th4Pf 5I. 

I 6/tta-< f3;2~PJ6 I {'/II 
CJ!f~5""" 



Californitl Cacstol Cmnmissioa 
3111 Camino del Rio Norib. Suite 200 
Stln Diego. CA 92108-17.26 
Attention: El!Am Unify 

Dear Caliilrnio Caastal Commission: 

~-~ J:: ~.; 1 !; 199~ 

C.t,!lfOtNt~ 
COASJAt. 1.."0:...~.\t.s.;*o,..l 

SAN oteco c~~:.. r !:l:~r:e:cr 

I hove: speat 1111111Y eajii)Qblr ~ at &Ilia Polllt in Mlssioa Bay Port hhlng far 1lle spotted boy 
bass tllot ore plentilid fhere. I hove: learneil of 1fle City's pkms 1!1 elllllillote puilic FOrking oad 
undemand tllot 'I'DII wiH be dedding on iiHs iuue. I am ~ agalut tWs propGSGI. It-'d 
l:eep all of us from being dille 1!1 use 1fle pork or 1lle water. The orea is jut too spedall!l lose. 
~ dt not dettray 1fle FOrtlng tllot we aft use. We hove: tllri!lldy lost 50 IIIIJI1'f CGG51lll areas. 
We need to - an lirot remoln5. For !lie Hb: ofollllle people wbo use Bahler PDint I1I'M oad in !lie 
limlre. leow Bahler Point 05 it is. 

su~. q/Mt r (b~ . . 
Ill ~ 1f1./4<V~ 6.;1"' :;~ 1o~t::' C (l.l. "a I o? 

California Coastal Commission . 1: r 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

·"" (.~ 
s~.~~-1y,~"ft/.c~ ~'Z1' 

-/,'\.· • f : 9'\11 
oc ···:. "" 

Attention: Ellen lirely '--..;,:~~;~~ 
··c,. 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am a recreational fisherman who often comes to 
Bahia Point to fish for the plentiful bass that swim in 
the dean waters in this area. The gentle shoreline, eel 
grass, and ocean currents make for good fishing here. If 
the parking area is removed, my friends and I would no 
longer be able to come to Bahia Point. I am very 
saddened by the thought that my fishing days at Bahia 
Point are coming to an end. 

I hope that you will listen to the voice of the 
people and leave the parking at Bahia Point intact. 

Sinter ly, 

~~?<),"&.:~ 
. 'flY Nf;!v~~ tJ,~ 
~ ;()~ / c;, '} 2 J .:13 

"' ~, 



California Coast Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

~ 
JliN I) 4 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMIS~ION 

:iAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Dear Coast Commission: 

I am a disabled person who enjoys spending the occasional 
day at Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park. Although I use a 
wheelchair, [am like other users in that [need nearby parking 
to access Bahia Point. I am opposed to the City's plan to 
remove the public parking. It will do us little good to have a 
bicycle/pedestrian/wheelchair path around the point if we 
can't get here in the first place! 

Bahia Point has a workable set•up right now, as parking is 
usually available. There are six spaces designated for the 
disabled. The addition of a sidewalk would be nice. However, 
without parking, a sidewalk would do us no good. Please do 
not destroy a good thing. Leave Bahia Point alone and let us 
continue to enjoy it. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

v~ 
w~ 

~~~~ ~~'-f 

~"'~~ ~\~~ 

&(ijmwia ekr.r.tal &mmi&w(J"' 

.1111 &n"itn-..ldfA,;....Jv.NtA,, ,Ji,ite-!100 

Jo.-"'~· M.Ji2t0d' 
At/AA .· &f01, ~r/f9' 

0.-o,.. &(i/Ornia, (i;Hwal &,llmi.r.riOI'v, 

g om. torilm.? «.>-.JU"" ~.11' tk 51laAia· flbinb a~ fi: 1./)&ritHb il!uy !llu.t. ruJLd. 
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f!Jhv J<>' to- f&.Aia, flbutt «.>- o;jtty-'!fi~ fy tAec cabt. (.()tl/u.r- ® tAe wd 
.tNmnur ~- ~M-e«r fiuoriL6 a.rt:a·fl~l~ rJJo.Y,.f:&nl., andnu- olAV' aMa 

~k M-tM-oi.. «X[?' ~hill. .!lJH,,b .U,.... Y k>jJ<P doe.JI""' aNI/ ..,..,at-tAe­
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g canna& unMrvm;d hOfu- Me- diminmiotb fl'jHrrJiny U:- C011Biilved 1Jt ai'!JIUII& M· be a· 

,Pu~ ~· ..M~e-wid cliiit...:l'b (Q(l(tldAntHtr tAat.JI<H'' ett/1/ 'tjHrcA· the i«U and 

all tAeir .!leur (Hl/o- a- Jt,~ or- 6tf¥detl>-.fld- to-j~ rlJo.JI f&r.t... i*tr~, .f'm[p. aHh'tld 
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CtJII/omiiJ COtJ.SitJI Commi.J.sion 
3111 CtJmino dfll9lio 9'1. 
Ouile 200 
c5tm t:tJ;ego. CtJ 921013-1726 
9/Henlion: 8/kn lJirelg 

9JfltJr CD/ifomiD COtJ,J/DI Commwion: 

~ 
CAIIFOINIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN OIEGQ COAST DISTtiCT 

9 Dm tDriling lo gou tJ.J D lmgtJkflr tDbo enjogJ itJuncbing off CfltJbitJ CJioinl in 9tlwion 
CfJtJg CJitulc. 9 hope JbDI gou tDill oole lo reltlin !be publk ptJrlcing. 9 IDIJJ O(lty up.J~~IIo 

kDm lhDIIbi.J HDuiifo/ ptJrlc lbDI 40 mDn!J bDoe 4JNlnl counlle.s.s looelg Djlemoon.s IIID!J 
Joon hflcome bi.JIOty. Cfbe lru.J of pubhc ptJrking Dl CfJtJbiD CJioinltDoulti mtJkfl /be lJrtltJ 
iMcce.s.Jibk lo DB of u.s tDbo flnjog bringing JmDD tDtJiflrr:rtJ/IIo /be bDg. Cfbese I!JP&' of 
tJclloiHu Jbould be encourDgt~d. 9f Mglhing. more pDr/cing i.J neflded. 

CfJDbiiJ CJioinl iJ tJl lhfl cenler of tJ number of mtJjor tJllrDcfion.s. including 9tlwion 
CfletJcb, Cflelmonl CJIDrk, tJnd 9tlwion CfletJcb. 911/ of Jbue Dre(J.J tJre oety ooercrotDded 
in lflnn.s of ptJrlcing. Cfbe flhmintJHon of ptJrlcing tJl CfJtJbitJ CJioin/tDi/1 onlg incre(J.Je 

C001p(llilion for pDrlcing in Jbrue tJrtltJ.J. 

COtJ,J/tJI DCCUJ i.J D mtJjor pDrltJj tDbDI mDku Otm 9Jiego 40 4pflci1Jl CJhi.J tJCCUJ brinp 
pr10ple from olber pDrl.J of lhtz OIDk lo Olin 9Jie6tJ. 9 hope lbDI gou do noiiDk.lb. 
JtJme roule lbtJI oi/Nr ptJrf4 tJ/ w/ifomiD btJoe lafr.n In /he~· lo ct1l off 1/N pub/Jc jrottr 
lb. cOtJ.JI. CfJtJbiiJ CJioinl i.J loo .specitJ/Io lo.Je. c:p~ JtJoe lb. ptJr/cing. 

Olncerelg, -~~~ 
~ ...r. _! a/.rt!J Jt.r~ "1Ji.r t='"rk·'-:J ..... c:.- ~- /'"'I+'~ 
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~ t 0 4 1996 
CO.o~si"IIFOtNIA 

SA.N OIEG~ ~OMIIIISSION 
California Coastal Commission OAsT OtsTRtcr 
3111 Camino del Rio N. 
Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 921 08-1726 

May 27,1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you on Memorial Day of 1996 to urge you to 
retain the publiC parking at Bahia Point. I often come to Bahia 
Point to enjoy the coast and launch my kayak. Bahia Point is 
one of the best places to kayak in Mission Bay because 
provides a ~entle shoreline, mild winds, and calm waters. 
However, Without parking, these attributes would be 
meaningless to me because I would not be able to use it. 
Mission Bay already has enough shoreline that cannot be 
accessed. Please leave the parking area intact. 

Sincerely, 

i~~..; 

£1 Qo"t'lt. Broujh qrv-. 

3B39 L.y;-,., $#-ruT 

5tJ,... D·"tfo1 CA 1A.ta5 

., 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N. 
Suite 200 
San Diego. Ca 92108-1726 

Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to express my extreme dissatisfaction with the 
proposal to eliminate public parking at Bahia Point. I have spent 
many an afternoon enjoying the land and water at Bahia Point and 
do not agree with the plans to terminate public access. 

Like most users of Bahia Point. I use a car to access the area. I 
then unload my car-lop kayak directly onto the beach. Without 
parking. my use of Bahia Point would not be possible. Many others 
would be similarly affected. Now that I have been made aware of 
the situation. I am writing to you in the hopes that you will listen 
lo public opinion on this issue. Please save Bahia Point! 

Sincerely. 

»t1LM- '¥h.¥)~ 
J.76<?J. )(){~ ~ 

~ CJctZ/1.._ ~ MaA..a r!/1- 9&t-7S" 

California Cccsloi Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
Son Oieoo. Co 92i08-1726 

Attn. Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coos!ol Commission: 

I om o koyaker who enJoys launching my boot from the shore ol Bahia 
Point in West Mission Boy. I om very upset about the City's plan to 
eliminate the public parking which provides access to so many people. I 
hope that you will reverse the City's decision and require !hot the parking 
be retained in perpetuity. 

Parking at the coast is the most basic element of public access. I 
that public access is your primary responsibility, ond I hope tho! you will 
discharge it in this case. Should you foil to do so, many lives will be 
adversely affected. Nobody would benefit from the loss oi 
perhaps the guests of the Bahia Hotel who will hove 
available to them. I for one do not think !hal oublic lond should be 
treated this way. Please think about the 
There is only one choice consistent with 
parking intact. 

Thank you. 

.. 

~~;_~tukE 
'Is/&~ vf'r<'/,k- ~tic fk J-p/ 
(~/P ~~ ~~~ 9?vL~ 



SAND/EGO WATERSPORTS 
at Seaforth Marina in Mission Bay 

,,,,~,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,~,,,,,,,,,,,,~,,,,,,,,,,, 

June4.1996 

Colifornla Coastol CommiSslon 
31TI Comino del l<lo Nor1'h. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 9:2108-1726 
A1'temion: Ellen l..lrely 

Dear Califomla Coastal Commisslon: 

~ 
CAlifORNIA 

COASTAl. COA!J141$1110t-1 
SAN OI!.'CJo COASt DISTRICf 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT HEAI<JNG OF NOVEMBER 1.996 

I am 'the owner of San Diego Warersports, which is locared on Qulviro 
Rood in West Mission Boy. Son Diego Warersports sells new and used 
wind!il.lrfers, k.oyak.s. and related equipment. We also provide 
demonsrra'tions and classes in soilboarding and koYOklng. I am writing TO 

register my opposi'tion To the proposal to eliminate public parking ar Bahia 

t:>Oirtt. 

The ability of Citizens to partake in warer-oriented ac::tlvi1ie$ such os 
soiling, windsurfing. and kayak.ing hinges on 1tle ability to transport 
equipment 'f'a me water. This translates Into vehicle access and odequare 
parking Immediately aqjocent -ro 1tle shoreline. Without parking, water 
users would be unable to unload their equipment and 1tlerefore. unable to 
use 'the warer. The equlpmen1' needed for 'these warer-orlertted acTMtles 
cannat be Transported by shu'l'tle. bus. bicycle, or foar. Given the limited 
Clmourtt of shoreline which has the Clpproprlate cambinarion of steady 
winds. gently-sloping beach, calm warer. and parking. Bahia Point 
represenTS a 'f'I"'Uiy unique resource that cannot be replaced. 

From o personal s'f'andpoirtt, I beileve that water sports are a posrtive 
influence on people's lives. especially the YOUth, which should be 
er1c:ouroged. Parlcing is r1eeded in Wes't Mission Boy 1'0 provide access 'to 

1677 Quivira Rd., San Diego, CA 92109 (619) 225-9455 

1tle besT soiling and kayoking waters . Fr-om a professional stondpOirtt, I 
om very c:onc::emed obout 1tle impacr 1tlat 1tle loss of coastal parking will 
have on my busrness. Many of my customers use Bahia Point as 11' is 1tle 
neares-t launching pOirtt fi-om my place of business. It is also one of 1'he few 
locaTions suitable for soiling and kayaking which currently has available 
park.lrlg. 

I ask. that YOU please canslder the needs of San Diego's water sports 
enthusiasts in your decision-making process. and That YOU will vare to 
:-e-taln me parking ar Bahia PolrlT. 

Sincerely, 

~~~,(at&' 
Mlke~rson 

Owner 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N. 
Suile 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1726 

Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 
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! am wriling regarding the Bahia Point area of Mission Bay Park. I 
enjoy corning to Bahia Point with my kayak and spending the 
afternoon paddling on the water with friends. We carry our kayaks 
on the roofs of our vehicles, unload them on the grass. and launch 
them directly onto the water from shore. Bahia Point is an ideal 
place for small boat launching, and for returning after a hard 
paddle to sit by and enjoy the water. I am very concerned about 
the plan to remove public parking from Bahia Point. Without 
immediately-accessible parking. it would be impractical for me to 
continue to enjoy Bahia Point. 

There is such a finite area of waterfront that it would be a terrible 
shame to lose this beautiful point. The absence of parking would 
make Bahia Point a private beach accessible only to hotel guests. 
Please do not condemn our public park land to such a fate. 

Sincerely, 
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May 21, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Area 
3111 Camino Del Rio Nonh, Ste 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 

Dear Commissioners: 
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I am a Los Angeles resident who has frequemly come to San Diego to windsurf:WBahia 
Point. My cousin and I have rented rooms in the area and stayed for the weekend. 
windsurfing at Bahia Point This was an excellent place for me to teach him and the 
convenience of the parking to the sailing site really attracted us to this area. If this were 
taken away, we would not consider this weekend trip. I want you to know that your 
actions will affect windsurfers beyond the City of San Diego. And. losing our business 
will negatively affect the businesses in San Diego. 

I encourage the staff to recommend that the Bahia Point proposal be denied. 

~~;1/J"--
LauraJ. Mohr.· 
1449 El Miradero Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91201 
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For People Who Ride Bicycles in San Diego 

fi @i&I.IIIIEY''' 
lBi . 1 
qo~on 

May 27, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

~ 
JUN 0 G 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Subject: BAHIA POINT HEARING OF NOVEMBER 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am writinc;~ to you on behalf of the San Diego County Bicycle 
Coalition !SDCBC> regarding your upcoming discussion .about proposed 
changes to Bahia Point. The SDCBC is a non-profit, :501!cl3, education and 
advocacy organi:ation whose purpose is to promote bicycling as a form aT 
transportation and recreation. We seek safer conditions for bicycling . 
couotywide. We have more than 500 members Tram across San Diego CountY. 

The City of San Diego is proposing to eliminate vehicle access to 
Bahia Point and to eliminate the 250 e:-.isting public parking spaces along 
Bahia Point. This proposal is designed, in part, to provide a bicycle path. 
While we applaud the City's effort to improve bicycle facilities at Mission 
Bay, we find this proposal to be unnecessary at best, and 
counterproductive at worst. 

Mission S.ay is a significant resource for recreational bicyclists. 
Bicyclists already have access to Bahia Point. Since recreational 
bicyclists typically drive by private vehicle to their point of departure, 
use their bicycles for recreation, and then return to their vehicles for 
the return trip hoa~e, the elimination of public parking ot Bahia Po1nt on 
Mission Bay reduces opportunities for recreational bicyclists. 

The recreational riders need for parking is distinguished fro• 
c:o-utinc;~ bicyclists .. ho typically use their bicycles to begin and end their 
trips. Direct access is 1110re i~~~portant to C:D~H~Uting bicyclists. A bike path 
around the edge of Bahia Point would not provide a 11ore direct or usable 
route for bicyclists than the route that is pres~tly available. 

Currently, bicycle usage at Bahia Point is through sharinc;~ of. the 
roadways !Gleason Road & Mission Bay Place> with vehicular traffic. As 
these roads are cul-de-sac for motorists, they are effective. 
Improvements could be made by adding signage identifying Gleason Road and 
Mission Say Place as "Bicycle Routes .. , to remind motorists to share spac• 
with bicyclists. Adequate bicycle facilities e:cist along West Mission Bay 
Drive, in front of the Bahia Hotel, to allow west bound bicyclists to 
connect with Bayside Walk. 

P.O. Box 34544 San Diego, Ca 92163 

As fundinQ for bicycle improvements continues to be limited, -
recommend the addition of bicycle facilities wherot access is currently most 
significantly restrained. We do not find that access to Bahia Point is so 
restrained. We also recogni::e that other forms of recreational activities, 
such as sailinc;~, fishing, picnicking, and windsurfing are valuable activities 
which are dependent on the availability of motor vehicle parking near the 
bay. We do not feel that the loss of opportunities for those activities at 
Bahia Point is warranted for the construction of this proposed bicycle 
path. 

Sincerely, 

~r. 
Chairperson 
San Diego County Bicycle Coalition 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear, District 2 

., .. 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio No., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am a resident of Los Angeles who visits friends in San Diego several times 
per year. When in San Diego, my friends and I normally spend at least one 
afternoon at Bahia Point in West Mission Bay. I have many fond memories of' 
delightful, relaxing days spent watching the boats come and go, and observing 
the children enjoying their early experiences with the water. I was very upset 
to learn that the opportunity to enjoy Bahia Point was soon to be eliminated 
along with the loss of public parking. 

I hope that you will come to realize that contact with the ocean and bays of 
San Diego is a very important part of what makes San Diego special. Without 
it, I'm sure you would lose tourist dollars as well as citizen involvement. 
Maintaining public parking at Bahia Point is surely worth the small cost of 
maintenance, and I hope that you will agree. 

rP~~f 
Robert Roscamp 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Gentlemen/Ladies: 

August 12, 1996 

For many years, my family has enjoyed the Bah·ia Point Park 
during our outings to the beach. We have used it with the knowl­
edge that our taxes have made it possible for us and the rest the 
California citizens to enjoy the park and its beach. The current 
plan to turn or park and beach over to private enterprise so they 
can earn more money is violation of the citizen's trust in gov­
ernment and the intent of taxes. I am aware that expanding the 
hotel rooms will generate more taxes from the business but that 
benefit is small compared to the loss of the Bahia Point Park for 
which we have already paid. The hotel can expand upward to make 
more money and leave our park for California citizens to enjoy. 

Sincerely yours, 

{;i'tr/v/ la, 
owen s. Lee 
3587 Larga Circle 
San Diego, CA 92110-5337 
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California. Costal Commission 
31 I I Carnmo del Rio North Suite 200 
San Diego. Ca. 92 I 08-1 /25 

' ' 1 ;; 1996 

CALIFO:.NIA 
COA$TAI (QI.~'IISS!f.'N 

SAN '>IEGO C•:)ASi Ol~iQICf 

I am writing 1M iett;or to you as a result of the San Diego City Council's decision to appove the Mission 
Bay Pari< Mas1er Plan. The~ part of the plan I am referring to is the ,.,mow~ of Gleason Poad and 
the public: parking area at Bahia Point. This renovation, I am oppc>Md to! 

I lint went to the Bahia point as a child in the middle 1950's. There was no lafllE! hotel then. only a large 
flat area where people would tty model airplanes. My Father would fish; my brother. two sislers. and I 
would swim. My mother told me she use to go there as a child in the 1920's but seldom went as an 
adult. 

I caught my first fish (a bass) at the Bahia. I learned fishing and sportsmanship there. My Father wolid 
teach me about nature and file. using the fish and birds of the Bahia as examplel;. 

When my 1WO boys were big enough. I brought them to the Bahia and taught them to fish: Much as my 
father had taught me. They learned about size limits and what good sportsmanship was aU about. I took 
great joy in teaching my sons the same lessons my father had taught me a generation before. I watch 
my sons catch their first fish at the Bahia (they we,. bass also). 

Over the years, one might say generatiOnS, the Bahia. has been part of our li\les. I still fish there. mostly 
at ni&ht: somellmes with my grown <ons. sometsmes alone. I think of the years of my youth and my 
fathet' who is tY:JW gone. Most of my fishing is now catch and release. I still get a great joy. seeing my 
son pull in a large one at the Bahoa. 

I am of ttoe op;nion that to dose of the parking area is to fimit access to the recreation area. It would 
10nd up a public: I1IICl'Ution area that enhanats the hotel and is mainly the play ground for the few with 
ready aa:ess.. Limcted parking and the distance from the parlcing lot would cut it oil' from much of the 
public. 

Someday I may have the OppOrtUnity to watch my sons teach their sons how to fish at the Bahia. They 
will someday fish there and think of their fathet' who liM! them lessons in~ and life. 
Whether this willl'M!ry be, may depend on yq.Jr decision next November. when the hte of the an!a 

known as Bahta Point is decided by you. 

My consoderallon you p my point of 'l!llw is appre;:i.ated. 

Sincerely. 

aQ\">W'-1\11J 1)--' 
Thomas Meza 

• 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirley 
3111 Camino Del Rio North #200 
San Diego, CA 921 08 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

Samantha Sinunons 
2120 Worden St. Apt. #6 
San Diego, CA 92107 
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I am an occasional user of Bahia Point who is completely opposed to the planned 
elimination of public parking. I enjoy outdoor sports and come to Bahia Point to 
paddle a kayak, play frisbee on the grass, and walk over to Mission Beach to boogie 
board or to the Mission Beach Plunge to swim. Without vehicle access, these 
activities would be impossible. Even though I live close enough to Bahia Point to 
get there by bicycle, I would not be able to bring the necessary equipment, so Bahia 
Point would be etrectively unavailable to me. 

I am writing to ask that you preserve the parking at Bahia Point not only for my use, 
but for the hundreds of San Diegans and tourists alike who enjoy this beautiful 
coastline ~ The ability to relax and participate in water-oriented activities are 
necessary to counter the demands of ordinary life in a big city. It also helps bond 
families together and allows friends to share positive experiences together. Someday 
I would like to be able to bring children of my own down to Bahia Point to give 
them the benefits of water access that I have had. 

Other parts of Mission Bay can never substitute for Bahia Point, because they serve 
different recreational needs. The parks of East Mission Bay are oriented to motor 
boats and jet skis, and to large company picnics. West Mission Bay is uniquely 
suitable for kayaking and sailing. These sports are quiet, non-resource-depleting, 
educational, and healthy. · 

Please protect our parking at Bahia Point 

Sincerely, 

•.. 
--··::o-.;;o~_:::::-"--

'..,_.-~ ... 

Samantha Simmons 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen Lirle.y 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you regarding Bahia Point in Mission Say. Bahia Point is 
my favorite part of Mission Bay because it has a beautiful view of the 
water, it is quiet and peaceful, and it has adequate parking right next 
to the water. It is ideal just the way it is; there is no reason to change 
it. The Bahia Hotel should live within its boundaries and understand 
that the public has the right to use the coastline. Our government 
bodies should not ever consider letting it go. 

Sincerely, 

1\~~L"--~~\.-
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california Coastal Commission 
~· ;iJ!).) '--· 

3111 Camino Del Rio North Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Attention: Ellen Urely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you to ask your cooperation In preserving the parking 
at Bahia Point. I often come to Bahia Point to launch a kayak into 
Mission Say. It Is an excellent area for kayaklng, and the park Is a 
great place to enjoy time with family and friends. This resource is 
irreplaceable and should not be sacrificed for the benefit of a few 
hotel guests. Most of West Mission Bay Is already Inaccessible to 
the general public due to a lack of adequate parking. Bahia Point 
Park is worthy of preservation just the way It is. 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio No. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

August 3, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Bill Bowles and Kathy Grove 
1828 Clove Street 
San Diego, CA 92108 

We are writing regarding the Bahia Point area of Mission Bay Park. Our 
family lives in the Point Lorna area of San Diego, and we enjoy spending time 
together as a family in the coastal areas of San Diego, including Bahia Point. 
We believe that the opportunities to access coastal waters make our family 
stronger, healthier, and more vibrant. We are grateful to live in a City that 
values its coastal resources and has historically protected the rights of the 
public to access them freely. However, we feel that the proposal to eliminate 
public access to Bahia Point goes in the wrong direction. It values corporate 
profit over the public interest. It favors big business over families. It restricts 
the ability of the public to use public land. 

We hope that you will continue in the tradition of the California Coastal 
Commission and protect public access. We need your help. Please save the 
parking at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

/' . ~ /' · .. ··.,.,_~ . 
)\ v'-1 v J" .. ~'v~r;-. 

Bill Bowles and Kathy G~. 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 camino Del Rio North, #200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
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Attention Ellen Lirley SAN !'l:tf<";l) .:: M:-tt.S~JON 
. ~o-~~r u,~,qlcr 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT 

I am writing to ask that you preserve Bahia Point for 
the benefit of the public. We need places like Bahia 
Point to recreate and enjoy family and friends. We 
cannot spare these unique and special places. 

Bahia Point is one the most beautiful parts of Mission 
Bay. I have found it to be peaceful, scenic, and 
lovely. I do not wish to be "relocated" to South Shores 
or Fiesta Island. Those of us who enjoy Bahia Point 
would not find our needs met in those other parks. 

Like others, I would not be able to come to Bahia Point 
by bicycle.· It is too far a ride for me, and I would 
not be able to bring the necessary beach gear. 

We need more places like Bahia Point, not less. Don't 
destroy what we currently have. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~b~-~ ~ ~lVULY.!!Oo- ~lLL"N\c_..,j 
\C'io...t S E.::..\'\'\e"ra\c\C!...l:. tJr · 
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June 27, 1996 

Mr. Louis Calcagno, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Jib~®~ 
. j\IL 0 Z199G 

CALiFORNIA 
COA51Al COMMiSSION 

~AN DIEGO COA~l DISTRICT 

Re: Bahia Point Component of the Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Chairman Calcagno and Members of the Commission: 

I write to express my thoughts and recommendations on the proposed certification 
of the Bahia Point component of the City of San Diego's Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan land use segment of the LCP. 

For ten years, in the 1980's and early 1990's, I represented the Mission Bay area; 
first as a member of the San Diego City Council; later as a member of the California 
State Assembly. I have also enjoyed the challenges each of you experience, having 
served both as an alternate and as a regular member of the California Coastal 
Commission. I know firsthand how difficult your task is balancing the rights of 
property owners and the general public. 

Bahia Point was dredged out of the wetlands which gave way to the creation of 
Mission Bay Park. We are proud of this public park; the largest aquatic park in the 
world. In the late 1950's, the Bahia Hotel was constructed as the first destination 
resort in Mission Bay Park. For nearly 40, years the Bahia has been owned and 
professionally managed by the Evans family. The hotel is an asset to Mission Bay, 
providing lodging near the coast and revenue to the City. The owners have 
submitted a plan for hotel expansion, and they are to be commended for their 
commitment to such a significant investment in a commercial facility located on 
publicly owned leased land. 

Based upon my thorough familiarity with Mission Bay Park, Bahia Point, and the 
Coastal Act, it is my belief that expansion of the Bahia Hotel can and should be 
done in conformance with Chapter 3 policies of the Act. The plan before you as 
submitted by the City does not meet that test. 

On page 46 of the Plan as submitted, the City offers the following language:..B.abi.a 
Hotel· 600 room resort hotel In accordance with the objective of intensifying 
existing leaseholds the Bahia Hotel lease at the lessee's option should be 
expanded towards the point of the peninsula and shifted eastward to the eastern 
curb of the existing parking Sych an expansion and shift coy!d potentially permit 
the addition of 1 20 hotel rooms to the complex aboye and beyond the current 
484-room redevelopment plans (emphasis added). This language is in direct conflict 

~:f. 

(l• •• 

with Sections 30219, 30211, and 30252 of the Act which encourage public 
access and recreational opportunities. Implicit in the City's submitted language is 
the removal of all 252 public parking spaces on Bahia Point in order to facilitate the 
maximum expansion of the Bahia Hotel on this publicly owned land. Already, the 
City permits this lessee to block vehicular access to Bahia Point after 10:00 p.m . 
The City and the lessee now want to convert all existing public parking on publicly 
owned Bahia Point to the exclusive use of an expanded hotel footprint. This action 
would exclude the general public from an area they have enjoyed access to since 
the 1960's. Should the right of one to expand on to publicly owned land supersede 
the rights of many? This is not democracy as I know it. 

It is my recommendation that the language contained in the City's submittal should 
be modified by the Commission to read: The Bahia Hotel lease, at the lessee's 
option, is encouraged to intensify within the existing leasehold boundaries. This will 
permit an increased room intensity of 60%, in accordance with a redevelopment 
plan prepared by the lessee in 1989. The lessee could also be encouraged to 
intensify beyond the 1 989 plan, provided there is no reduction of the existing on 
site public parking. 

Additionally, by submitting the following language, the City offers little hope for 
implementing the Master Plan goal of attaining public access around the waterfront 
of Mission Bay: Every effort should be made as a part of a redevelopment effort to 
implement a continu,.ous pedestrian and bicycle path around the Point in accordance 
with the Design Guidelines (emphasis added).This language should be modified by 
the Commission to read: The Bahia Hotel lease, as part of any redevelopment plan, 
shall be required to construct a minimum ten foot wide public bicycle and bicycle 
path along the west side of Bahia Point. This would insure conformance with 
Sections 30210, 30213, and 30252 of the California Coastal Act. It would also 
·further the City's long standing efforts to link areas of Mission Bay Park with a 
perimeter pedestrian and bicycle path. Why should this lessee, as a part of a hotel 
expansion plan, be exempt from City and Coastal polices aimed promoting 
maximum public access to Mission Bay? 

Commissioners, Bahia Point and the Bahia leasehold are not private property. They 
are publicly owned lands. This is not an issue of property rights. It is an issue of 
maintaining access to and enhancing access around an existing publicly owned 
beach. I encourage you to take the time to look carefully at the site before you vote 
in November. 

With the above modifications, I urge your approval of the Bahia Point component of 
the Mission Bay Master Plan land use segment of the LCP. 

Thank you for your consideration of my request. 

=~ Mike Gotch 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Access to coastal and bay waters is what makes living in 
Southern California so special. Without water access, San 
Diego would be just an endless collection of drab urban 
sprawl. We have nearly ideal weather and generally dean 
beaches and swimmable water. However, it is becoming 
more and more difficult to use our coastal bays and 
beaches because of overcrowded parking conditions and 
areas which have been made inaccessible by commercial 
development. Bahia Point is a case in point. If you eliminate 
parking al'!d remove Gleason Road, no one will be able to 
use it. It is time to stop losing and leasing our coastal 
resources to the tourist industry, and time to retain some 
for our residents, for our positive physical and mental 
health. Stop the land grab! 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, #200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention Ellen Lirley 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT PARK 

~ 
~ ..... 
' ' 

. :i(J;; 1 ·~)~ . 
• • ~CAI')fQ~NIA 

, co.o.sr...,( co..,,...,ss,GJ-
1 SAN 01~0 COAST.iJI~f~tCT 

I am writing because I believe that the preservation of public parking at 
Bahia Point is essential. I urge you to reject the plans to eliminate 
Gleason Road and 250 pub!jc parJsjng spaces How could we even . 
consider destroying parking when the conditions in all of West Mission 
Bay are exceedingly crowded during the summer? On busy days people 
cannot even get into the beach area and are turned away. Why would we 
want to make this problem worse? Ev'ilry coastal parking space should be 
considered a valuable public resource. 

Bahia Point Park works beautifully just as it is. It doesn't need to be 
"fixed. • In our quest to improve public services. lefs not abandon what 
already works. 
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Calif. Coastal Commission. 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Calif. 92108-1725 
Attention Ellen Lirely 

Dear Calif. Coastal Commission, 

My family and I have a special attachment to the 
part of Mission Bay Park called Bahia Point. There is a hotel 
that occupies much of Bahia Point. but the shoreline and 
grassy area have been open to the public and are heavily 
~o~sed. The reason the area is so popular is that adjacent 
parking is available, so you can unload a sailboat or kayak, 
umbrellas and chairs. The children can safely play in the 
calm clean waters that gently lap the beach without fear of 
being run over by a motorboat or jet ski. 

The kids always enjoy their time spent at Bahia Point. This 
park should always be available for the kids of today and 
the kids of the future. 

Please do not destroy Bahia Point by removing Gleason 
Road and the public parking. 

Sincerely, /'' 1t ~ .~ 
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David Gieselman 
2143 Abbey ume 

Campbell, CA 95008 
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Dear Coastal Commissioners, ~0.; - .. CALJFOC'~., 
s~"' otic"o"' ''~ .. ;,.;;·:_ 
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I was born and raised in the Point Loma/Ocean Beach area. When I finish my 0

'5iRtcr 
college education, one of the possibilities for my future would be to return to the 
beautiful coast of San Diego and perhaps raise a family. 

While visiting my Dad in San Diego last week, we spent time at Bahia Point 
(Mission Bay) where our family has spent many afternoons relaxing and enjoying this 
priceless waterpark. I have learned the whole story about what I consider a public 
outcry against the land being blindly handed over to the Bahia Hotel to do with as 
they like. It would be a terrible and absolutely unnecessary loss if we were unable to 
enjoy clean, calm water for family enjoyment at a favorite recreation spot. 

The so-called mitigated parking on East Bay leaves visitors with nary an option 
except to come to the shore with little more than a bathing suit and towel. That is, of 
course, unless these visitors are the backpack-laden, igloo-carrying, hairy-chested, 
rugged type. Expecting families to bus to the coast with all their usual shore 
accessories is truly ridiculous. . 

It seems one simple but significant point is being overlooked: West Mission ~ is 
named Sail Bay for a reason. The planned sailboard area qpposite Sea World puts 
people near the raucous jet ski area in Southeast Mission Bay where the oily film 
drifts from East Bay powerboating activities. As if all this weren't infringing enough, 
the proposed waterway designations restrict sailors to the narrow channel between 
Sea World and South Fiesta Island. Please keep the quiet sailing activities where 
they were originally intended to be. 

Bahia Point is also wonderful for picnics. It is the only place on Mission Bay I 
know of where there is shore and grass protected by a valuable windbreak which is 
the hotel, which makes the area particularly useful on cool winter days. I ask that 
you require the Bahia Hotel to keep within their present leasehold as they already 
have an adequate expansion plan within this area. The public cannot accept the loss 
of valuable parking on West Mission Bay! The population will be forever increasing 
and there will always be more need (especially by inner-city residents) for areas 
where people can go for recreation which this wonderful area affords. Installing a 
bicycle/pedestrian lane would wipe out much of the grassy area that is there now, 
further destroying the areas natural amenities. The parking lot at adjacent Ventura 
Cove is already crowded on nice days; the elimination of parking on Gleason Road 
would create very frequent overflow conditions in the cove lot. 

My estimate is that this proposal would reduce the available parking on East 
Mission Bay by about 40%. This is a parlc and I believe private enterprise should 
remain within its designated area. The proposed renovation becomes even more 
absurd when considering the fact that the Bahia Hotel does not operate at full 
capacity during any month of the year. 

1 

Please consider this letter in November when you rehear the Master Plan for this 
area, and please help us put a value on our wonderful and obviously under­
appreciated outdoor recreation areas. 

~CLMA, . 

/J~A~ 
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August 29, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste-200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Sirs, 
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I am writing this letter to express my disappointment at the 
planned removal of Gleason Rd. and the removal of public parking 
spaces at Bahia Point. 

I have enjoyed using Bahia Point and have looked forward to my • 
visits there for over 30 years. It has been a family tradition 
for us. What I enjoyed as a child is now being enjoyed by my own 
children. Now the City of San Diego is ~ the Bahia Hotel 
our Bahia Point Park and the area's 250 parking spaces, which are 
already heavily occupied by the hotel's employees. Bill Evans 
must be very persuasive. The removal of the public parking 
spaces would make it virtually impossible for anyone to access 
the beach. It is unrealistic to expect families to carry their 
beach gear from the already crowded parking spaces in West 
Mission Bay to Bahia Point. This would also restrict access to 
elderly persons and disabled persons. This is more than unfair, 
it is selfish and greedy. The Bahia Hotel has already taken 
public access away from the North side of Bahia Point--enough is 
enough!! South Shores and Fiesta Island are not acceptable as 
substitutes, especially with Fiesta Island's history of hazardous 
waste--thanks, but no thanks. 

It is equally unbelievable that the city is providing an addi­
tional 12 acres of South Shores Park and another 4 acre parcel to 
Sea World who already sadly occupies much of our beach park land. 

Please put a STOP to this GIVEAWAY ! ! ! 

Sincerely, 

c.,~JL UilL 11Lt. 
Rose Salemi 
3325 Horton Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92103 

BAHIA HOTEL LEASE 

TOO.-\ Y I A:\ I SENDI:\G THIS FA.\: TO ~L-\ YOR SLTSAN GOLDING A:>ID THE 
CITY COl~CIL A:>ID THE COASTAL CO~IMISSION BECAUSE I AM SURE 
THEY .-\RE LTN.-\WARE OF THIS SHA:\1 CALLED THE BAHL·\ HOTEL LEASE. 

MAKE NO MISTAKE, IF THERE IS NO RESPONSE TO THE ISSUE OF 
THE 8.-\Hl.\ EXP.-\:>ISION. THIS WILL BE SENT TO THE :\IEDL\ INCLUDING 
THE ST.l.CY TAYLOR SHO\V. THE ROGER HEDGECOCK SHOW, A .. "iD KOGO 
.-\~1 600. IN .-\DDITION. THE ASSOCI.-\TED PRESS, KGT\', KFMB, K..'ISD, KUSI 
Al'\D THE UNIO!'< TRIBUNE WILL RECEIVE .-\COPY OF HilS WITH :\LIST OF 
GIFTS GI\'E!'< TO THE CITY COUNCIL AND 1-.L-\ YOR SUSAN GOLDING BY :\IR. 
BILL EV.-\:'\S AND THE B.-\HI.-\ HOTEL. 

THE TOT.-\L LEASE HOLD AT THE BAHIA CONSISTS OF APPROXI~IATEL Y 
13.25 .-\CRES OF L.-\."iD. THAT EQUALS APPROXIMATELY 577,177 SQUARE 
FEET. 
WHEN YOU .-\DO THE 2 .-\CRES OF WATER WHICH IS ALSO LEASED TO 
BAHL\. THE TOTAL IS APPROXI~L-\TELY 664,290 SQUARE FEET. 
THERE ARE 43.560 SQUARE FEET I:-1 AN ACRE. 
THE TOTAL APPR.-OXI;\1.-\TE RENT PAID LAST YEAR BY BAHL-\ ACCORDING 
TO OL'R 1!'\FORM.-\TION IS $536.000. 
ON THE BASIS OF 577,170 SQUARE FEET (13.25 ACRES) THAT EQUALS A 
RE~·-'TAL OF APPROXI~l-\ TEL Y .077 CENTS PER SQUARE FOOT. 
ON THE B.-\SIS OF 664.290 SQUARE FEET (15.25 ACRES) TIUT EQUALS 
APPROX!l\1.-\ TEL Y .06 7 PER SQUARE FOOT. 
THE ABOVE RENT lS FOR A UNIQUE PENINSULA, BA YFRONT 
GROUND LEASE. 
I CH.-\LLENGE YOU TO FIND.-\ PROPERTY ANYWHERE IN THE CITY OF SAN 
DIEGO \\'HICH IS BEING LEASED FOR 7 CE:-JTS A SQUARE FOOT, 
NOT E\'EN THE TL-\Jll.-\.'-1.-\ RI\'ER VALLEY IS THAT CHEAP. 

THIS IS A SWEETHEART LEASE. 
IF THE CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR SUSAN 
GOLDING WANT TO INCREASE REVENUE TO 
PAY FOR THE MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN, 
RAISE THE BAHIA RENT TO MARKET VALUE 
AND LEAVE THE PEOPLE'S BEACH ALONE. 
BAHIA POINT IS FOR EVERYONE, NOT JUST FOR THOSE \VHO 
BUY YOU GIFTS OR GIVE YOU FREE HOTEL ROOMS. 

RIGHT?????? 

f~~ 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

RE: BAHIA POINT 

&~!W'~~ 
AUG 29 199J 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OlfG() C:OA~r DISTRICT 

Please do not eliminate the use of Bahia Point from our lives by 
closing off the parking. Bahia Point is a beautiful park by the bay that 
should always be open to the public. The public could never enjoy 
Bahia Point if we could not bring our boats and windsurfers here, or 
our picnics, coolers, umbrellas, and other beach gear. These items 
cannot be carried on a bus, bike, or back. 

If you could imagine how important this area is to us, I know that you 
would not vote to destroy it. The "Coastal Commission" must surely 
understand how we value the coast. and must surely deny the request 
to eliminate parking at Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, ~ 
-:5'5/S~~ 
~\)~~~·9)"117 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Dieao, Calif. 92108 
Altentio~: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

The pions to eliminate public perking at Bahia Point ore completely 
unjustified. Please overturn those plans. My family and I would be 
extremely angry if this pork become o private enclave for hotel 
guests only - and without parking, \hot's what would happen. The 
use of Bahia Point and the rest of the coast ore the best assets 
that we hove in Son Diego. Don't let it slip away just because a 
hotel developer con exert his influence upon you. 

Sincerely, 

(i~'-.;;i.l.-::~-, • ... 
wW~w( 

AUG 2 3199:; 

C."'UFORNIA 
COASTAL CO.-.MISSIC 

SAN DIEGo CO"'ST DIST; 
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California Coastal Commission, 
3111 Camino del Rio N., #ZOO 
San Diego, CA 92108 

August 8, 1996 

Edna Chandler 
4461 Narragansett Ave. 
San Diego, Ca. 92107 

~~~~-·-· ' ,,.. .. ~ ..... ~\ iJ ~~- :,;,:tL~tfll 
AUG 28i39~ 

. co,_siA":liF<JRNIA 
:iAN OlfGO .. ~OMMISSION 

'
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It has been brought to my attention that the Bahia Hotel has an option to 
extend its leasehold area up to the curbline along Gleason Road in Mission 
Bay, eliminating all the public parking in that area. 

I cannot understand the logic in the minds of our city council, planners and 
the coastal commissioners at the time this was approved. I can understand 
the logic in the minds of the hotel owners, but money and greed should not 
be allowed to degrade the one-of-a-kind beautiful area that Bahia Point is. We 
as taxpayers have an established place to picnic, wade and enjoy this warm, 
quiet, clean and safe area. I am in my 80's now and don't plan on using the, 
area as I used to but I certainly hope that the generations that follow will 
always have vehicle access to it. 

If this is an example of how our shoreline access is to be treated by all 
concerned , it makes me ask, are you following the codes you are sworn to? 
Are you looking out for the preservation of public access and recreational 
areas as development occurs near them? 

It appears to be a land grab and our taxes will go toward maintaining an area 
basically inaccessible to more than 95% of the public. This is not properly 
protecting our present park land. I encourage you to seriously reconsider 
any past decisions that caused this disaster to come about. 

When we read of crime, youths getting into trouble, people who do not get 
enough healthy physical activity, how can less access help our society? At this 
rate I would hate to see the rest of the bay in 150 years. 

Sincerely, 

Edna Chandler 

California Coaslal Commission 
3111 Camino de/CJ?io CJrorlb. c5uile 200 
c5an CfJfego. C'71921ru-1725 
9/llenlion eDen .8irr!ly 

CfJear Ca/ifomfa C()(JJ/al Commission: 

~~r~F!W~ ~~~. ~mJ'"""D ,.•· '/ T'~ L i_j< ~~ ,...,, . 
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CAltfORNIA 
<70ASTA.t COMMISSION 

'"~N OlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

9 undersland !hal you /DiU be conducling a bearing in CJrooember on !he julufT! of'i3abla 
'Point. 9 baoe come lo '13abia 'Point many lime.s and IDOUid like lo be able lo conlinue /o do 
.so. CWI!boul parking. bo/Deoer. iha!IDOuld be impo.s.sible. 9 do no/ fooor !he exparuion of !he 
'13abia 9/ole! a/the expen.Je of public park land and parking. CJbe Cily's plaru /o aUOUJ !he 
bolello expand /ofD(Jrd.s !be ID(J/er are i/J.adoi.sed and contrary lo /he public inleml. 

9 knOUJ of no u.ser.s of'i3abitJ 'Poinllballbink !be poiniiDOuld be improoed by !be eliminah'on 
of parking. CUJI!boui parking. !hefT! IDiD be no u.ser.s. '13abia 'PoinfiDill become like many other 
paris of'J't/l.s.sion '13ay - beauHfuL but impo.s.sibk lo use due lo lad a,(oar/cing 

CWe haoe a greallhing going a! '13ahla 'Point. CJJon'l undo if. Coruider !he IIXIII-being of !he 
eoiJm.public and keep !he parking a/ '13abia 'Point. 

OincefT!/y, 
01Vlj1:.) ~ 
)5 I~ I!:. .of tv<- 5·.,-
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September 1996 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Urely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

~)]~ 
=~r- J ti 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

$AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to you as summer draws to a close. I am concerned about our 
ability, in future summers. to use !he beautiful park known as Bahia Point. I have 
spent many days at Bahia Point and have always looked forward to the next 
opportunity to come to Bahia Point. I never expected that our ability to use Bahia 
Point would be threatened by poor planning and greed. 

The plans to replace parking with a bicycle trail are ill-adviSed. There is no need 
for a bicycle trail as bicycles can use the roadway and often do. However, 
without parking, nobody could use the area. The plans to allow !he Bahia Hotel 
to expand onto public park land are a testament to greed, nol to the public's best ' 
interests. 

The best solution you could develop is to retain the parking and Gleason Road, 
allow bicycles to share Gleason Road with cars, and perhaps add a narrow 
sidewalk for wheelchairs and strollers. No other modifications are needed. 

~~. ~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

September 2, 19% 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~~ 
SEF i.' C 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Bahia Point is a special place to me, and I am writing to ask that you 
preserve it. San Diego does not need another bike lane or a few 
more hotel rooms. We do need to hang on to every precious bit of 
coastline that we have, and malc:e sure that public access is assured. 

To close off Bahia Point would be like closing off Belmont Park, 
Balboa Park, or Sea World. These are all places that make San 
Diego special and that make San Diego a tourist destination. 
Without parking, none of these attractions could survive, and our 
lives would be diminished. 

Please don't let that happen. 

-;) Sincerely, 

,~r£ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

To Whom It May Concern: 

~~?J;!f:) 11'l~\~,l·~, -~ 
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CALifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DIS;RICT 

I am very much opposed to the plans to eliminate 
parking at Bahia Point. Bahia Point is a beautiful park 
on the water that gets considerable public usage. I 
myself often come to Bahia Point and want to be able to 
continue to do so. 

Without parking, we will be forced to look for other 
places to access the water. Other parks are already 
overcrowded! Part of the appeal of Bahia Point is that 
there is parking near the water and there is usually 
adequate room for everyone who wants to use it. 

It is very poor planning to take a park that works 
perfectly well and destroy it. It makes no sense. 

Since you are the Coastal Commission, I hope you will 
understand the value of coastal areas like Bahia Point, 
and that you will work hard to save it. We are 
depending on you. 

"""';!}'..ld ~'"'-'<- ,/ . C0- 9'~0B.'? ~ j £.c<-i/.6rooK.. • /2 r· rJ d ,.,/'?U;1 i/11: n 51/7 It" 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

To The Coastal Commission, 

~~~~ 
~0- \) c 1995 

CAllfOWNIA 
COA5!At COMMISSION 

SAN OtEGO COA:>l DISTRICT 

Please do not allow the destruction of Bahia Point 
to occur. I have spent many wonderful days at Bahia 
Point with my family, and I feel that we should be 
able to continue going there. Please understand 
that places like Bahia Point are essential to 
families and to other people who value access to 
the water. 

The Bahia Hotel should not be allowed to expand in 
a way that impacts public access to the coast. They 
should be required to stay within their already­
developed area. 

Please vote to preserve family values and save 
Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

~~~--~ ~~<::>,.\.) ~ 
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September 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Ms. Lirely: 

~~ 
t:fP i1 G 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to ask that you save the parking at Bahia 
Point. This park is very rmportant to me and my family, 
and we would be heart-broken if we could no longer 
use it. It is a quiet and scenic park that lends itself to 
sailing and kayaking, both of which require parking. 
Even the family picnics that occur are dependant on 
public parking. 

More parking along the coast will be needed as San 
Diego grows and as the rest of the country sends 
tourists to San Diego. Removing 250 parkrng spaces in 
a popular beach area is a huge step in the wrong 
direction. 

Bahia Point parking allows for access not only to 
Bahia Point, but also to Mission Beach and Belmont 
Park. These are public treasures. We have a 
responsibility to ensure that people can use them. As 
Coastal Commissioners, that is your job. Please don't 
let us down. 

Sincerel9,~· · 

·~~4-L_ 
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September :.2, 1996 

California Coost"al Commission 
3111 Camino Del l<io Nol"itt, Suite :200 
San Diego. California 9:.2108 
Attention: Ellen Urley 

Dear Callfomia Coost"OI Commission: 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT 

~ 
StPvG1996 

CAllfORNI;O 
COASTAl COMMI~SION 

SAN OIEOO COAST DISTRICT 

I om writing to you on Labor Day 1996 to ask that you 
preserve a port of my family's Labor Day tradition: piniGklng at 
Bahia Point". We ore port of o Iorge group that meets ot Bahia 
Point. Many of us come to get in the water with boot's or kayaks 
or to swim. Others come just to relax. admire the view, and 
socialize. We also come Individually to Bahia Point at ather times 
during the year. 

Last year I become owore that you decided to eliminate the 
parking at Bahia Point. I am looldng forward to your 
reconsideration of this issue in November. 

We obviously could not come to Bahia Point if there were no 
porldng. We do not wish to be "relocated' t'o other ports of 
Mlssion·Boy either. We simply want to continue coming to Bania 
Point in peace. 

We do not believe that anyone, lnc:{udlnlil blcyc:U,.ts, is denied the 

opportunity to enjoy Bania Point right now. The layout is perfect 
right now. Don't change ft. 

Sincerely, 

~~ == 
lfo78'r Cf-4::n,C:LI7#.J C'tiC 
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California Coastal Commission 
3 7 11 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92708 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

September 1996 

Dear Ms. Lirely: 

~u.~~~fi\\ 
~--J~~~ 

~~ p :1 () 1996 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I hope that you can help us preserve the public 
parking at Bahia Point. This beautiful park is definitely 
worth preserving. It provides so many hours of healthy 
fun to so many people. It would be tragic to lose it. 

Of course losing the parking would destroy the park. 
There is no way to use the park if you can't get there. 
The idea that people could walk in or bike in is 
ridiculous: you can't walk or bike in with a sailboat or a 
windsurfer. It's impossible. You can't compete for 
parking at Ventura Cove and then wheel in your boat 
on a carl. It is impractical and inefficient. 

If we lose the parking at Bahia Point, we lose one of 
San Diego's best assets • its beautiful coastline and 
the ability to use it. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
J07J/ ~vo..f C-f· --ltaw..t:.c<-1"'-J Co. I. 9'z.S9 (_, 

September 1, 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

~ 
CAliFORNIA 

COAS1Al COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I om writing regarding Bahia Point. I hope \hol you will save the public 
when you discuss this issue in November. The parking is essential to our 
to access Bahia Point. We would love to continue to come to Bahia Point 
family members. 

hove heard that you wont to eliminate parking lo install o bike path and lo 
allow !he Bahia Hotel to expand. These reasons do not make sense. Bicycles 
alreadv use Bahia Point with ease. The traffic is so Iicht thai there is no 
problem by having, the bicycles use the roadway. The ,bicyclists need 
And expansion or the Bahia Hotel con occur without ripping up the parking. 
is adequate room in their own orea, as many of the buildings are only one or 
two story. There is no reason for them to toke over public land except to make 
the beach exclusive. Thol is not in the oublic's interests and should not be 
permitted. 

In closing, we all hope and expect lhol you will do the right 
parking area and Gleason Road. 

save the 

Sincerely, 

f(cW!111;4~ 
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Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego. Ca. 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

September 2. 1996 

~~ :,;: ;; ;: c 1996 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to you regarding the Bahia Point area of Mission Bay Park. 
I am very upset by the plans to destroy the parking around Bahia Point. 
as this would completely destroy public access. It is absurd to think 
that people would continue to use Bahia Point if they could no longer 
get there. 

I am not persuaded by the argument that the public would sbift to 
other parts of Mission Bay Park. Access to west Mission Bay is already 
extremely limited. and the addition of parking in East Mission Bay does 
not serve the same users. The new park at South Shores will be nice for 
jet -skiers and motor boat users. but the people who use Bahia Point 
use sailboats and sailboards and kayaks. not motorized crafl East 
Mission Bay is totally unsuited to our needs. 

You should not ask the public to sacrifice for the benefit or one hotel! 
That is anti-democratic and irresponsible. 

The only solution is to save the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely. 

eo~c_~-nf\ ~\if\~\\ ~0 

\r)(j\ \ '\{V i('C ~ F'(. ~\<' 
ST'l \'I b\<: & o e~ 

Ct 3-t.J o 

LABOR DAY 1996 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

DEAR CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION: 

~~ 
SE? v 0 1996 

CALifORNIA 
COASI4l COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

This year, as in many years past, Labor Day was spent by the 
clear cool waters of Bahia Point on West Mission Bay. I have 
always enjoyed these quiet summer days spent with family in 
this beautiful part of San Diego. We catch up on family 
news, we eat, we play, we notice how big the children are 
getting, and we partake of all kinds of water-oriented 
activities. 

As I looked out over the bay, I noticed many varieties of 
sailboats, windsurfers, and kayaks silently making their way 
across the water. What a beautiful sight it was. The 
fishermen work the water, and so do the terns and gulls. 

It would be sach a tragedy to lose this wonderful human 
experience at Bahia Point. Without parking; this wonderful 
experience would be lost. and lost forever. The thought of 
it makes me sad, and it makes me angry as well. 

I would like to believe that you would not do this to us. 
After all, are you not the Coastal Commission?? 

I look forward to your decision to SAVE BAHIA POINT! 

Sincerely, 

t~P£ 
f1o.uri-z..,o ~o++a) i co 
75 ?JC::> Go.' (A X 'I c T 
Cp;f' 0\et}_)O I CA <1ifJ ~0 

.. 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio Nonh, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

September 3, 1996 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

~~ 
,'FP ll <s 1995 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN OlfGQ COAST DISTRICT 

Please do not end the usage of Bahia Point that I have enjoyed 
with my family for many years. We have enjoyed many hours 
together on the grass and in the water, and we cannot imagine 
how the loss of this area would affect us. We are good citizens 
who work hard and pay our taxes, and we feel that we should be 
able to use the coastal parks that the public bas purchased for 
everyone's use. 

You know how busy the coast is during the summer. It is foolish 
to eliminate parking on the coast when parking is so competitive 
already. 

~'t\~~~~ 

\S:,~ 

~ 

Sincerely, 

bC> \\ ~ L \ '- o 

6 ~ \_ ~ 'f-\{ c:..-r 
5~~ ~\~Cro e f\ 

~~\~0 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

September 3, 1996 

~~ 
>:~ :) 6 1'396 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL CCMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COASl DISTRICT 

I am writiog you after having spent a beautiful Labor Day weekend on the 
water at Bahia Point. This is my f.l.vorite coastal park as the water is so 
accesstble •• you can drive right up, llllioad your gear onto the grass, and 
carry a smaJ1 boat llCl'Oss the sand to the water. This is only possible 
because of Gleason Road and the adjacent parking. If you eliminate the 
parking, so too will you eliminate the heavy public usage of this park. 

We will all lose an important part of our lives if we lose Bahia Point. Places 
like Bahia Point are special and give us a sense of peace that we need to 
counter the demands of our everyday lives. Bahia Point allows us to 
socialize togtther and partake in healthy outdoor activities. The value of 
Bahia Point cannot be over-stated. 

You will leave an empty spot on our hearts if you believe the special 
interests and destroy Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, {)4//!JI( ~'w 
£;~ 7t /)1LI;?A.4 f 

5fl-H Dllf"Co 

fP!1RK Of? 

{'fl 9tllolO 



California Coastal Commission, 
3111 Camino del Rio N., #200 
San Diego, CA. 92108 

August 8, 1996 

Edna Chandler 
4461 Narragansett Ave. 
San Diego, Ca. 92107 

~~ 
~·.!li !I u 1996 

CAllfOlNI" 
COASTAl COMMI~SION 

SAN DIEGO <:O•ST DISTRICT 

It has been brought to my attention that the Bahia Hotel has an option to 
extend its leasehold area up to the curbline along Gleason Road in Mission 
Bay, eliminating all the public parking in that area. 

I cannot understand the logic in the minds of our city council, planners and 
the coastal commissioners at the time this was approved. I can understand 
the logic in the minds of the hotel owners, but money and greed should not 
be allowed to degrade the one-of·a·kind beautiful area that Bahia Point is. We 
as taxpayers have an established place to picnic, wade and enjoy this warm. 
quiet, clean and safe area. I am in my 80's now and don't plan on using the., 
area as I used to but I certainly hope that the generations that follow will 
always have vehicle access to it. 

If this is an example of how our shoreline access is to be treated by all 
concerned , it makes me ask, are you following the codes you are sworn to? 
Are you looking out for the preservation of public access and recreational 
areas as development occurs near them? 

It appears to be a land grab and our taxes will go toward maintaining an area 
basically inaccessible to more than 95,. of the public. This is not properly 
protecting our present park land. I encourage you to seriously reconsider 
any past decisions that caused this disaster to come about. 

When we read of crime, youths getting into trouble, people who do not get 
enough healthy physical activity, how can less access help our society? At this 
rate I would hate to see the rest of the bay in 150 years. 

Sincerely, 

<fr~ei~~ 
Edna Chandler 

c.,;. 
·'' ;....;,-

$ -Aa; ""'iL,S 'Oi\i 43l!5 Ch!n St. S . .J. :rl10111 ?.0. ::lox 2H'>, ::::na;l>:ul. :.:.\ 1:1..016 

August 29, 1996 @~ 
AUG 3 0 1996 California Coastal Commission 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

t:AlJfOI"NIA 
CO.JI~iA. (OM.'AISSION 

SAN OloOO .:vA~T DISTRICT 

WHAT'S THATTERRIBLE SMELL AT THE BEACH? While it has 
similarities to raw sewage, it issues from another source and is equally 
dangerous to public health. 

All citizens across our stress-encumbered socio-economic spectrum 
deserve and are entitled to mental health. Indigenous to our area is one 
of the best antidotes for mental stress and emotional debilitation. The 
beach! And adjacent parks. · 

Why, then, must we be constantly on guard to protect them ... and Y1l from 
our "public servants?" The absurd decision to replace parking space 
with hotel rooms at Bahia Point is a perfect example of (choose one or 
more of the following options): 

Mismanagement of public resources by the Mayor's office 
Questionable ethics on the part of some political leaders 

Mean 
Irresponsible 

Threatening to society's mental. emotional & physical health 
Very sad 

Please use your considerable influence and abilities to protect us and our 
resources, which also include the land promised by the City to Sea World 
... unbelievable - one more reason to boycott Sea World and Anheuser 
Busch and not vote for Susan Golding or Juan Vargas. 

Sincer~ly, 

/ .. ' .. - ~~ -,(~.Li~.f.-,. 
Shari Williston 

st~an !miiHl'aDpapw 
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Fax Transmission 

Date: Wedne!lday, July 03, 1996 

To: ELLEN uRLEY 

phone: 
fax: 5219672 

From: 

phone: 
fax: 

Re: BAHIA BEACH 

Time: 1o:ss:ooAM 
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~ 
.JUL 0 3 1996 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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CAttfOI!~IA 
COio.SlAL COMMIS:'>ION 

SAl" O!EGO COAST l)ISTll<f 

Ms. Ellen Lirley 
California Coastal Commission 

Frances Gieselman 
3205 Emerson Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you regarding the Bahia Point area of 
Mission Bay Park. This area has been important to my 
family for over ten years. My husband and I moved to 
San Diego from Los Angelesabout seven years ago to be 
closer to our son, and also because we enjoy being able 
to easily access the beautiful coastline of San Diego. 
We frequently go to Bahia Point to spend the afternoon' 
with our son, who enjoys kayaking and windsurfing 
there. As I am in my early eighties, I am not able to 
kayak or windsurf myself, but nevertheless enjoy the 
relaxation and friendships that Bahia Point has to 
offer. 

I am totally opposed to the City's plan to eliminate 
public parking at Bahia Point. I can get to Bahia Point 
only by car. Being in my eighties, bicycling to Bahia 
Point will never be an option for me, and there is no 
bus transportation to this area. Fortunately, my husband 
and I are in good health and can drive ourselves to 
Bahia Point, but the elimination of parking would put 
an end to this lifestyle that we have grown to 
appreciate. 

I do not believe that bicycle access is currently a 
problem, as I see many young people biking through the 
area already. I also do not believe that it is fair or 
wise to allow the hotel to expand into a public park. 
Where will the young people of tomorrow go? Who would 

be served by cutting off access to Bahia Point? Who are 
we harming? 

I believe the whole situation needs to be re-evaluated. 
and I hope that you will have the courage to do so. 
Please bear in mind that your decision will affect many 
people's lives in a deeply personal way. Do not betray 
those who put their trust in you. 

Sincerely. 

,;.;t.~ . .J )luw~ 
Frances Gieselman 
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California Coastal Commission 

Jack W. Gieselman 
3205 Emerson Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to ask that you maintain public access to 
Bahia Point by keeping the public parking spaces there. 
To many of us, access by private vehicle is the only 
was to get to Bahia Point. As I am in my eighties. I 
cannot simply get on a bicycle and pedal there with my 
lawn chair and umbrella. I do not ftnd other areas of 
Mission Bay to be adequate substitutes for Bahia Point. 
If you eliminate access to Bahia Point, I will simply 
stop frequenting Mission Bay. Is that the type of 
future you want to provide to today's senior citizens 
and tomorrow's youth? I certainly hope not. 

My wife and I have enjoyed going to Bahia Point with 
our son, who is an active user. We have spent many a 
lovely afternoon there, strengthening family bonds and 
simply enjoying each other's company at one pf the 
prettiest spots in town. This year, we had a barbecue 
to celebrate Mother's Day. When my grandchildren come 
from out of town to visit, we spend time together at 
Bahia Point. This has been an important part of our 
family, and I hope that you will use your authority to 
preserve it, not destroy it. 

Sincerely, 

Jack .t.~~~~{-
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attn.: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

This letter regards your upcoming hearing on the 
Bahia Point area of Mission Bay. I am an avid 
windsurfer who uses Bahia Point frequently because 
the conditions there are ideal for my sport. The 
surrounding park is also ideal because it is 
pretty, peaceful, and there is adequate parking on 
most days. This parking is absolutely essential to 
the continuation of windsurfing, as there is no 
other realistic way to get the necessary gear out 
to the shoreline, 

I wish to express my vehement opposition to ~ 
plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point. This 
park area has heavy usage and many loyal fans. 
There is no legitimate reason to turn Bahia Point 
into a private, exclusive beach intended for use 
only by hotel guests and the occasional passing 
bicyclist. 

Please do not be persuaded by selfish private 
interests. Keep Bahia Point open to everyone. 

Sincerely,' {) 
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Calitomia Coastal Commiosioa 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Su 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1'725 

Altll: Ellen Lindy 

RE; Babia Poiat 

Dear Coulal Commiosioa: 

1818 u aWl wiadsurfcr wbo lliloolfYarious parta ofMiooioo Bay, illcludiiiJ Babla PoiaL I am wrilills 
to apna my opooi1ioD to 1be plus to elimate public parkiDa at Sabia PoiaL Wllldturlillsis a sport tbat 
depellda oa bavia& ..,..,.1 sites available because ofYarialioDs Ill -tile< c:oadilioDS. Sabia Poiat Is oae of tbe 
bett silcs available. 

'l1lc olimatioa of perkiiiJ would olimillate Bahia Point u a wiadsurfiagsito, bccawoo tbe equipment 
C8llliOt be brouJbt iD by bicycle. fool, or sbuttle. Iliad tbe propooa1 for a "wiildsurlillg can• to be completely 
impractical, u !bore are not adequate parkilla opacea iD adjacent lou and bosauso the wlumc or equipment 
that is aceded would not fit oa a cart. Otbcr types of sailboau would be equally impacted by the lola of parkillg. 

I hope that you wiD review the aceds oCwiadsurfers and other sailors wbon you coDSidor Ibis issue. 

Siacenoly, ~ 
~(\J\N 

?vuJ.z.k 

~ 
c.,AL-'b wE-LL, 

'So-. u·~u vJ\~~ A;s~o::\~ 

-;-,~ 4 'f 



Califolflla Co.t:tel Commlulon 
9111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
S.n Diego, CA 9210~-1725 
Attentton: !;lien lirely 

lAbor Dey, 1996 

Dear Califolflla Co.t:tal Commlulon: 

On thl• lAbor Day waelcend, I eniOY.d the ftulfl of my labor et Behle Point In IAiulon Bay. Thiele a fllntectte 
Jlltlc for the middle end ~ng eleu, u well u both tieh and JMIOt, to •llehd e cqmmet'• dey. Theta 11 comethlng 
heta lot ll!letyone: eleen ealm wetet fot the kldl to owlm In, with no hnatdl ftom mototboatJ; t:teady breezes for 
ullorcwho come to leuneh thelt email boelllnto the wide wetetl of IAiulon Bey or pethefllcolllnto the Paelfle 
Oeun; e lovely view of the wetet and the chore/Ina fot the leu eellve people who llld went to get ewey and te/u. 
There are elwayg fllhetmen who 188m to heulln a good eateh of ben, and theta eta elweyglalyekl and 
paddleboetc of every kind. 

Behle Point lc e piece to enJoy the haelthy end ftee eellvltlu that ean only be found by water. The coact 11 

lfmit.d. You ean lleWII' meb more of It, 10.,. ought to ~teet whet we hM-

The Jlltklng around Behl• Point lc eaenH•I to public Ulll of the Jlltlc. Nobody IIYel within welkin& dlt:tenee of 
Bahia Point, not with the gear that I• need.d to provide • fun day at the beech. Nobody yet hu demoncttat.d the 
clclll to bleyele to Behle Point towing a eatem•ren or carrying a wtndlutfet on thelt baelc. 

I hope that you, u Commlulonetl of the CallfoHll• Cout, will eppteelate the Importance of the eout to our llvu, 
end that you will extend ~toteeHon to Bahia Point, lneludlng the patklng area. 

Slneetely, 

~~-~ 
~\~ ~..... \.~-(,t* ~-
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California Coastal Conunission 
3111 Cainino Del Rio Nonh. Suite 200 · 
San Diego, .. CL.92108' 
Ref."Biihia Point 

__ .,-·· 

......... --·-·--·· 

. ' .~, .... 
,. ""''" ·····-.>~. 

' ...... ~~ ~ .. 

This letter is to advise the Conunission that my family and I are against the City of San Diego 
giving Bahia Point to the Bahia Hotel. Bahia Point is one of the last safe, clean and enjoyable 
beach/bay fronts left in San Diego. I am a native San Diegan and now live in the City ofEl Cajon. 
My family and I come to the Point almost every weekend. My children can go into the water and 
play on the sand without worries. Please don't allow the City to give the Point to the Bahia Hotel 
so that the Hotel can then push the citizens of this country away from the best bay in the State. 

~ ~ J>r Your Time, 

Ricl;tt~~.::~ . 
. .100 Fletc:bCir ParJCwaY\\ 
El Cajon;:Ci 92020 i,; 

, .•.. ,.' I, ;I: 

.... ~ 
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''·· .... 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 

Dear Ellen Lirely, 

.. ·::-/:~§!ffi 

~ .; ... ,...,;\;g~ 
.:.tr' II 4 '19S6 

.;,t,a.lt0MNIA 
·-'-'"~lAL COMMISSION 

:.""' OlfGO (.OAST OISTRIC! 

1 am writing to you as a disabled citizens who would like to see the public parking at 
Bahia Point maintained. I use a wheelchair to get around. I understand that part of 
the justification by the City for removing public parking and installing a perimeter 
walk around Bahia Point is to improve access for the disabled. While laudable, this 
effort is misguided. The disabled, like other citizens, rely on private vehicles for most 
of their transportation needs. Without vehicle access and parking, I would not be able 
to get to Bahia Point in the first place. The most important means of providing 
access is providing parking. Bahia Point has six parking spaces reserved for the 
disabled, ensuring that the disabled will be able to use the area. 

My request to you is to maintain the public parking, maintain the six disabled parking 
spaces, and consider adding a few amenities such as a wheelchair ramp to the water. 
A narrow sidewalk around the point could also be considered. This would be a 
walkway only, not a facility designed to be shared by bikes and wheelchairs. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincer~ 

/C.. ..... o.r c, +-'·:hJ S.< ri"' "' 

,...., II \<.t....~~ +h. IJ. 

~le ... 6 .. '~ G.~ 1.JJJ. 

C.. Cot.u•l Cornrnlmon 
g111 C.rnlno Del Rio Notth, ~ulte 200 
~~~n Diego, C.. 921~-1725 
Attention: !;:lien Utely 

~a!lternber 2, 1996 

Dellt C.. Cout.r Cornrnilllon: 

,;-..r~.v~;3~.:. ·T;;~," r:;:., 
'"'JI 'q !.-,,.. ·•" "'/i'• ~~~~-...:~~ vi.!t!J!) 

5EP 0 4 1996 
(AllfU!lNIA 

CV .. \SiAI (0.\i:~1ISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAsr DISTRICT 

ThlllAbot o-y Wllbnd, lib fnllhY Jlutl.Uot Oily waabndc, Wilt tl'eht enJoying the l'lells:ute~ of 
BUill Point Petie In wad Nlalon Blly. B11hl11 Point 1111 beiMifuJ p.tlc th11t s:hould be l'tOfeeted fot 
the JleOIIIe. •• altha -~ Not tus:t the fat who l!lln lflly 11t II pos:h t8IOtt hotel, but 1111 of us:. This: 
I! l'llblle lllnd, 11nd thetefote s:hould be • fot the banefit of aJlJif.us. 

Theta lc no gpod tellllOh to demoy the !'IItie ex!llll'lance 11t Bllhill Point. Decttuctlon of the !llltking 
would do llllt thllt. • 

~top doing fllvort fot the few 11t the Ul'ehta of the rn11ny. It Is: tlrne to put 11n end to politil!lll 
fllvotitlcm lind inue~~d eoneantme on wh11t is: belt fot ill.Jif.J&.II!llnnot lrnqgine 11ny le8t of Bllhill 
Point being In fllvot of das:ttoylng the 1111tking, 11nd ll!lln't lmqglne 11nyone alta without 11 vas:ted 
lntetelt being m lnellned. 

Plells:a think Oout lll.of..ulllhd !IIIVa the 1111tking 11t Bllhlll Poinrf 

~lneetely, 

~~~~ 
¢/e-n<.J:. I (!~. 9~513 



Cc:iifornio Coo~:m:il Commission 
cl o Ellen Lirely 
.3TI1 Camino del l<lo North, Suite 200 
Son Diego. CA 92108-1726 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

--·-:·(~-~~)~~!~\ 
.. J~".' j j .... v 

::.tr' U41396 
':Ao.lfO,~NI~. 

C\)A:;,iAt CO;vtiti\,SS!ON 
$AN DIEGO (0;:.:·, ;:,:s:~:cr 

It has come to my attention thot you will be deciding whether 
or nor to approve the City's plan to remove the public parking 
or Bahia Point". I om very distressed or the ideo that my 
family and I will no longer be oble to come to Bahia Poini". I om 
a disabled person who uses a wheelchair, bu't I om like 
everyone else in the need for quality parks and open spaces 
TO spend wlttl family. Without parking, this pork would nor be 
available 'to us. Gues1"S of the Bahia Hotel would be the only 
ones able TO use the pork. I om very upsei" thot our 'tOX 

dollars would be used -ro suppor"t a business to the exclusion 
of the public. Public land should be available to oil of us. 

6ohio Point currently has parking which is odequote on 
normal days, and inadequate on very busy summer days. If 
you eliminate :250 parking spaces. other parking lots will be 
adversely impacted. T'nese 250 spaces provide access for 
perhaps 500-1000 peCII:!Ie per day. Do not sacrifice these 
people for the sake of greed! 

~-

7~'<::. sr;er<,,~ \.1,A,.i"J 
Sincerely, 

1~ sc;.. -.Jo..H( 'f v;o ~..._) 

Ci'-""'ch\-<L Ga. t;.!~.J~ 

.-./;,--:<·~~-- :; " ···-;,.-,' 
~~!;)iL~~;u~ljJ 

California Coas-tal Commission 
~EP 0 4 1S9S 

.3TI1 Camino Del l<lo North, Sui-te 200 
Son Diego, California 92108 
Attention: Ellen Llrley 

<-"AOFORNl4. 

9/2196 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Please do not eliminate public parKing at Bahia Point. We 
must hove parking If we are to continue coming to 6ohla Paint. 
And I can't think of any valid reason why we shouldn't be able to 
come to Bahia Point. It Is a safe pork, It Is a quiet pork, It Is a 
beautiful park. It provides healthy activity for people of oil ages. 

T aklng out porking to put in a bike path is era~. Bikers 
already come through Bahia Point ond never complain. In fact, 
many of the Gurrent users of Bahia Point come with bicycles. 
How can they use a bike path If they can't get out of their 
vehicles? If you have a bike path but no parking, people will come 
t:bo:2.ugb, 6ohla Point. but nobody will be able to spend the day 
there (except hotel guests ... that Is obviously who this proposal 
Is intended to benefit). 

I ask thot you s1'op this outrageous betrayal of the public 
trust right now! 

Sincerely 

Gtu-t~·sc_ 
f: vf r3 SL~ 
I so Ali!JU- s }v 

6" L Caj 6 rt1 {!/t- fjcP-{)tP- 0 

COM.'....,IS~w'"• 
.., 



California Coastal Coaaission 
3lll Caaino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego~ CA ,2106 
Attention' Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Co••ission: 

This letter is written to you on Labor Day weekend fro• the 
shores of Bahia Point. ny faaily and I have enjoyed coaing 
to this beautiful place for aany years on suaaer.weekends 
and holidays. I hope that we will continue to be able to do 
so. and that the children of the future will always have 
access to Bahia Point. 

We work for a livin"g and appreciate the opportunity to enjoy 
healthy recreational activities together as faaily. Labor 
Day was established to acknowledge the working classes of 
Aaericans. and aany of us celebrate by co•ing to Bahia 
Point. 

The loss of parking at Bahia Point would aean that hundreds • 
of faailies could no longer enjoy their Labor Day, 
Independence Day, or July qth by the water. We cannot adapt 
by biking in. Only by providing parking can the young and 
the old access Bahia Point. Only with parking can sailors 
bring their boats and fisheraen bring their poles. 

Bahia Point is.a lovely sight as I watch it today. There are 
children playing, there are cata•arans and lasers launching, 
there are windsurfers of all age and skill levels quietly 
strea•ing by. There are kayaks on the water and there are 
swi•sers in the water. There are balls being tossed and all 
types of food being cooked and eaten. These events are 
life's •eaories. Please. let the aeaories continue. Retain 
the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

~·~~ 
l 0 J. J- ~u.. 1.0 l 
~~ (!.A. qJ-)-<{3_ 

r· _·f.~£1ifgj~YJ1~o\ 
~ ..... ~.... ~ 

l:ii; f' (I 4 1900 
.:Attf-0#/N:.A 

:~0A$!4,t COI<'\MISSION 
,,,.. Orfuo COAST OISTRICT 

c •. CwiDJ. c~ 
5111 e......- JJ 111o. w.. &h. 200 
~:xu.~. e •. q210a 
~:CJt,.J.v.-4 

.e.- eooJ.J. e~: 

~2,1q% 

- ·,., "c;,M~·, ·•-..-. s-.'•·::r ~\:t • ··:"":"\ 
··? ·-~-· ... , ~~~!'oi~v ···;..- ~~ .. ,, IJ-..· 

;;.;p o 4 tlsa 
CALJfORNJA 

-;Q;;;;r 4! COMI,USSION 
:;;rv 01~00 COA.Sj DIST~fCr 

J ~ f»". ; J.aJw. ~ -'-1., fJA. J .pt.r. t., ol. I&Jin. (Jl.wf, "" !:xu. ~· J 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

W/!t~V0~@ 
SEP 0 4 13JG 

·-·"l.;:·:,jltNf,.;. 

~l.JASTAL COMMISSION 
5AN OlfCO COA.Sr OISTPI(T 

It is Labor Day weekend and I am sitting on the grass at Bahia Point 
grateful that, at least this year, I can come with my family and 
celebrate the holiday and enjoy the waning days of summer. I always 
thought that Bahia Point would be here forever to provide relaxation 
and entertainment to those who appreciate water-oriented activity. But 
I have been made aware that our ability to come to Bahia Point is in 
jeopardy. 

If the parking around Bahia Point is eliminated, I will no longer be able 
to come here. I cannot travel this distance by bicycle or on foot For 
those who say that we should go to other parks, I guess you've never 
been to Bahia Point It is a jewel tucked off to the side of West Mission 
Bay. It is quiet and peaceful, and it has a lovely beach that is not 
covered in rip-rap as so many other beaches are. It is a good sailing 
area and it has clean water for swimming. There are no other areas 
that have these qualities that have public parking. The public should 
never be turned away from this point Parking is what enables us to 
use Bahia Point The parking must sta,y 

Sincerely, 

7 7 t /J?,A-2~~ 
~eT; C4-: ~J-f'y 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., •200 
San Diego, CA 9210& 
Attention: Ellen Lirely ~ ;. ;~·,Ji.. J,i-~~!1 

'-tt' (; 4 155G "'-

' :,.: "';!~. ~~:.)--~.--: 

Dear Sir/Madam: <"•J .:-·'"~' '""" 
:iAN. ~~t-~ ': Ml41SSIO~ 

I am writing to ask that you keep the public parking " c AST DISIRu;;; 

area at Bahia Point so that my family and other 
families can continue to recreate at Bahia Point. I 
cannot imagine any good reason for denying the public 
the right to continue coming to Bahia Point. And make 
no mistake about ••. without parking, we will not be 
able to use Bahia Point. Nobody in their right mind 
would try to come to Bahia Point with a sailboat, 
fishing gear, kayak, or sailboard when there is no 
parking and no road access. 

The Bahia Hotel should not be allowed to expand onto 
land that i~ currently used by the public. They have 
adequate room for expansion in their own area. 

There is no need for a bicycle path either. Bicycles 
can already come through Bahia Point and often do. 

Please keep in mind THE PUBLIC and leave the parking at 
Bahia Point alone! 

""""''' ~ ~ 
77/ 'YYl~~­
~. G\~~3 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Urely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

·~- ,,~-.:~~~ ... ;:;;~ 
.;') ... L,, ·M~'·" ,, ~ .. j'l\ 
I
f f; .,,; ~ ~J.&:.'J \:,j: ·~!I • ; I 
.,~J·•" ~ 

• $£;-' \) 41996 

CALifORNIA 
~OA:)TAL (0MMISSic.JN 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Please save the parking at Bahia Point so that we can all continue to enjoy this 
lovely spot The idea of removing the parking to add a bike path is misguided. The 
idea of allowing the hotel to expand onto public parkland is immoral. Do not 
subject the citizens of San Diego to crowding onto fewer and fewer coastal parks. 
Our population is growing, and there will always be more demand for coastal 
access. It is extremely short-sighted to eliminate any of what we have, especially 
Bahia Point which is perfectly designed just as it is. 

Sincerely, 

()~ 
3J-G~- 3/S r 

q-z ro <i-

.r~i~~\!1~~""[~ ,.,.1.~ lJ ... 
$f:P u 41996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

CALifORNIA 
.:OASTAL COMMISSio.lN 

)AN DlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

Attention: Ellen lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

I am adamantly opposed the plans to destroy the parking at Bahia Point My 
family likes to come to Bahia Point to spend the day together, and we arrive by 
car. If we could not park, we could not use Bahia Poinll think it is just terrible 
that our elected offteials would deny us access to any part of the California 
coastline, especially this beautiful area that has had heavy public usage since 
before construction of the Bahia Hotel in the 1950's. Where do our rights come in? 

Access to the beaches and bays is what makes San Diego special. Don't destroy 
the special qualities of this city. Please save the parking at Bahia Poinl 

s;~..,. ~ 

~ 
4/f!J 59 ~ 
~~~­

C1 J.) ~.? 

.. 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 2DD 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

/~--~ 
w~~·. ·:n~ 

: c' '' {j 1S9S 
CAti~:~~NIA 

s CO.o~sr_.,l C:, 'iMJ5SIOI'/ 
liN DIEGo CO..;sr ::IISTRtcr 

Bahia Point is a beautiful place that brings enjoyment 
to many people. It is a lovely experience to sit near 
the water and watch the birds, the sailboats, and the 
children playing. It is a park that is worthy of 
preservation, including the parking that allows us to 
arrive and spend the day. The parking is the most basic 
facility that is needed at Bahia Point. Without it• we 
could not use the park. Very few of us are able to 
arrive on foot or by bicycle. 

Guests of the Bahia Hotel are always welcome to enjoy 
beautiful Mission Bay and the nearby beaches. We 
welcome tourists to San Diego. However, tourists should 
never be able to reolace us at the beaches and bays. 
Our rights as owners and stewards of the land should 
come first. The parking absoluttly eust remain to 
guarantee our rights or access. 

Sincerely,~~ 
/It- 11/JckwaL-IIf 
Jot/ ~;kr'rll.ft-P l't... 

_t:'vtt-0..70/o..J 1 C.,/lt.t;'_ 92.'/65' 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego. CA 92108 

(AlltORNIA 
Attention: Ellen Urely c VAS i AL COMMISSION 

>AN Utt:C:...;) COA~T DISTRICT 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Bahia Point in Mission Bay is one my family's favorite places in all of San 
Diego. It brings pleasure into our lives and offers many opportunities for 
family time together. If you vote to preserve the public parking at Bahia 
Point. we will think that: 

• the average citizen does stand a chance against big business 
• campaign contributions to politicians don't always buy their votes 
• hundreds of righteous people cen make a difference if they work 

together 
• you believe in the Coastal Act 
• participation In the democratic process is a worthwhile privilege 

If you do not preserve the parking, we will know that: 

• money does win out over public opinion 
• you can't fight City hall 
• campaign contributions do buy votes 

Please don't justify the public's cyniCism. Save the parking at Bahia Point! 

Sincerely, 

~A:/ I '-?:rJ/!,4. f~ ~ 
5~5>0· ~~ AJ./0' .Ka..- '-?n.A::Ja~, ~1919'"/J. 



Septelllher I, 1996 ~~ 
Ca. Coastal Coaualssl-
3111 Camino del Rio North, Salte ZGO 
Saa Diego, Ca. 92108 
Atta: EDea Urely 

CAUFOftNIA. 
- COAs;. ·•· COMMISSION 
>AN Ort(,.:> COAST DISTitiCT 

Dear Ca. Coastal Coaualssioa: 

I aaa eDa-em.ely dbtarbed by tbe aews tbat parklllg at 
Balala Polat Is p-ltallly folllg to be elosetl to tbe pabDe. 
The oaiy way tbat we •- eo.. to Balda Polat Is to 
drive, aad witla-' parldaf, we wiD be tanaed away. The 
Idea tbat a ltlke patla Is sappoHd to replaee parldag Is 
rldiealoas. Bow e- people Juolag tbelr ........._, 
ebairs, boats, barbeeaes, er bieyeles witboat parkiag??'! 
It weald be Impossible. 

Before yea eoasider el-ba• tbe parldag at Babia Poiat, 
I bope tbat yoa go tbere oa a s-er day -d see for 
yoarself how perfeet the area Is right aow! 

As Coastal Coaualssioaers, yea sboald be seasldve to 
people's aeeds to ase the eoast. I hope that yea woa't 
betray as. 

Sbaeerely, 

J:~ 
.:Nff/ t•ff<J' ct:.4 c .. ~ 
LJ>t f,.....("'St ~.... 7;;. b$'0 

c~ coo.ohJ. c~ 
5111 Cll.flli.tuo. dJ. ~Pi. U. &J.. 200 
&m. .~Jw,.. C.d q21 os 
.d~J.mli-: elm. !it.4 

JJw.. e~ e...J.aJ. e~: 

~ 
CALIFOftllltA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
S ... N OlfGQ CO ... ST DISTRICT 

IBOO.d U'M1:J ~ ..,. 4 tJ, &.J. ~ MI. all 4 hom. .iJw,. I. lllil "' t.ai, pt>t1A "' 
~· !Uii.m, .... uxJJ. .ow... f""W"' u- ~- 3 ,_JJ, &.. J.ooJ.oJ.,J, { "" caJJ. .... ,_,.,. 
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Se~tambet 2, 1998 

Cqllfotnla Coal!t41 Commlulon 
gIll C•mlno del Rio North, Sulta 200 
San Diego, CA 9210~ 
AttanHon: [Uen Lltely 

Dut C•llfotnlq Coq!!tal Commiulon: 

~:;~ 
·'·t· •;, ·! :s 1996 

C:~'.IFORNIA 
COAST-It COMMISSION 

SAN DlfCO COAST DISTRICT 

I am wtiHng u a ~n who ftequantl Bahi• Point to •de thqt you ~-e tha ~ublle ~••klng 
around tha f*~lns:ula. Tha ~tieing It whqt qllowr ut all to •ttlva •nd ttay qt Bahia Point. Wa 
hiiVa hll'lat t~>a~~t a day at B•hla Point that wa didn't a~~teelata tha outltandlng aeew to the 
watet and tha beautiful wind and water eondiHont. 

Bahia Point eannot be du~lleated eltaWhete. You will nevet manufactute •nothet tile by the b•y 
that ecrual• Bahia Point. The other ~tiel on IAiulon Bay do not ptovtde the came quaiiHet, and 
the Pqelfle Oeean and g.n Diego Bay altO ~tovlda dlffetent quaiiHet. Bahlq Point hu ealm •nd 
eleqr watet, !!teady light wlndl, a gentle lhotellna without tiJ>-ta~, and warm ftlandly ~~le. The 
value of thlt atea tlmply eannot be ovet-ttated. 

It It a ltavetty thqt anyone eould eonllldat allmlnaHng Bahia Point ftom tha IHnetaty of normal 
watldng ~pia. We d~ on ~~- like B•hl• Point to tel.x •nd unwind •nd spend Hma with 
out loved onet. lllneetely hope that you will not take that way ftom ut. 

~.tiL_ 
tnnfh kcP? e I'll /191111 A/ 

f{5::J 5 f}c/~nt S I 

ffi,ff-'111~ £c£2. r!/J-~9';;. 
(7/yj /10:? . )19' ~ 
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Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego. Ca. 92108 
Alln: Ellen Urely 

September 2. 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

~~ 
St? u 5 199G 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO co,.st OISlRicr 

Please so not allow the parking at Bahia Point to be destroyed. We have spent 
many wonderful days at Bahia Point and hope to spend many more wonderful 
days. Without parking. that would not be possible. I resent giving up our righls 
of access to benefit lhe Bahia Hotel. The Hotel does not need to evict us to run 
a successful business. 

Privatizing lhe coast is absolutely wrong and not in the spirit of the Coastal 
Act. Don 'l allow our coast to become another Miami Beach. Coastal access is 
what makes San Diego so special. 

Removing the parking is a bad idea and I sincerely hope that you will change 
your minds before it is too late. 

Sincerely. 

~~~'---
3 ?z'i' £ ?2aJhoa- I e.Wa.c e, 

~ P-U.qo cA- 9 Z-1 t r 

( r., I '7) C.:. -1 'f -Zft,b 

Solid Surf 
4658 Mission Boulevard 
San Diego, CA 92109 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, #200 
San Diego, California 92108 ~M~ 

.',f ;· ;j 5 1996 July 19, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
':JIL;FORNIA 

. COASTAl COMMISSION 
>AN DlfOO C:OAU OISTRtc:'f 

We are co-owners of Solid Surf, a business specializing in water sports 
equipment. We are very concerned about the potential loss of public parking 
at Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park. Public parking adjacent to the coast 
enables thousands to enjoy the beautiful waters of Mission Bay and the 
Pacific Ocean. These waters provide invaluable recreation and are also a 
boon to the local economy, as businesses have created market niches by 
catering to the different water sports. Water access is also a critical factor in 
the tourist industry which is so significant in San Diego. 

Bahia Point is an important area for sailboating and windsurfing. It is also a 
popular picnic and swimming area. The theory that these uses could simply 
be relocated to East Mission Bay is flawed. East Mission Bay, while also an 
important recreation area, offers different amenities and caters to different 
types of users. East Mission Bay is of interest primarily to motor boats and 
jet ski users, to large company picnics, and to skaters and bicyclists. It is not 
of major interest to sailors and swimmers. It is important to maintain 
recreation areas for all of these user groups, and that means maintaining 
parking in West Mission Bay, including Bahia Point. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincen!ly, 

Steve Yinger 
Co·owner 

~~~:y 



September 7, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 ' i' {/!_ ·~ '· ·- ,. ·1s~ 

Subject: Bahia Point 

Dear Commissioners: 
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We are small boat sailors and members of the Mission Bay Sunfish Fleet. We sail off 
Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park. We are completely opposed to the elimination of the 
parking spaces which provide us with access to the water of Mission Bay. There are 
also many other sailors, windsurfers, kayakers, fishermen and swimmers who enjoy our 
beautiful bay at this point. 

Since 1972. wa have been utilizing Bahia Point as a place where we can park, launch 
our boats. have races and enjoy the beach on our race days. Bahia point is literally lhe 
only area accessible to us on busy weekends during the summer. The parking is 
essential to our being able to gather and conduct our races. If the parking is lost, it 
would probably be the end of Sunfish racing, which has continued almost unabated 
since 1965. Many other sailors and water lovers would be affected in a similar way. 

We have been fighting for this parking and our right to access the waters of Mission 
Bay for several years now. We have joined demonstrations, appealed to the mayor, 
and signed petitions. Every step of the way, the financial backing of the Bahia Hotel 
has opposed us. 

PLEASE LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE. RETAIN PUBLIC ACCESS TO MISSION BAY. 
DO NOT TAKE AWAY THE PARKING AT BAHIA POINT. 

Sincerely yours, 

John J. Tentor ·Jennifer L. ~tor 

;t!LJf~ c;J-f-~ 
./ 

11012 Avenida Maria 
San Diego, CA 92129 

Michael F. Tentor 

ft~---

September I, 1996 

Ca. Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 
Attn: Ellen lirely 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

Suite 200 

~ 
~N~::::~ 

As a member of the tax-paying public who enjoys coming to Bahia Point I 
urge you to retain the public parking at Bahia Point The public needs places 
to relax and unwind after taking care of responsibilities at work and at home. 
Bahia Point provides that opportunity and should not be sold out to private 
enterprise. 

It is no wonder that the public is cynical about politics today. Clearly the 
public wants to keep access to Bahia Point as is, yet the influence of a very 
few seems to take precedence over everything. You now have the opportunity 
to change public opinion about politics, and I sincerely hope that you take the 
opportunity to do so. 

There are so few places like Bahia Point These unique places are an asset to 
the City, drawing people in from all over the southwest If we lose it we will 
also lose those tourist dollars that help keep San Diego going. 

It is incumbent on you to do what the citizenry demands: save the parking at 
Bahia Point! 

~"~ ~~ 
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September 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
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Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

It is very distressing to me that you are considering eliminating the parking 
around Bahia Point. 1 find Bahia Point to be a terrific coastal park - it has clean 
calm water, a-beautiful view, and it is quiet and safe. It makes no sense to 
eliminate it as a public park, and that is just what the loss of parking would do. 

Having coastal access is important because it allows working people to relax and 
unwind, children to play and learn, families to spend time together, and people 
of all ages to recreate. It also provides tourism revenue to the City. These 
advantages will be lost if you deny access to the coast. 

Opening up another park in East Mission Bay does not make up for the loss of 
Bahia Point. We need more parks. 

I hope you will listen. Thank you. 

d~·~ 
o?6!}_ .~k 121utr !lmd 
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September 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

·-~ jl'~~~Jmir' 
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Please do not allow the removal of parking at Bahia 
Point. For members of the public who use this unique 
coastal resource, parking is essential. We would not be 
able to bring our gear to Bahia Point without adjacent 
parking. 

There is not enough parking in adjacent lots to serve 
the demand. These parking lots are used by people going 
to the ocean, the local hotels and other businesses, 
and residents of the area. The loss of 250 spaces at 
Bahia Point would be a huge step in the wrong 
direction •• 

For people who wish to use the coast, parking is the 
major constraint. Please don't make it worse. Keep the 
parking at Bahia Point, and then look for other ways to 
make coastal access better. 

Sin;:_~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 
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September '96 

Dear Ms. Lirley: 

, "i$9r V co C..:.t,,
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I am writing this letter to let you know how I feel about Bahia Point 
in Mission Bay Park. Bahia Point is a unique place that so many San 
Diegans enjoy. We choose to come to Bahia Point because it has 
features that no other park has. It has calm water that is clean 
enough to swim in. It has steady breezes that are conducive to sailing. 
It has a gentle shoreline that children can run around and play in. 
Most of all, it has a strip of parking that is immediately adjacent to 
the shoreline. These features simply do not exist in other areas. 

It is callous to suggest that the current users of Bahia Point should 
use another park instead. We would use other parks already if they 
met our needs. They don't. 

We need to preserve places like Bahia Point for ourselves and for 
future generations. Please, retain the parking at Bahia Point and save 
Bahia Point Park into the next century. 

Sincerely, 

'5h.eryi f.l koclr:JVI!Z.. 
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California Coastal Commission 
3~~~ Camino del Rio North. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA '12l0&-l72S 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

Sept. '!!:. 

Dear ns. Lirley: 
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Bahia Point is a special park to me and to many others. it 
should not be turned over to special interests. The plan 
that you are considering would turn over Bahia Point to 
special interests. Without parking, there would be very few 
members of the public using the grass or the sand or the 
water. With only a bicycle and pedestrian pathway providing 
public access, there will be people coming through but not 
able to stop with their beach gear and enjoy the park. That 
is tantamount to placing "do not enter" signs at the 
entrance. That is no way to treat the public, who are the 
owners of the land. 

Please protect the rights of the public to use our own 
.. ! 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108·1725 
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Attention: Ellen Lirley a,l'~t <'o .:>.,.-t, "' "-" 

"o 'If.~~-
Sept. 1996 

Dear Ms. Urley: 

The plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point are terrible! The public 
could not continue to enjoy the park as they have for decades without 
parki~. Can you imagine trying to haul a catamaran, windsurfer, or 
kayak mto Bahia Point from Ventura Cove or even further? Can you 
picture ridii'!Q a bus with a kayak on yc;u lap? Imagine bic:Yclino from 
Santee or carlsbad or Chula Vista With a sailboat on your back'? It is 
obviously impossible. 

I do not think that one hotel owner's interests should take precedence 
over everyone else's. I also do not think that a bicycle path is needed 
as bicycle usage of Bahia Point already exists. 

The greater public good demands that you save the parking at Bahia 
Point. 

Si~~ 
C!P.'? ~ ,/)4, 
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Collfornio Coastcl Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
SGII Diego. CA 92108 
Attemloo: Ellen Urejy 

September "96 

Oe«Sir~ 
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&hiG PGint Is a perfect park ir quiet cG05IIll remtllioa ond ~- There Is usudly room to park. 
Mil \~~hen ather lois begin 1o Ill up. Bol1lo PM has good winds & !illlllng and good water for 
swilllllllng. We must hove porting if we are 1o be ollie 1o use 6ohlo Point! 

Please do not suggest 1hot we use oilier c;oostol ports lns1eod. Otlter ports do not prO>Jide the some 
beneflls 05 &hlo Point. &en SGIIto Clara Point. which is lccatl!d just o mile or 1wo north!/ &hill 
Point on West Mission Boy, Is not 05 scenic. does not hove the some gross or Slll1d area. Ol1d is 
usuollyfilll! 

Bohio Point Is o beau1ifill, well-fillldlonlng coasto1 park. Please don't let it slip away. A coastol pork 05 

0 ten1ble 1hlng to woste. 

5mcerely, 

t(~ ~1t~ IILf('S 

~(i"'" (j~ I CA ~,;. l«1 
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California Caos1'ol Commission 
.3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego. CA 9210B 
Atten-rion: Ellen Lirely 

September 19% 

Dear California Coas1'ol Commission: 
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Please do no1' allow the destruction of Bahia Polrtt Pork to 
happen. The loss oF public parking is a terrible Idea. We need 
parking if we are 1"0 use This park! Do no1' allow The Elahia Ho1'el 
to 'toke over our public londl Do no1' allow The coasT. our mos1' 
valuable public resource. to become a private commodity! 

Sincerely, 

~l/~L 
BS:t6 Heb~g, ~ · 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Sept. 1996 " .... ~,~l, -'~: ~~ \?."'~.~-~ 
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1\10 ""l,;/"'11 ""~tr~0 ~"~ \:·· · :t~o ( c -P-1. v · o c: c"', /~ Attention: Ellen Urley 

Dear Ms. Urley: 

I am totally opposed to the current plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point. This is an 
important park that should not be closed off to public use. N.o. facility can thrive without 
parking. Have you ever seen a retail business survive Without parking? The same would be 
true, even more so, for a coastal park. Y 011 cannot take the bus or a bike to Bahia Point if 
you live too far away, if you bring a boat or picnic. if you have children and their toys, or if 
you are disabled. That accounts for just about everyone. 

Expansion of the Bahia Hotel should ROt be permitted in such a way that disrupts public 
use of Bahia Point The hotel should have to live within its own boundaries, as we all 
must. 

Please stop the corruption that plagues our government. We need leaders who will work 
for the public's interests. This is a good time to start ..• save Bahia Point! 
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california Coastal Commission 
3111 camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~ .~J3 p /) 5 1996 

-:o .. sJ;.~tiFORtw.q. 
S.qN !>lfGo CQA<IAitS>!ON 

CDAsr DISTRICT 

I am writing to urge you to vote to retain the public parking at Bahia Point so 
that families and others can continue to recreate there. I have often enjoyed 
coming to Bahia Point and would like to continue to do so. Without parking, 
the area would be essentially off-limits, and this is not in the public interest 

This Labor Day weekend, I noticed a huge number of people peacefully 
relaxing, sailing, and picnicking at Bahia Point It is a wonderful thing for the 
average, middle-class citizen to be able to partake of outdoor activities with 
their families. We can't all afford a yacht; we can't all afford to stay at a 
resort hotel. Bahia Point is for ~ and I hope that it will remain that 
way. 

If you save the parking, you will save our access to Bahia Point and earn our 
gratitude forever. 

Sincerely, 

!)~t2iJL ~s-
3q1J1AJ-M- t1 

:3AN ~'tff 1 M f;J.~Jq 

September 2, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear Commissioners: 

~llSl 
,\;[ ,, ,, '!i 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMiv.IS;,ttlN 

SAN ::liEGO t:OASl OISTRICT 

Please save the parking at Bahia Point. .. my family's use of Mission Bay Park 
depends on it. We spent part of Labor Day weekend there, as we have spent 
many other weekends. It is a special place that should not be destroyed, 
should not be changed. should not be closed off to the public. If there is no 
parking, it would be destroyed and closed to the public. 

Other parts of Mission Bay do not begin to compare to Bahia Point. Bahia 
Point has a shallow sloping shoreline and calm waters, which makes it safe 
for children to pl~y and for beginners to learn to sail or windsurf. There are 
few motorboats and few jet-skis. The water is clean. The sand is clean. The 
park is safe and quiet. 

Other parts of Mission Bay can accommodate more hotels without any impact 
on public access. De Anza Cove will have more hotels. Marina Village will 
have more hotels. I'm sure other hotels would expand if permitted. It is not 
necessary to expand the Bahia Hotel at the expense of public access. 

I hope that you will listen to the voices of the public and save Bahia Point. 

Sincerely, 

~ 4.1<;?- ~'1'.'113 1JJ:Z~ 
yjJ. 6. 9;2;/S 



California Coastal Commission 
31 11 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to you as a frequent user of an area called Bahia 
Point. It is very important to me that the parking at Bahia Point 
be preserved to ensure that the public will be able to use the 
park. We cannot bring our sailboats or windsurfers to Bahia 
Point without parking. We will not be satisfied with the opening 
of new parking areas in East Mission Bay. That does not help 
us. 

Bahia Point works perfecUy well as it is right now. It gets heavy 
public usage. Please leave it just as it is. 

II ( i / 

~ 
Sincerely; ( ~ . 
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C.llfotnill Cotctel Cotnmiftion 
!WI C.mino del Rio Notfh, Suite 200 
Sen Diego, CA 9210tf 
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Afflllltloh: E;llllll Urely 

Dw C.llfotnill Co.hll Cnmmiftion: 

.~ .. HfOIINIA 
· ·.-.. ·.,, l"O"'MISSION 

'""' '"t<>U co,...>r OISTRfCr 

Pllille do not damoy Bllhia POint P11tk by 111movtng the pllblle Jllltklng. Thill1111111 111 
~I to my fllmlly llhd me. Wa WOI.IId IIQ to eontlnue goillg th&l'll ill the yeeK! to 
eome. If !JOIIIIIII'IOVII the Jllltkihg, we WOilld not ba llbkl to. The Jllltkihg Ill whet 
1111owt 111 ell to 111111 the eoer. Without It, we COI.IId not get to the Wlllllt 1111th out 
blllleh gellt, bolt, plelliet,. Ot 11111111 ellllirl. 

Tb&:1111111 ill too 1/llluable to lo.cll. It ~ tee1118tlon end 111illlCIIfion fot h~ 
of ~ 11'111'!1 week. Thel'8 11111 110 jltObl&ms: 11itb etlma, hOiJe, !Jieadlng, ot unruly 
~lot. It illmPOtfllnt to ~~ ~ Hkll Bahlll POint u 1111 outlet lot IIIOtklng 
fllmllleL 

Don't W thl! ~ l'8!l0tltce dp thtOUgfJ 0111' fing&K! and fllde e~~~~~y. 
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California Coastal Commission 
311 I Camino Del Rio North, Suite ZOO 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

September 3, 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing regarding Bahia Point. I do not think it is a wise 
idea to close the parking around Bahia Point. Most users of 
the area cannot bike or walk there. Most users cannot carry 
their beach gear, boats, windsurfers, cabanas, chairs, and 
umbrellas from the Ventura Cove parking lot to the end of 
Bahia Point, even if they were lucky enough to find parking at 
Ventura Cove. Most users would become frustrated trying to 
use West Mission Bay and would probably lose out on the 

. opportunity to spend a fun and relaxing day with their kids 
by the water. That would be tragic. 

The average tourist staying at the Bahia Hotel does not even 
use the beach or the water. The Bahia Hotel has adequate 
room already; it seems never to be full. It also has plenty of 
room to expand without taking up public park land. 

The City's plans for Bahia Point would simply turn a public 

beach into a private on~. T at. soWfnds like planning to 
me. _j v~ · 

Since.ely---a, ~ ) 

'30·ff~JvbvnJ~ Squo~~LA 
C)t;o:;: 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Labor Day 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Part of this Labor Day weekend was spent at Bahia Point, as have 
many Labor Day weekends in years past and many other summer 
days. I am appalled that the Ci1y and the Coastal Commission are 
considering making the parking unavailable to the public::. The 
parking is critical to our abili1;y to use Bahia Point! We could not 
get there otherwise. I guess that is all part of your plan ... make it 
so hard for people to get to Bahia Point that the hotel will have 
the beach all to itself. The coast should be protected by our 
government for the use and enjoyment of everyone. Right now, 
the public ami hotel guests share use of the beach. There is no 
valid reason to change that. 

Usage of Bahia Point is heavy. There are dozens of small sailboats 
pulled up on the shore at any time, and others sailing by. There 
are kayaks and catamarans. There are children playing and older 
adults relaxing. And, yes, there are bicyclists .... not one of whom 
ever complain that the bicycle facilities at Bahia Point are 
inadequate. 

It seems to me that this issue is fundamentally one of greed 
versus the public good. I hope you come down on the side of the 
public. 

Sincerely 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirley 

September '96 

Dear Ms. Lirley: 

Bahia Point Parft is very valuable to me and my family. 
Please do not l"emove the parking and road access. This would 
malc:e it impossible for my family to keep coming to Bahia 
Point, and this would be a tremendous loss. 

We are so tired of having our government sell out to 
special interests. Th.e public needs the parking to spend a 
relaxing day at the bay. Our government should be protecting 
our rights to do so. 

Please please listen to us. 

Sincerely. 
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September 2, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am writing to plead for the protection of 
Bahia Point as a coastal recreational resource 
for the public. It serves as a major launching 
site for sailboats, windsurfers, kayaks, and 
catamarans. It is a significant swimming area 
for children and others. It provides a 
beautiful site for hundreds of family picnics 
every week. Many fishermen use the area. People 
come in from all of San Diego and from out of 
town to enjoy Bahia Point. 

Bahia Point should never be traded away for 
more hotel rooms or for a bicycle path. Those 
facilities can be built anywhere. There is no 
need to destroy public coastline to build them. 
The coastline is memorable. Another hotel or a 
paved bike lane will fade into obscurity. 

Please 
place. 
if you 

don't approve of the loss of a beautiful 
~~.will all be spirituall~ impover/,1hed 

Sincerely,! \111111111~ li. ~ 
kU~D!lrvg 

~ Dtrep (fA-
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N., #200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am very upset that you are considering eliminating public 
parking at Bahia Point. The loss of parking would be a tragic 
blow for the many thousands of people who use Bahia Point for 
water-oriented activities. Bahia Point is a popular area for 
people with small boats, which are brought to Bahia Point on 
car-top racks or by trailer. Sailing in Sail Bay would end without 
parking! 

Replacement of the parking with a bike path or more hotel 
rooms is a poor use of the land as they do not depend on being 
near the water. 

We have no desire to go to Fiesta Island, South Shores, or other 
parts ofEast Mission Bay, where the water is polluted and the 
winds are erratic. 

Please let Bahia Point remain as it is. 
-· ·:..:;.~"~Tb1:~~~ 
s .. ~ ~ 'f'tl. 

Sincerely, 
i 

c r-' v 4 1SJ;; 
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July 18, 1996 ••• 

California Coastal Commission 
Ann: Ellen Urely 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 

Dear Ms. Urely: 

,iUl2 4 1~96 

C·. 

As an active recreational and competitive sailor of smaH boats on Mission 
Bay I am very concerned about the proposed loss of parking at Bahia Point and the 
very real loss of a beachlaunch site at Santa Clara Point. Both developments are 
directly attributable to the Mission Bey Master Plan. Both have negative impact on 
recreational access to the Tidelands water of west Mission Bay (Sail Say). 

As for Bahia Point, the proposed removal of Gleason Road and the 250 
parking places will eliminate vehicular access to this popular beach. It will also 
prevent aquatic access. Kayakers, windsurfers, dinghy sailors, catamaran sailors, 
and others will be unable to drive up with their boats and related equipment, park 
and go sailing. These off-the-beach boats are totally dependent on vehicles for 
transportation to the launch site. Although they are small and lightweight (8' -15', 
and 30 lbs to 250 lbs), handcarrying them from car top or trailer to the water is 
limited .to very short distances. Use of a cart to transport boat and equipment from 
a drop-off location to the launch site is unrealistic, inconvenient and difficult to 
impossible. Many people will not be able to enjoy their chosen recreational sport 
because they physically cannot get to the water! Sail Bay has two public parking I 
launching sites. If Bahia Point is taken away that only leaves Santa Clara Point 
with its approx. 260 parking spaces. Almost half the available parking/launching 
will be lost. 

Santa Clara· Point has been hopelessly crowded on summer week-ends for 
decades. Besides the boaters and picnickers who frequent this beautiful beach, 
there is the Intercollegiate Aquatic Center, the Mission Beach Rec. Center and 
softball/soccer fields, and the commercial Sport/Sailing Center. These three 
operations bring in hundreds of diverse recreational users every week-end year 
round. Frequently non·aquatlc users occupy most of the available parking spaces. 
Complicating things even further is the addition of a concrete bulkhead and 42" 
railing around the entire northern perimeter of Santa Clara Point. One can still park, 
but launching is difficult to impossible. Only the east facing beach can be used. 
and even that is restricted Sept-May for water ski landing & take-off. 

~ 

We have two very serious and related problems on west Mission Bay. One 
is parldng; the other is water access. Ironically, Bahia Point has always served as 
alternate parking & launching to the preferred but crowded Santa Clara Point. 
Now, Santa Clara is proposed as the. alternative to Bahia Point. The Master Plan 
does nothing to improve the Sail Bay parking situation: it is worsened with the 
proposed loss of Bahia Point. And it does nothing to improve or maintain water 
access; in fact it is reduced by the railing at Santa Clara. This was not anticipated; 
it was an oversight that slipped past everyone. One significant mistake should not 
be compounded by another. Unfortunately, Santa Clara is a done deal; the railing is 
up and the aquatic users are down. But Bahia Point is not yet approved. I strongly 
encourage the Staff to take a strong position against this Master Plan proposal. 

Sincerely, 

~VtOJ\ 4~ th{ctt 
Mary Lynn Hyde, 
San Diego Windsurfing Association (Co-Founder! 
Santa Clara racing Association (Sailboard Aeet Captain) 
U.S. Windsurfing Association, (Former President) 

F.Y.I.: Enclosed is a copy of the San Francisco Boardsaillng Association July 
newsletter that describes three proposals for recreational uses at Crissy Field. 
Please note on p.2 that the National Park Service recognizes the need for vehicular 
access, parking, rigging and launching areas for windsurfers. Also enclosed is a 
copy of San Diego Union Tribune feature (7-11-961 on windsurfing. It describes 
how most participants come to their favorite site loaded with several boards. sails, 
masts, etc. in preparation for a wide range of wind conditions. Many keep their 
vans fully loaded and always ready to go. Note also the key locations and the 
accompanying descriptions. 

mlh 

Encl:2 

cc: Peter Douglas, Executive Director v 
Byron Wear, Commissioner 

• t(; 



- Assummg .:vcrylhing goes smO<llhly 
and there are no problems witb the 
"ondusion:> in th( ~n\·ironmcntal 
asscssmcnr. 1inal appro,·al would be 
fonhcoming f'OSSibly in late Scp~ember 
or Octol:!t!r. TI>is occurs when Brian 
O'Neill. Superintendent. GGNRr\. 
signs a Finding of No Signiri<3nl 
Impact <FNS [). Upon reaching this 
milestone. we can !ben twn our atten· 
Lion 10 fUlldzaising. completion of final 
design It construction drawings. !ben 
bid dOcumeniS and fmally major con· 
struction activity. 

Your Comments 

Please n01e t1>a tllis planning, design 
and implemenc.ation process is not over 
1111111 il:'s over, and we'd like 10 cootinuc 
to bear from you! As expected, your 
SFBA Criuy Field Commiuee plans to 
comment at the CAC meeting on July 

19th. and will provide wriucn comm,••ns 
to GGNRAby the end of !lie comment 
period .. which we will publisb in a fol· 
lowing newsletter. For those of )'Ou 
who've been dogging us. keep it up. For 
tbllSe or you wbo haven't discussed 
Crissy planning with us. we'<llike to 
knOw wbat you lhink. Do you like what 
you see? Any concerns? See anytlling 
tllat basn't been addreued? If you bave 

any commencs. sucaesdons. concerns. and 
even encotllllgement. please conUII:t us via 
pbone. rax. o: E·maiL I can be n:ached at 
(41S) 8854357 in Lbe evenings. rax at 
(415) 885-4263 and E·mail at 
"LVEV9SA@prodigy.com". Also feel 
fn:rc to wax poetic witll !be other members 
of tllis SFBA team. wiUcll includes Jobn 
Obrien. Jeff Bulldl and Jay Valentine. 

U you· .J like 10 I"'" o.L: ~onlml:nt' '" 
the :-<ational Park Scrvkc directly. you 
.::m attend lb.: July 17th m~<tiog anoliur 
send wriuen 'omments Superimcrul.:nt 
Brian O'Neill. GGNRi\, Building ~01. 
Fort Mason. San Frands.:o, CA 'NI13. 
r\ copy of your written comments to me 
would be appreciated 10 belp S FB A be>1 
represent your imereSIS and thos.: of all itS 
members. 

Btu RosswON, 
CRISSY FIELD COMMtTTEE 

Crissy Field Site Plan Proposed Action 

MU'Ina Gate 
and Encry G,.,.,. 

Jui.v 1996 SFBA News\EneR 1592 UNON SmEET. Sox 301. S..N FR.....CISCO. CA 94123 

NORTH/lAY SAN FRANCISCO EAST/lAY PENINSIJLA 

The New Crissy Field ... Almost! 
The u1v Crissy Field may }'tl buome 
realil)', and nO/ just in ils virtual form. 
See graphics next page. 

Three Planning Alternatives 

The Environmental Assusment 
(whi<:b bas not bcon retcas.:d as of Ibis 
writing) considers three alternatives for 
the future of Crissy Field. The proposed 
plan (tidal marsh scheme) consists of she 
improvemems and .:hanges to the land· 
scape of the lOll acres of Crissy Field 
nonh or Mason Street. including a 20·a..'re 
tidal marsh in the •-entral portion of tbe 
site. The featur<.'S of the second alterna­
tive !dune or meadow alternative) are lbe 
same as the proposed plan with the excep­
lion that it includes a 20-acre. gently 
mlling landscape with uune scrub vegeta• 
tion in the centrnl area o( Crissy Field. 
and no tidal marsh. Under the third 
option Cno-action alternative), Crissy 
Fteld' s promenade, dunes, vegetation and 
oilier features would remain u IIIey are 
10\lay. 

West End ot Crissy Field 

For the tint two altemali\IU, !be size. 
shape, locations and benefl~ial uses of 
Crissy's west and east ends will be the 
-· AI the west ~nd. the 1920's "Crissy 
Airfaeld" will be restored to its original 
configuration: a gr.wy landing field tllat 
will function as a gmnd natural meooow. 
three times the size of the Marina Green. 
The 28-acre airfield will accommodate 
unstructured recreation, off-leash .Jog 
walking, group activilk':s. small-scale 
events and public education on the role 
the Presidio played in building Allll!rica' < 
air power and its connections to the 
P:o:itic Rim. 

West end windsurfing access will 
change. Beach access will not be pennit· 
led between !be riShing pier and the Coo.t 
Guard pic:r, and existing parking adja•:ent 
to the l:!t!acll just east or the Coast Gullnl 
Station is proposed to be eliminated. 
However. launchint aca:ss will remain to 

the cast of tile Coast Guard pier. as wdl 
auto access lO the fonnct Cuast Guard 
Station comple•. SFBA is presently 
working with park planners on a reline· 
mcnt to the piM which would iocoq>or.uc 
a small, grnss parking & rigging area 10 

the east of the C,l:l!il Guard Slmion. Park 
planners are eru:ournged by !lie idea and 
we're conlidem something c.:an be wutkt!U 
out. 

Crissy 's E:LSt End 

At the c:a!\t end~ the tnf31 ~r~a 
designed for future windsuriing access 
and other recrelllion, wbidt includes park· 
ing, staging and rigging, will be c4uiv<1· 
lent in size to the area we nave tou:ty. 
About 30% of the pasking area will t'ca· 
ture soaoo combination of barcfnm·t'riend· 
I y bani surfaced aggregate aml asphalt. ..\ 
majority of tlle parking and riggins sur· 
races will be subsurface-irrigated turf. 
most of which will be enhanced with sub· 
surface reinforcement (mylar friendly at 
the turf surface). 

Immediate beach and launching 
access will begin at the outfall pip: 
pipe) at !lie west end of the beach as 
does today, and upon removal of much ot 
tile e•isting ripmp. usable l:!t!acll will Otcn 
ex~erul hundreds of fe.:t further to tile ca.'t. 
l'arl;lng will include !be :wa boolcn:d by 
the promenade at llle beach 10 the north. 
10 new dunes or landforms immcdi:ucly 
a.Jjacc.nt w ~fason StNcl on me jilulh~ ~dh.i 
from the largest extWng tn..oes on the "' c:-.1. 
to anolller iandfonn lxtrril:r fonneu at Ot~ 
eascem edge of the park adjaccna 11> ll>e St 
Frnncis Y a.:bt Club. The new l:uiufllflth 
anti lands<.-aping :11 the southcn1 ;ucd ""''· 
em boundaries (bulfcr wn"sl "·ill Ji,. 
~ourage tra.nsic:nt parkint: ~tnU c.:nh;m~~: 
5.\.~Urily. Pt!nnancnt rcstrooms aud 'hm.\·· 
cr~ wilt be i."cntraUy ltlt.:att:d wuhln lh..:­

f'Urking area. anU f':.l\·cU parklnl! '' UJ 
remain ncar 1b!.! hca\,;h <litO immclll~ll\.:\~ 

adjacent to tht: promc:n~hic HutHun~: 
walking rath). :\ ~afcty tower , ... aht\ 
planned. lhtltJ~~b \\"«!' haven't u:,,rk;."\1 ltut 

lhe location :b u( today. Anti I;:L"~l Nn rh '' 

lca.'\t. two tW(~·Wa\' "onit.lurs ti:lr cntr\·i~.,•,n 
from Masun Str~ct to the parking."'"" 
will remain. 
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Site Design Status 

By the lime you tead Ibis. most of die 
cl!$1-end buildillg &; i.nfrasll'llctllle dcmoli· 
tioo and removal shOUld be compleled. 
:md die proposed Crissy F"teld Plan (lldal 
marsll aJr.emalive) bas been released 10 die 
public and prcselllml 10 die Goldl!ft Gate 
National Recreation Area (QGNRA) 
Citizen's Advi$01')' Commissioo (CAO. 
Durina: !be June 19. 1996 Advisory 
Commission public meelins, me lidal 
marsb (f~y refo:md 10 as Wftlaod) 

alleroall.e - pme!lllld 10 lllc CAC and 

Q -... -==:::3 

""' 

die pubtic. and lhe oilier two allematives 
idune/meadow and oo·action oplionsl 
were summarized. No com~~~ent on Ute 
:llk:rnalives was talccn. Llloup the meet· 
ing was open 10 qUCSiioos from the gen.:r· 
al rublic. During die prcseolatioo, llle 
Park Service asain recognized Crissy 
field as lhe worldclass boardsalling site 
!bat il is. and lhe uniqueness of i!s 5ellillg 
31 lhe center of lhe bigbly wbaoized Bay 
Anea. They also aclalowlqed lbe role ol 
mocorized velllcles in ltallspotling our 
bup loads ol equip1lalc 10 lllc beacb. lbe 
need for parkl•l ad ri1Jinll space to 
~ bcldt. lllld dW. putlnl II a 
Villi c:ompt~~~C~~~III die willdlaifinl equa­
dclll. 

NUl Sllqn fU'I IU follo-wl: 

- On Juae 29m (1llsiOiy by lllc lime you 
read lllis), GGNRA and OONPA 
(Cloldea Ga1e Naliooal Parks 
AssoclalioD) plaaiiCts wlllllave con­
ducted a CriS5y F"oeld plu silc wa11c 

WvtBiulf 
Plcnk:Atea 

,_ 
~:-;:.. -:::-~~" .· .. 

lhmugb lhe an:a 10 familiarize llltlse in 
allenilancc with 1hc propo~d tidal· 
mal6h plan and lhe olbcr al!Cmalivcs. 

- ,\1 die time of Ibis wriling. !.be Criosy 
Fio:ltl Environmental Assessmen1 tEAl 
has not b«n completed. Once it's 
released (appm>.imalely July ls1l, a 
45-day review and comment period 
will begin. 

- Public comment will be taken at !.be 
nellt Advisoly Commissioft llleolling on 
Wednesday, July 171b at 7:30 PM in 
Buildiag 201, Fon Mason. Wriuen 
commencs will also be -pted 
llltougbout lbe 4$-day EaWoluncntal 
Assessment review period. wllieb 
sllould dorse 011 or anlUnd AUIII$llSdl. 

- On Sep1e111bet 18, 1996, s~arr from 
GGNPA and OONRA will report on 
tbe commeniS received and any 
cllallges 10 die plaa IIIey migbt RCOQI• 

mend. Following lllls sWf report. lbe 
Advisory C0111111issioo 1$ expected 10 
mate its recommcndalion(s) to 
OONRA. 

• • 
" • ... ~-
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eu~y to get addicted: 
Windsurfing is the ultimate getaway 
Ill' Kallli Diamant 

lt bt>-gins inntK:ently enoul(h. A ~autiiul !lunny rlay on 
Mi•sion Bay. a reire•hinl!i light wind blowing in from the 
wen. a desire to get out on that S9arkling blue water. and 
beiore you know it, you're hooked. 

With ideal conditions for !<.:u"ning, thou:Wlds ol W.:al 
residents ha~ become addi<ted - retiring early. carry· 
in~ Plll"I'S that beep when weather conditions are prime. 
taking longer vacatiOns to windy 1ocationt -even tr10Y'­

ing to Hawaii, Oregon. Texas or Baja Calilornia in order 
to teed their habit: 

Windsurfing. 
•[ got into the busin••• to su-rt my habi~ • says Ron 

Cunningham, ownor of l':lcilic: Wind Do-sign. a lo<:al man­
uiacturet" of windsurtinl( equipment. and C()oooOwnff nf 
Lake Hodges AqiWic C~nter. whi<h oif<!rs windsurdng 
lessons and rentals. Cuoningham made •a naturaL easy 
!l'OilSilion. • onnsformin~ his furniture .00 ca~t.<fesign 
company into the busilleso uf manulactuting .00 disttib­
utinr windouttinr equipment lwhkh he found ho could 
make ·cheaper and bettff1. 

Another convert is Mark 8aquiru. a design consultant 
who admits to being addkted to ,.indsurdn11 since his 
wire introdl.lCt'd him to the spori in 1989. 

"When tho wind bloWll. .wry "'ir d•urfer wants to le­
work. • says Baquial, preparinr to take "' the water of 
Elm Mission Bay recondy. '"The wind is Jl1'eat today. 
about 15 k.oots. (But) you .,..., """er tell when ~ will be 
windy. Every windsurfer becomes a weatherman. 

"In the IU111111C1'; we got tho lhormalo; in the winter we 
look for stonns. either from the north or south. The J 
Slrefl Marina in South Bay it best lor southerly winds. 
With winds from the west or northwest. your best bet is 
Mission Bay, 'North of the Hilton' (a location near the 
baytnmt hotel) or Santa Clara Point or Lake Hodg..s. 
lAke M......,a is ereat when It reaDy blows hard. • 

With a hungry look. Baquial wat~hes annrher wind­
suriet". hooked lnto a harness. le-aninJl\Nk.""k into the sprny 
of wind .00 water. "Golla go, sorry, • he says. <111d rushes 
with his board into the bay. 

"WindsurfinJ is the ultimate form of sailing; sa)lll Tom 
fisher, who has been maching windRJrilng at the 
Mission Bay Aquatic Center on Sail Bay at Santa Clara 
Point Wee 1980. ·nt go out to windsurf two or three 
times a wtek. whether l need it ot not. 

•[ iorlft'l about eYI!ryrhin~e else when I'm concentratinr 
on the wind and the water. Windsurfing is my ultimate 
l(etJ.WIY~· 

It also can be an adrenalin hi~ b. >ecordin~ to Peter 
Jooes. who designs L.'"Ustom 'Nindsurting ;;ails tor 
.:\el'l>lillu Sail• in Point lltma. "You just want to !10 bad< 
and do it some more: laughs jones. who has been sai~ 
ing since he was 5 years old .00 windsurtin11 for the past 
lf) !-"HI'S. -\V~'re- going to have Wind$Uriers Anunymou$ 
iOOn." 

Uke many advanced sailors. jone. pref~ hi11h wind 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attn: Ellen Lirely 

August 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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I enjoy coming to Bahia Point in Mission Bay with family and friends to sail 
a catamaran. Bahia Point is one of the few areas of Mission Bay a 
catamaran can be brought to the water and launched off-shore. There is 
adjacent parking that is usually available and the grass and sand slope 
gently to the water, enabling a few strong individuals to easily carry the , 
boat to water. The winds at Bahia Point are suitable for sailing, and there is 
very little motorboat traffic to compete with sailboats. 

Sail Bay is meant for sailing boats. Access to Sail Bay is already quite 
limited for people with boats. Santa Clara Point frequently fills up in the 
early morning. Without parking at Bahia Point, many sailing enthusiasts 
would be turned away unable to sail. This would be unfortunate, as sailing 
provides safe and beneficial entertainment for many families. This would 
frustrate many of us and also result in a loss of tax revenue to the City, as 
the demand for sailboats and accessory equipment would decline, and 
patronage at area restaurants and stores would suffer. 

Please don't do this to the citizens of California. 

Sincerely, 

18? 1 4" :8..-~ 
,hJ.vrr.lf .J}P 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio N, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 
Attn: Ellen Lirly 

August 1996 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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I often come to Bahia Point in West Mission Bay to sail a small sail boat, 
and this has been one of the most gratifying experiences for me and my 
family. I think it is absolutely outrageous that anyone would consider 
eliminating the parking that allows us all to use the water. West Mission 
Bay has long been the most popular part of Mission Bay for sailing and 
kayaking. These sports provide healthy exercise and recreation for hundreds 
(perhaps thousands) of users. The City should be encouraging these kinds of 
healthy activities that keep kids out of trouble and give families the 
opportunity to spend quality time together. 

The last thing we need is more hotel rooms. How much of the coastline do 
we need to lease away before we realize our mistakes? Once it is gone, it is 
gone forever. I hope you don't let that happen. 

The idea that the parking should be removed for a bike path is also 
ridiculous. I have biked through Bahia Point many times and never had a 
problem with sharing the roadway with cars. In fact, those of us who bike 
through Bahia Point need the parking to unload our bicycles from our 
vehicles. Without parking, there will be no sailing, and there will be lcs.s 
bicycling because no one will be able to get there. 

Please listen to us!! Don't mess up a well-functioning beautiful 

park. 

Sincerely~_G .... ~ 

71?7 t:..ftt..t?e.het ~Ur 
~CA- q.::JA?J 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 921 08 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT 

I am writing to plead for the future of Bahia Point. Bahia Point is a 
great park lhat can be etljoyed by everyone because there is parking 
nght next to the water, ThiS area gets heavy usage during the summer. 
We all need places like Bahia Point to play, eat, laugh, and relax. 

Other parts of Mission Bay are not nearly as attractive. We cannot just 
go somewhere else. 

Please listen to the voices of the many in San Diego and throughout 
California that value Bahia Point. We need to maintain access to Bahia 
Point for kayakers. sailors, fishermen, and swimmers. We need to 
maintain access for families, children, the elderly, and the 
handicapped. We need to maintain access for today and for every 
potential user of the future. We need to maintain access for our 
physical health, our mental health, and our spiritual well-being. SAVE 
BAHIA POINT!! 

·~~/\~ 
.140 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~ 
~~;;;:~ 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN 0JfGQ COAST OISTJ!ICT 

Our coast should always be available for public use. Unfortunately, the 
plans for Bahia Point would put this park out of public use. as vehicle 
access and parking would be eliminated. Without a car. it is impossible 
to get a sailboat, windsurfer, or kayak to the bay. The idea that either 
bic)'de use or hotel rooms should replace coastal access is seriously 
flaWed. 

Without use of the water, San Diego would be much impoverished. 
What is special about San Diego are our beaches and bays, alo!19 with 
the mild weather enabling usage of the water and the parking whtch 
oats us to the water. If you eliminate the parking, we can no longer 
enjoy our natural heritage. 

You cannot expect people to carry boats a significant distance to the 
water. You aiS'O cannot expect them to crowd into other parks which 
are already full or which do not serve the needs of the sailing public. 
The loss of parking would frustrate and anger the hundreds of Bahia 
Point users who pay taxes to maintain the park land so that we can all 

joy ~ Ppjnt:_~ need to keep it that way. 

-
~~­

CJ7rlV ""'';.:: N 4 ' L.___ 

'f'$" .-<...cv,0../ fly,;' /51 

.....5-Gc/f c/Uil./ > t•# · 9',211 f 

<=< 



911111 Utll!y 
Clllffornie Coactel Commicdon 
g 111 Camino del Rio !Jotth, £uite 200 
.!:an Diego, CA 9210'l-t725 

Daar Clllffotnill Col!chll CommiRion, 

I tteqi!Qilfly C4m& to B11hl11 Point to u1111 e~~tllmlltllh 11nd 11m axhemeiy upw qt the 
City's ~~~~~~~ to ellmlnllte ptllollc pi!tklng. The City'1 teamns • to jltOVIda 11 bicycle pl!th 
lind mota hotel tOOms - lite lhlldelfullf& fustlfiCIItlon for the damucflon of ~ubllc lii!CIICI. 

The bieyele Pllth is not needed 11s bfku hliYalllwllyt ~lly m11tad tha ta~~dwlly 
with 1!11111. •• 11nd the addlflonql hotel tOOtnl: e~~n OI!Cilt by building upw11t®. The loes: of 
pl!rklng 111 oomplately un11eees:~~t1ty and un11~t11bla. Without OOI!Ihllacceu we might 
1111 well I Iva In the rnldwact. Why should o11ly tourls:ts bl! 11ble to 110081111 our eolllflll 
wqtarsf? ~houldn't the Mfite public bl! C4Midetad? Ple'lta ternambar 1111 the lives you 
will be impl!cflng tnd mtka the tight declefon. £11Va B11hle Point! 

~lncately, ~ evnd. ~~ 1V)C~ 
~0<1 \ll"'-- 1\,\ e~ 
~am ~ c,p.., 

) q ~V;7~ 

Ellen Lirley 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

~ 
C.'IUFORNt,ll COAsr,~~l COA!MtSSION 

SAN DIEGo COAST DISTI!tcr 

I am a sailing enthusiast who often comes to 
Bahia Point to launch a catamaran. There are so 
few places where adequate parking exists for 
catamaran sailing. Now I understand that the City 
wants to eliminate parking at Bahia Point, one of 
the best remaining launch sites. This is 
outrageous and should not be tolerated. 

To get to Bahia Point by bicycle, foot, bus, or 
snuttle would not possible. To launch off East 
Mission Bay is not desirable, as there is heavy 
motorboat nraffic there. To eliminate Bahia Point 
as a sail boat launching area would be to harm 
the sport seriously and displace many beach 
users. I hope that you won't do that. 

Sincerely, 

/liM Md -ro..nu HvJ+er 
~ ;q Be~c~ i Ct. C;t. 
CA.rle,ba d, CA q"lDD9 

C!~~-Lk. 11fY 



c.Bffll'llia Coutal c-laiell 
3111 ~ tiel m. Nerdl, Saite 2M 
Sa. Diego, l:A e2101-1121 
AU-doa EDell Lirely 
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SUuerel;y, 

Cltm. h -n )a;dui1t;; 10 

b<833 0Ul1 {J{.tJt I!J.. 
a ea; 10, Octfi ctCXJd-t 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N. Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

I am a kayaker who often launches off Bahia Point in Mission Bay Park. 
Kayaking is a healthy and positive sport that requires a gentle shoreline and 
parking adjacent to the water. For kayakers, it is also preferable to be 
separated from motorboat traffic and jet-skis. Since the sport involves water 
contact. clean water is also an important attribute. That is why Bahia Point is 
so popular for kayaking and why I hope you will retain the parking. 

We cannot carry our kayaks from Ventura Cove to launch at Bahia Point. The 
kayaks are too heavy and we have additional gear that accompanies the kayaks. 
The idea of a wheeled cart is also impractical, as there are hundreds of people 
who would be lined up to use the cart. Finally, there is often inadequate 
parking at Ventura Cove as it serves not only bay USeB, but also people 
attending events at the Bahia Hotel and overflow for the adjacent beaches. 

Please do not tum us away from one of the best kayaking sites in all of San 
Diego. 

Sincerely, 

/1// ~~/ /} ~~-- </. ~ ,:;) 
f,y?'1!3 
p ;*!//., (}/· t'l,t3)t:--



C&lifomia Coutll Ccmninioo 
3111 C.mino del Rio North 
3uitA: 200 
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I do not thitllt llldtiOilll bote! fOQnl rhould be buill. wllere GleiiClll Road lllll pjllic pftin& 1r11 amrtly 
l'f'lillble. 

1be c011t doa not belqju.t to the TCM'itt~ it belonp to the JocU raided~. I qree with the 
s-Evtrycnn h:ceu people - I fOimd out ~~baa it tbrouall• co-worlterwbo rellllllriy brinp her 
children down to Ill& na. Ithitllt loctl fllllilia ahould bate-of- to the coat-notjwlt the 
lOIIriJit indult:ty. 

Sincerely, 

~if~«J:.-.7~; 
I!.obaU WlflliM-M<:Coy 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio N. Suite 200 
San Diego, Ca 92108-1725 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 
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As a kayaker, I am opposed to the plans to eliminate 
parking around Bahia Point. This is one of the best 
kayak launch areas in all of San Diego. Kayaking is a 
growing sport and should be encouraged. as it requires 
no fossil fuels, is non-competitive. and is a healthy 
form of exercise that can be pursued by everyone. 
regardless of strength or size. Unfortunately. the 
plans to eliminate parking at Bahia Point do just the 
opposite. 

Right now. kayakers can come to Bahia Point and unload 
from the cars directly into the water. You can kayak 
eas~ly intu the Pacific Ocean or into other parts of 
Hission Bay. A good kayaker can even make it into San 
Diego Bay. The proposed •replacement" areas for Bahia 
Point are located in East Hission Bay, which is much 
further removed from the Pacific Ocean. have poor 
water quality, choppy wind and seas, and heavy 
mo~orboat traffic. They are not suitable for kayaking. 

Please don't eliminate Bahia Point as a kayak launch 
area and as a beautiful park enjoyed by thousands. 

'$2\. !t(c.dk--
~8? > s;Cu./{;(€f-r ~~.. 
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Oiovanna Shayora 
11609 Via Nicole 
El Cajon, Ca. 92019 
Attn: EUen Lirley 

Dear COUtal Commission. 

~~ 
~;,:; ? s 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
LI.)AS!Al COMMISSION 

)AN •)lfGO COAST OISTtiC 

August 23, 1996 

My name is GioVIIIU Sbayota. I am writiDa to you to express my coacems about the 
Bahia Point issue. I am sure you an: aware that the Italian colllmWiity is upset about this. 
1 am a member of that ftalian COOilllUIIity. We would lib you to show your suppon to us. 
I was happy to bear tba.t you agreed to rehei.r this maner. l hope you understand t1w the 
people who were at the City Council meeting 011 August 1, 1995 were not showing 
disrespect to Mayor Susa.a Goldi!li or the council, rl!lher they were sbowins you their 
fi'ustrarion at city politics. My parents, Vntorio and Maria D' A.ona, were a1: tbat meeting 
as well as many oilier meetings about this issue. They were never given the opportunity to' 
speak. Although thcir English is not pcrfe<;t, they still wanted to tty to get thcir point 
across. This entire matter has been shoved down the throats of the people of San. Diego. 
The Coastal Staff was against ~ expansion, as was Counciimember Ron Roberts who 
represented the district which Bahia Point is in. 
The studies in the Master Plan do not support this expansion. In every survey, PICNIC 
AREAS were first before bike paths or leasehold expansions. 

Please take the lin!e to listen to the people who will be at the November meeting. they 
will be expressing the beliefs and convictions of many. Thank you for taking the time to 
read this letter. Plcuc do the rigln thing so t1w my three children ean enjoy the wODderful 
times we all have at Bahia Point. DOII't destroy five decades of 1iunil.y values and 
tradition, let our children have the chance ro be a part of our culture and tradition. 

PS )'Oil can reach me at 697·14$4 
Sincerely, 

Oiovanna Shayota 

~ 
~ 

P. I S-2!1-1956 4<23PI-I FRO-I If 6l94St3Si5 P. I 

SAVE BAHIA POINT 
SEND TO: SAN DIEGO COASTAL COMMISSION 
FA-'<: (619) S21-96TI 

~ J',{i 0 !i 1996 

PH#: (619) S21-8036 

Frank and Dorothy D' Anna 
1324 Tracy Lane 
El Cajon, CA 92019 
Attn : Ellen Lirley 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

August 23, 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAf CO.\!~.itSStON 

SAN OIEGQ COAST OtSTqtCT 

1 am writing to you today to voice my opinion about the confiscation of 
Bahia Point Both my husband and I work at our restaurant and may not be 
able to attend the November meeting. My purpose in writing this letter is to 
let you know what the beach at Bahia Point means to me and my family. Our 
only day off from )YOrk is Sunday. In the Italian community, Sunday is 
family day. Ever since 1 could remember, we have been going to Bahia on 
Sundays with the entire family.There are five generations of our family there. 
This keeps our family together and teaches our clu1dreu the importance of 
family life. Please dou't take that away for the sake of more hotel rooms. 
For the older members of the family, the beach at Bahia is a meeting place for 
all the people who immigrated from a small Italian village in Sicily called 
Aspra. When they meet and play bocce ball or Italian cards, it gives them a 
feeling of being back home and gives the ypunger generation a chance to see 
what life was like in Sicily. Bahia Point is not just a beach which can be 
replaced with another location, it is a way of life for ourselves, our cluldren, 
our parents, and even our grandparents. 

PLEASE LISTEN TO THE ITALIAN COMMUNITY 
AND ALL PATRONS WHO USE TillS UNIQUE 
PENINSULA. DON'T TAKEAWAYTHEGOOD 
WHEN THERE IS SO MUCH BAD OUT THERE. 

Thank You, 
Dorothy D' Anna 

~~~~ 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lir1ey 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 
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COA$TAt (OM,..Jit5SIQ"' 
;AN Orf.e;o COAST DISfRICT 

I am opposed to the plans to remove parking at Bahia Point, as it 
will make access to the beautiful waters of West Mission Bay 
difficult, if not impossible. There are very few access points to 
West Mission Bay because parking is so limited. lfs a fact of life 
that without parking for cars and boat trailers, you can't get to the 
water. The shoreline would remain beautiful but desolate. I think 
that the shoreline is too important to allow this to happen. Since the 
public owns the land, the public should be able to use it. 

Sincerely, 

a~d?i"~Jd'CZ4e/~;~ 12.v~~ /dt/ytv 
-;64 U.lt/.1:~~ 7/7t:J dw/;;-~J ,4 L/d. s . .D 
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June 27, 1996 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

To whom it may concern: 

~ 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DIST~ICT 

I am writing regarding Bahia Point and the possible removal of Gleason Road and all 
public parking spaces. 

1 am a native Californian and have resided in San Diego, 38 of my 40 years. Bahia 
Point is where myself and my 4 siblings teamed to swim. I never knew it by its proper 
name and as a child I called it "Pretty Beach" and to this day, that is what my family 
calls it. Now that I have a child of my own, we spend most week-ends at the Pretty 
Beach picnicking, swimming and kayaking. To think that we will no longer be able to 
access this beach except on bicycle and that more hotel rooms are planned is 
unthinkable. This is a- beautiful stretch of beach that should be left alone. I believe this 
is also the feeling of the majority of the citizens and that the decision to approve the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan was based primarily on money (more hotel room= more 
tourist = more money). Our access to certain waterfront properties is continually being 
reduced for the benefit of the hotel/motel (tourist) industry and its time that the will of 
the majority come before the greed of big business. Please do not take this lovely 
stretch of beach and limit its use to only those on bicycles and the tourist staying at the 
Bahia (who probably spend more time in the pool than they do on the beach). I suggest 
you spend some time at the "Pretty Beach" before you vote to destroy it for our 
generation and all generations to come. 

Sincerely, 

~~-~ 
Theresa Thomas 
1 07 45 Esmeraldas Dr. 
San Diego, CA 92124 
(619) 565-2237 



E:ilen L.irely 
Cclifamia Ccas-raJ Ccmmissian 
.3111 Ccmona del l<ia Nart!'l, Sui-te :200 
San Oiega, CA 9:2108-17:25 

Oear Ccas-raJ Ccmmissian: 
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COASoAL COMMISSoON 
~AN OlfGO t:OA~T DISTRICT 

I am very per1'Ut'bed by the plans -to eliminate public pc:rtcing a-t 6ol1k:l Point. I 
c:ame 1'0 6atia Point 1'0 sail a catamar'an, and would be unable 1'0 da 110 If 
paridng were na-t crvailable. The addi1'lon af a bicycle path would da nottdng -to 
provide access far the many people who came -ra use the water. people who 
come "to lounch losers. windsurfers, co-ramorons, i<ayQks, SGibats, inftatobles, 
ond all manner af watercraft. And the bicycle path wouldn'-t nelp anyone else 
either. as bicycle acC:ess is already O'I/Oilobie a"t Banlo Paint. 

11" is clearly na-t in the public: Interes-t -ra elimina-te parking 'to allow the Bania 
Ho-tel -to expand. The ho-tel si'lauld expand within iTs current building area. 
There is adequa-te roam -ra expand upwards. 

The coastline belangs -ra the public: ond should never be abandoned ar leased 
away. The c:aast1ine is a fini1'e resource 'lha"t can na-t be replaced. 

Please re-tain Gleason l<aad and the :250 parking spaces. To da otherwise 

would be on affi-ant we c:auld never forge-t. 

Sincerely, 

·/~~~ 
l/io!'1A~ &v;;,·,;e_y._ 
'!Cf£75 8 CA!?Lio/J" 

.SAN fEE CA-

~AKs 
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California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Ellen Lirely 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

SUBJECT: BAHIA POINT 

fjl~ .. ...,~-~ ')";1·~ "'\'J'ti.ii.i{\~,.:: :•\ ro:\ -'1~ r;; ... :~ . ~- "'"li~ I 
-.....; AUG:! 71996 
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COASi.Jq CCAI;·.,.w.~,, 1.-, 
~AN OlfGf) CC)A~; ."Jo·., •• ,CT 

I am writing to ask for your help in preserving the wonderful lifestyle 
that many of us have enjoyed at Bahia Point Park. This park is an 
ideal location for sailing, kayaking, swimming, windsurfing, and 
summer barbeques. Elimination of parking WJII destroy Bahia Point 
Park, as access will become difficult to impossible. The park works 
extremely well just as it is. The only improvement that should be 
considered is the addition of a sidewalk to facilitate wheelchair travel. 
This would take up a minimal area of grass and not affect the parking 
at all. A bike path is unnecessary as b1cycles are able to travel through 
Bahia Point already with no difficulty. 

Without parking, there will be no use of Bahia Point, and the current 
users will experience a significant loss to quality of life. And future 
generations will never know how beautiful 1t once was. 

Sincerely, 

save bahia point park 

(·( 

'f)~""~ 
""tS -~ 
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Mac McCarty 
SAN DIEGO SKATE COALITION 
4657 Hamilton St. 
San Diego, CA 92116 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio N., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Attention: Ellen Lirley ~ 
September 11, 1996 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

I am writing on behalf of the San Diego Skate Coalition regarding the Bahia 
Point area of West Mission Bay Park. The Skate Coalition is an organization of 
roller skating and roller blading enthusiasts. We promote skating as a form of 
recreation and as a form of transportation, and we seek safe conditions for and 
expanded access by skaters. 

The Skate Coalition does not believe that the proposed elimination of public 
parking at Bahia Point Is justified for the addition of a grade-separated bicycle, 
skating, and pedestrian path. Skaters already have use of Bahia Point by 
sharing the roadway with cars along Gleason Road. Since Gleason Road is a 
cul-de-sac that serves only visitors to Bahia Point and the occasional delivery 
truck, sharing the roadway is a safe and convenient form of access. The addition 
of signage around Bahia Point to alert motorists that Gleason Road is to be 
shared with bicyclists and skaters could be a useful improvement. 

Most skaters who frequent Mission Bay Park initially arrive by car, and then 
proceed to skate along established routes. The elimination of parking would 
diminish opportunities for recreational skaters to enjoy West Mission Bay. 
Parking in the West Mission Bay area is already crowded. The loss of 250 
parking spaces would only increase competition for parking by skaters, 
bicyclists, sailors, and other beach users. 

As a skating enthusiast I ask that you am eliminate public parking at Bahia Point 
on our behalf. The bayside parking is simply too valuable to lose. 

Sincerely, 

-;4-<-7a1w 
Mac McCarty / 
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CALIFORNIA COAITAI. COMMIIIIOM 
1111 CAMINO HL RIO MORft 
IUift 100 
SAM IMHiO, CA ft108-1'Bi 

HAll COMMISIIOMIRS, 

~~ ·'>I- p .: <! 1996 
C C411F~IWA 

SAN~;:~~ goMMtSStON 

0Asr Dtsr~ICT 

'1'1111 MISIIOM ItA»'. SUNFISH FUIT UR6B YOU ftl DO ALL IN YOUR ..-R ftl PRISIRVII '1'1111 PARIUM AT IIAIIIA POINT. IIAIIIA 
POINT II '1'1111 OMLY RILIAIILI PARIUM FOR OUR FUIT. Wll HAVII 
IIUM WLIIM FROM 'I'IIIIH FOR OVIIR 15 YIIARS. Wll MOLD 
OR6ANIDD IIACIIIN WL ItA»' AIIOUT TWIILVII nMIIS A YIIAR. IT II 
'1'1111 ONLY PART 01' TNI ItA»' WIISH Wll CAN SIT OUR COURU AND 
411NaRALLY NOT .. INDAN611HD DY MOTOR DOAn AND aT IIIII. 
'1'1111 LOU 01' TNI PARIUM AT DANIA POINT WOULD MAIO WL 
DAY IIIACCIIUIDU ftl US AND PROiaAIILY DOOM '1'1111 FLIIT ftl 
HOUCIID PARTICIPATIOM AND IVIINTUAI. DIMIIL 

PARIUM SUCM AS OM DANIA POINT II ADCOUITILY RIGIIIRID FOR 
US ftl IHUOY OUR IIIIOirf· Wll TRAIUR OUR DOAn 'I'IIIIH AND 
TN11N GilT ACIIOII '1'1111 DIACII Wl1ll A llANO DOLLY. RUT TNI 
DOAn ARa MUCH TOO HIAVY AND CLIIMIY TO DOLLY MOitll TNAN 
A SHORT DIITMICL SO Wll MUST HAVII PARIUM IMMBIIATILY 
ADMCIINT ftl '1'1111 DIACIIo ClUITI A LOT OF '1'1111 SHOH MOUND 
SAIL ItA»' AND NUoRaY AHAS ARa "'RRPRAP'" WHICN II IIIPCKIIIIU 
FOR US ftl LAIINCII ACROIIo AND ALL PARIUM IN TNI AHAS II 
NIIA¥1LY UTIUDD IVIIRY WIIIU- IIURIIM '1'1111 WMM MOIII'NI 
WIIIM Wll SAL 

PLIAII ASSURI US THAT Wll CAN CONTINIII Wl1ll OUR 
WIIOUIOML FAMILJ'-GIUINTID• ............ U1'1116 Rlc:RIIATIOM. 
IA¥11 TNI PARIUM AT DANIA POitm 
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August 13, 1996 

Coun.:i!man Byron Wear 
San Die¢0 City Council 
202 C Strec:t, Tenth Floor 
San Dil!go, CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

I am 93 years old. I lived on Santa Clara Place 
in Mission Beach for many years. My l~e husband and 
I loved to walk, and one of our t:worite things to do was 
to have a martini at the Bahia Hotel bar. then take a 
walk arow1d the Hotel. 

.. 
When our walk would abmptly stop where the 

sidewalk stopped, we always commented on how stupid 
it was not to have the sidewalk continue all the way 
around the hotel. 

These days my neighbor Helen drives me down 
to the Bahia and walks \\ith me three days a week. And 
we still have to turn around and go back when the 
sidewalk ends. But Helen tells me there is a plan. the 
Mission Bay Mar.ter Platt, that will finally extend the 
sidewalk. It's about darned time. 

;•}!:'·a 

f.~~:: 
-~~ 
-~~Fft~. 
..... ': 
·) . 

t.~ i~J -~~:~ 
[~ 
(f~ 
~c~~: 

-!~1!':iY)!}iJ.i-:i:>":;~~ ~,_i { >iii.;;- \. • ~; 't.' '; 1 ~ '. i! '1'. '"L:f.!."• ·~~ ;f~:t.;,··to"ki~:~.rj~5· 
•· •:.:·T T.j;~l'h!· • .vz·~·~~~ ..... ·?.·,•!-:. .... 1 '..f.Y'f..2t"'~'1trv''":.:r·· v S.. ;)'I •

1
•• ll! .( I .. F• • ,•..- ._ •• ,' _:_..- C:'o;':{, 1-:t'.. ') .f' • · J, 

.• ,_.,.) ·" ;;t J. ..... /;_.,, _., .. •. 1 .. ,_'!' t• .~ !!.~. ~-1-.!" ~ ~."'t- ·~ .. ~~.'!'.' ~-- ~ vuif(l.: .... ~ ,, ~ 

..................................................................................................... ---- ~ .............. -..................................................... . 

---------- --·-----·-· -·---·-- ---------
i:a· ··· ..... ,. ·.1[ tr.:at:""~·-• >JrJ'v.!:~ll :\"7•• lf"-'l<'". ~~-"'l'fl\!. ;;Jikf1t:n:~·:~·._w·. 
t1~,.~~2t~:'{',? '~ :~ .· · .. r~-i~~-~?,;i"~:h~l\'·~:;1,.' '·~.H--'HfA~ ..... t~f\ .''!.1).-I!P · ·"' ~·~t'-~,)f:'hv"U!!.~. !!Iii!"-•. •Xf/:;t:;i.~ 

If you'll vote to approve this plan, I promise to 
live long enough to finally take a walk all the way 
arotmd the Bahia Hotel. I may even have a martini to 
celebrate. 

Sincerely, 

~.1f.tul~ 
Mrs. Rae Vader 
2702 Tokalon St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

cc: Califomia Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 

" 

''c~ 
~;t,·,j,-~)! ·~·!.;;~·~~\··~:;.~;.,_; \'-"'t..:· .. ,~ •• -...::~,. "'''''" •. •. ;.;;..;~:. oi..· i. ...... ;."'}{~l ···t'~~·-'lr..;o::rt----: r.l~' ..,v t.! • ..r~r, 2-;..t;J.'?.::~ ·~·· ;o.IJ:I·,.,.-...:-"..::1·}~ 

:. - ,.,,. .. ;. ,( .. , ' . ·'' ~··· • •.. ~ • ,-,~·· --~> ~~- ') • ,f •,I. fIt;. 
_t •" .~ ~.'Ju i!ll:;_,_i }o~,!l• J~'\.L~~!'• • '# .,_,. ~ :-• !"' ~-.~ :\ ... ·.~:.- . . !.·~ ,.,,f~ ~-!'! J.ll !'. 

' . 

.. -........................................ ·------·---- .......... --- ............................ --- ... ------------- ........... ·-·.--- ... ·- .. ---

,, " 



LETTERS OF SUPPORT 
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MISSION BEACH PARK 
MASTERPLAN 

(ASA WHOLE) 

· San Diego LCP Amendment 
No. 1-95 

• • I 





~·-·"-
' ' ~ -

'! ·-
i .- \; I 

I' 

. -· 
Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director. California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St.. Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

i.J 
.. '...J I 

0EP 'l1996 
'~ .:.:. !_ ~ rC ~~i\~ · ,··\ 

Dear Mr. Douglas. 
C0.0:\5~ .. :.!. cc. -,.\:S.~~~·:Y,, 

Please vote to approve the Mission Bay Master Plan update. We need the improvements 
to the Park that the full plan calls for. Users of the park need more parking, more play areas, 
cleaner water and more bike and walking paths. We need paths that will form a continuous loop 
around the park. And where ever possible, those paths should be separated from the streets for 
the safety of all park users 

Sincerely, 

NAME 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

ADDOESS 

This Petition was received 
witb 57 signatories. 

August 31, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

tnll2l~~UWII~~ ._!:0 
SEP 0 51996 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Please vote to approve the Mission Bay Master Plan update. We need the improvements 
to the Park that the full plan calls for. Users of the park need more parking, more play areas, 
cleaner water and more bike and walking paths. We need paths that will form a continuous loop 
around the park. And wherever possible, those paths should be separated from the streets for the 
safety of all park users 

~ 10904Sabr~ 
San Diego, CA 92128 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear, District 2 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

~7~ 
~~--·~~(0 

Sf? ~' 13 'i99G 

C CALIFORNIA 
SAN O~~b~ COMMISSION 

COAST DISTRICT 

The Commission received 
7 separately signed copies 
of this letter. 



September l, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

Wl~~~UWI@ 
SfP 0 51996 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I'm a bike rider. For years, I wondered what idiot planned the boardwalk at Mission Bay 
Park. Why does it stop right near Bahia Point? 

Recently I learned that improvements to the paths are being held up by opposition to their 
expansion. I even read where someone said that bikers don't want a boardwalk, because we 
already have enough bike paths in San Diego. 

That is stupefYing. 
They even said that if you should approve a bike path for Bahia Point, make sure it goes 

out on the street and not around the bay. Obviously those people have never bad a bike accident 
or a near-miss! • 

Let me state the obvious: Bike paths and boardwalks are good. There are not enough of 
them. We need more of them, especially in car happy Mission Bay Park! 

Sincerely, . . 

Jfvru{/61'f'e J/.-o 
10914 Sabre Hill Dr '1(' 
San Diego, CA 921l8 

cc: Councilperson Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

~c'hl 
tl~f;-;;:~ 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DlfGo COAST DISTIIJCT 

The Commission reeeived 
9 separately signed copies 
of this letter. 

s..-~ 

Peter M. Douglas 

... , .. 

~.~:·:;t:~l~~·:~~~~. 
IAMJ!I /' - ~~~~~,J~.;\x:· 

+CALl FORH I A+ 
YOODFIRi;D PIZZA 

Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
4S Fremont St, Ste. 2000 
San Frucisco, CA 94IOS 

Dear Mr. Dougla, 

~7{1.~ 
!lil.::l"""'"'"l'"fi;~ 

SEP :1 3 199G 

CAl!t-•.)YN•J'. 
COASTAl COt.,•IISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICl' 

.4.5 a park user, I can tell you first hand that Mission Bay Park is a mess. 
Our best hope for cleaning it up is the update of the Mission Bay master plan. That is why l hope 
you'll vote for it now. Without any more delay. 

The question is not whether we need a walking and bike paths. The question is how could 
we have let this huge chunk of the park go without those paths for so long. 

The better water quality, additional park lands, additional wetlands and other items that 1.11i II 
all be paid for by the lessees make this a great plan. 

Sincerely, 

<;.._~· 
J'A.rni /..tJdeJ< i 

ec: Council member Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

The Commissioa reeeived 
7 separately signed copies 
of this letter. 

702 PEAill. STREET. S\Jil'E D.lA JOUA. CAUFORNIA '1'.l.Cn7 (619) 456-5222 
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August 14. 1996 ,:tH,:J.~~;~,..Jrl .:. .~ s,v 

Peter M. Douglas !.l,. ii 2 0 1996 0 -, -2 ·, y '?[ID 
;;eFcutive Di~tor. California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA I 2(~@U\ I I ;J O 

remont St., Ste. 2000 .DASTAl COMMISS: - '::J U 
San Francisco, CA 

94105 
SAN OlE GO COAST OISTRICT AUG 1 91996 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

Have you ever been to Mission Bay Park? Probably not all of it. Because some of the 
best parts are the hardest to find. 

That is because the boardwalk ends right where some of the best parts begin. So 
when I heard that plans to complete the boardwalk around Mission Bay and Bahia Point were 
moving ahead, I was happy. 

I wasn't happy to hear it could be delayed, however. And that is why I'm 
writing this letter. 

Please approve this boardwalk. Please let the Mission Bay Master Plan go 
forward. Please don't send the whole thing back to the drawing board. 

Please, open up the park and approve the master plan. 

~
·ncerely, L2 

.d ,/ 
~ (.::..~ J 

0914 Sabre Hill Dr. 335 
San Diego, CA 92128 

cc: Councilperson Byron Wear 
Eilen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

The Commission received 
5 separately signed copies 
of this letter. 

September 6, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECT: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

\Ml2l~IEU\VI\ ~ID 
5EP 1 2 \fJ6 

CALifORNiA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

As a long time resident of San Diego, I say it is time to approve the full Mission Bay Master 
Plan. The park look and feels old and needs the full list of \lpgrades and maintenance the 
update calls for. 

The restoration of the wetlands and ellgrass beds will better maintain the health of the bay, 
while the expansion of the boardwalk fully around the bay will help the human users of the 
park ntaintain their health. 

Mission Bay was the premier recreational venue in San Diego for years and it needs the 
improvements called for in the update to return it to that status. 

Please approve the full update to the Master Plan. 

i?l~ 
Rich Brasher 
6304 Caminito Del Cervato 
San Diego, CA 92111 

RB/mlk 

c: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

LET/GIOOVOLAS l Tl 

~~ 
S£P 1 ;1 199il 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

The Commission received 
8 separately signed copies 
of this letter. 



Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, 10th Floor 
San Diego, C..l\. 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

God didn't create Mission Bay, man did. That is why there are so many problems 
with Mission Bay. Parking is lousy, water is dirty, and the boardwalk stops around 
Bahia Point. 

Now man wants to fix the boardwalk, add more parking and add more wetlands to 
improve water quality. In November the Mission Bay Master Plan is going before 
the Coastal Commission. I urge you to support this plan. We need to improve 
Mission Bay. 

ur~ 
~~ 
I'?/ ·;:.G, IN I tJI>jb;t.ef\t !'0' 

'5-*t,V t>ttto 
1 

CA qt.13c 
(G; \ q) '1 91- '5 2..115 

Tbe Commissioa received 
8 separately signed copies 
of tbis letter. 

Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, 10th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

Mission Bay Park is one of the most beautiful bays in the countty. Unfortunately, 
most visitors have never seen some of its most beautiful spots because the 
boardwalk does not extend all the way around the bay. The bayside walk ends right . 
where some of the best parts begin. So when I heard about the plans to complete the 
boardwalk around Mission Bay and Bahia Point I was excited. 

However, I was disappointlld to hear it could be delayed. That is why I am writing 
this letter. I strongly urge you to support the Mission Bay Master Plan. This plan 
needs to go forward without further delay. Please do not send this plan back to the 
drawing board. Please open up the park and approve the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

Sincerely, . 

~/{.~~ 
(r...l"t) ..2-<ftt- (, 7?'2... 
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CAliFORNIA 
COA$TAI (0MMISSION 

SAN DIEGO <:OAST OISTRtCT 

Tbe Commission received 
7 separately signed copies 
oftbis Jetter. 
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•eptember 5. 1996 
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'ter ~1. Douglas 
"I -~'""'~c::·u\1<11~·''' !J'~"""'' """ __ -, '"' ~I iJ 

<e<:utive Director, CalifoMliA CoAstAl Commission 
Fremont St., Ste. 2000 

A A-

VI,.. l ~ 3iSGS 
C.•liFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

n Franci•co, CA 9-4105 

rMr. Douglas, 

time And seasonal 'Visit~;~rs will now Lave the opportunity to take A safe wall. around a 
',dwalt.. We don't want a "select" group of 'Visiton. However as it is currently 
m B .. y 'bo..rdwa!J. io too congested for many people. Please include, not exclude w..IJ.ing, 
h! .. ding, Licycling and sk..teLoarders. Vote Yes And see a wonderful celebration in San 
s Rregional P arl.. 

s vote on the Mission Bay Master Plan Upd.ate will he" Loon to our economy! Than!. 
'"r this PIAn! We desperately need you to tal.e one moJ.e positive step, vote YES! 

77~ / 

~ 
~= Councilmemher 8,I·on Wear 

Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, lOth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

I.• .. .J OOrn©rnUWOO) 
Ut.:f 2 I 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

In November, I understand your group will consider the update of the Mission Bay 
Master Plan. 

I urge you to support this plan. 

We need a bayside walk around Bahia Point. We need better parking, and we need 
all of the other improvements as well as a way to pay for it all. That's what the plan 
does. And I hope you'll make it happen. 

Si7tAJ--­. r;;r~Mf) )<_ 
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Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, lOth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

}~) 
'{ :..i ·:zsu 

-:.·,; •FC•:; <:: 
<oi~si.:..~ 

SAN :Jttc.;c CC,.....,.j, 015Tl'!l(r 

In November, I understand your group will consider the update of the Mission Bay 
Master Plan. 

I urge you to support this plan. 

We need a bayside walk around Bahia Point. We need better parking, and we need 
all of the other improvements as weU as a way to pay for it alL 'Th.at's what the plan 
does. And I hope you1l make it happen. 

Sincerely, 

/~et... ~ 
\S:S) \6cfd?l51:~ ts... ~~ 
5:Y\ \:l~, cA <1l!O"\ 

!' 
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'. · · :.Peter M. Doui!las· . 
•• • ·. ~· .-:,-.. EXecutive Director. California Coastal Commission 
· · · · · · .. · ~. 45 Fremont St" Ste. 2000 

., · •· San.f'raneisco. CA 94105 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

. . .. -: ~ 
:·•.: .. ~ .·:·: ·· : · Dear Mr. Dow!las. 

f ·~ ·. . .... , I u~ 1!0U and )lOUr fellow Commissioners to vote Yes to th!' Mission au Master 
'··.. .. ''Plan UPdate.· When dlscussinl the imProvements in this excellent Plan m? friends and I 

... ,\:are astonished at the amount of Park Area that Is Planned for aPaOSion. Nobod? IIU 
. . . . ~:•;_·;missed your attention to detaii'wf!ere the waif!lpg apd bllse Paths are! Simllarbl,.more 

I /F; . . . ~/. ;Parklnl is ~relY n~ Yes the Plan ad~ what me and m? heishbors look forward 
, .· ... :' :. , :to; · · . . · . . 

· ',..- :. :': : • • ·vour Yes. vote will undoubtedlY brinl new visitors to Missiot;J BaY Park! Benefits of 
·, ··-. cool breezes as well as exerclse.will doe wonders towards enbincedqua!itll of life. Do not 

· .. 

I ... . . 

. .,··.;hesitate! Please vote Yes now. all San Diuans will discoVer and exPlore a more invitlnL · 

. ~:.~~;oPio date Mission BaY. V~ Now! . 

· ···; .. '~ Vou_r-s TrulY. 

CounciJPer5on BYron Wear 

t: ·-ffwuc~ ' . 
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Ellen Lire111. california Coastal Commission 
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~eptember s. 1qq6 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commiuion 
45 fremont ~t.. ~uite 2000 
~an frandsco, CA q4105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

oorn©~~~~ 
OCJ- 3 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Please vote yes on the Mission Bay Matter Plan Update! AI a long time residant onan Diego I have always been 
curious to know why the original planners of thi1 man made Regional Park did not foresee the obvious need for a • 
walking and bicycle path drding the whole Park. How a half century later with our phenomenal increase in 
population as well as our many out of town gueru the "complete walk and bike paths" are dearly an important step 
forward. Walking in our park must also be ~afe. The Miuion Bay Master Plan Update seem1 to be a sensible solution 
for u1 walken. 

Thank you for your time. I will anxiously be waiting to hear about the Coastal Commiuion'l YB Vote on our Miuion 
Bay Master Plan Update! 

lnnlrn~. ~ (j)~Jvv 

/68'-)0 <SABRE H it-L5 t:R -Jt: [21 r; 
5/IN DiE~ o CP.. 
Cf()../~8 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Urely California Coastal Commiuion 

~ 
cr.T 'i .~ 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSIO~I 

SAN DIEGO COAST !)IST~ICT 

California Co11#al Comml11ion 
S#e. 2000 

9410$ 

ID~~(~~U\V I~@ 
JLI ocr - 3 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

#/me re11den# of San Diego anrl a frequentu1er of Ml11111n Bay Park. Th/1 Park 
'~<!'-··~or·.-.~· community need1. I enjoy walking 11nd lu~ethe current p11th WIIYI 111 they are 

'lingerou1. With 1uch vlgotDUI gtDwth In our community the Wilking 11nd bicycle 
too congetled. Skate boarder• 11nd bicycle rid1t1 hiVe a tendency 111 enctDach 

You can undmtand how Important the p1111ge of the M/11/on Bay M111ter Plan 
The Update will ha111 e very politlve effeetln our dlvme community Park. 

BytDn Wear 
Callforni1 CD11fal Comml11ion 

~;)\~~l\\fl~""2~" I t1,~ ••• \ 1_ .I i!l.·.j \ .fl~:_ti l' 
!~>.\·.~ .............. •1~,,' 
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Octo/Jer I. 1996 

Dear Mr. Wear. 

9 am a local Mission tJay resident in favor of the Mission tJay Master Plan. 9 am 
writing to urge you to support the Plan. 9t the Plan is implementecf. many ')f the woncler(ul 
natural resources that the Mission tJay area has to otter wi!/ finally be put to use. New 
parks wi/1/Je createcf. with trails for walking along and areas tor picnicking .. the pollutecl 
water w:11 be cleaned up. and the boarclwalk wi/1/Je impro~-ecf. 

Si~~ 
A./ex ~irkel 

~~r~~ 
OCT 0 71996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COASI OISTRICT 

9-30-96 

Councilman Byron Wear 
Office of the City Council 
202 C Street, Tenth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear: 

~l'"i\\ fJ ' 'l 
l I 

);.."i J;:: 1996 ' 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSI\ '" 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISiRICT 

As I'm sure you know, the Mission Bay Master Plan will be presented for 
approval to the California Coastal Commission on November 11. I'm also sure that 
you are familiar with the various proposals contained within the plan. 

But what you may not be so sure of is how the Master Plan is viewed by the 
people who use Mission Bay. I would like to go on record in strong support of the 
Master Plan. I know I speak for dozens of my friends and neighbors, too. Everyone 
I've talked to about the plan thinks it's exactly what Mission Bay needs to bring it 
into the twenty-first century in grand style. 

We need your support to make sure the plan is approved by the Coastal 
Commission. The improvements it will bring to Mission Bay are enormous, and the 
time to start those improvements is now. 

Thank you. 

'j~'-1 uJjl~ 
Jenn1~ Wilkins 
7807 Camino Glorita 
San Diego, CA 92122 

cc: California Coastal Commission 

.. 
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September 2, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St.. Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

UJl2t~~U\V/1~W 
SEP 0 S 1m 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 

!love Mission Bay Park. And that is why I'm willing to write you- a total stranger­
asking you to pass the improvements, build the boardwalk and to get it done as soon as you can. 

I was born near Mission Bay almost thirty years ago. I've seen a lot of changes there 
since. Many of them good. But the fact is the old park needs some work. 

Is the plan perfect? NO. 
Is it good? YES. 
There is no perfect plan. But this is the best that hundreds of meetings over five years 

could produce. There is no point to start over again and delay needed park improvments for 
another five years. , 

Please do not delay. The park improvements and boardwalk won't solve many of the 
world's problems, but they will make a small slice of the world a slightly better place. 

Sincerely, 

Nicole Wolf 
1333 Thomas Ave., #2 
San Diego, CA 92103 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

8622 Andromeda Road 
San Diego, CA 92126-1804 
(619) 695-3708 
06 Oet 96 

Califronia Coastal Commission 
San Diego District Office 
3111 Camino Del Rio North 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Coastal Conunissioner, 

~ 1~~" ~~r~~; ~~ .. ~~.Q~ \ 
w~··;a;;:.:;}j ~!J~ 

\JCT ~ ;Jt1J.3 

(A!fFORN!A 
COMMISSION 
COAST ~!STRICT 

I am writing to voice my support for the Mission Bay Master Plan. If possible I would 
modifY the plan to include extending the board walk around the bay area next to Sea 
World. I urge you to also support the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

~ds, .,.. 

Mark Allman 



September 2. 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

~~l gl~l5U\~I ~ 
SEP 0 51996 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 

I Jove Mission Bay Park. And that is why I'm willing to write you - a total stranger­
asking you to pass the improvements, build the boardwalk and to get it done as soon as you can. 

I was born near Mission Bay almost thirty years ago. I've seen a lot of changes there 
since. Many of them gond. But the fact is the old park needs some work. 

Is the plan perfect? NO. 
Is it good? YES. 
There is no perfect plan. But this is the best that hundreds of meetings over five years. 

could produce. There is no point to start over again and delay needed park improvments for ' 
another five years. 

Please do not delay. The park improvements and boardwalk won't solve many of the 
world's problems, but they will make a small slice of the world a slightly better place. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Manor 
4501 Collwood Ln. 
San diego, CA 9211 S 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely. California Coastal Commission ~~ 

~~ ..... ~ 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

August 21, 1996 
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Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

cc~~~ 
'~~~~~ 

AUG 2 71996 

Dear Mr. Douglas, CALifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST OISTRICT 

As a former resident of San Diego who hopes to be moving back to San Diego very soon 
I am very concerned about San Diego landmarks. One of those landmarks is Mission Bay. I 
understand the Coastal Commission is voting again on the Mission Bay Master Plan. I cannot 
imagine why. 

This plan improves the water, adds park land, adds parking and adds wetlands. It creates 

a boardwalk for walkers and bicycles completely around the bay. 
That is why I'm writing. I can't believe that if we don't write, there is a chance that the 

Coastal Commission won't approve the boardwalk or the other improvements. 
That doesn't make any sense. I'm writing you this letter to ask you to approve this plan 

that will benefit iill park visitors. 

Sincerely, 

~L~ 

234 Forest Ave. 
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

cc: Councilperson Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 



August 21, !996 ~l2l~~U\V/I@ 
Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 ~t\' 
San Francisco, CA 94105 ,. 1\J 

t .:.·.;.. 
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Dear Mr. Douglas, ~\lu ~ 

AUG 2 UJ96 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 

c~tlfO~~S$101'1\C{ 
"~"'\.CO • 1 OISW· 

co~· r.;p~· 
As a fonner resident of San Diego who lJppei1fu~ moving back to San Diego very soon 

I am very concerned about San Diego landmarks. One of those landmarks is Mission Bay. I 
understand the Coastal Commission is voting again on the Mission Bay Master Plan. I caooot 
imagine why. 

This plan improves the water, adds park land, adds parking and adds wetlands. It creates 
a boardwalk for walkers and bicycles completely around the bay. 

That is why I'm writing. I can't believe that if we don't write, there is a chance that the 
Coastal Commission won't approve the boardwalk or the other improvements. , 

That doesn't make any sense. I'm writing you this letter to ask you to approve this plan 
that will benefit ;ill park visitors. 

Sincerely, 

)~ 
234 Forest Ave. 
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

cc: Councilperson Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

September 6, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECT: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

I ~lg~IEIJ\YJI~I ~·~ 
uu . :.J 

SEP 1 21996 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

As a long time resident of San Diego and user of Mission Bay Park, I believe it is time to 
approve the Mission Bay Master Plan. The park is in need of the full list of upgrades and 
maintenance called for in the update. 

The restoration of the wetlands and ell grass beds will better maintain the health of the bay, 
while the expansion of the boardwalk will allow better use of the park. 

Mission Bay has been a prime recreational facility for years, but it needs to be updated 
through the improvements outlined in the Master Plan. Theretbre, I urge you to approve the 
update of the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

SK/mlk 

c: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

LETIG!I)OUGL..\S LTI 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OIEGO COAST OISTRICT 
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August II, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Exe~:Utive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St.. Ste. 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

~~ 
. 1:,1996 

CALIFORNIA 
•:OASTAl COM.,\ISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I ant a long time resident of San Diego and I use our regional parks. On such a visit just 
last week I was told the Coastal Commission is voting yet agrun on the Mission Bay Master Plan. 
I cannot imagine why. 

This plan improves the bay water. It adds park land. It adds parking and it adds 
wetlands. And creates a boardwalk where one should have been built years ago. A long time 
ago. 

So, that is the reason rm writing to you. 
Walking and use of the pathways is the second most popalar use of Mission Bay Park.., 

To propose that parking spaces should have preference around Bahia Point iustead of a full 
pathway for bikes and walking is absurd! 

The opposition to walkways just doesn't make any sense. I'm writing you this letter to 
ask; even beg or plead, for you to approve this plan that will benefit all park visitors. 

Sincerely, 

~y~ 
10914 Sabre Hill Dr. # 336 
San Diego, CA 92128 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear, District 2 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

September 6, 1996 

~~~~ 
SEP ~ 3 1993 

CAllfORt<HA 
COASTAl COM!,-\I$Si•::;f't 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas. Executive Director 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECT: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

Have you ever been to Mission Bay Park? Probably not all of it. Because some of the best 
parts are the hardest to find. That is because the boardwalk ends right where some of the 
best parts begin. 

So when I heard that plans to complete the boardwalk around Mission Bay and Bahia Point 
were moving ahead, I was happy. However, I wasn't happy to hear it could be delayed; and 
that is why I'm writing this letter. Please approve this boardwalk and let the Mission Bay 
Master Plan go forward. 

RC/mlk 

c: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

lEfJGID()IJCLAS,lTl 
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Councilman Byron Wear 
Office of the City Council 
202 C St. 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear: 

9-27-96 

• 
]rn©~UW~ 

ut.;l.-=:_ 2 l'r:o 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

As a resident of Mission Beach, I am so appreciative of 
everything Mission Bay has to offer. But I also know of its 
shortcomings. The fine things about Mission Bay will stay 
fine, but the shortcomings have a chance to be fixed. How? 
The Mission Bay Master Plan. 

I am strongly in favor of a bike-pedestrian path around 
the Bahia Hotel. That will provide access that until now has 
been impossible. And how could I not be in favor of cleaner 
water and more parks? 

This is a good plan - good for Mission Bay and good for 
San Diego. Please vote in favor of the plan when it comes 
before the Coastal Commission for approval in November. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

cc: California Coastal Commission 
• San Diego District Office 
• San Francisco Office 
• Louis Calcagno, Chair 

808 San Rafael Pl. il 
San Diego, CA 92109 

~~ 

~ 

~ 
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e;BASSOCIATF.S.!NC. 

September 24, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Direetor 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

~~. ,/j~~~) 
1.} 
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CAUFQ~NIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DIST<ICT 

~~©rnUW\~ 
Ul.:l - 2 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

A a native San Diegan, I have been an avid user of Mission Bay Park since childhood. Over the 
years, I have seen public use of this valuable recreational resource increase substantially. With the 
increased usage of the park, it is important that changes be made to keep the park user-fiiendly 
for everyooe. 

Each year, a larger number of people use the park for running, walking, biking and skating. 
Completion of the bicycle and walking paths around the entire park will allow the public to 
continue to use the park in a safe and enjoyable environment. As a runner, I know that separated 
paths will enhance the safety for those using the park for these activities. 

I urge you to approve the Mission Bay Master Plan Update and approve the completion of 
pathways around the entire park. 

Associate 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, Califoruia Coastal Commission 

PHON£: 619 296-1394 416 UNIVERSITY AVENl'E. SliiTE 200 SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92103 F•x: 619 296-58-10 



Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 C street, 1 Oth floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
cc: California Coastal Commission 

September 25, 1995 

Councilman Wear: 

~~~~~­
~~~~ ~ 

OCT 0 i 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OtEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am a Mission Bay Resident. J am also an avid windsurfer and bicyclist. 
am writing to tell you that I am in strong support of the Mission Bay 
Master Plan. This plan proposes much needed improvements. We really 
need more pedestrian and bicycle access to the bay. 

I have been informed that the Plan will be decided on this November. I 
urge you allow Mission Bay to become a more beautiful and user friendly 
place. Please vote in favor of The Mission Bay Master Plan. 
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. ':".':Septem~28,1996 
:\·.):~(:1;?···~·; .·~~···~ .····· 
' J•.:; .B~ Wear; Councilperson 
'· ;, ·~San Die r:- Council -;.-_:::r go "'"1 . 

_.,._ "202 C Street, Tenth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Mission Bay Master Pbn 

Co~Weac .£ 

~rruwrijFf; 
. U~l • 2 1996 ' · . 

-~~ CAIJ~NIA 
~~~ Y ~OASTAL COMMISSION 

OCT 0 e 1996 . . 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL CQIAMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I would like to go on =:oni as :u1 enthusiastic supporter of the Mission Bay Master 
Plan._ :~. . ._.:. . 

I challenge yo~ to fiitd a single San Diegan (or Chula VlStlUl) who hasn't enjoyed 
what Mission Bay has to offer on m:u~y occasiom. But we all realize that the 

·l:mPro-Veriieitis propc:ised in the Master Plan a.re not just desirable - they a:re 
necessat:y :and long ovexdue. 

But we need your bc;Jp; Even though the Master Plan .has already been approved by 
· the Cslifomia Coastal Commission, it has to go tbtough the approVlli _process once 

again, for IaSOnS that a.re beyond my unde.ntanding. 

I can't say it in~ ll:mli We tteed the~ in the Mission Bay 
· "' Master Plan. And we~ your vote to ensure ii:s approVlli. 

~}~ 
cc: California Coastal Commission 

.......... .... ...... 
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SeptemberZ6, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

1,~) 

~m' 3 U ·r.i:lv 

'-··-~:r-G (:''-~:."' 
CCA )T,.:.L CC:~:.i\i~SSICN 

I am very pleased to see that the Mission Bay Master Plan Update makes 
reference to architectural merit. Function is paramount, however Mission Bay 
Park is our regional treasure. Conceptually the Plan acknowledges the question of 
form, with these elements in synchronization the Park we enjoy will maintain its 
integrity. 

Fifty years ago the Park's size and spacial concept fit. This new 1996 
Update fits our current needs. I very much enjoy the Plan's'call for a completion 
of the walking and bike boardwalk as well as the enhancement of wet land area 
and park and picnic facilities. Bravo to the Mission Bay Master Plan Update! We 
eagerly await your YES vote towards this essential UPDA TEl 

Very Truly Yours, 

~~ [~-
~~~ £. MI'I-'A} 

r./-

I '31'11 SCA6Af'?..tl 1'1.. 
s-IN 1>1E(fo, cA q;~.rl.S" 

/~ 
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cc: Councilmember B}rron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

CALIFORNIA 
COASiAt COMMISSiON 

,AN DI!'GO COA:;; DISTRICT 

Sept. 23. 1996 

Dear Mr. Wear and the Coastal Commission, 

I recently learned about the Mission Bay Master Plan. I am excited about the prospect of an 
upgraded boardwalk and more park areas along the bay. It's about time! I hope that the plan is put 
into action soon. 

Sincerely, 

"Th:+-t \ t{. L"' ll Ll 
Beth Knisely (Mission\ay Resident) 
822 San Jose Place 
San Diego, CA 92109 

pw~© 
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CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 



California Coastal Commission 
The San Diego Coast Dishict Office 
3111 Camino Del Rio North 
San Diego, Ca 92108 

September ~4, 1996 

To The Coastal Commission: 

~~~?:(N 
lJl~ ...,~~ 

~::-> ;~ '( 1996 

CAu<ORI<IA 
COASTAL COt_..,MISS!ON 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to express my support for the Mission Bay Master Plan. It is about time 
that we have a safe, user friendly pathway along the bay that will allow bikers and 
walkers to go from one end of the bay to the next without dodging cars near the 
Bahia Hotel. I am much in favor of the Plan's solution to this problem. I am also 
glad to know that the plan will create more wetlands and parks for people to enjoy. 
I am told that a decision will be made as to whether to instate the plan this 
November. Lers get this plan underway! 

Yours, 

;ld,,;Jtt-1~ 
Heather McCloskey(/ 

9-24-96 

Carol Anne Diesel 
10076 Swanton Drive 
Santee, California 92071 

Councilman Byron Wear 
Office of the City Council 
202 C Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear: 

r -;:~~··~·il'i ~~
., •Th)/]--:;'~ 

'Q ... ~ 
~f. i-· .'!. 7 1990 

CALIFORN'­
t:QASTAL COM/I.h~SION 

:IAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to you about the Mission Bay Master Plan. I support the plan 
1 00 percent and hope you will vote for its approval in November. 

Residents and visitors to San Diego love Mission Bay. The master plan 
will bring some much needed improvements to the park - improvements like 
more parking, better water quality, more bike paths and more grassy areas. 
These are necessary and desirable improvements. 

I urge you to support the master plan. Without it, the problems we have in 
Mission Bay Park right now- parking, traffic, contaminated water- will not be 
·solved for years. 

Yours very truly, 

~-~~ 
Carol Anne Diesel 

Copy to: California Coastal Commission, San Diego Office 

,, 



Jgyron Wear 
202 ·c-Street lOth :floor 
San Diego. Cl192101 

'To Whom it May Concem: 

~ebecm Smith 
822 San ']o;:.e Place 

San Diego. C/192109 

m~~/R':~ '.-·~.~~~\!GL~t~ 1 

~.J~ ~ 
~ ti' ;! 7 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

gam writing to express my support for the Mission !gay Master Plan. 91ive a few footsteps 
{rom the bay and use the area alot. 9 welcome the changes that the plan otters. We need 
more wetlands. parks. c;md boardwalk space. 

Yours 'Truly. 

~~l* 
~ebecca Smith 

September 23, 1996 

Mark Schmid 
AZA Industries 
2713 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, CA 92009 

'Byron Wear, Coi!Dci!member 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

~~v'I~ 
~.lt:i~ ·-,~ ~~ 

SEP 2 7 1996 
CAliFORrliA 

COASTAl COMMiSSION 
SAN DIEGO COASl DISTRICT 

I would like to express my support for the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

It is my understanding that because of a technicality, the Master Plan is going 
before the California Coastal Commission for approval- again - in November. 

Mission Bay Park needs the improvements proposed by the plan. The park is 
crowded, the water quality is poor, and traffic is a nightmare. The Master Plan addresses 
these problems. 

Without further delay, !·urge you to approve the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

Sincerely, 

W'· ~J:~ 
Mark Schmid 

cc: California Coastal Commission 

,. 



Amanda E. Hamel& 
13235 MidbiUft Ave. 

San Diego, CA 92128 

September 5, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

t;l~~U\Y/ ~@ 
\Itt' 2 6 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I beg you to vote yes! We are the 6th largest city in the nation and 
we have the honor to call San Diego "America's Finest City." Your vote to 
approve this comprehensive Plan will bring our out of date Regional Park 
up to date. The care that you took to include a stronger sense of • 
environmental awareness is part of your recognition of the necessary 
changes that are essential to the success of the Mission Bay Master Plan 
Update. 

It is a long time in coming, but it is never too late for all of our 
citizens from all comers of our city to enjoy using this forward thinking 
walking and bicycle path. A YES vote towards the Mission Bay Master 
Plan Update will show that you care about keeping our precious Regional 
Park Grounds current with our times! 

Yours Truly, 

~~~ 
cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 

Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

~~~· D '~~J!';", . 
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COASTAt COMMISSION 
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Peter M. Douglas 

' '-\ 
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;:,cr' 2. 6 1'716 bcmtive Director, Califnia Coastal Commi11ion 
45 fmnont l. ~uitt 1.000 
San fralldsco, CA '14105 

c~uro::..>:: .... 
co:: .. ~\?>.L cc. " .. :s'>IOI'l 

OW ttr. Dougta~ 

Plea~e vate Yft on the Mission Bar Mam Plan Upllatt! As a 18111 dme rllidaot onan Oiqo I have always hem 
rurlous to know why the original plannm af this man madt Rtgional Part did not Jilresee the etMom nttd for a 
walking and bicyde patll drdiog the whole Pari HDW il half cmrr later *• phtnomtoalinata!( In 
populadoo as wen as• maor eot af town g11t1t1 the ''CIIIIIpkte walk and bike patht' are dearly an iiiJIIOI'IAIIt 1tq1 
hrd. Walking in our park mut abo be safe. The Mission Bar ttam Plan Updm smm to be a smsibk solation 
ror us walktn. 

Thank you filr filii' dmt I wiU anxiousJr be waiting to hear aboDt the CoaUi11 Commission's lfs Vote on 111r ttlssion 
Bar Masttr Plan Updm! 
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cc: Counaln1tmlltr Byron Wear 
Bien Urdy Carlfomia Coastal Commis~on 
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September 9, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Mr. Douglas, 

tfljt2[L~~U\VJJ~W) 
SfP 1 71996 

CAlifORNIA 
COAST At COMMISSION 

The Mission Bay Master Plan Update includes everything my family needs. The park 
near our home is too small and lacks diversity. With three children we require constant 
entertainment, especially where the girls are concerned. Much of what we enjoy as a family 

·is walking, bicycling and various water sports. ·, 
We have seen the map showing where the full Boardwalk is planned. This Plan and 

Update are extremely important to me and my family as it inevitably is to an untold number 
of families like ours. Vote YES for the Mission Bay Master Plan Update! 

·Ann Powell 
:· 4403 Exbury Ct. 
. San Diego, CA 91230 

Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely California Coastal Commission 

~~ 
3£P 1 0 1996 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN OtEGO COAST DISTRICT 

September 6, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
CALJFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECI: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

ro~i~2i'r~i :\ 
L~ \Lt\ LlL~; 
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CAlli'ORN\;-. 
COASTAl. CO~AMIS'~!ON 

I recently moved to San Diego. One factor influencing my move was the amenity of Mission 
Bay Park. After acquiring some background on the park and its improvement status, I say it 
is time to approve the full Mission Bay Master Plan. The park looks and feels old and needs 
the full list of upgrades and maintenance recommended in the update. 

The restoration of the wetlands and ellgrass beds will enhance and maintain the health of the 
bay, while the expansion of the boardwalk fully around the bay will help the users of the 
park maintain their health. 

Mission Bay was the premier recreational venue in San Diego for years and it needs the 
improvements called for in the update to return it to that status. 

Please approve the full update to the Master Plan. 

ZL~ 
Thomas Blessent 
814 Amiford Drive 
San Diego, CA 92107 

TB/mlk 

c: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 
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September 17, 1996 CAliFORNIA 

Peter M Do 
1 

I COASTAL COMM~ 
•gas ~ ~~';" o; ' ,.. "''"' 4' f< """'· CMom;, I ,,. '·'> 

,;, ,.~~ S< .. s,;,. 2000 • Coo"'' Comm;";,, ~ , <;J~'rP 
ranc•sco. CA 94105 "E p ., 1 1 l'j 

- .•. , 99~ 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIECO COAST DISTRICT 

Y flU have the opportunity to increase the physical activity of San Diego­
area residents by approving the Mission Bay Master Plan update. The plan. 
among other things. will expand pathways tor pedestrians and bicyclists in 
the Mission Bay area. · 

As I'm sure you are aware. the recenrly released U.S. Surgeon General's 
Report on Physical Activity and Health concluded that regular physical, 
activity reduces the risk of developing or dying trom some of the leading 
causes of illness and death in the Unilt:d Stales. Givt:n the numerous health 
benefits of physical activity, the hazards of being inactive are clear. Physical 
inactivity is a serious, nationwide problem. creating a national burden of 
unnecessary illness and premature death. 

The good news is thai the Surgeon General's Report identitied promising 
ways to help people include more physical activity in their daily lives. The 
Reports states: "In the face of po~vertill societal inducements to be inactiv.:, 
effnns must he made to create elll'ii'O!IIII<'IIIs ill .:ommllllilies thai <!(fiwd 
maximum npporlllllily /o he actil•e. •· 

The Report fi1rther states that co//1/llllllily plalllll!rs <:all ill<:rt!ci.w! physical 
ac/ivil)l hy hr:lpi11~ /o I!IISIII'<' people hm·e .mfe areas to walk or ride hikes. 
Fear of traffic is one of the most trequently cited reasons tor not bicycling. 
111 fact, pedestrians and bicyclists account tor 14 percent of yearly tratlic 
fatalities according to the Report. ln.a 1994 U.S. Department of 
Transportation survey cited in the Surgeon General's RepPrt. more than 
half of the respondems indicated llwt they would walk. nr walk more. if 
there were safe pathways (protected ti·mn automobile hazards). A majorily 
a/.'io 11'(11/led their local gr~t·enuuelll to JJrrn.·icle hellcr opportnllilies 1o ll'alk 

orhicyde. 

With the oveiWhelming evidt:nce compiled by the Surgt:on General's 
Report on the ill etl'ects of physical inacti,·ity and the community planner's 

ability to make a beneficial impact, can you even consider nor voting for the Mission Bay Master 
Plan update? Help make a difference in the very serious problem of physical inactivity, vote for 
the Mission Bay Master Plan update. 

Sin~\_ 

Shery~:rJ Brown 
Executive Director 
American Council on Exercise 

cc: Council member Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 
Camille Ohlson 

.. .. 
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Peter M. Douglas AiK ?. v 1996 
W' D lf2( fUj 5U\V 'j ·~-~··-:; 

Executive Director, California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA l C:llfJL'::J V ~~~ · 
45 Fremont St Ste 2000 COASTAl COMI.,>6SION · u 
San Francisco:·cA 94105 SAN DIEGO COAsT DISTRICT AUG f 9 1996 

Dear Mr Douglas. 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

As a park user, I can tell you first hand that Mission Bay Park is a mess. 
Our best hope for cleaning it up is the update of the Mission Bay master plan. That's why l 
hope you'll vote for it now. Without any more delay. 

The question is not whether we need a boardwalk. The question is how could we 
have let this huge chunk of the park go without a boardwalk for so long. 

The better water quality, additional park lands, additional wetlands and other items that 
will all be paid for by the lessees make this a great plan. 

So vote for it already. 

Si;c;re)t 

!~ti~#54 
La Mesa, CA 91942 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

Pardee Construction-D'\ic:'\'::1\;:"',: 
Company \ 

1 
\\C. lii' -::<' '

1
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September !6, !996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director 

t - 5EY t ,, 1QQ/i 

COAST;.!. 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

n 
u 
' 

Michael D. Madigan 
Senim V1te Presrtlenr 
Development Coonimation 

Having been born and raised in San Diego and having raised my family here, I have been 
a life-long user of Mission Bay Park and have seen the changes to the Park over the years. 
With the growth in use of the Park, we need to keep current in how people use the Park. 
More and more people use the Park for walking, biking and running. Completion of the 
bicycle and walking paths completely around the Park will allow people to enjoy that use 
of the Park to the fuflest. As a runner, and having run thousands of miles around Mission 
Bay over the years, I know that separate paths also contribute to the safety of all those 
participating in those activities. 

Please vote yes on the Mission Bay Master Plan Update. 

Please vote yes on the pathways completely around the Park. 

Sincerely, 

~/'-l-
Mike Madigan 

MM:eg 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

.. 

~ 

A 
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August 26, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas. 

iMl ~l ~tsU\V/1 ~ 
SfP 0 51996 
CALI~Uf(NIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 

As a park user, I can tell you first hand that Mission Bay Park is a mess. Our best hope 
for cleaning it up is the update of the Mission Bay Master Plan. That is why I hope you'll vote for 
the plan now, without further delay. 

The question is not whether we need walking and bike paths. The question is how could 
we have let a huge chWik: of the park go without those paths for so long? 

The better water quality, additional park lands, additional wetlands and the other items 
the plan calls for will all be paid for by the lessees. That makes this a great plan. 

Please vote yes on the plan! 

Sincerely, . /} / /.. 

UTUY~ 
gJtf~-4:l 
c71~. M fdlo¥o 

cc: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

~ 
SEP 0 6 1996 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

September 6, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas, Executive Direetor 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECT: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

rr~~~-!'\ It• ,. tJ 
~·~"' 

SEP ~ 81996 
CAliFORNIA 

CU.•S:Al COMMISSION 
\AN Ill EGO .COAST OISTRICT 

As a park user, I can ten you first hand that Mission Bay Park is a mess. Our best hope for 
cleaning it up is the update of the Mission Bay Master Plan. That is why I hope you will 
vote for it now; without anymore delay. 

The question is not whether we need walking and bike paths. The question is how could we 
have let this vast coastal park go without those paths for so long. 

The better water quality, additional park lands, additional wetlands, and other items that will 
all be paid for by the lessees make this a great plan. 

Vote now, approve the full update, and let the Mission Bay Master Plan move forward. 

c/~4@ 
.roAnn Edwards 
3638 Indiana Street 
San Diego, CA 92103 

JFJmlk 

c: Councilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 

t.ETIOJDOtJGLA.S.LTl 

~~ ..,. 



Septe~ber s, 199E 

Papaehlnos ol Poway 
13425 Poway Bd. 
Poway, CA 92.064 

(6:19) 748-'7:100 

Mr. Pe:.cr ~-\. Do'-lglas 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Prem0nt Street 
Szu~ Francic:c~, Ch 9'.:.11.15 

Dear Mr. Do•Jgl<~s: 

ul]t §li~t~l I \VII ~I~ j 
:iEP 1 71996 ~ 

CAi.ih)~NIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

As a par}: user, I can tell you !irst hand that Mission Bay !'ark 
is a mcz3. Our be:st hope fer c:!.::~~ning it. ~f i::> the update ct tha 
Nissicn B.~y master p'i . .n:J.~ That is \<"bY ::: h-:>p.;o you '.'Ifill vote fC!.' it 
uo•N, ".<~it.lu.:-ut any more delay. 

The question is not whe~her W3 need a waJk~ng and bike path 
around rho;; bay, the question is how could w<;! have let this huge 
chunk of the park go without those paths for so long. 

The better water quality, additional park lands, additional 
wetlands, and other items that all be pald for by the lessees 
make this a great plan. Please pass it as soon as possiLle. 

SOS/ws 
CC: Ccu:1cilmembel· Byron \•1ear 

Et }.;~t ;..,irt:ly, California Coastal f~'::lm~i:::;sion 

[t\~~ '"!if?.[";;\ 
~~~3l~l~ 

:: 1 ~~ 1396 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMlSSlON 

SAN DIEGO COAST DiSTRICT 

···~ ......-~··/' 
. -"~~ fiiiiF ~'i:':£0 '-./ 

September 4, 1996 

Peter M. Dof!!Jlas 
EXecutive Director, califomlil Coi!Stal conunission 
45 Fremont St., Stt. 2000 

Sill! Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Dof!!Jlas, 

,f( 

~---, 

! ·-,d ;.Jt ",1. ,.-:-' .... --\ 

r=A":' ufl );},f-1.' I 1'-•1 :::J' 1\ \j q s-'i 11' 
.=\'h:"•;._;;:::;;c 1,":\1:~ •....,! ,i/j I' ; ;~=·- btrll'~-·J. uj 
lj \!. \$Fr:> 0 6 1996 -. 

:ir.t' 9 1996 CALIFORNI1\ 
U;UfO~H!;~OAST Al COMMISSION 

co:~~;;.~L :e:.~};USSil~!l 
-run:·: COAS1 J!ST"'' 

1 am very lnttrested in the Mission Bay Master Plan UfMLt for somt very Jtrsorud muons. Several 
years "tJD 1 ~liffored a SJinal ugury and totL!y my main form of outdoor rmeation Cl)l!ltS from fj0l'¥j on lo'¥1 wallts in 
my wheelchair. I love to walk around our yarh and near the octilll. 1 take every OJJOrfuHI!y to iJo 51J. 

1 havt been forlullllte to SJfnd holidays In Santa Barbara with my boyfriend. when we are there 1 make 
IL!tly nse of the walki'¥j yatlt from the fiJI of !he breakwater til !he end of East Beach. The separate walkl'¥1 and 
bike ya.ths are wonderful and safe to nse. 1 would like to see 11 similar bile and wdi'¥j paths go eompltttly around 
Mission Bay. 

Because of my destrt to see the wa!kl'¥j i!lld bike .fllths extended comyletely around the Park 1 have asked 
ltiJ!IIY frtends and ne~hbors wlto share my foeliW to write til you. we aU feel the .raths art a needed addtt!ou to 
the yark for our health and elljoyment. 

Thank you very m11ch for you cons!deratlon on this Issue 

stucere~, 

.... 1. ac.~c 
c. A. ohl.ron 
1091 + Sabre HiU Dr. #333 

S.m DitfjO, CA 92128 

~ ....... 
,,~~ ... ..J 

~ ...,.11181 .. 



August 24. 1996 

Mr. Byron Wear, C01mcilmember 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, Tenth Floor 
San Diego CA 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear: 

~~~ 
AUG 2 91996 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMiSSION 

:)AN OtEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am not a native San .Diegan, but I'm beginning to feel like one. What sold me on 
San Diego was Mission Bay: The beaches, the paths for biking and rollerblading, and, of 
course, all the water sports. 

I learned about the Mission Bay Master Plan from some friends, who told me how 
much it will improve Mission Bay, adding more parks and bike paths. But my fiiends also 
told me the plan might be in jeopardy. 

·, 
I like to think I know just about every square inch of Mission Bay Park, and I'll be 

the first to admit it needs some improvement in some places. The master plan addresses 
those needs. 

I hope that I, and other users of Mission Bay, can count on you to vote in favor of the 
Mission Bay Master Plan. This is a perfect opportunity to make a good place even better­
for all San Diegans. 

~
. ly, 

II A -
}({..~ laBertugl~ 

7552 Fay Ave., La Jolla CA 92037 

cc: Ellen Lirely 
San Diego Coast District Office 

- ;~· 

- September 4, 1996 

Councilman Bymn Wear 
San Diego City Council 
202 CStteet 
San Diego, CA 92101 

WENdyluekE 

·~ 
CAUFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
MH. DIEGO COASt DISTRICT 

. lte: Mission Bay Muter Plan ... 

~·~;t~-~~··:.··:c_:l.:.i;-.-Nf·;.-·'. ~: ~~i.~ _.:·.· . · ·: .. -~.... :~~·-~r~~1j;/i~l·' 
Allhough San Diego is my adopted hometown, my husband and two IIOilll ate bona Y:'~ : ~:';_,:€;~ ·. 

fide native& ~of our~ places is Missio? ~Y: 'I:'he;e'~ not much we. haven't~ ~:· · :'' 't!:!;, . 
at the bay: sailing, Jet Skiing. ~ suding, bike tiding. picnicking, roller blading. You name ~·i;~, · ' '~ £'£ ~. 
it, we've dooe it.. ";<. ;~:;'• ;.;~:ei:; .. ? . 

spending as much lime at~ '&y as we do, it would be impouib1e ~t to ... :,;.r ' 
notice areas that need improvement. Fiesta Ialand, tOr eu.mple. An that shoreline and it's.,,./(: . 

. still little mote than a c:lirt lot. AlsO; the Wlltet in the bay is often contllminated. And the , >~::< · 
~ aDn>ptly ends about balfway ateund the Bahls Hotel: And parldog can be a real · ; ·' 

::u::7::: allth~ things are·a2~~ mea TIIat.:.~~e ~n ~ih·~ .· 
Muter. Plan is approved by the Califumia Coastal Commission. . 

We love 1\ofission Bay, but we would love it even~ if its glitx:hes we~e mea From: 
all I've heatd and -.d, the Master Plan will do just that. As our reptesentative to the Coastal 
Commission, you must realize how impOrtant Mission Bay is to San Diegans and how 
importmt theBe improvemenuue. ..• 

Please. I urge you to approve the Mission Bay Muter Plan. 

Youn ... very~,, .. ·. I._ .... w ·~ w~. 
cc:··CA Coastal Commission 

· · San Diego DiStrict Office 

10990 PomobEfo DRiiiE • SAN DiEqo, 0W1oRNiA 92124 

.,.. ~ 



August 10, 1996 

-;v;;;v,,;o-~~, ·:·:;-r--. 
,; :.l!f_f~:$11}'_:; '·, !;'.\ 
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Beverlie Ohler 
7 l.j;}; 

5173 Waring Road# 134 
San Diego, CA 92120 

Mr. Louis Calcagno, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
P.O. Box 62 
Moss Landing, CA 95039 

Re: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Calcagno: 

I am writing to you as a total stranger to urge you to pass the Mission Bay Master 
Plan that will come before the Coastal Commission in November. 

I was born in San Diego some sixty-five years ago. As a teenager and young adult, 
the beach was my home away from home, and as Mission Bay continued to develop and I 
married and had children, my filmily spent many, many happy days enjoying the park. rve' 
seen a lot of changes there since I was a young surfer, many of them good. But the fact is 
that the old park needs some work. 

Is the plan perfect? Probably not. But is it good? Absolutely. 

And remember, perfection is the enemy of done. The fact is, we could start this 
planning process over again and I attended almost all the hundred-plus meetings on 
this over the last five years -and when we finish that, we're not going to have anything 
but more paper and a more crowded park. 

Please don't delay this plan a single day longer over something as inconsequential 
as a boardwalk that a very few people don't think is a good idea. Building a boardwalk 
won't solve many of the world's problems, but it will make a small slice of Mission Bay a 
slightly better place. And the Mission Bay Master Plan will make all of Mission Bay Park 
a significantly better place for locals and tourists alike. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~o~ 
Beverlie Ohler 

cc: Byron Wear, Commissioner 
Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director, CA Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 

_·,;.. ;'"cr 

August 26, 1996 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

(, \ ... 

SEP - 3199~ 

CAlifCPJ·::A 
COASl'r\l 

My church group makes regular use of Mission Bay Park. On our trips I have noticed 
how run down the park has become. It needs improvements to cope with the increased use it is 
receiving. The park needs more parking, better water, more green areas and full bike and 
walking paths throughout. 

Please vote yes on the update. 

Sincerely, 

5~Jc ./ 
4259 Junipe~ #34 
San Diego, CA 92105 

cc: Coucilmember Byron Wear 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Commission 



August 15, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director 
California Costal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

HENRY F. HUNTE 
62:15 Camino de Ia Costa 

La JoUa, CA 92037 
(619) 454-7237 

"i..-

~S?'·~lf)~[3P~ !::­
,,~ .~ ... J \:.t ·t~\ m 
'# ~ 

t~·· ,-: _.., ,:.- 1SSS 

CAUf('::r~~ t.. 

~~rruo~n~·w~r~ A~:~~ " 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

In November, your group will consider the update of the Mission Bay Master Plan. Your support 
of this plan is our best hope for cleaning up Mission Bay Park. 

We need a boardwalk around Bahia Point, along with better park access, more parking and other 
improvements. The plan will provide for these items, along with better water quality, additional 
wetlands areas and wildlife habitats, all of which will be paid for by the lessees. 

I urge your support of this plan. 

Sincerely, 

~t~ 
cc: Byron Wear, Councilmember 

Ellen Lirely, Costal Commission 

• 
:V W"'fl• .. Jj n 

SlllfiN:rrv Ptrlptrtia. Jn(. 
54Eii !loehause llrhe, Suitt 260 
san Diego, CA 91!121-4714 

August 12, 1996 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director 
CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

fllJG 1 5 1996 

\_Ai.ifO~.:·..:; ..... , 
COAST .. \L CC.'.',M!iSiCN 

- 619/546-3000 
Fn: 619/S46·3009 

~.-,.,.,, 7,';"\,'fl\ 
""".",.;~··.'m ~ .... ~'\;} 

A(if: f 1995 

CAHFOR~'IA 
('OAs; ·•i. C•.:::."l.-\11SSION 

SAN tl!~(;Q COAST DISTitiCT 

In November, I understand your group will consider the update of the Mission Bay 
Master Plan. 

I urge you to support this plan. 

We need a boardwalk around Bahia Point. We need better parking, and we need all 
of the other improvements in the plan as well as a way to pay for it all. That's what 
the plan does. And I hope you'll make it happen ASAP!!!! 

TWS:cb 

cc: Camille Ohlson 

Sincerely, 

SUDBERRY PROPERTIES, INC. 

~~ 
Thomas W. Sudberry, Jr. 
President 

... . ·~ .. 



August 12, 1996 

Terry Dapper 
P.O. Box 87051 

San Diego, California 92138 
(619) 991-4326 

Byron Wear. Councilmember 
San Diego City Council 
202 C Street, lOth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: The Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Wear, 

~ 
. ..., 

i!J. ~'~~~ 
4 -~.- "''"'~v ·U;.~ . ,,~ 

s...,,..<"o"~s c-., ,.- ; 
¢;.,.,.: .... (( ':t. 

""O 0/. 
\'o ""'"'<>t/• 

~.r/' .... ;ia 
a/s -:,;~~ 

~/(). 

I am a native San Diegan who spends much of his free time riding a bicycle 
around Mission Bay, Well, most of Mission Bay anyway. And that's why I'm writing 
~~ ~ 

There's a part of Mission Bay where the bike path/boardwalk abruptly ends 
near the Bahia Hotel - and you either have to tum around and go back, or pick 

up your bike and carry it across a large expanse of grass ~ a parking lot, where you 
play a nasty ga;me of dodge with cars. ' 

So, I was elated to learn that part of the Mission Bay Master Plan includes 
extending the boardwalk all the way around Bahia Point, thus completing the path 
all the way around Mission Bay. 

My elation was short-lived when I found out that a small group of people 
don't think this is a good idea (for reasons that are beyond my understanding) and 
have jeopardized approval of the entire plan. 

As a Coastal Commissioner, I hope you'll agree that the Mission Bay Master 
Plan is good for everyone and not let a few short-sighted individuals sway you. 

Please suppott the plan- the whole plan - wh.m it comes before the 
Coastal Commission in November. 

/ely, 

\!'-/'-\) 
Terry Dapper 

CC: California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 

S!aige Hodges 
6427 Caminito Usto 
San Diego, CA 92111 

Byron Wear 

AIJfJIJSI 14. 1996 

. 
{'1/fr 

- ... '7"·'' 

iJ. . ~ 
, .. ---------

:. 1t..:a "'' ' . .,. . 
CAL/101/NIA 

COASC«ulfOJH«iSsiON 
SA~6GQ CO!IIS.l'!~Jtl!IICT 
SAN DIEGo COAST DISTRICT 

San Diego City Council 
202 C Street. 111" Floor 
San Diego, G4 92101 

:=::~ . . .... ···· .. ·.·. ·~~~~~t· 
I have 1'9C811tly learned that 1/Je Mission Bay Mas/er Plan - which 1/hought was signed, :. ·• '-;:· ~ '' J,_; 

sealed and delivered- ;s going back before the Califomia Coastal Commission in November. . .(;, · · 

I'm having lrollble understanding how a plan that has been so careM/y crafted over a ifvir .. 
year period, approved by every planning group and neighborhood organizalk!n, and beneficial to 
everyone who uses Mission Bay PaiK still needs another heating. 

I spend as much of my l'rl1e time as I can in Mi$sion Bay, and as beaulfful asH ;s, it needs 
some improvement. Ttle Master Pfan does this. More parKing. fTl()l1l bicycle paths,· fTl()l1l paiKs, 
better water quality. 'And aU these improvements will be paid for by existing business owners. . . 

If there's a flaw in this plan. I fail to see it 

I utge you to approve this plan. Now! The people who use Mi$sion Bay PaiK are solidly in 
support. 

Copy to: Callfomia Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District 0/fice 

'.- YoUIS · 

-6~ 
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Executtve Dtrector. California Coastal Comm~w'i!;;sTAt coMMrss1o - U V · ~ 1 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 lfGO COAST DISTRICT .::..J 
San Francisco, CA 94105 AUG I 91996 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

I understand the Coastal Commission is voting again on the Mission Bay Master Plan. I 
cannot imagine why. 

This plan improves the water, adds park land, adds parking and adds wetlands. It creates 
a boardwalk for walkers and bicycles completely around the bay. 

That is why rm writing. I can't believe that if we don't write, there is a chance that the 
coastal commission won't approve the boardwalk or the other improvements. 

That doesn't make any sense. I'm writing you this letter to ask you to approve this plan 
that will benefit all park visitors. 

Sincerely, 

g~~ 
I 0908 Sabre Hill Dr. #325 
San Diego, CA 92120 

cc: Councilperson Byron Wear, 
Ellen Lirely, California Coastal Cornmision 

eL 

August 14. 1996 

Councilman Byron Weor 
Son Diego City Council 
202CSt. 
Son Diego, CA 921 01 

Deor Councilman Weor: 

James Dovel 
--~-;rn ! ~ ·,, > :-,: 1'· ,Jj ...... ',. ~: 
l)l ~-.··::..; 

J t ::' lSSJ 

COA:liAL 
SAN DIEGO COr<,..! ..:.!:if?::~T 

I undersiond the Coostal Commission is voting (again) on the Mission Bay master plan. I cannot imagine 
why a needs to be considered again. 

This plan improves the bay wafer. Adds park lone!. Adds parking. Adds wet lands. And creates a boanlwolk. 
where one should have been built a long lime aga. 

So, that', the reason r ro wriling. Whotl can't believe is tho! there's o chance tho! the C~ Commission 
wo.n't approve the boardwalk and other irnpfovements. 

Tho! doesn't make any sense. So r m writing you this leiter to ask. beg. and plead, for you to pass this pion. 
with oil the trimmings. 

Sincerely, 

(t:;:dJw( 
P S. A copy of this letter has been sen! Ia the Son Diego Office of the California Coostal Commission 

1265 foxglenn, Escondido, Colifornio 92029 

~~ ""' . ~~ 
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AUG 161996 

Mr. Louis Calcagno 
P.O. Box 62 
C-loss Landing, California 95039 

Re: San Diego's Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear l\o!r. C:tlcagno, 

August !3, 1996 

CALifOI!NIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

In November the California Coastal Commission will hear, onc:e agaio, the l\1ission 
Bay Master Plan. 

Have you ever been to Mission Bay Park? Probably not aU of it, because some of the 
best pam are the hardest to find. That's because the boardwalk ends right where some of 
the best parts begin. 

I am a former resident of San Diego, and my daughter and I still visit often, usually 
staying in a hotel on Mission Bay. So when I heard about plllns to complete the boardwalk 
around !Ylission Bay and Bahia point were moving ahead, I was happy. 

I wasn't happy to hear it could be delayed, however. And that is why I'm writing this 
letter. 

Please approve this boardwalk. Please let the Mission Bay Master Plan go forward. 
Please don't send the whole thing back to the drawing board. 

Please, open up the park and approve the Master Pllln. 

This will be good for everyone. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Elaine l\ledosch 

3520 Br.n'ton Ave. 
Long Be~ch. California 90807 

cc: l\fr. Peter W. Douglas 
Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 

Nancy Olifer 
6851 sotr. Street 

San 'Diego, Cafifornia 92120 

\. •* ~ 

Ec 

August 14, 1996 

Councilman Byron Wear 
San Diego City Council 

_ c ..... uro,?,. ~,~,, 
. L0Asr4! co~~.,"-,:ssio.'-t 

SAI<j Dl~c;l") <:04 Sr 01STRt<:1 

202 C Street, 10th Floor 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Councilman Wear, 

I'm writing to you about the Mission Bay Master Plan. 

Take it from someone who spends a great deal of time riding her bicycle around 
the bay. This is a good plan. 

Why? Because, among other things, it will finally complete the bike path all the 
way around the bay. This is something that is important to many people and 
should have been done years ago. 

The rest of the plan is important, too. Finally we'll have more parking. And more 
parking means less traffic congestion. 

I urge you to vote to approve the Mission Bay Master Plan. Mission Bay is a 
jewel in San Diego's crown, but it needs a little polishing. The Master Plan will do 
that. And more. 

Sincerely yours, 

~0~ 
Nancy Ohler 

cc: San Diego District Office 
California Coastal Commission 



August I 0, 1996 

Beverlie Ohler 
5173 Waring Road #134 
San Diego, CA 92120 

Wl2l~~UW/I ~ID 
AUG 1 61996 

CALitOKNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

1.?-'-. 

Mr. Louis Calcagno, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
P.O. Box62 
Moss Landing, CA 95039 ~ 

AUG 1 ~ i99S Re: Mission Bay Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Calcagno: 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing to you as a total stranger to urge you to pass the Mission Bay Master 
Plan that will come before the Coastal Commission in November. 

I was born in San Diego some sixty-five years ago. As a teenager and young adult, 
the beach was my home away from home, and as Mission Bay continued to develop and I. 
married and had children, my family spent many, many happy days enjoying the park. rve' 
seen a lot of changes there since I was a young surfer, many of them good. Bot the fact is 
that the old park needs some work. 

Is the plan perfect? Probably not. But is it good? Absolutely. 

A.nd remember, perfection is the enemy of done. The fact is, we could stsrt this 
planning p!Wess over again - and I attended almost all the hundred-plus meetings on 
this over the last five years - and when we finish that, we're not going to bave anything 
but more paper and a more crowded park. 

Please don't delay this plan a single day longer over something as inconsequential 
as a boardwalk that a very few people don't think is a good idea. Building a boardwalk 
won't solve many of the world's problems, but it will make a small slice ofMission Bay a 
slightly better place. And the Mission Bay Master Plan will make all of Mission Bay Park 
a significantly better place for locals and tourists alike. 

Sincerely yours, 

~1)~ 
Beverlie Ohler 

cc: Byron Wear, Commissioner 
Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director, CA Coasts! Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 

Robert tandis t:'% 
4718 Valencia Drive, San Diego CA 92115 

~g~@U\V/I~ID 
AUG 1 61996 . 

August 12, 1996 

Mr. Louis Calcagno 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Suite #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

CAUfOKN~~SSION 
COASTAL CO~ 

l}!l "' , !:l 1996 

Dear Mr. Calcagno, 

-, '~• 'u 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST OISTRIC 

It's not clear to me wby your group has to reconsider the Mission Bay Master Plan this 
November. But my opinion of the plan hasn't changed since you looked at the plan last 
year ... pass it. 

The sooner the better. 

Mission Bay needs work. And it needs the money to pay for that work. That's why we 
need you to get the boardwalk, parkland, wetlands, and other improvements under way 
just as soon as you can. 

What else can I say? No park improvements in San Diego have been sUbject to this much 
scrutiny. So let's get going on this. We don't need any more meetings, or any more 
reports, or any more public testimony. It's all been said. It's all been done. 

Now its up to you, and you should know we're counting on you to get these park 
improvements off the drawing board. and on the way. 

Yours very truly, 

~00d~~5 
Robert Landis 

Copy: Peter Douglas 
Byron Wear 
San Diego District Office 

\ ~) ..... , .. , 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Mission Bay Park has for decades been one of San Diego's 
principal tourism and leisure destinations, providing seven 
square miles of water and land for recreation and attracting 
millions of visitors from across the nation and abroad. On a 
peak summer day well over 100,000 people will use the Park, 
engaging in a diverse range of activities from group picnick­
ing, sailing, and visiting Sea World, to swimming, fishing, 
jogging, and bicycling . 

As more people settle in the region, new recreation demands 
will be placed upon the Park responding to new interests, 
perceptions and values about how to engage the outdoor 
environment for relaxation and play. The fundamental goal of 
the Master Plan Update is to identify these new demands and 
chart a course for the continuing development of the Park 
which will sustain the diversity and quality of recreation and 
protect and enhance the Bay's environment for future genera­
tions to come . 

Page 1 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Mission Bay Park attracts a high level of interest from a great 
variety of constituent groups: organizations, institutions, 
businesses and individuals. To tap this interest and put it to 
work to the benefit of the Master Plan Update, an active and 
meaningful public participation process was established at the 
outset of the planning project. 

The public participation process relied on a previously pre­
pared Community Outreach Program, which targeted com­
munity groups; a statistically valid, random telephone survey 
of over 800 San Diego households; two public workshops; 
regularly scheduled and advertised public meetings with the 
Mission Bay Planners (an advisory group sanctioned by City 
Council which included the entire Mission Bay Park Commit­
tee); and regular meetings with a steering committee com­
posed of directors and management staff from key City of San 
Diego departments. 

A critical component in the mobilization of public input was 
the operation of a professionally organized media campaign. 
All the relevant newspaper, radio, and television stations were 
contacted using press information packs, individual inter­
views throughout the planning process, and regular press 
releases. Feature articles in all the media, including business, 
environmental, and current news coverage, helped to foster 
public awareness of the issues being debated. This campaign 
contributed to a high public attendance at the public meetings 
and workshops. It is to this comprehensive public input that 
the Master Plan Update owes its recommendations, which 
were approved by the Mission Bay Planners in draft form in 
November, 1992. 

A BALANCED APPROACH: RECREATION, 
COMMERCE, ENVIRONMENT 

The diversity and quality of recreation in Mission Bay Park 
depends on the balanced provision of public recreation, the 
sustainable management of environmental resources, and the 
operation of economically successful commercial leisure en­
terprises. 

Page 2 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Recreation 

This Plan maintains and expands upon Mission Bay Park's tradi­
tional land and water use objectives. With over 100 acres of 
proposed new parkland, the Park will further be regarded as a 
regional destination for waterside recreation, picnicking, walking 
and bicycling, and simply enjoying the Bay views. These devel­
oped areas will be supported by extensive natural areas, princi­
pally in Fiesta Island, form ore passive, nature-oriented recreation . 

Commerce 

From a commercial perspective, the Park will continue to host a 
number of economically important leisure-industry leases, such as 
a major aquatic park, resort hotels and recreational vehicle camp­
ing, as well as not-for-profit leases such as youth camping and 
sailing facilities. It is not the objective of this Plan, however, to 
expand dedicated lease areas to the detriment of the public use of 
the land. The total land lease area under this Plan remains below 
the 25 percent cap imposed by City Charter. The total water lease 
area also remains below the City Charter cap, which is 6.5 percent. 
What this Plan does promote is the intensification of certain 
existing leases in order to maximize their revenue potential. 

Environment 

In recognition of this generation's increasing attention towards 
environmental issues, and ofthis region's concern over the quality 
of the Bay's natural environment in particular, this Plan incorpo­
rates a decisive commitment to environmental health. This 
commitment is supported by comprehensive proposals aimed at 
improving the Bay's water quality and continuing the conserva­
tion and enhancement of the Park's wetland and upland habitats 
for the benefit of both wildlife and people. Key environmental 
recommendations include the establishment of an 80-acre wetland 
area at the outfall of Rose Creek, and the creation of an overflow 
parking lot in South Shores. If properly designed, the wetland will 
help filter pollutants entering the Bay through Rose Creek, which 
drains a 58-square mile area, provide increased habitat for wildlife 
along the Pacific Coast Flyway, and provide the setting for nature­
oriented recreational activities such as bird-watching and canoe­
ing. The overflow parking lot will help reduce automobile traffic 
in the Park, which reduces harmful emissions and congestion, and 
helps preserve more of the land for recreation, commercial, and 
upland habitat functions . 

Page 3 
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"PARKS WITmN A PARK'' 

Because the Park's land and water resources are fmite, achiev­
ing an optimum combination of recreational, commercial, and 
environmental functions depends strictly on the efficient use 
of the Park's land and water areas. In other words, the Park 
must yield "maximum sustainable benefit" out of a limited set 
of resources. This efficiency depends in part on the congre­
gation of compatible uses in distinctive regions around the 
Park so as to gain multiple benefits from any given land and 
water area. This approach, in effect, creates distinctive 
recreation areas within the Park, or "Parks Within a Park." 

One of the main features of the "Parks Within a Park" concept 
is the consolidation of natural resources in the northeast 
quadrant of the Park, partly in Fiesta Island (mostly upland 
habitats) and partly in the areas west of the Rose Creek outfall 
(mostly wetland habitat). Such a land use allocation augments 
the habitat value of both the existing preserves and proposed 
new habitats, and maximizes their potential function as a 
setting for passive, nature-oriented recreation. 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

i. Water Quality 

It is broadly recognized that the Park's economic and recre­
ational future depends on the quality of the Bay's water. In 
response to fluctuating quality of the Bay waters, this Plan 
proposes a comprehensive set of measures involving state-of­
the-art biological, mechanical, public education and recre­
ation management programs. 

• Biological measures include the establishment of salt­
water marshes that can naturally filter pollutants as 
they enter the Bay through the creeks that drain the 
Bay's watershed. The principal marsh area would be 
located generally west of the Rose Creek outfall; 
smaller marshes are proposed at the Tecolote Creek 
outfall and on East Shores south of the Visitor and 
Information Center. 

Page4 
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••parks within a Park•• 
( Main Recreation Orientation) 

figure 1 
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• Mechanical measures include completion of the City's 
interceptor system, construction of upstream catchment 
basins, and the provision of additional sanitary flush­
ing stations for boats and recreational vehicles. 

• Public education and management measures include a 
program of watershed pollution awareness education 
and a specific pollution control campaign for boating, 
automobile, and park maintenance operations. 

ii. Regional Recreation 

The turf and beach areas along the Park's shorelines support 
the most intensive public recreational activity in Mission Bay. 
These areas draw users from throughout the San Diego region. 
With the County's population on the rise, the capacity of the 
Park to accommodate this activity must be commensurately 
increased. 

• This Plan proposes a 50 percent increase in new 
regional parkland. About 100 acres of regional park­
land are proposed in Fiesta Island, mostly in the 
current sludge bed area. Another 40 acres are pro­
posed in South Shores. 

• The Over-the Line sand arena is proposed to be 
relocated from the western to the eastern end of Fiesta 
Island's main peninsula. This will expand its area, 
improve spectator facilities, and place it within walk­
ing distance of the Park's major future parking and 
transit facilities. 

• New large group picnic facilities are proposed in 
South Shores and Fiesta Island in close proximity to 
wide, open turf areas suitable for related active games 
and sports. Existing group picnic events are to be 
phased out from Crown Point Shores and be trans­
ferred to South Shores and Fiesta Island once these 
areas are developed. 

• League sports are proposed to remain in Robb Field 
and the Pacific Beach Athletic Fields. No additional 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

areas for "league-play" are proposed, except for the 
potential use of the Ski Club lease area, which will be 
relocated to the new South Shores embayment. 

iii. Tourist Attractions 

An important part of Mission Bay's recreational value lies in 
its tourist-serving facilities such as the resort hotels, special 
events and various camping facilities. This Plan recognizes 
and supports this diversity of tourist attractions, but without 
approaching the limit of land and water area devoted to 
dedicated leases as dictated by the City's Charter . 

• This Plan provides from 350 to 950 potential new 
hotel rooms, largely within current lease areas in 
Bahia Point, Sunset Point, De Anza Point and Quivira 
Basin. An overall increase in revenue is thus achieved 
while minimizing the taking of land for commercial 
purposes . 

• Overnight facilities for recreational vehicles are pro­
posed as a potential use in De Anza Cove as part of the 
De Anza Special Study Area. At this location, 
recreational vehicle camping would enjoy optimum 
water access for swimming and watercraft rentals. 
Being well served by Interstate 5 and local commer­
cial streets, this location also generates minimal traffic 
conflicts in surrounding residential neighborhoods . 

• An approximately 16.5-acre commercial lease area is 
proposed in South Shores east of Sea World. This 
facility is suitable for several potential uses, including 
the expansion of Sea World attractions, a hotel, or 
other public recreation and tourist enterprise. The 
intent is for this parcel to serve a "best use" function 
that clearly contributes to the Park's image as an 
aquatic-oriented recreation destination . 
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iv. ''Natural'' Recreation Areas 

The rise of environmental awareness in recent decades has 
been paralleled by an increase in the desire for more natural 
recreation venues. The telephone survey conducted as part of 
the Master Plan Update revealed that a majority of San Diego 
residents would like to experience parts of Mission Bay in a 
more natural condition. 

• The north half of Fiesta Island is proposed to remain 
essentially in a natural state, with large areas in coastal 
sage scrub available for hiking, jogging, bicycling, 
and primitive camping. 

• The wetland areas proposed at the Rose Creek outfall 
would provide a natural setting for bird-watching, 
kayaking, rowing and canoeing. 

v. Wildlife Habitats 

In response to an extraordinary level of public demand for 
preservation and enhancement of natural resources, this Plan 
includes a number of proposals aimed at improving the Park's 
wildlife habitats. (These same areas are also planned to pro­
actively respond to future state and federal requirements for 
habitat mitigation.) 

• An 80-acre saltwater marsh is proposed west of Rose 
Creek adjacent to the existing Northern Wtldlife Pre­
serve. This recommendation requires the relocation 
of the Recreational Vehicle Park (Campland on the 
Bay), possibly to the east side of the Creek as a 
potential use in the proposed De Anza Special Study 
Area Smaller marshes are also proposed at the outfall 
of Tecolote Creek and in North Pacific Passage. 

• About 40 acres of eelgrass beds are proposed in Fiesta 
Bay. These result from (1) the dredging of East Ski 
Island, which allows a desired shortening of the 
Thunderboatsevent, (2) the "shaving" ofFiestalsland' s 
western shore to form a mile-long crescent beach, 
which improves the potential use of the beach for 
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swimming and special events viewing, and (3) the 
potential implementation of a channel across the 
Island's north end, which enhances the viability of the 
existing Least Tern preserve in the northern peninsula. 

• Another 4 acres of eelgrass beds are proposed as part 
of a new embayment in the south shore of Fiesta Island 
facing Sea World. Along with a protective jetty, the 
embayment would provide tranquil, south-facing wa­
ters for wading adjacent to new parkland. Should 
additional eelgrass beds be needed for mitigation 
purposes, this embayment could be doubled in size. 

vi. Water Recreation 

The aim of the Plan's water use recommendations is to 
maintain an adequate level of safety and recreation enjoyment 
in the Park's various water areas. The means to this end is 
controlling the access to the Bay waters, that is, the number 
and location of boat ramps and related boat trailer parking. 
Consultations were held with representatives of the City's 
Lifeguard Services Division and the Police Department in an 
effort to arrive, through experience and practical knowledge, 
at the Bay's water use capacity and corresponding level of 
access. 

• Current time-use allocations in Sail Bay are proposed 
to be maintained. In South Pacific Passage, west of the 
planned embayment, a "no-wake" zone should be 
instituted for the benefit of early morning rowers. 

• The Plan proposes parking for up to 631 boat trailers, 
distributed between the Dana Landing, Vacation Isle, 
De Anza, and new South Shores ramps. Due to the 
high congestion and related navigation hazards expe­
rienced in North Pacific Passage, the De Anza ramp is 
proposed to be regulated as access and safety consid­
erations may dictate, particularly on peak days. Un­
used areas of the ramp could be dedicated for day-use 
recreational vehicles and for launching non-motor­
ized watercraft. 
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vii. Access and Circulation 

The Plan addresses vehicular, parking, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements with the aim of making efficient 
use of the regional roadway and transit network while 
minimizing the impact of cars in the Park. The Plan also 
promotes the expansion of the pedestrian and bicycle path­
ways around the Park, which, according to the telephone 
survey, rate second to picnicking as the preferred recreation 
venue. 

• An overflow parking lot is proposed at the eastern 
end of South Shores. This lot would capture up to 
2,900 vehicles coming from the regional freeway 
and collector network, minimizing traffic through 
the Park during peak use times. By concentrating 
parking in an area of the Park which has marginal 
recreation value, more of the waterfront parkland 
areas in Fiesta Island and South Shores (about 18 
acres) can be dedicated for active recreation uses. 

• A tram system, potentially a peak-day concession, 
is proposed to transport visitors from the overflow 
parking to Fiesta Island, and possibly other areas in 
the Park and beyond to Mission Beach and Pacific 
Beach. The telephone survey indicates resident 
support for the tram concept and for paying a nomi­
nal fee for its use. 

• The completion of the bicycle/pedestrian path is 
proposed, allowing users to circle the Park uninter­
ruptedly. This will require the construction of a 
bridge over Rose Creek, an overpass at Sea World's 
entrance roadway, and a raised path or boardwalk 
under Ingraham Street connecting Sail Bay with 
Crown Point Shores. In addition, over 5 miles of 
waterfront pathways are proposed in Fiesta Island. 

• To enhance the use of the paths, separate but adjoin­
ing courses for pedestrians and bicyclists/skaters 
are proposed. It is recommended that existing paths 
be retrofitted to the new standards to the extent 
possible. 
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viii. Aesthetics and Design 

Design Guidelines are included as Appendix G in this Master 
Plan Update. The Guidelines aim to steer the design and 
implementation of future Park improvements, both public and 
private, towards an aesthetic that captures and manifests the 
Bay's aquatic environment. 

Existing facilities undergoing renovation should adhere to the 
intent of the Guidelines to the greatest extent possible. It is 
recognized, however, that existing conditions may not permit 
the full implementation of the Guidelines in all cases. 

• Reinforcement of the Park's coastal setting is pro­
posed as a broad landscape objective. Specific recom­
mendations include turning the boundary of the Park, 
the areas between the Park road and the major regional 
roads in particular, into a coastal sage scrub landscape. 

• To ensure continued public access to the shore, mini­
mum setbacks from development areas are proposed: 
50 feet from the mean-high water line in bulkhead 
conditions; 150 feet in beach conditions. 

• In an effort to promote a uniquely appropriate building 
architecture that responds to the Bay environment, the 
Guidelines discourage overtly and excessive thematic 
styles. 

• To gain more interesting roof forms, a speciallO-foot 
"rooftop design allowance" is proposed as an addition 
to the current 30-foot coastal height restriction. An 
additional 5 feet in height in Quivira Basin and the 
Dana Inn lease area is proposed to permit the provision 
of one level of underground parking and thus enhance 
the redevelopment potential of these sites. These 
recommendations would require a simple majority 
vote by the citizens. The overall redevelopment of 
these sites does not depend on this vote, however; they 
are only enhanced by it. 

Specific recommendations for the incorporation of art into the 
Park are inclu@d under this Plan document. 
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ix. Capital Costs and Funding 

The proposed Park improvements represent a public invest­
ment of about $171 million (1992 dollars). New and addi­
tional private investment in the Park could reach over $200 
million over the next 20 years. These improvements will 
generate substantial revenue for the City in the form of lease 
revenues, Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT), sales taxes, em­
ployment taxes, development fees, etc. Part of the success of 
the Park will depend on an adequate, sustained level of both 
public and private improvements. 
Three basic funding strategies are available to pursue the 
implementation of the proposed Park improvements: 

• All Park -generated revenues including land lease rev­
enue, TOT share, Sludge Mitigation funds, and tax 
increment are reinvested in the Park through an enter­
prise account. This scenario produces an estimated 
$52 million funding shortfall over this Plan's 20-year 
life. 

• Only the incremental revenues from intensified leases, 
plus the other sources mentioned above, would be 
used to fund improvements. This scenario yields a$85 
million funding shortfall. 

• No land lease, TOT, or tax increment revenues are 
dedicated for Park improvements; only Sludge Miti­
gation funds would be available. This scenario would 
generate a $154 million funding shortfall. 

Clearly, the first option yields the most revenue towards the 
development of the Park and is recommended for consider­
ation. However, in light of the City's historic reluctance to 
accord such funds to an enterprise account, the second option 
should receive alternate consideration. 

Both new and existing revenue sources are proposed to bridge 
the gap in funding shortfalls, no matter which enterprise 
account option, or none, is ultimately chosen. These include 
State and Federal Grants, Wetland Mitigation Funds, Certifi­
cates of Participation (replenished by new revenue sources), 
and an Open Space Financing District Bond. 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

Introduction 

The California Coastal Act of 1976 established a coastal zone 
boundary and mandated that all jurisdictions within that boundary 
prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP). The LCP brings the 
jurisdiction's planning process into conformance with the 1976 
Coastal Act . 

The entire Mission Bay Park is located within the Coastal Zone . 
Consequently, this Master Plan has the responsibility of including 
planning and development standards to protect and preserve the 
state's coastal resources pursuant to the adoption and certification of 
the City of San Diego's LCP . 

This Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/LCP Land Use Plan has 
incorporated the coastal issues that have been identified by and for the 
community, and has developed policies and recommendations in the 
various elements of the Master Plan Update as summarized below: 

Public Access 

The Master Plan Update incorporates recommendations for improv­
ing vehicular, emergency, bicycle and pedestrian access to the Park. 
Over 5,000 new parking spaces are being recommended along with 
a tram system serving the principal recreation areas, new pedestrian 
walkways around Fiesta Island and South Shores, and completion of 
a bicycle path around the Bay. In all, the Park will contain over 12 
miles of paths along the waterfront. Provisions for waterfront access 
for persons with disabilities is also recommended in the Plan, includ­
ing dedicated parking in close proximity to the shore and paths 
leading directly to the water . 

The Master Plan Update also recommends implementation of the 
previously planned South Shores boat ramp, and the regulated use of 
the existing De Anza boat ramp to ensure continued, safe and 
enjoyable access to the Bay by motor, sail, and human-powered craft . 

Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities 

Mission Bay Park offers a myriad of recreational opportunities to the 
public at no cost including tourist information, parking, Park Rangers 
for a safer and more enjoyable experience while in the Park, close, 
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convenient access from all major freeways, and many sporting 
events including professional volleyball, personal watercraft, 
waterski, and Over-the-Line tournaments. 

Other free park facilities include picnic shelters, barbecues, des­
ignated swim zones staffed with Lifeguards during the summer 
months, basketball courts, children's play areas including a new 
accessible playground located at South Tecolote Shores, a horse­
shoe court located at Hospitality Point, sand volleyball courts, fire 
rings, recreational vehicle pump-outstation located at the Visitor's 
Information Center, public boat launches, a fitness course, and 
extensive bicycle/pedestrian paths throughout the entire Park. In 
addition to all these amenities, Mission Bay is also the home of 
several wildlife preserves providing bird watchers an opportunity 
to observe a variety of sea birds including the federally endangered 
Least Tern, the Brown Pelican, and the Light-footed Clapper Rail. 

The Master Plan Update recommends the expansion of guest 
housing facilities in the Park. Over one thousand new hotel rooms 
are envisioned in the Plan, located in Marina Village, Bahia Point, 
Sunset Point, and, potentially, in De Anza Point in a specially 
designated, 171-acre Special Study Area. As they do today, these 
facilities will likely range in services and amenities so as to 
provide accommodations to a wide sector of the public. Overnight 
accommodations for recreation vehicles are also possible under 
the Plan as part of the De Anza Special Study Area. 

The Master Plan Update also proposes the incorporation of a 16.5-
acre parcel in South Shores for commercial purposes in accor­
dance to a "best-use" objective from a recreation standpoint An 
expansion of Sea World and a water-oriented theme park have 
been raised as possible uses for this parcel. 

It should be noted that the above mentioned commercial facilities 
do not raise the dedicated lease areas of the Park above 25 percent 
of the Park's land area or 6.5 percent of the Park's water area, 
which are the maximums allowed under the City Charter. 

Community Park and Recreation Areas 

The Master Plan Update recommends a 50 percent increase in 
areas dedicated for active or regional-serving recreation. This 
increase is equivalent to 100 acres of new turf and adjoining beach 
area. Most of the new parkland is proposed in the southern portion 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

of Fiesta Island and in South Shores. These areas are optimally 
served by public transit facilities_ and by regional roadways, 
helping to minimize vehicular congestion in the Park and on 
surrounding city streets. New playgrounds, fields for informal 
sports, picnic grounds, and an upgraded sand arena for the Over­
the-Line Tournament are proposed as part of the new recreation 
development 

Provisions for Low- and Moderate-Income Housing 

Provisions for private housing are inconsistent with the public use 
of Mission Bay Park and are therefore not proposed in the Master 
Plan Update. In accordance with the Kapiloff Bill, and as 
confmned by the City Attorney, the current lease for the De Anza 
Mobile Estates in De Anza Point is scheduled to expire in 2003 . 
Disposition of this lease area will follow the overall disposition of 
the De Anza Special Study area as City Council may mandate at 
a future date. The Plan does not recommend specific uses for the 
171-acre Special Study Area, except for a minimum of 80 acres 
of new wetland habitat . 

Preservation of Water, Marine & Biological Resources 

The Master Plan Update incorporates a comprehensive water­
quality improvement program for Mission Bay, including the 
creation of nearly one hundred acres of salt marshes, eighty of 
them at the mouth ofRose Creek to help trap contaminants before 
they enter the Bay's main water bodies. Most of the ~ew marshes 
will be located either contiguous or in close proximity to the 
Northern Wildlife Preserve, which under the Plan is retained in its 
present configuration. The Plan also proposes about 20 acres of 
new eel grass beds, resulting from the reconfiguration of the west 
shore of Fiesta Island and from a proposed channel cut across the 
Island on its northern section. The marsh and eel grass areas will 
help enhance the Bay's marine and biological resources by 
augmenting the availability of habitat for shore birds and inver­
tebrate populations, and by helping improve the Bay's overall 
water quality . 

Under the Plan, existing least tern preserves are proposed to be 
retained and/or relocated to alternate sites once such sites are 
proven, by breeding terns, to be demonstrably suitable. The Plan 
also proposes extensive areas of coastal landscape containing 
coastal sage scrub and dune plant communities. These landscapes 
are envisioned mainly in the mid and western sections of Fiesta 
Island. 
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Beach and Coastal BlufT Preservation 

The Master Plan Update recommends the preservation of all of the 
Park's natural bluff areas, namely the bluffs on Riviera and Crown 
Point Shores. Existing beach areas are recommended to be pre­
served, except for the small beach south of the Visitor Center, which 
the Plan envisions as marsh to help improve the water quality in that 
area of North Pacific Passage. This loss, however, is mitigated by 
the addition of a larger and protected beach area in the southern end 
of Fiesta Island facing South Pacific Passage. 

Impact of Buildout on Coastal Access 

The Master Plan Update recommends the addition of new dedicated 
lease areas facing the Bay: one acre in Bahia Point; 2.5 acres on 
Sunset Point; and 16.5 acres in South Shores. Commercial uses are 
also possible in the De Anza Special Study Area. In all of the above 
lease areas, and in Marina Village, the Design Guidelines, prepared 
as part of the Master Plan Update, recommend the retention of public 
access along the waterfront. A 150-foot setback is proposed from 
the mean high waterline where such leases face a beach area; a 50-
foot setback is proposed where a dedicated lease faces a bulkhead or 
rip-rap revetment 

Visual Resources 

The Design Guidelines recommend the preservation of significant 
views into the Park from surrounding hillside development and 
roadways, such as Interstate 5, and from the main entrance roads 
such as Pacific Coast Highway and Tecolote Road. In addition, the 
Guidelines call for specific landscape and architectural standards to 
ensure the compatible integration of any new development, private 
or public, with the Bay environment. 

To enhance the visibility of the Park from high vantage points 
(surrounding hillsides, Sea World's tower and airplanes) more 
varied roof profiles are recommended for strategic areas of the Park, 
by relaxing the coastal height limit mandated by City Ordinance. 
This "roofscape variance" would require a majority vote of the 
people to implement 

Public Works 

The Master Plan Update recommends new infrastructure in terms 
of roadways, emergency service, restroom facilities, paths and 
parking to meet the anticipated needs of future Park visitors. 
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II. I N T R 0 D U C T I 0 N 

Mission Bay Park celebrates in its landscape the intedace of 
life's four essential elements: land, water, air and fire (South­
ern California's sunshine!). The coincidence of these four 
elements gave visionary civic leaders the inspiration for the 
Park's original conception, a great water-oriented urban park 
providing recreation for the region and an economic tourism 
boon to San Diego's economy. That the Park has been 
substantially realized is a testament both to the determination 
of San Diego's leaders and citizens, and to the wonder of the 
place itself. 

This Master Plan Update is a vital part of the continued 
evolution and development of Mission Bay Park. As history 
unfolds and times change, so too must a great park like 
Mission Bay. Its layout and management must respond to new 
challenges, new ideas. It must address unforeseen problems 
like congestion and pollution. It must adapt to demographic 
changes, new forms of recreation, and new conceptions of our 
relationship to our outdoor environment. 
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MISSION BAY PARK: A BRIEF HISTORY 

Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo's expedition discovered in 1542 what they 
called "False Bay": a vast tidal marsh coursed by the braided 
outflowing channels of the San Diego River. Little changed in the Bay 
untill852, when personnel of the United States Army built a dike on 
the south side of the San Diego River, eliminating its outfall into San 
Diego Bay. Late in the 19th century, the Bay's first recreational 
development occurred - a ramshackle collection of hunting and 
fishing buildings which was later obliterated by a flood. 

In 1944, a San Diego Chamber of Commerce committee recom­
mended developing Mission Bay into a tourist attraction, as part of an 
overall effort to diversify the City's largely military economy. In the 
late 40's the conversion of Mission Bay into an intensively used 
aquatic park began in earnest through massive dredging and filling 
operations. 

By the early 1960s most of the dredging to create the water and land 
bodies evident today had been completed. Twenty-five million cubic 
yards of sand and silt had been dredged and used as fill to create the 
land forms, making the Bay a virtual artificial environment. 

WHY A PLAN NOW? 

The Park's celebrated history has engendered a very well used, highly 
valued recreational resource that is enjoyed by millions of people each 
year. So why is there a need for a new plan? 

Changing Values 

Mission Bay Park was conceived at a time when nature was viewed 
primarily as a resource to be exploited for the betterment of human 
life. In keeping with the earlier pioneer spirit, "wilderness" was 
something which awaited taming for a better use, to be subjected to the 
metaphorical plough of progress. Early accounts of Mission Bay's 
"improvement" praise the achievement of transforming the "useless 
marsh" into a public benefit. 

According to the 17th century American Puritan John Eliot, wilder­
ness was the place" ... where nothing appeareth but hard labour, wants, 
and wilderness-temptation." During the 18th century, Romanticism 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

blossomed in America and intellectuals and poets began to perceive 
nature very differently, appreciating its aesthetic qualities. By the 
late 19th century, men like John James Audubon and Henry David 
Thoreau were actively seeking the preservation of nature. But the 
fact that they felt compelled to do so reveals how strongly Ameri­
cans still adhered to the pioneers' attitude . 

Until well into the 20th century - well into the time of Mission 
Bay's transformation into a park- there was still a pervasive belief, 
especially in the Western United States, that there was a boundless 
amount of "nature out there" and that we could freely and without 
consequence convert as much of it as we wished to serve our own 
purposes. Since that time we have discovered acid rain, toxic 
pollutants, the "greenhouse" effect, and ozone depletion. We have 
learned, through the painful mistakes of yesterday's ignorance and 
myopia, that we cannot view the natural environment as something 
apart from the human race, but that we must find sustainable ways 
to coexist with it. 

As a microcosm and symbolic statement of our relationship to 
nature, the future of Mission Bay Park must retlect our contempo­
rary environmental values . 

Water Quality Degradation 

There is a more compelling reason to examine the future of the Park 
than simply a change in societal values, and that is that the very life 
of the Park is threatened by the contamination of its waters. As the 
watershed which drains into the Bay has become more and more 
urbanized, the flow of pollution into the Bay's waters has progres­
sively increased. High levels of coliform bacteria are causing 
closures of portions of the Bay for swimming and other water­
contact forms of recreation. Unless substantially remedied, this 
situation will drastically reduce the Bay's recreational value, as well 
as its reputation as an attractive tourist destination . 

New Recreation Demands 

A third major impetus for a new plan has come from the develop­
ment of new forms of recreation which were not, and could not have 
been, foreseen even a decade ago. In the water, the advent and 
explosion in the use of personal watercraft (jet skis) has presented 
a new and fast growing challenge to the safe and equitable distribu­
tion of limited water area among various water sports groups. On 
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land, in-line skating has added a high-speed dimension to use of the 
Park's network of paths. Another significant change lies in the 
public's increasing demand to recreate in more natural landscape 
settings - to watch wildlife, hike through coastal vegetation, or 
paddle a canoe through a coastal wetland. 

The combination of a fluctuating water quality, new forms of 
recreation, and a change in how people view the natural environment 
has given the Master Plan Update an urgent purpose. 

A PUBLICIPRIVA TE PARTNERSHIP 

The Park, as it stands today, is the result of an unusual and significant 
level of effort involving both the public and private sectors of San 
Diego's economy. 

Through 1970, the Park was the recipient of over $64 million in 
private and public investments. (This figure represents the actual 
dollars spent; in today' s dollars the sum would be substantially 
higher). With additions to Sea World and to several of the resort 
hotels, this figure is well over $100 million. Much of the public 
investment has been financed through general obligation bonds, 
which demonstrates the level of public commitment to the Park. 

Over the next 20 years it is estimated that another $370 million will 
be invested in the Park, with as much as $200 million potentially 
contributed by the private sector. The Park is, in effect, a very 
successful public/private partnership and, as a result, a significant 
player in San Diego's economy. As with any major public/private 
partnership, its future rests in the willingness of both sectors to 
continue their cooperation and support. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND PARTICIPATION 

The support of both the private and public sectors for the continuing 
development of the Park rests on a common vision for the place, one 
which must be drawn from the needs, aspirations, and values of the 
citizens of San Diego. To gain this fundamental support, an exten­
sive program of public outreach and involvement was introduced at 
the outset of the planning process. The various components of 
public input described below were promoted through a concentrated 
media campaign which sought to heighten public awareness and 
advance notice of opportunities for public input. 
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Public Outreach Program 

In preparation for the Master Plan Update, the City commissioned 
the Mission Bay Master Plan Update Community Outreach Report 
(1990). This outreach program targeted community groups to 
elicit views about the Park and how it should be improved further . 

"Not a Disneyland ... " 

In general, the Report stresses the importance of Mission Bay as 
a passive public park oriented towards recreational uses that take 
advantage of the water setting and cautions against the excessive 
commercialization of its resources. One statement read " ... Mis­
sion Bay Park is not a place forT-shirt and trinket shops or a 
Disneyland." 

Telephone Survey 

A statistically valid, random telephone survey of over 800 County 
of San Diego households was commissioned to secure a balanced 
and comprehensive view on who uses the Park, what they value of 
it, what improvements should be made, etc., but also to learn who 
does not use the Park and why . 

Natural Resource Enhancement ... 

Among the significant survey findings, which are described in 
more detail in subsequent sections of this Plan, is the overwhelm­
ing concern for the Bay's natural environment. Of the respondents 
surveyed, 86.5 percent rated water quality as a critical issue, while 
71.7 percent rated the preservation and enhancement of the Park's 
natural resources as "very important." Furthermore, more than 
half of the respondents favor dedicating areas of the Park for 
natural enhancement purposes. These responses assume special 
significance in light of the fact that 16 percent of the population do 
not visit the Park because it is either too polluted or does not meet 
their recreation needs . 

Mission Bay Planners 

The Mission Bay Planners was formed as a Council-sanctioned 
citizen advisory group to help guide this Plan in accordance with 
the general public will. Throughout the planning process, the 
Planners held regularly scheduled public meetings to elicit views 
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about the Park, record and mediate the debates on key issues, and 
advise the consultant team on preferred land use, water use, 
circulation, economic, environmental and design concepts. This 
forum was converted twice into an open public workshop format to 
secure commentary and opinions from as broad a group of constitu­
encies as possible. 

To expedite the review and resolution of the issues, the Planners 
organized seven subcommittees which addressed, respectively, the 
land use, water use, environment, circulation, economics, Fiesta 
Island and South Shores, and the aesthetics and design aspects of 
this Plan. 

Steering Committee 

In addition to the Mission Bay Planners, regular meetings were 
held with directors and management staff from key City depart­
ments: Park and Recreation, Planning, Police, Property, Engineer­
ing and Development, Water Utilities, and the Manager's Office. 
These meetings provided the planning process with an essential 
"reality check" while also contributing valuable options for imple­
mentation. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Under the direct advice and with the full participation of the 
Planners and the Subcommittees, a comprehensive set of goals f!Ild 
objectives for the Park were drafted. These goals and objectives, 
which are included in full under Appendix A, were prepared prior 
to the formulation of specific planning concepts. They became, in 
effect, the "guiding light" steering this Plan and, on more than one 
occasion, a mediating agent between conflicting interests and 
demands. 

A summary of the goals pertaining to each Section of this Plan is 
included at the beginning of each Section in bold, italicized text 

A DIRECTION FOR THE FUTURE 

The traditional ideas about Mission Bay Park are all still present 
and valid. It is, and will remain, a place for water recreation of all 
sorts, a place for picnicking and enjoying the quality of the water's 
edge, and as San Diego's premier resort destination. 
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Added to all these ideas, however, is the emergence of the 
environment as a key generational concern. In the words of 
Steve Alexander, Chair of the Mission Bay Planners, "we live 
in an 'environmental' environment." In no previous planning 
process have environmental concerns been so earnestly and 
clearly voiced. Through public outreach programs, meetings 
and telephone surveys, radio coverage and newspaper edito­
rials, concerns about water quality, noise and air pollution, the 
conservation and creation of habitat areas, have risen to the 
frontline of the public debate . 

At the most fundamental level, shifting the direction of 
Mission Bay Park to account for its long-term ecological 
health is a choice for the future. The city is grappling with 
maintaining its image as a place which offers "quality of life" 
opportunities- outdoor living, a clean environment, a beau­
tiful natural setting, wonderful recreation. Pursuing environ­
mental health with vigor will allow the Park to continue in its 
role as one of the jewels in San Diego's "quality oflife" crown . 

ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE PLAN 

The proposals that follow represent the starting line on the 
course that can realize the collective vision for the Park. The 
proposals are organized following the division of issues 
facing the Park as they were analyzed, presented, and discussed 
before the Mission Bay Planners: Land Use, Water Use, 
Environment, Circulation, Fiesta Island and South Shores, 
Aesthetics and Design, and Economics. Two additional 
Sections are included: Planning Approach and Implementation . 

To facilitate its use in the preparation and review of actual 
improvements, the Aesthetics and Design Section is included 
under separate cover as the "Mission Bay Park Design 
Guidelines." 

It should be acknowledged that by its very nature, a plan is a 
statement of intent, not of specific solutions. It is a framework, 
a tool with which to work towards an end. Due to the more 
comprehensive scope of the improvements proposed for Fi­
esta Island and South Shores, more detailed concepts are 
included for these two areas of the Park . 
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III. PLANNING APPROACH 

"PARKS WITHIN A PARK" 

The Park's land and water resources are limited. They cannot 
expand further, except by taking from one to add to the other . 
As more people flock to Mission Bay Park in the future, these 
resources will be increasingly taxed in delivering a quality 
recreational experience . 

Any situation involving a limited resource in high demand 
requires an efficient management approach, one that can 
render a "maximum sustainable benefit." In Mission Bay 
Park, maximum sustainable benefit means ensuring that the 
greatest possible number of users continue to enjoy the Park 
without compromising its ability to meet the recreational 
choices and needs of the future . 

To achieve this goal, every square foot of the Park's land and 
water should be planned to yield the most benefit for as many 
functions as possible. For example, Sail Bay currently serves 
multiple user groups including sailors, rowers, and water 
skiers, youth water-sport camps and swimmers. Designating 
seasons and hours of use based on speeds helps each water 
user derive maximum benefit from Sail Bay . 
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In addition to programming hours of use, other measures can 
further enhance the efficient use of the Park's resources: 
separating conflicting uses, allocating special areas for special 
uses, and, perhaps most importantly, concentrating compat­
ible uses so as to develop a recreational and environmental 
synergy among them. 

Recommendations 

1. "Park Regions": In the pursuit of a "maximum sustain­
able benefit" approach, the Park should be organized accord­
ing to "regions" of compatible uses. For example, regional 
parkland areas should be located where best served by the 
transportation infrastructure; this would make efficient use of 
roadways, public transit, and parking facilities. Similarly, 
natural habitat areas should be consolidated to the extent 
possible so that their wildlife, mitigation, water quality im­
provement, and recreational functions can perform synergis­
tically, maximizing their value to the Park. 

More importantly, by allowing recreational areas to coalesce 
as distinctive "regions" around the Park, a sharpened percep­
tion of the landscape emerges, which enhances the overall 
recreation experience. For example, by consolidating habitat 
areas in one place, a more pronounced feeling of being 
"immersed" in nature is experienced. Similarly, concentrat­
ing regional parkland around an active body of water magni­
fies the Park's functions as a regional, water-oriented play­
ground. 

Because it yields distinctive recreation areas within a single 
Park, this approach has been labeled the "Parks Within a Park" 
concept. "Parks Within a Park" essentially means that Mis­
sion Bay Park will comprise an integrated diversity of recre­
ational experiences -each with its own integrity. 
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ill. PLANNING APPROACH 

2. Recreation Orientations: In viewing the broad types of 
recreation available in Mission Bay Park, four basic orienta­
tions emerge: regional, neighborhood, commercial, and habi­
tat. 

Regional-oriented recreation refers to regional parkland ac­
tivities such as group picnicking, bicycling, and attendance of 
special events, such as the Over-the-Line tournament . 

Neighborhood-oriented recreation refers to more local recre­
ation, including facilities like game courts and children's play 
areas . 

Commercial-oriented recreation refers to resort hotels, Sea 
World, and other commercial operations, such as recreational 
vehicle camping . 

Habitat-oriented recreation refers to wetland and upland habi­
tats serving more passive activities, including trails for hiking 
and jogging, or wetland areas for rowing and canoeing . 

Pedestrian and bicycle paths are common to all areas. These 
paths are viewed as the essential common thread that will bind 
the Park into a single recreational fabric . 

3. Distribution of Recreation Orientations: As is de­
scribed in more detail in further sections of this Plan, the 
Park's recreation orientations should be concentrated in the 
following areas: 

Regional: Eastern South Shores, East Shores, East Vacation 
Isle, and the southern portion of Fiesta Island . 

Neighborhood: West Shore, Sail Bay, Riviera Shores, and 
Crown Point Shores . 

Commercial: Western South Shores, West Vacation Isle, 
Dana and Quivira Basins, Bahia Point and northeast corner . 

Habitat: Southern and Northern Wildlife Preserve areas, the 
central and northern portions of Fiesta Island, and Least Tern 
nesting sites . 
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Although termed differently, the "Parks within a Park" con­
cept is not a new approach to the planning and design of parks. 
In Boston's famous "Emerald Necklace," Frederick Law 
Olmsted created an integrated, connected series of distinctive 
recreational landscapes including wetlands and picturesque 
meadows and play areas. As one drives by these landscapes, 
different yet harmonious images of the city emerge. For 
Mission Bay Park, the "Parks within a Park" concept can 
deliver a much needed sense of landscape and recreational 
coherence - and an essential efficiency of use. 
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IV. LAND USE 

While more than half of the Mission Bay Park area is open water, 
a majority of park visitors engage the water as a setting for 
land-based recreation, i.e., walking, jogging, bicycling and 
picnicking. As the county population continues to rise into the 
21st century, new demands on the Park's land resources can be 
expected. Meeting this demand, while retaining the inherent 
amenity of the Park's aquatic setting, is the principal aim of the 
land use component of the Master Plan Update. Accordingly ... 

. .. Mission Bay Park should be an aquatic-oriented park 
which provides a diversity of public, commercial, and natu­
ral/and uses for the enjoyment and benefit of allthe citizens 
of San Diego and visitors from outside communities . 

It should be a park in which land uses are located and 
managed so as to maximize their recreation and environ­
mental functions, minimize adverse impacts on adjacent 
areas, facilitate public access and circulation, and capture 
the distinctive aesthetic quality of each area of the Bay . 

The Park should also enhance the viability and use of other 
connected open space areas so as to promote the creation of 
a comprehensive, integrated open space system into and out 
of Mission Bay . 
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AQUATIC ORIENTATION 

The uniqueness of Mission Bay Park lies in its aquatic setting. 
Fundamentally the Park was shaped out of the water and it 
remains focused upon it. It is deemed essential, therefore, that 
land use allocations in the Park be defined and arranged so as 
to maximize public access and enjoyment of the water. In 
other words, the zones with maximum exposure to the water 
should generally be reserved for those activities benefiting the 
most from such exposure, such as picnicking, strolling or 
bicycling. 

Recommendations 

4. Primary Zone:: A 300-foot depth is established in the 
Design Guidelines component of this Plan as the primary zone 
of water influence. Within this zone, priority should be given 
to passive recreation uses or uses compatible with the water 
setting. Conversely, land uses which restrict public access 
andenjoymentoftheshoreshouldbediscouragedandavoided 
to the greatest extent possible. 

S. Secondary Zone: Beyond the 300-foot zone, measures 
that further enhance and preserve critical views of the Bay 
should be pursued, such as maintaining visual corridors to the 
water and mounding the grade to heighten its presence. Such 
mounding, however, should not preempt the use of the land for 
active play where this activity proves to be desirable and 
convenient. 

6. Commercial Access: New commercial development 
areas and hotel redevelopment projects should be required to 
provide convenient and secure public access to the water. 
Food and beverage facilities, for example, should be sited in 
close proximity to the water, encouraging their use by the 
general public. 
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REGIONAL PARKLAND 

Consisting of mostly sandy beaches backed by ornamental 
turf, vegetation, and support parking, the regional parkland 
areas of Mission Bay Park are the recipient of intensive, 
region-wide, land-based recreation. Picnicking, kite flying, 
frisbee tossing, informal sports, walking, jogging, bicycling, 
and skating are typical activities in the Park's regional park­
land. In consideration of an anticipated 50 percent increase in 
the county's population over t_he next 20 or so years, an 
equivalent increase in the amount of regional parkland area 
has been targeted for the Park to meet future recreational 
demands. 

Recommendations 

7. Southeast Quadrant: A total of about 340 acres of 
regional parkland are achieved under this Plan, which meets 
the 50 percent increase target. (Acreage calculations do not 
include support parking and roadways). Because of their 
intensive use, the new parkland areas are envisioned in the 
southeast quadrant of the Park- namely, the southern end of 
Fiesta Island and South Shores - where visitors can enjoy 
convenient access to and from the regional roadway network 
and planned transit facilities. This will facilitate access to the 
Park while minimizing internal vehicular circulation. 

8. Fiesta Island: About 100 acres of new regional 
parkland should be developed in Fiesta Island, most of it in the 
current sludge bed area in the southern end of the Island. 
Replacing the sludge beds with parkland constitutes the only 
opportunity in the Park to gain net new land for recreation. 
This area enjoys unequalled exposure to the Bay waters and 
surrounding landscapes, as well as safe, convenient access to 
beaches with good water quality. This is one reason why it is 
proposed to relocate the planned habitat areas from the sludge 
beds to the northeast quadrant of the Park, west of the Rose 
Creek outfall. (The Environment Section of this Plan further 
elaborates on this recommendation). 
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Recommendations 

To maximize their recreational and biological functions, the 
"natural'' areas of the Park are proposed in the northeast 
quadrant of the Park where they can benefit from optimum 
contiguity. In essence, the new development areas in the 
eastern half of the Park would progress from the most inten­
sively used, ornamental and highly maintained landscape in 
South Shores, to the least intensively used, more natural and 
lowest maintained landscape by the Northern Wildlife Pre­
serve. 

11. Central Fiesta Island: The Island's central penin­
sula is proposed half as an open sand arena suitable for 
sand-based tournaments and half as an upland coastal sage 
scrub landscape suitable for hiking and biking. The sand arena 
should be located in the eastern end of the peninsula to make 
most efficient use of the proposed overflow parking area in 
South Shores. The area in coastal landscape should be gently 
raised to afford enhanced views of the Bay. 

12. North Fiesta Island: The Island's north end is 
~proposed as a controlled habitat area for the California Least 
Tern and as a site for salt pan mitigation. A path for bicycles, 
pedestrians, and maintenance and emergency vehicles is 
proposed around the perimeter of this site, allowing the public 
to access the beach areas of the peninsula. Gates and fences 
should be provided around the Least Tern and salt pan mitiga­
tion sites, which should be accessed only by authorized 
individuals. A channel across the Island along with a bridge 
or causeway should be considered as a means to further 
separate the north end of Fiesta Island from the more inten­
sively used areas to the south. The channel could also 
provided added eelgrass habitat. 
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IV. LAND USE 

13. Northern Habitat Area: West and south of the 
Rose Creek outfall, and contiguous with the Northern Wild­
life Preserve, an 80+/- acre wetland habitat area is proposed . 
This habitat would include salt marsh, salt pan, and coastal 
sage scrub plant communities, and would be designed to 
permit limited public access for hiking, jogging, resting, 
bird-watching, rowing and canoeing . 

14. "Rustic" perimeter: The Design Guidelines call for 
the Park to be encircled by a more natural band of vegetation 
to emphasize its unique coastal setting. In East Shores, this 
band can be accomplished in the space between I-5 and the 
park road. In South Shores, limited areas of coastal sage scrub 
are proposed between a new park road and Sea World Drive . 
In Sail Bay and Mariner's Basin, the rustic perimeter is 
already provided by the open sand areas, which should be 
maintained. Elsewhere along the Park's perimeter, such as in 
Hospitality Point and Mariner's Point, the partial substitution 
of ornamental turf areas with coastal plants, particularly 
around their outer edges, should be implemented . 
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DEDICATED LEASE AREAS 

Dedicated lease areas on Mission Bay Park, comprised of both 
non-profit and commercial leases, contribute to the revenues 
of the City while providing a variety of recreation opportuni­
ties to Park visitors. Of the nearly 472 allowable acres 
dedicated for lease areas in the Park, 404.42 acres, or about 85 
percent, are currently in use. It is not the intent of this Plan to 
"reach the limit" of allowable dedicated lease area. Rather, 
lease areas have been considered in balance with public 
recreation needs, environmental objectives, and revenue gen­
eration. Overall, three basic objectives have guided the 
consideration of dedicated leases: 

• 

• 

• 

Existing commercial leases should be intensified to 
the greatest extent possible, so as to minimize the 
taking of public land to expand or create new commer­
cialleases elsewhere in the Park. 

Commercial leases should provide a variety of recre­
ational opportunities, i.e., high, as well as moderately 
priced guest housing accommodations, recreational 
vehicle camping, and sites for primitive tent camping. 

Within the preceding objectives, commercial lease 
areas should render maximum revenue utility to the 
City. 

Recommendations 

The following new dedicated lease areas, are proposed: 

15. Marina Village: 500 hotel rooms, limited retail, 
conference facilities. The redevelopment of this existing 
lease should include the unimproved parking strip facing the 
San Diego River Floodway as an addition to the lease area 
(4.0+/- acres), creating a 19-acre redevelopment site. Ex­
panding the lease area would allow the implementation of a 
wider public promenade on the north side of the development, 
taking full advantage of marina views. Vehicular public 
access to Hospitality Point through the site should be main-
tained. -
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Table 1 

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL & 
NON-PROFIT(NP) LEASES 

L Dana Landing 

2. Mission Bay Aquatic Center (NP) 

3. Bahia Belle 

4. Youth Aquatic Center (NP) 

5. Dana Inn 

6. Catamaran's Pier 

7. Sportsman's Seafood 
8. San Diego Princess Resort 

9. Mission Bay Golf Center 
10. San Die;3 Rowing Club& (NP) 

~ission ay Rowmg Association 

11. Bahia Hotel 

12. San Diego Visitor and 
Information Center 

13. Sea World 
14. Seaforth ~ort Fishing and 

Boat Ren 

15. Everingham Bros. Bait Co. 
16. Mission Bay Sports Center 

17. S.D. Hilton Beach and 
Tennis Resort 

18. Hyatt Islandia and Marina 

19. Pacific Rim Marine Enterprises, Inc. 
(Mission Bay Marina) 

20. Marina Village 

21. Mission Bay Yacht Club (NP) 

22. Primitive Camping 
(Private or Public) 

23. "Best Use" Commercial Parcel 

24. Mission Bay Boat & Ski Oub (NP) 
or Other Commercial Use 

25. Marina Village/Pacific Rim 
Potential~ Expansion 
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16. Pacific Rim Marine Enterprises, Inc. (Mission Bay 
Marina): Optional hotel redevelopment. Should market con­
ditions warrant, part or all of the Yacht Center leasehold should 
be permitted to redevelop into a guest housing complex similar 
in character to that proposed in Marina Village. Provisions for 
boat maintenance and servicing should be maintained as part of 
the redevelopment to the extent feasible. As in Marina Village, 
the unimproved parking area opposite the Yacht Center, plus a 
portion ofHospitality Point, should be added to the commercial 
lease area for redevelopment purposes (about 6 acres total). 

17. Bahia Hotel: 600-room resort hotel. In accordance 
with the objective of intensifying existing leaseholds, the Bahia 
Hotel lease, at the lessee's option, should be expanded towards 
the point of the peninsula, and shifted eastward to the eastern 
curb of the existing parking. Such an expansion and shift could 
potentially permit the addition of 120 hotel rooms to the 
complex, above and beyond the current 484-room redevelop­
ment plans. The following criteria should guide the redevelop­
ment of the Point: 

• The lease expansion should not exceed approximately 
one acre in area. An adequate public use zone should be 
maintained at the point itself in accordance with the 
Design Guidelines (150 feet to the mean high water 
line). 

• Every effort should be made as part of any redevelop­
ment effort to implement a continuous pedestrian and 
bicycle path around the Point in accordance with the 
Design Guidelines. 

• Any loss of public parking resulting from a lease expan­
sion and/or relocation should be mitigated. 

• If the Bahia Hotel is to expand into Bahia Point's public 
parking areas, the lessee should be required to provide 
alternate means of carrying board sailing equipment to 
the tip of the Point from a drop-off area at the entrance 
of the leasehold. 
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18. De Anza Cove (Special Study Area): This area is 
planned as a Special Study Area (SSA) potentially involving 
any one or all of the following uses: guest housing; regional 
parkland; beach; boating concessions; wetland; wetland-related 
hydrologic improvements; paths and trails. Recommendation 
24 describes in more detail the intent of this SSA and its 
development criteria. 

19. Sunset Point Lease Expansion: In keeping with the 
objective of intensifying existing commercial areas, the Plan 
proposes the potential expansion of the Dana Inn by approxi­
mately 2.5-acres. It is estimated that 80 additional hotel 
rooms can be developed in this area. The expansion area 
should stretch from the northern boundary of the current 
leasehold towards Sunset Point, and observe the following 
development criteria: 

• Development proposals should enhance pedestrian, 
bicycle, emergency and maintenance circulation 
around Sunset Point in accordance with the Design 
Guidelines. 

• All required private parking should be provided within 
the leasehold area. 

• Development intensification should minimize the im­
pact to Sunset Point Park users. The waterfront areas 
of the Point should remain accessible to the public as 
required by the Design Guidelines. 

• All required private parking should be provided within 
the leasehold area. 

20. Dana Landing Lease Expansion: The Plan proposes 
a 1.0-acre expansion of the Dana Landing leasehold. The 
expansion area should stretch from the leasehold's current 
northern boundary towards the Mission Bay Channel, pro­
vided that emergency and public access to the waterfront be 
maintained in accordance with the Design Guidelines. 
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21. South Shores Commercial Parcel: Because of its 
limited water access and isolation from other areas of the Park, 
this 16.5-acre site is considered marginal as a public recre­
ation area, and, therefore, suitable for commercial recreation 
purposes. The parcel has been configured such that its 
northern hal flies outside the limits of the South Shores landfill 
while capturing a wide stretch of waterfront facing Pacific 
Passage. This allows a number of possible commercial uses 
to be considered, including the expansion of Sea World 
attractions, a 200-room motel, or a water-oriented entertain­
ment center. 

The underlying objective is that this parcel render maximum 
utility, or "best use," from a recreation standpoint. In accor­
dance with the public consensus on this issue, "best use" 
should not mean permanent and exclusive 
commercially-supporting parking. Any new and permanent 
parking should be of such quantity and proportion as would be 
required to serve whatever commercial use may be proposed. 

22. Ski Club: The present site for the Ski Club is being 
rendered obsolete by the sedimentation process on Rose 
Creek. A relocation of this facility to South Shores is therefore 
recommended. Located west of the planned embayment, the 
new site would remain 4 acres in area. As an option to the 
lessee, the facility could include a small chandlery and snack 
shop serving the adjacent South Shores boat ramp and poten­
tial day use slips. Should the Ski Club not relocate to this site, 
other commercial uses should be considered. 

23. Primitive Camping: 18-acre site in Fiesta Island. 
This lease area could be operated by the City or as a commer­
cial concession. The intent is to provide nature-oriented 
"primitive" tent camping sites removed from more intensive 
recreation areas. 

24. Resulting Dedicated Lease Area: The City Charter 
currently imposes a maximum of 25 percent of the land area 
in Mission Bay Park to be devoted for commercial and 
non-profit leases. At present, such leases total about 404.42 
acres, or about 21.4 percent of the total land area of 1,887.74 
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IV. LAND USE 

acres. Should the above new dedicated leases be imple­
mented, and should the De Anza Special Study Areas achieve 
maximum buildout in accordance with the development crite­
ria as described below, the existing and proposed dedicated 
lease areas would total about 419.46 acres, or about 22.2 
percent of the total land area of the Park (see Table 2). In light 
of public support to increase the land areas of the Park for 
public use, the recommended 419.46 acres in dedicated leases 
should be considered a practical maximum . 

Under this Plan, about 102 acres of land are proposed to he 
dredged for wetland habitat, swimming, navigation, and Ee­
lgrass mitigation purposes (see Figure 21). Removing this 
area of land would raise the dedicated lease percentage to 
about 23.5 percent, still within the City Charter mandate . 

Acres Leases Gained Acres 

24.13 DeAnzaSSA 60.0(1) 

69.83 Sunset Point 2.5 

4.0 Dana Landing 1.0 

Bahia Hotel 1.0 

South Shores 
"Best Use" Parcel 16.5 

Marina Village/ 
Pacific Rim Marine Enterprises, Inc . 
Potential Lease Expansion 10.0 

Ski Club 
(or Other Operation) 4.0 

Fiesta Island 
Primitive Camping 18.0 (2) 

97.96 Total (Acres) 113.0 

Net Dedicated Lease Gain= 15.()4 
Current Lease Total = 4()4.42 Acres 
Proposed Maximum Lease Total = 419.46 

(1) Maximum available for commercial development. 
(2) Lease area could be non-profit. 
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DE ANZA SPECIAL STUDY AREA 

The De Anza Special Study Area (SSA) is envisioned as a 
flexible planning area in which a number of potential uses, 
both public and private, can be accommodated under varying 
intensities and configurations. The SSA designation allows 
more informed decisions to be made about the disposition of 
the land based on future market conditions, potential devel~ 
oper proposals, lease termination or renegotiation conditions, 
recreation needs, and potential environmental mitigation re~ 
quirements. Uncertainty about these factors currently pre­
vents the generation of more specific land use concepts. 

Recommendations 

The De Anza Special Study Area remains subject to the goals 
and objectives established for the Park. Accordingly, specific 
criteria should govern the conception, preparation, evaluation 
and approval of development proposals in the SSA. 

25. De Anza SSA Development Criteria: 

• The SSA shall be 91 acres in area to include the totality 
of the existing land and water leases of DeAnza 
Mobile Home Park and 15 acres of adjacent public 
parkland, of which up to 60 acres can be developed as 
guest housing. (Figure 14 describes the proposed SSA 
configuration). 

• The SSA should not be developed to the detriment of 
existing and/or future adjacent habitat areas. Fore­
most in consideration, should be the extent to which 
the SSA can contribute to the Park's water quality. In 
fact, some wetlands mitigation may be required as part 
of the SSA. 

• The SSA should facilitate the implementation of hy­
drologic improvements aimed at safeguarding the 
viability of marsh areas in its vicinity. 

• The SSA should be developed to enhance the public 
use of this area of the Park. Recreational features such 
as waterfront trail, picnic areas, overlooks, canoe 
launching sites, etc. should be considered as an inte~ 
gral part of any development. 
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RECREATIONAL VEIUCLES 

Overnight Recreational Vehicle (RV) facilities are currently 
provided at Campland on the Bay and the De Anza Trailer 
Resort. The latter is scheduled to be abandoned in the year 
2003, or be redeveloped in accordance with De Anza Special 
Study Area development criteria. RV facilities are essential 
to Mission Bay Park, as they provide access to the Bay to a 
sector of the population that cannot afford hotel accommoda­
tions, and/or prefer the comfort and flexibility of a motor 
home. Such facilities should, therefore, remain as an integral 
part of the Park's diverse recreation matrix. 

Recommeru:ltltWns 

26. Relocation of Campland: As . discussed further in 
this Plan, Carnpland on the Bay in its current location is 
incompatible with the environmental objectives for the Park. 
Accordingly, this facility could be relocated to De Anza 
Cove, as part of the SSA' s guest housing program. This area 
has several advantages for an RV park: 

• Convenient beach access for swimming and boating 
• Convenient access to the freeway, without travel 

through the neighborhood streets. 
• Relative isolation from more intensive recreation ar­

eas. 
• Optimum proximity to the nine-hole golf course. 

Whether the Camp land lease is transferred to the proposed site 
prior to its 2017 expiration date should be subject to negotia­
tion in accordance with the development criteria established 
for the De Anza Special Study Area. 

27. Day-UseRVFacilities: lnadditiontoCamplandon 
the Bay, Mission Bay Park should provide adequate areas for 
temporary,or .. day-use"RV's. Aspartoftheoverall water-use 
recommendations, the De Anza boat ramp and trailer parking 
are proposed to be regulated, which includes the potential 
transfer of some of the existing trailer parking to the new 
South Shores ramp facility. Therefore, a portion of the De 
Anza trailer parking stalls could become available to RV' s on 
a "day-use" basis. RV's should be concentrated in the 
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southern part of the parking, where they will interfere the least 
with the operation of the ramp. In this area RV' s would also 
be the least visible from Interstate 5. Beach for the launching 
of non-motorized, non-trailered boats, restrooms, conces­
sions, and RV clean-up stations should be provided at this site. 

28. RV Clean-up and Disposal Stations: Since many 
RV users park in boat trailer parking areas, all of the Park's 
boat ramp facilities should include RV clean -up and disposal 
stations, for a fee. 

ACTIVE RECREATION 

There are currently a variety ofland-based active recreational 
pursuits in Mission Bay Park, such as sand volleyball, 
Over-the-Line, walking, cycling, and in-line skating. Other 
groups, including soccer leagues, have also expressed an 
interest in the Park as a venue for league play. 

Recommendations 

29. Sand Arena Sports: Existing active sports which 
have a natural association with the waterfront setting, such as 
sand volleyball, and Over-the-Line, should continue to be 
accommodated in Mission Bay Park:. In an effort to maximize 
the efficiency of parking and transit, the Fiesta Island sand 
arena serving these sports should be relocated to the eastern 
end of Fiesta Island's central peninsula. This location would 
be within walking distance from the overflow parking facility 
in South Shores and the proposed Morena Boulevard station 
of the regional light-rail transit. Turfed viewing mounds are 
proposed at either side of the arena to enhance its function as 
a "world-class" spectator and tourist attraction. 
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v . WATER USE 

Mission Bay Park is enjoyed by a wide variety of water sport 
enthusiasts including water skiers, rowers, paddle boaters, 
canoeists and kayakers, personal watercraft users (jet skiers), 
fishing enthusiasts, power boaters, sailors and swimmers . 
Organized water sports also regularly occur on the Bay, from 
sailing regattas and sculling to speedboat and Thunderboat 
racing. In addition, Mission Bay has served, and hopefully 
will continue to serve, as the home base for several Americas 
Cup challengers. The range of such activities, coupled with 
the Bay's favorable climate and attractive setting, makes 
Mission Bay Park one of the world's treasured aquatic parks . 

Nevertheless, over the past few decades, the Bay's ability to 
meet the demands of all water users has increasingly been 
compromised by a growing population, the increasing diver­
sity of water recreation activities, and a deteriorating water 
quality. To ensure the viable use of the Bay waters, specific 
management and physical measures should be taken. As a 
goal.. . 
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... Mission Bay Park's water areas should be aUo­
cated and maintained to support the diverse aquatic 
interests of those visiting Mission Bay, ensuring 
adequate access to, and the safety and enjoyment 
of, the Park's aquatic resources. In the interest 
of sustaining a desired level of recreation, the Park 
waters shall be so used as to preserve an appro­
priate level of biological quality, benefiting both 
human activities and the interests of wildlife. 

The Master Plan Update contains key water-use management 
recommendations, including water-use space and time alloca­
tions, and water access limitations. Special features enhanc­
ing the viability of special aquatic events, such as Thunderboats, 
are also proposed. 

MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES­
TIME AND SPACE ALLOCATIONS 

As the Park's water resources are essentially limited and 
finite, it is imperative to manage them efficiently. Through 
the efforts of the Ad Hoc Citizen Committee on Mission Bay 
Water Use along with the Mission Bay Park Committee, 
Lifeguard Service and Police Department, a balanced ap­
proach to the use of the Bay waters has been established over 
the years, involving both time, space, and speed allocations 
for the use of various water areas. The Mission Bay Regula­
tions, for example, call for Sail Bay to be available for high 
speed use from May 1st to October 31st, from sunrise to 11 
A.M., and from 5 P.M. to sunset. Appendix F contains the 
Mission Bay Regulations. 
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Recommendations 

One of the important benefits of regulating the use of the Bay 
waters is the generation of a predictable pattern of use. As 
people become familiar with the rules, a more orderly water­
use conduct follows, which in turn, helps sustain the enjoy­
ment of the Bay. Accordingly, the current time, space, and 
speed allocations for Mission Bay Park should be maintained, 
with the following exceptions: 

36. South Pacific Passage: To facilitate use of South 
Pacific Passage by rowers, a "no-wake" zone should be 
established in the Passage, primarily west of the planned 
embayment. In addition, the South Shores boat ramp should 
begin operation at 8:30A.M., which further facilitates the use 
of the Passage by rowers in the early morning hours. (Hidden 
Anchorage may be accessed before 8:30A.M. from other boat 
ramps in the Bay). 

37. North Pacific Passage: The De Anza boat ramp 
should be regulated as part of the overall access strategy for 
the Bay waters (see Recommendation 41). This closure 
affords the opportunity to dedicate a large portion of North 
Pacific Passage for sailing and rowing craft. Accordingly, a 
"no-wake" zone should be established north of the Hilton pier. 

38. Personal Watercraft Area: The eastern end of South 
PacificPassageshouldremainadedicatedPWCarea. Through 
the reconfiguration of the South Shores shorelines, an addi­
tional 8 acres of water can be created for exclusive use by 
PWC. Additionally, the southern end of North Pacific Pas­
sage, extending northward from the proposed new habitat area 
to the south end of Enchanted Island, would remain available 
for unrestricted PWC use. 

39. Continuing Monitoring: The Ad Hoc Citizen Com­
mittee, along with the appropriate public bodies, should 
continue to monitor the use of the Bay waters and further 
"fme-tune" the time and space allocations as new demands are 
placed on them. 
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V. WATER USE 

WATER USE CAPACITY 

Because of its intensive use by high-speed motorcraft, water 
skiers in particular, the determination of a reasonable capacity 
for Fiesta Bay is a major concern of this Master Plan Update . 
The "capacity" of a water body is related to the number of 
watercraft that can operate in it while maintaining both a safe 
and enjoyable level of use . 

Recommendations 

Safety concerns rise when a body of water is accessed by more 
watercraft than it can handle. With decreased safety there is 
also a qualitative loss in recreation enjoyment as users begin 
to compete for the same water area. To maintain a safe and 
enjoyable level of use in the Park's waters, access to them 
must be controlled . 

40. Fiesta Bay Capacity: Reasonable assumptions can 
be made about the maximum number of craft that should be 
permitted in any given body of water. For example, water use 
experts estimate that a water skier requires about 6 acres of 
water to operate. Fiesta Bay contains about 360 acres of 
water-skiing area which, based on the preceding estimate, 
would yield a maximum capacity of 60 active boats at any 
given moment . 

Equally valuable to a "scientific" estimate of water capacity as 
derived above, is the "actual," observed behavior of water use . 
Lifeguards and police are keenly aware of what, when, how 
and where boating activity occurs and what limitation the 
Bay's waters have. They estimate, for example, that Fiesta 
Bay can safely accommodate about 240 boats, of which about 
a quarter, or 60 boats, would actually be active at any given 
moment (the remaining boats would be idle or beached). This 
figure is consistent with the "scientific" criteria. According! y, 
240 boats should be considered the practical capacity of Fiesta 
Bay . 
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WATER ACCESS 

There is general consensus among the Mission Bay Planners 
and City staff that the means to maintain the safe and qualita­
tive enjoyment of the water is by controlling access to it, that 
is, by limiting the number and location of boat ramps and 
related boat trailer parking. Ramps at four locations are 
currently available with which to pursue this strategy: De 
Anza, Dana Landing, Vacation Isle, and Santa Clara Point. 
Trailer parking for a fifth ramp, on the South Shores 
embayment, is currently under design. Collectively, these 
ramps provide parking for 775 boat trailers. 

Recommendations 

In accordance with the water capacity recommendations, the 
number and location of the Park's boat ramps, coupled with 
the number of boat trailer parking spaces provided, will 
determine the level of safety and enjoyment of the Park 
waters. 

41. Regulation of the De Anza Ramp: In consideration 
of the high level of watercraft congestion that is currently 
experienced in the north end of North Pacific Passage, the Plan 
proposes to regulate the De Anza ramp. Such regulation could 
entail: 

• Closure or restricted use of the ramp by motorized 
watercraft during peak use days, or during certain 
hours of peak-use days; 

• Exclusive or preferential use of the ramp by canoes, 
kayaks, sailboats or other non-motored watercraft, 
and any combination thereof. 

42. Potential Ramp in Quivira Basin: In public forums 
it has been suggested that a boat ramp be considered in Quivira 
Basin to reduce the cruising time of fishing and other recre­
ational craft from the Bay to the ocean. Most of the Park's 
ocean-bound boats currently are launched from Dana Land­
ing. However,-given the cost of such a ramp compared to the 
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modest reduction in cruising time that it would yield, the 
ramp's implementation is not considered cost-effective. In 
addition, a ramp in Quivira Basin would disrupt current slip 
provisions and/or affect the harbor police facilities. This 
ramp, therefore, should not be pursued. 

43. Boat Trailer Parking Provisions: It is estimated that 
up to 240 water ski boats can safely use Fiesta Bay (for water 
skiing purposes), which means that up to 240 or so boat trailer 
parking spaces should be provided in the Park. This figure 

:represents about 40 percent of the overall boat-trailer parking 
demand. The other 60 percent goes to ocean-bound vessels, 
motorcraft bound to other areas or uses within the Bay, and to 
recreational vehicles. It is estimated that on peak days about 
50 percent of all boat trailer parking spaces are occupied by 
RV's. 

Therefore, the Park should contain provisions for up to 600 
boat trailer parking spaces. 

(240 parking spaces I 0.40 = 600) 

This means that up to 600 or so trailer parking spaces should 
be made available during peak days, as provided collectively 
by all of the Park's ramp facilities. It should be noted that with 
the implementation of the previously planned South Shores 
trailer parking facility, the total number of trailer parking 
spaces in the Park would rise to 775, creating an excess of 
about 175 spaces. It is recommended therefore that during 
peak days about 17 5 trailer parking spaces be decommis­
sioned. A substantial portion of this reduction could be 
secured through the regulated use of the De Anza ramp. 

44. Personal Watercraft Trailer Parking: A dedicated 
personal watercraft (PWC) area is recommended at the east 
end of South Pacific Passage. Access to this water body, 
which under this Plan is expanded by about 8 acres, would be 
available from the South Shores ramp and from a proposed 
dedicated PWC parking and launching facility in the eastern 
end of Fiesta Island. Based on discussions with lifeguards and 
police, up to 45 PWC vehicle/trailer spaces should be pro­
vided in the Fiesta Island site in order to maintain an adequate 
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V. WATER USE 

level of use in the designated PWC use area. Another 20 
standard parking spaces should_ be provided for friends and 
relatives. This facility should be designed to permit backing 
of the trailers into the water along the entire edge of the 
parking lot. 

45. Beach Launching: The Park should contain a variety 
of beach launching sites for board sailors, kayakers, canoeists 
and rowers. Board sailors in particular would benefit from a 
diversity of sites in order to capitalize on changing wind 
conditions. To this end, existing beach launching sites should 
be maintained, except where in conflict with proposed habitat 
enhancement areas such as in the proposed Fiesta Island 
upland habitat preserve . 

A new parking area should be developed in the south shore of 
Fiesta Island's northern cove (opposite the Hilton Hotel) to 
further enhance the use and benefit of this wide water area for 
board sailing . 

Adequate access restrictions, such as roadway and parking 
area curbing, should be implemented elsewhere in Fiesta 
Island to maintain beach-launching within the prescribed 
sites . 

46. Potential Dry-Boat Storage: In public forums it was 
suggested that provisions for dry-boat storage be considered 
in the Park. Dry-boat storage offers the convenience of 
advanced fueling, stocking, and launching while exercising 
optimum control of fueling and cleaning operations. How­
ever, dry-boat storage facilities would occupy valuable land 
for the benefit of comparatively few boat owners. They also 
require visually obtrusive sheds and, if commercially oper­
ated, would yield a marginal return. For these reason, dry-boat 
storage is not recommended . 
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WET SLIPS AND ANCHORAGE 

Several areas of the Park serve as mooring basins for over­
night or longer tenn anchorage. In addition, 1,983 wet slips, 
existing and planned, serve as pennanent berths for a variety 
of watercraft. Most of these slips are located in Quivira Basin 
and Dana Landing. There is wide demand for more marinas 
in the region. However, in Mission Bay Park this demand 
must be weighed against the recreational and navigational 
value of the limited water areas. 

Recommendations 

47. Additional Wet Slips: The recreational and naviga­
tional use of the Bay waters are valued substantially more than 
the dedication of water areas for wet slips and anchorage. 
Accordingly, no new slip or mooring areas are recommended, 
with the following exceptions: 

• Current wet slip expansions proposed by the Bahia 
Hotel(41 slips), the Princess Resort( 58 slips), and the 
Mission Bay Yacht Club(27 slips) should proceed. 
These are limited expansions that do not impact the 
recreational or navigational use of their immediate 
water areas. The new slips proposed by the Princess 
Resort would be within the current leasehold area. 

• In the South Shores embayment, up to 24 wet slips 
maybeprovidedforday-useonly,aspartofnewdocks 
for the Ski Club. This facility, operated as an option 
by the Ski Club or other independent operator, would 
allow boaters to access a potential chandlery and 
restaurant on the north side of the embayment. 
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Thunderboat Race 

V. WATER USE 

SPECIAL EVENTS 

There are a number of special water sport events held through­
out the year in Mission Bay. The annual Thunderboats Race 
and the Crew Classic are the most significant. Both these 
events are held in Fiesta Bay, using Crown Point Shores and 
Vacation Isle with Thunderboats additionally using Fiesta 
Island for spectators, parking, and support facilities. The 
Thunderboats currently use a 2.5-mile course, but the race 
organizers have expressed a desire to change to a 2-mile 
course. The Crew Classic occurs in west Fiesta Bay from 
Crown Point Shores to Perez Cove . 

Recommendations 

48. Temporary Parking: Parkland areas in Vacation Isle 
are currently used for overflow and special parking during the 
Thunderboats events, which facilitates the organization of the 
event and improves the convenience to visitors. This practice 
should continue. New parkland areas in Fiesta Island are also 
proposed for this purpose . 

49. Fiesta Island Beach Parking: Several hundred ve­
hicles, RV's in particular, currently park along the beach in 
Fiesta Island to watch the Thunderboats. To improve and 
enhance this practice, the loop road should extend southward 
along the Island's west shores towards Stony Point once the 
sludge beds are abandoned. However, RV's and other ve­
hicles should park within a designated strip off the road, not 
on the beach proper. This will pexmit the Park's combined 
bicycle and pedestrian path to run uninterrupted along the 
beach, fmward of the parking strip. Proper drainage treatment 
of the roadway and parking strip will also reduce potential 
contamination of the shore area and Bay waters . 

50. East Ski Island Dredging: To eliminate a naviga­
tional hazard and to permit the Thunderhoats to race on the 
shorter course, East Ski Island on Fiesta Bay should be 
dredged in accordance with the planned shoreline stabiliza­
tion project. The dredged area should be contoured so as to 
promote the growth of eelgrass . 
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51. West Shore of Fiesta Island: To enhance viewing of 
Fiesta Bay events, the west shore of Fiesta Island should be 
dredged to form a mile-long crescent. This will also increase 
the water buffer between spectators and speed boats. The 
dredged material could potentially be deposited east of the 
loop road to form gentle mounds, planted with coastal strand 
vegetation. Wind studies should be conducted to determine -
an ultimately avoid - the potential impact of the mounds on 
Pacific Passage board sailing. A geotechnical evaluation 
should be conducted prior to any dredging or filling. 

WATER LEASES 

Mission Bay Park currently contains 83.74 acres of commer­
cial and non-profit water leases, out of a potential 144.79 
maximum acres as established by the Charter of the City of 
San Diego (6 percent of the Park's water area). Water leases 
play an important role in providing the public, as well as 
members of specific organizations, access to the water. As 
with dedicated land leases, however, a balance must be 
established between commercial revenue considerations, 
non-profit organization needs, and public recreation needs. 

Recommendations 

In the interest of preserving as much of the Park's waters for 
recreational activities as possible, this Plan proposes no new 
water leases beyond the optional day-use slips in the South 
Shores embayment (1.0 acre), and the existing proposals to 
expand the Bahia Hotel (2.0 acres), and Mission Bay Yacht 
Club (0.6 acres) water lease areas. As shown in Table 3, these 
lease expansions would bring the total water lease area to 
87.34 acres, or 4 percent of the Park's water area. This amount 
is within the 6.5 percent permitted by the City's Charter. 
Below are listed the new water lease proposals (excluding the 
proposals by the Mission Bay Yacht Club and the Bahia Hotel, 
which preceded the initiation of this Plan). 
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Table 3 

V. WATER tJSE 

52. Ski Club Relocation: Because of increasing sedi­
mentation in Rose Creek, the Ski Cluh should he relocated to 
the South Shores embayment. This location is in close 
proximity to Hidden Anchorage in Fiesta Island, where the 
water skiers practice and compete . 

53. Optional Day-Use Slips: At the option of the Ski 
Club, 24 day-use slips could potentially he developed in the 
South Shores Embayment. This facility would add about 
1- acre to the Ski Club water lease area . 

WATER LEASE CHANGES 

Leases Lost Acres 

Campland on the Bay 5.76 
(West of Rose Creek) 

Total (Acres) 5.76 

Net Dedicated Lease Gain = 3.6 Acres 
Current Lease Total = 83.74 Acres 

Leases Gained 

Campland on the Bay 
(East of Rose Creek) 

Mission Bay Yacht Club 

Bahia Hotel 

South Shores 
Day~Use Slips 

Total (Acres) 

Proposed Maximum Lease Total= 87.34 Acres 

( 1) This is a potential use . 

Acres 

5.76 

0.6 

2.0 

LO (I) 

9.4 
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SWIMMING 

A variety of swimming sites are distributed around the Park. 
Most desirable are areas such as De Anza Cove, which offer 
tranquil waters suitable for wading and playing in the sand, as 
well as deeper waters for adult swimmers. Maintaining and 
expanding the variety of swimming venues would bring more 
people in direct contact with the water, enhancing the Park's 
overall aquatic orientation. 

Recommendations 

55. Existing Swimming Areas: Sail Bay, Crown Point 
Shores, De Anza Cove, Leisure Lagoon, Tecolote Shores, the 
west end of Enchanted Cove, Ventura Cove, and Bonita Cove 
should be maintained as posted and supervised public swim­
ming areas. Under the De Anza Special Study Area, most of 
the Cove's north and west shore could potentially face a guest 
housing leasehold. 

56. Potential New Swimming Areas: New swimming 
areas should he located adjacent to active existing or proposed 
parkland areas, and in areas of the Park enjoying relatively 
good water quality. Accordingly, the following potential new 
swimming sites are proposed: 

• Fiesta Island, facing South Pacific Passage. A small 
embayment can he carved out of the Island's south 
shore. Coupled with the construction of a jetty or 
breakwater in the Passage, this embayment would 
enjoy tranquil waters and optimum access to parkland. 

• Fiesta Island, west shore. The dredging of the shore to 
create a long crescent affords the opportunity to bring 
new sand to this beach and improve its function as a 
swimming area. However, strict monitoring and su­
pervision would be required to mitigate its proximity 
to motor craft in Fiesta Bay. Buoys, markers, and 
signage should be placed in the water and on the beach 
defining the limit') of the swimming area. 
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• West Vacation Isle, south shore. A small embayment 
already exists here. The addition of a jetty or breakwa­
ter would ease the water's chop and make the site 
suitable for swimming. 

SHORE TREATMENT 

The Mission Bay Park Shoreline Stabilization and Restora­
tion Plan (SSRP), adopted by City Council in May of 1990, 
prescribes several types of shore treatment for the Park, 
ranging from rock revetment to sand beach. These treatment 
proposals aim to reduce the amount of sediment generation 
from within Mission Bay while helping restore the stability of 
the Bay's shoreline for navigation and recreation purposes as 
illustrated on Figure 20. 

Recommendtztions 

57. Shoreline Modifications: In the interest of enhanc­
ing the Bay's aquatic appeal, several modifications to the 
SSRP are proposed. These recommendations add about 
two-thirds of a mile of shoreline to the Bay, creating additional 
waterfront recreational opportunities, both passive and active. 
In all cases, geotechnical studies should be conducted to 
determine the engineering requirements and feasibility of the 
shoreline modifications. 

• South Shores: An 8+/- acre dredge area is proposed on 
South Shores towards the east end of South Pacific 
Passage. This shore reconfiguration aims to increase 
the water area dedicated for Personal Watercraft 

• Fiesta Island, West Shore: An 18+/- acre dredge area 
is proposed on the west shore of Fiesta Island. The 
added water area will benefit waterskiers and enhance 
the function of the shore for potential swimming and 
special event viewing. 
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VI. ENVIRONMENT 

Mission Bay Park is vittually a human-crafted aquatic stmc­
ture satisfying a wide range of recreation demands. In shaping 
the Park to satisfy these demands, mostly through dredging, 
much of it<> biological and ecological health has been lost. The 
Northern Wildlife Preserve, a 31-acre wetland, constitutes the 
only natural remnant of what once was a 4,000-acre habitat 
serving the Pacific Flyway. Along with other areas of the Park 
devoted to wildlife, this marsh remains an important biologi­
cal resource deserving protection and enhancement. 

Natural habitats serve more than the interests of wildlife, 
however. As a water-otiented Park, hundreds of thousands of 
people go to the Bay to swim, sail, row, water-ski, or just enjoy 
the aquatic setting. As San Diego's urban area has expanded, 
the Bay waters have become increasingly polluted, at times 
causing the closure of some of its waters. Not surprisingly, 
county residents rate water quality as a key issue facing the 
future of Mission Bay Park. Clearly, an aggressive plan is 
necessary to redress the course of contamination. More 
broadly ... 
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... Mission Bay Park should be planned, designed, and 
managed for long-term environmental health. The 
highest water quality; sustained bio-diversity; ongoing 
education and research; and the reduction of traffic, 
noise, and air poUution should aU be priorities. The 
Park's natural resources should be conserved and en­
hanced not only to reflect environmental values, but 
also for aesthetic and recreational benefits. 

The environmental attitudes that existed when the Park was 
first developed are no longer valid. Today' s values demand a 
higher awareness of the potential impacts of development 
upon natural resources - and adequate action to protect and 
enhance them. The environmental element of the Master Plan 
Update is, in effect, a reflection of these new values. 

THE NATURAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

In anticipation of the need for a Bay-wide natural resource 
protection plan and the identification of mitigation opportuni­
ties and constraints to secure pennit approvals for Park im­
provements requiring environmental mitigation, the City un­
dertook, in 1988, a comprehensive review of the Park's 
biological resources. This led to the preparation of the 
Mission Bay Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP), 
which was adopted and its EIR certified by City Council as 
meeting CEQA requirements in May of 1990. 
Among the key features of the NRMP was the dedication of 
the sludge beds in Fiesta Island as a 11 0-acre habitat area 
comprised of salt marsh, salt pan, and upland vegetation. An 
eelgrass embayment to function as a mitigation bank against 
future improvements was also included within the 110-acre 
site. These proposals were viewed as a "pro-active" means to 
improve the Park's ecology and secure mitigation for the 
Park's planned and future improvements. 

The NRMP is included under Appendix E. The proposals 
contained in this Master Plan Update differ from the NRMP 
in two significant ways: 
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• No mitigation/habitat areas are proposed in the south­
em peninsula of Fiesta Island, with the exception of 
eelgrass beds associated with new embayments for 
swimming. Rather, this Plan proposes a substantial 
expansion of wetland areas immediately adjacent to 
the Northern Wildlife Preserve along with a smaller 
wetland at the outfall of Tecolote Creek . 

• Expansion of upland preserves are proposed along the 
levee of the San Diego River Channel and, potentially, 
in De Anza Point and other upland areas associated 
with the wetland expansion adjacent to the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve . 

These changes respond to the overall objective of maximizing 
the benefit of all habitat areas by placing such areas in as large 
and contiguous sites as possible. These and other Plan 
recommendations will supersede the NRMP once the EIR 
associated with this Master Plan Update is certified . 

PUBLIC INTEREST AND CONCERN 

The adopted Natural Resource Management Plan constitutes 
the first comprehensive document to address the Park's ecol­
ogy. As such, it can be considered a statement of public 
support for the environmentally sound management of the 
Park's land and water resources . 

This support is reinforced by the results of a 
professionally-conducted telephone survey, commissioned at 
the outset of the Master Plan Update to gauge public opinion 
on key issues and desires (Appendix D) . 

The following questions concerning the Park's environment 
were asked . 

Q: "How do you rate the importance of preserving and 
enhancing natural resources in Mission Bay Park?" 

Over 70 percent of the respondents answered, "Very Impor­
tant"; another 25 percent answered, "Somewhat Important." 
The remaining responses were tabulated as "Not at All lmpor-
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tion Agency (EPA), the City is currently implementing a "dry 
weather" interceptor system to prevent sewage spills from 
entering the Bay through the storm sewers. This program 
should measurably reduce the Bay's contamination. 

63. Upstream Controls: Although as yet unquantified, a 
substantial amount of pollutants may be entering the Park 
through Rose Creek and Tecolote Creek. An investigation to 
determine the type and amoun_t of pollutants should be initi­
ated. In addition, measures that could curb the flow of 
pollutants into the Bay should be pursued, where proven 
feasible: 

• Sediment traps or basins adjacent to the creek 
outfalls, or at a suitable upstream locations, that can 
be adequately maintained. 

• Removal of concrete lining on Rose and Tecolote 
Creeks to slow down flood flows and allow con­
taminant to be absorbed by fresh water marsh and 
riparian vegetation. This would require approval 
from the Army Corps of Engineers. 

• Flow equalization reservoirs (above or below grade) 
to reduce the incoming volume of flood waters. 

• Control of storm sewer discharges, as addressed by 
theNPDES. 

64. Tidal Gates: Poor flushing of the Bay waters exacer­
bates the problem of deteriorating water quality by holding 
contaminants in concentrated areas. In an effort to mechani­
cally assist tidal flushing in Pacific Passage, Clive Dorman, 
Ph.D .. , of San Diego State University, has proposed a system 
of tide-activated gates. Containing a series of"flapper valves," 
the gates would force the tides in a counter-clockwise motion 
around Fiesta Island, diluting pollutants in the process. The 
gates would be placed at the south and north ends of Pacific 
Passage (under a bridge to Fiesta Island on the south, and 
between Fiesta Island and De Anza Cove on the north). 
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Model of Tidal Gates 
(Source: Clive E. Dorman, SDSU) 

VI. ENVIRONMENT 

However, the tidal gate under the Fiesta Island Bridge is 
incompatible with the potential establishment of a marsh at 
the outfall of nearby Tecolote Creek, and would restrict 
passage by rowers from one body of water to the other. The 
gates are also an expensive, unproven technology. For these 
reasons, tidal gates are viewed as a potential, long-term 
measure should more feasible measures fail to produce re­
sults . 

65. New Tidal Channels: As partofDr. Dorman's study, 
opening channels through Fiesta Island and De Anza Cove 
was also evaluated. Tidal simulations conducted on a scaled 
model of the Park revealed that the Fiesta Island channel only 
marginally improved water circulation; the De Anza channel 
was more effective. The De Anza channel should therefore be 
pursued as part of the DeAnza SSA redevelopment. The 
Fiesta Island channel should be pursued only if the need to 
create eelgrass beds outweigh its capital cost and if proven 
technically feasible. Geotechnical studies should be con­
ducted for all proposed channels to assess their feasibility . 

66. Wetland Filtration: In this country and abroad there 
is wide use of fresh-water marshes as natural sewage filters . 
Marshes absorb contaminants in two ways: by trapping heavy 
metals in its sediments, and by absorbing coliform and other 
organic material in its leaf matter . 

While relatively few salt-water or tidal marshes have been 
targeted and monitored as natural filtration systems, there is 
evidence that they perform as effectively as fresh-water marshes 
in the treatment of bacteria, nitrogen, phosphorus,. and other 
sewage-related pollutants. Accordingly, the creation of wet­
lands in the Park should be pursued as part of a comprehensive 
program to improve the quality of the Bay waters . 
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Because Rose Creek drains the largest portion of the Park's 
watershed, most of the new wetland should be placed in the 
vicinity of its outfall. This location offers several additional 
major benefits: 

• Places new wetlands in contiguity with the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve, which magnifies the combined 
waterfowl habitat value. 

• Integrates proposed and existing upland and wet­
land habitats, enhancing their respective ecologies. 

• Establishes integrated and distinctive "natural" 
recreation areas in the Park serving hikers, walkers, 
bird watchers, rowers, and canoeists. 

• By removing the NRMP-planned wetland areas 
from Fiesta Island, about 70 acres of prime parkland 
become available for recreation once the sludge 
beds are abandoned. Such acreage is unavailable 
elsewhere in the Park. 

Accordingly, the following wetland areas are proposed: 

• Rose Creek outfall: 80+/- acres. This site requires 
the relocation of Campland to the east of Rose 
Creek. Additional wetland should be considered in 
the De Anza Special Study Area. 

• Tecolote Creek outfall: 12+/- acres. 

• Pacific Passage, south of the Visitor Center: 5+/­
acres. 

The configuration and ultimate area of these wetland areas 
should be derived from balancing mitigation, water quality, 
flood control, aquatic recreation, and safety values and needs. 
The wetland mitigation value should not be compromised by 
their design as water quality improvement facilities, but be 
balanced to optimize both objectives. 
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VI. ENVIRONMENT 

69. Hydrologic Improvements: Marshes naturally oc­
cur at the mouth of creeks, streams, and rivers where they 
periodically absorb flood events. Marshes are by nature 
capable of withstanding and recovering from such events . 
However, the creation of a marsh having storm sewer treat­
ment functions will require safeguards from t1ood events . 

Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., hydrologic specialists, 
have provided a preliminary evaluation of the feasibility of 
creating a marsh at the Rose Creek outfall. Their report is 
included in Appendix B-1. Key recommendations include: 

• Maintaining and extending the t1ood control channel 
through the marsh . 

• Diverting a portion or all of the "first-t1ush" into the 
marsh by secondary channels or pipes, from a point 
upstream from the creek's outfall . 

• Building levees around the marsh, with operable gates, 
to achieve the required retention treatment time (20 
hours, ideally). The gates could be int1atable "bladder 
dams" that are activated only during t1ood events; the 
remainder of the time the dams could be deflated, 
permitting rowers and canoeists into the marsh chan­
nels. The levees could be designed as upland habitat 
areas, adding value to the ecology of the marsh . 

Similar considerations apply to the proposed Tecolote Creek 
marsh . 

70. Testing: In consideration of the scope of the proposed 
marsh areas, and in the interest of monitoring their effective­
ness as pollution filtration devices, test plots should be consid­
ered as a pre-implementation measure. Suitable test plots are 
the 2-acre Frost property, which the City is expected to acquire 
for wetland expansion, and portions or all of the targeted 
Tecolote Creek wetland area . 
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• Fiesta Island Channel: 12+/- acres. The channel is 
proposed as a possible eelgrass mitigation area - if 
proven essential and cost-effective. 

In addition, some beach areas of the Park should remain 
unswept, allowing dead eelgrass to be recycled by wildlife. 
Less frequented beaches should be targeted for "on-shore" 
eelgrass. Potential sites should include the northern part of 
Fiesta Island, south tip of Crown Point Shores, and the 
isthmuses to El Carmel and Santa Oara Points. 

UPLAND HABITATS 

Upland habitats include both preserve areas for the California 
Least Tern and native vegetation areas available for public 
use. Several sites are identified in the NRMP as Least Tern 
preserves. These sites, with the exceptions noted below, are 
to remain. Non-preserve upland areas are viewed as recre­
ational landscapes benefiting those who desire open space for 
strolling hiking, bicycling, jogging, or simply to enjoy wide 
views of the Bay. 

Recommendations 

In pursuit of the "Parks Within a Parle" concept, most of the 
upland habitat areas are proposed in the northeast quadrant of 
the Park, particularly within Fiesta Island. 

72. Preserves: The NRMP identifies four of the Least 
Tern preserves to remain: on the north shore of the San Diego 
River Channel near Sea World Drive, by the Ingraham Street 
"cloverleaf"; the tip of Mariner's Point; FAA Island in Fiesta 
Bay; and the northern peninsula (north end) of Fiesta Island. 

This Plan proposes that Stony Point in Fiesta Island and the 
Cloverleaf site at the intersection of Sea World Drive and 
Ingrahm Street be abandoned and replaced at other locations. 
Stony Point, which was a historic breeding area, is proposed 
to be abandoned to permitthe full utilization of the Island's 
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The nature center should provide interpretive and educational 
information and facilities for use by educational organizations 
and the general public, and serve as a research base from 
which to study and monitor the Bay's environmental health. 

A program of continuing studies should be initiated to record 
the vitality ofhabitat areas, pollution, sedimentation and other 
aspects of the Bay's ecology. 

75. Hobbs-Sea World Research Institute: Established 
in 1963, theHubbs-Sea WorldResearchlnstituteisanon-profit 
research foundation, supported by Sea World, and various 
research grants. The Institute has expressed interest in ex­
panding their facilities into the existing "A Place to Meet" 
building. Environmental education programs and displays 
would be part of this new facility. While not duplicating the 
education/interpretive functions of the Park's nature center, 
the expanded education and research facility would enhance 
public awareness about the Bay and the region's coastal 
environment. 

Should the Mission Bay Park Nature Center be pre-empted by 
the need to expand the wetland areas west of Rose Creek, the 
Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute should be targeted as a 
more significant venue for interpretive displays and educa­
tional programs. 

76. Interpretive Program: Environmental education 
should not be restricted to the habitat areas of the Park. A 
program of Park-wide interpretive signs should be conceived 
and implemented, to inform the public of Mission Bay's 
unique environment 
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VII. ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 

As one of San Diego's preferred recreation destinations, 
Mission Bay Park is subject to considerable motorist, bicycle 
and pedestrian traffic. At peak times, the current infrastruc­
ture of roadways, paths, and parking areas is over-taxed, 
resulting in congestion and reduced access to the Park. Con­
tributing to the traffic problems is a significant volume of 
commuter traffic on Ingraham Street and Sea World Drive, 
which are major roadways serving the Park. The latter also 
becomes highly congested during peak weekends and holi­
days as thousands of visitors flock to Sea World . 

Circulation problems are not exclusive to motorized vehicles . 
Bicycle travel, jogging and walking are highly valued as 
recreation activities in Mission Bay Park. Bicycle and pedes­
trian paths are interrupted in several areas around the Park and 
are too narrow to safely and conveniently accommodate these 
users . 

Because of these conflicts, circulation in the Park currently 
contributes to a diminished recreation experience. Through 
land use planning, parking and access controls, the provision 
of convenient public transit, and enhanced bikeways and 
paths, this Plan aims to ameliorate the traffic problems facing 
the Park and further enhance its mission as a regional recre­
ation attraction. As a goal.. . 
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••• Mission Bay Park should provide safe, efficient and 
enjoyable access to aU of its recreation areas, minimizing 
circullltion and parking impacts on adjacent residential 
areas. Traffic and parking should support, but not 
overwhelm, the Park's recreation areas, the regional 
parklllnd areas in particular. Bicycle and pedestrian 
paths should reach all areas of the Park and extend to 
adjacent open space corridors in as safe and enjoyable a 
manner as possible. 

LAND USE GUIDANCE 

Traffic and circulation efficiency is dependent on land use 
considerations as much as actual physical roadway improve­
ments. Some areas of the Park, such as Crown Point Shores, 
generate substantial traffic movement through the adjacent 
neighborhoods. The resulting congestion creates a natural 
conflict between Park visitors and residents while causing a 
Park-access hardship. The opposite occurs in East Shores: 
there is convenient freeway access and no conflict with the 
neighbors. 

Recommendations 

77. Regional Destinations: Regional access to Mission 
Bay Park is provided by 1-5 and 1-8, the intersection of which 
defines the southeast comer of the Park. To make optimum 
use of this infrastructure while minimizing vehicular circula­
tion through the Park and adjacent neighborhoods, intensive 
regional recreation and special event venues should be fo­
cused on the southern quadrant of the Park. 

78. Large Group Picnics: Because they generate sub­
stantial vehicular traffic, large group picnics and events re­
quiring permits and/or reservations should be targeted on 
South Shores and the southern area of Fiesta Island. Con­
versely, such activities should be scaled back and 
de-emphasized in Park areas adjacent to residential districts, 
such as Crown Point Shores. 
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PARKING DEMAND 

The Park's primary regional parkland, such as East Shores and 
Crown Point Shores, currently hold from 40 to 60 individuals 
per acre during peak times. About 25 parking spaces per acre 
currently support these primary parkland areas (including 
curbside parking on East Mission Bay Drive). Demand for 
parking is directly linked to the supply of parkland and to the 
level of use the parkland receives. The question is: what 
intensity of use should be assumed for new parkland areas? 

Recommendations 

79. Use-Intensity and Vehicle-Occupancy Assump­
tions: Given that over 80 percent of Park users regard picnic 
and grassy areas to be at least somewhat crowded on peak days 
(see Appendix D, Table 27) the current 50-person per acre 
average use intensity should be used as a practical maximum. 

At present, parking supply yields an average vehicle occu­
pancy of about 2. This is a low ratio for a major regional park. 
Most urban parks across the country use ratios of 2.5 or more. 
However, as use of the auto remains the preferred mode of 
transport in the region, a 2.25 vehicle-occupant ratio is recom­
mended for peak-day planning purposes. 

80. General Parking Demand: About 340 acres of 
parkland are proposed under this Plan, representing a 50 
percent increase over the current parkland area. Using the 
preceding assumptions for use intensity and vehicle occu­
pancy loading, the parkland areas will generate a parking 
demand of about 7,555 parking spaces. 

To this demand should be added about 1,066 spaces to serve 
the open beach areas of Fiesta Island. This figure is derived 
from National Recreation and Park Association standards, 
which call for a minimum of 50 square feet of beach per 
person, 4 acres of supporting area per acre of beach, and a 
4-person average vehicle occupancy . 
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1. Given its lesser attraction compared to 
Mission Beach, for example, a 3-person 
pervehicleoccupancy bas been assumed 
instead of 4. Other assumptions are: the 
northern half of the western beach will 
remain less intensively used, with ve­
hicular access permitted only during 
special events; and the depth of beach 
areas will be 150 feet maximum from 
the mean high water line. 
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81. Special Events Parking Demand: During the 
Over-the-Line tournament, closeto 2,000 vehicles have been 
recorded on Fiesta Island. The 864 spaces currently provided 
for this event are in unmarked, unpaved lots; the remaining 
vehicles park along the Park road and on the beach areas. For 
purposes of this Master Plan Update, 2,000 spaces have been 
assumed as the minimum necessary to satisfy the Over-the-Line 
event. An equal, although not overlapping, demand is as­
sumed for the Thunderboat races . 

82. Overall Parking Demand: The addition of the gen­
eral and special event parking demands yields a combined 
demand for about I 0,62I spaces . 

(7,555 + I,066 + 2,000 = 10,62I spaces) 

At the height of the day during peak days, the Park experiences 
an average parking occupancy rate of 85 percent, although 
several lots reach over 95 percent occupancy. Given the high 
efficiency anticipated for the new parking areas, a 90 percent 
occupancy rate should be assumed for planning purposes . 
Accordingly, I0,62I net occupied spaces require the provi­
sion of about II ,801 actual spaces . 

(I0,621/ 0.9 = II,801 spaces) 

The I1 ,80 I spaces represent the total anticipated demand 
serving land-based regional recreation. Boat trailer and other 
watercraft-related parking provisions are contained in the 
Water Use section of this Plan . 

83. Required Additional Parking: At present, the Park 
contains 6,595 assigned parking spaces, plus about?OO curbside 
spaces along East Mission Bay Drive, for a total of 7,295 
spaces. Several hundred existing parking spaces are proposed 
to be deleted in pursuit of specific land use objectives: 217 
spaces in Bahia Point, to exercise a shift and a potential 
expansion of the Bahia Hotel lease; and, potentially, 384 
spaces in De Anza Cove, to permit the relocation ofCampland 
to the east side of Rose Creek. These deletions would reduce 
the current supply to 6,694 spaces . 

(7,295 - 601 = 6,694 spaces) 
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Accordingly, a total of 5,015 new spaces should be provided 
in Mission Bay Park to satisfy peak day use demand. 

(11,801 - 6,694 = 5,107 spaces) 

PARKING PROVISIONS 

Since all of the new regional parkland is targeted for the 
southeast area of the Park, all of the additional parking needs 
should be met in South Shores and Fiesta Island. It is the intent 
of this Plan to maximize the utility of the land for recreation 
purposes. Therefore, the provision of new parking has been 
approached under the following criteria: 

• New parking facilities should not occupy parkland 
within the primary waterfront zone (300 feet from the 
shore) as a means to meet peak demands. 

• In the interest of safety and efficiency, parking provi­
sions should promote reductions in vehicular circula­
tion around the Park. 

• Parking provisions should serve multiple needs, in­
cluding those of persons with disabilities and recre­
ational vehicles. 

Recommendations 

84. Fiesta Island/South Shores Parking: Following the stan­
dards set in the Design Guidelines, 2,570 parking spaces can 
be accommodated on Fiesta Island and South Shores for 
land-based recreation purposes. These spaces are distributed 
as follows: 

• Paved parking lots 1,620 spaces 

• Overflow parking 
in turfed areas 500 spaces 

• Roadside gravel parking 450 spaces 

Total 2,570 spaces 
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Notes: (1) Numbers include RV Parldng and parlcing for 
persons with disabilities. Parking for new campground 
lease area and Youth Camp is not included . 

(2) Refer to "Optional South Fiesta Island Development Plan" 
on page 130 
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Board Sailing and Launching: 40 

Total: 2375 



MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

This figure does not include 105 spaces provided for 
water-based recreation purposes namely, for personal water­
craft and sailboard users. 

85. Overflow Parking: Given that 2,570 parking spaces 
can be accommodated within the recreation areas of Fiesta 
Island and South Shores, a deficit of about 2,445 parking 
spaces remains. 

(5,107- 2,570 = 2,537 spaces) 

This deficit should be accommodated in an overflow parking 
facility at the eastern end of South Shores. Preliminary site 
studies indicate that about 2,900 vehicles can be accommo­
dated in the overflow parking area, yielding a potential "sur­
plus" of about 360 spaces. 

With the proposed traffic improvement measures, providing 
an overflow parking facility accomplishes the following ob­
jectives during peak use times: 

• Minimizes the amount of area dedicated to parking 
within the primary recreation areas in South Shores 
and Fiesta Island. This corresponds to a savings of 
about 18 acres, which supports over 1,000 park users. 

• Reduces vehicular circulation around Fiesta Island, 
making the Island more open, and less congested. 

• Reduces vehicular miles travelled within the Park, 
which reduces exhaust emissions. 

• Permits the efficient collection and treatment of a 
large amount of contaminated runoff from parking 
lots, which helps improve the Park's water quality. 

• Enhances the viability of a tram to distribute people 
around the Park by concentrating tram users in one 
location. 

To make effective use of the overflow parking facility during 
peak days, access to Fiesta Island must be monitored and 
controlled. A simple solution would be to electronically 
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Table 4 

ACCESSffiLE PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS 

Required 
Total Parking Minimum Number 

in Lot of Accessible Spaces 

1 to 25 1 
26 to 50 2 
51 to 75 3 
76 to 100 4 

101 to 150 5 
151 to 200 6 
201 to 300 7 
301 to 400 8 
401 to 500 9 
501 to 1000 2 percent of total 

1001 and over 20 plus 1 for each 
100 over 1000 

Source: ADA 
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register the number of vehicles entering the Island. Once the 
count reaches 90 percent of the assigned parking lot spaces, a 
Park ranger would place or activate gates restricting access to 
the Island and activate signage indicating the availability of 
the overflow parking as an alternate parking area . 

86. Parking for Persons with Disabilities: Circulation 
and access facilities in Mission Bay Park must comply with 
the Federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 
Among its provisions, the ADA requires a certain proportion 
of parking areas devoted to persons with disabilities. Each 
parking lot in the Park, including the overtlow parking, must 
meet the ADA requirements. A future tram, or any other 
public transit vehicle must be equipped to carry individuals 
with disabilities. 

In addition, the Park should provide paths and areas where 
persons with disabilities can access the shore. These facilities 
should include ramps, guardrails, and aprons for persons with 
disabilities to reach the water's edge . 

87. Recreational Vehicles: Many RVs use boat trailer 
spaces to access the Park. It is estimated that up to 50 percent 
of all trailer spaces may be taken by RV s during peak summer 
weekends. The Water Use section of this Plan accounts for 
this estimate by assigning an adequate number of trailer 
spaces to serve both boaters and RV users. This RV parking 
demand is over and above the total parking demand calcula­
tions as described above . 

However, dedicated RV parking should be provided to mini­
mize conflict with boaters and to provide more amenable areas 
for RV use. The following is recommended: 

• Where appropriate, new parking lots should be de­
signed with a water-facing parallel parking lane such 
that day-use RV scan park alongside and immediately 
adjacent to the parkland. This measure could afford 
RV users the opportunity to park in a variety of sites 
within close proximity of the water and picnic areas, 
if found to satisfy safety, traffic, and visual quality 
concerns after analysis . 
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• About two-thirds, or 120 spaces, of the existing De 
Anza boat ramp trailer spaces should be maintained 
for day-use RV s (the ramp is being abandoned as part 
of the Water Use recommendations). The remaining 
spaces should be re-striped to serve full-size automo­
biles. The trailer spaces should be grouped in the south 
end of the parking lot to minimize the obstruction of 
water views from 1-5. 

88. Curbside Parking: In the interest of emergency 
access, pedestrian safety, Park surveillance, visual access to 
the water, convenience and safety of touring cyclists, and the 
operational efficiency of a potential future tram service, 
curbside parking on the Park roadways should be prohibited. 

EXCEPTION: On East Mission Bay Drive, the removal of 
curbside parking should be subject to the following condi­
tions: 

• Priority given to the removal of vehicles from the 
eastern curb of the road 

• Operation of a tram service along East Mission Bay 
Drive 

• Replacement of the lost parking on the overflow lot, 
which can accommodate up to about 2,900 spaces, 360 
more than is minimally required 

• Consideration of the expansion of the Pacific Passage 
parking lot off East Mission Bay Drive and south of 
the Hilton Hotel to make up part of the loss in parking 
convenience 

89. Drop-oft' and Loading: Curbside pull-outs should be 
provided at regular intervals on the water-side of the Park road 
to facilitate the loading and unloading of passengers and 
picnic ware. Permanent parking should be prohibited in these 
spaces. 
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PUBLIC TRAM 

The proposed 2,800-space overflow parking lot is intended to 
satisfy the parking demand during peak summer weekends 
and holidays. During such times, a tram service should 
operate from this lot to the various regional parkland areas, 
and possibly beyond to Mission Beach. The telephone user 
survey revealed wide-spread support for a tram along with a 
willingness to pay a nominal fee for its use . 

Recommendations 

Several route options are available for the operation of a tram 
system. A more detailed evaluation of the potential routes is 
included in Appendix C, which contains a traffic study for the 
Park prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates . 

90. Fiesta Island Routes Al and A2: The first option 
recommends that the tram operate exclusively during peak 
days between the overflow parking lot and Fiesta Island . 
Given that it would operate only 50 to 60 days a year, the tram 
could be made available as a concession to private operators 
to minimize public costs. Or, at a minimum, the City could 
require the Thunderboat promoters or other special event 
organizers to operate a tram service during their particular 
events . 

Route A2, reaching the north-central portion of the Island, 
would require more tram vehicles if the same head time is to 
be maintained as in Route AI, which is limited to the southern 
portion of the Island . 

91. Routes B and C: These two routes are intended to 
expand the tram service northward and westward from the 
overflow parking area. It is not anticipated that the demand for 
these routes will prove feasible for a private tram concession. 
In all likelihood, these routes will require a public service, to 
be subsidized by general fund or revenue increments gener­
ated from within the Park. 
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95. Overflow Parking Access: With the addition of a 
2,900-space overflow parking lot. the capacity of Sea World 
Drive will be further taxed, very likely causing longer back-ups 
into I-5. To mitigate this potential congestion, it is essential 
that access to the overflow parking be as quick and efficient as 
possible. To this end, the following improvements are recom­
mended: 

• Building underpasses at Tecolote Road and Pacific 
Highway, as close to the Park boundary as possible. 
The underpasses should maintain minimum clear­
ances as determined by the City. 

• Widening Sea World Drive and the curving portion of 
East Mission Bay Drive by the Fiesta Island causeway 
to permit continuous, right-hand turns to East Mission 
Bay Drive and under Tecolote Road into the overflow 
parking lot. 

• Providing signalized pedestrian crossings at the inter­
sections of Sea World Drive with Friars Road and 
Pacific Highway. 

Calt.rans is already planning the widening of the Pacific 
Highway bridge over I-5, a project that can incorporate the 
recommended underpass serving the overflow lot. 

96. New Park Roads: A new loop road should be 
constructed on the southern half of Fiesta Island to serve the 
new parkland areas. In accordance with the Design Guide­
lines, the Park road should maintain a 300-foot clearance from 
the water's edge, except on selected areas as defined in the 
more detailed plan for Fiesta Island. To facilitate access to the 
various parking areas, as well as ensure a rapid response by 
fire and safety vehicles, the Park road should be two-lane, 
two-way all the way around the Island. 

In South Shores, a park road separate from Sea World Drive 
should be implemented to the extent possible. 
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97. Fiesta Island Causeway: Because of the anticipated 
intensified use of the Island, the Island's causeway should be 
rebuilt as a three-lane roadway, reserving the middle lane for 
emergency vehicles and, potentially, for alternate flows into 
and out of the Island during peak days, holidays, and special 
events. The causeway should be gradually arched and a 
suitably-sized culvert placed under it to permit passage by 
rowers. The slope of the causeway and sidewalks should not 
have gradients steeper than those accessible by persons with 
physical disabilities. 

98. Emergency Vehicle Access: To meet public safety 
concerns, the ultimate design of the Park roads must recognize 
emergency vehicle access needs. To this end, tram and 
emergency vehicle roadways may be combined. 

99. 1-5, 1-8 Interchange Ramps: Several previous 
studies and reports, including the Midway Community Plan, 
have identified the need to complete the two remaining 
interchange ramps between Interstates 5 and 8. The two 
identified are the southbound ramp from I-5 west to I-8, and 
the eastbound ramp from I-8 north to I-5. These ramps would 
remove congestion from local streets and reduce the level of 
commuter traffic from Park roads. 

Due to their expense, Caltrans is not anticipating implement­
ing the ramps in the foreseeable future. However, as they 
would be of benefit to Park users and commuters alike, it is 
recommended that efforts to secure funding for the "missing" 
ramps be pursued. 
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PATHS 

The Park's bicycle and pedestrian paths are among the Park's 
preferred and most used recreation facilities serving cyclists, 
in-line and roller skaters, skateboarders, strollers, wheel­
chairs,joggers, and casual walkers. At present these paths are 
combined into a single 1 0-foot path, which during peak days 
proves to be inadequate to handle the traffic. The path is also 
interrupted in key parts around the Park, limiting the ability of 
Park users to safely and conveniently ride or walk around it. 
Accordingly, the Park's paths need to be widened, and ex­
tended throughout its waterfront. 

RecommemlatU:ms 

100. Combined Paths: As detailed in the Design Guide­
lines, a combined path around the Park should be imple­
mented, consisting of a clearly marked 8-foot walkway and an 
8-foot bicycle and skating way. These standards apply where 
both courses adjoin each other. Where desirable to separate the 
courses, the bike/skating course should be 9 feet in width to 
allow circulation by Park maintenance and emergency ve­
hicles. These courses are not intended to accommodate 
"fJISt-in" emergency responders. 

The combined path is intended to serve the casual recreation 
user. Accordingly, a 5 mile-per-hour speed limit should be 
maintained on the bike/skating portion of the path. 

101. Key Linkage Improvements: To maintain safe and 
convenient continuity of the paths around the Park, four key 
improvements should be implemented: 

• A grade-separated pathway spanning Sea World's exit 
roadway. This overpass would allow pedestrians and 
bicyclists to safely cross from the entrance roadway 
and continue along its south side to Ingraham Street. 

• A pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Rose Creek, 
designed also to accommodate maintenance and 
emergency equipment. This bridge would allow Park 
users to conveniently circle the northern edge of the 
Park. 
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• A raised path, or boardwalk, under the Ingraham 
Street Bridge at Crown Point Shores. The path would 
permit uninterrupted movement from Fiesta Bay to 
Sail Bay. 

• Widening of the East Mission Bay Drive Bridge. The 
combined path is currently inadequate at this location. 
A widened bridge or separate path along its west side 
is recommended. 

In addition to the above key linkage improvements, a continu­
ous pedestrian and bicycle path should be pursued around 
Bahia Point. To this end, a shift in the Bahia Hotel lease area 
should be considered in accordance with Recommendation 
17. 

102. High-Speed Bicycle Path: To accommodate the 
higher speeds of touring cyclists and skaters, dedicated bi­
cycle lanes should be provided on the Park roads to the extent 
possible. 

If curbside parking is removed from East Mission Bay Drive, 
the parking lanes should be converted to bicycle lanes (this 
also facilitates emergency vehicle access). Alternatively, a 
dedicated bicycle path could be provided between the Park 
road and the boundary with 1-5. 

Extending a dedicated bike lane along the eastern edge of the 
Park next to the overflow parking lot, and bridging the path 
over Friars road, linking it to the San Diego River pathway 
should be considered. This improvement would create a 
nearly uninterrupted high-speed bikeway between De Anza 
Cove and Hospitality Point. 

103. Regional Linkages: The Park should be viewed as a 
key destination of the regional system of recreational paths. 
To this end, studies should be conducted to determine the 
feasibility of connecting the Park's bikeways and pedestrian 
paths to the regional network, particularly along Rose Creek 
Canyon to San Clemente Canyon and across 1-5 to Clairemont 
Boulevard. Coordination with MTDB should be exercised to 
ensure the optimum pedestrian and bicycle access to the Park 
(possibly over 1-5 from future planned light rail station). 
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Encompassing over 600 acres of land area, South Shores and 
Fiesta Island represent a significant part of the future of 
Mission Bay Park. One third of regional-oriented recreation, 
the largest naturally landscaped upland areas, major sport and 
cultural event venues, and the Park's parking and transporta­
tion hub will be located in these areas of the Park. Other, more 
contained facilities, will also be included, such as a boat ramp, 
potential commercial leases, new swimming areas and primi­
tive camping. As a goaL . 

...South Shores should be an intensively used park area 
that attracts visitors to a variety of public and com« 
mercia/ recreation venues yielding, in aggregate, a sum« 
mary view of the Park's grand aquatic identity. For 
its part, Fiesta Island should remain essentiaUy open 
yet supportive of a diversity of regional-serving public 
and low-key, for-profit recreation and natural enhance­
ment functions . 

The key to meeting these goals is the dedication of the Island's 
southern peninsula, the current site of sewage treatment 
sludge beds, as a regional parkland area. This site enjoys 
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unequaled access to clean Bay waters, outstanding Bay views, 
and is conveniently served by Park and regional roadways. 
This area of the Island also faces South Shores, which achieves 
the concentration of regional parkland uses to the benefit of 
transit, public facilities, and commercial services. 

Still, much of the success of South Shores and Fiesta Island 
will depend on more fine-grain design detail that captures the 
essence of the place and maximizes its recreation, commer­
cial, and environmental potential. This Section describes in 
more detail the principal design criteria and recommendations 
that should guide the development of these areas of the Park 
towards this objective. 

Aerial View of 
South Shores & Fiesta Island 
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SOUTH SHORES 

More Park visitors are likely to be exposed to South Shores, 
if only from Sea World Drive, than any other area of the Park. 
For this reason, South Shores is envisioned as a landscape 
"overture" or summary view of the Park's grand aquatic 
identity. To meet this vision, the site must contain a variety of 
features, from natural landscapes to parkland, and from more 
active play areas to passive waterfront settings . 

Recommendations 

104. Gateways/Views: As a "landscape overture," South 
Shores should afford wide and open views of the Park from the 
entrance roadways - namely Tecolote Road, Pacific High­
way, Friars Road, and Sea World Drive. To meet this 
objective, two design concepts are essential: 

• The" gateways" into the Park should be defined by the 
Bay views themselves, rather than by "designed" 
entrance features. Signage and vegetation that de­
tracts for the Bay views should be discouraged . 

• Commercial development and parking (excluding the 
overflow parking) should be located toward the west­
em end of South Shores. This location is the farthest 
from the entrance roadways and, therefore, can afford 
to be more intensively developed without affecting the 
views into the Park. 

105. Coastal Landscape Boundary: The Design Guide­
lines call for the Park to be bounded by a more natural, 
coastal-oriented landscape. The intent is to clearly "mark" the 
passage from the urban to the Bay environment As in East 
Shores, the boundary zone corresponds to the area between 
the Park road and other roadways such as I-5 and Sea World 
Drive. These boundary areas should be predominantly land­
scaped with natural coastal sage scrub species. The landscape 
treatment within and around the overflow parking, therefore, 
should be of this type. While the width of these boundary 
areas may vary, they should be sufficient! y wide to be credible 
landscapes, not merely buffer strips . 
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106. Shoreline Modificadons: Being nearly one quarter 
of a mile in depth, South Shores can afford partial dredging of 
its shore to enhance views of the water from the entrance 
roadways, add interest to the shoreline for recreation pur­
poses, and, more importantly, to expand the personal water­
craft use area in South Pacific Passage. A total of 8 acres are 
proposed to be dredged, which will be up to 250 feet in depth 
from the current shoreline. All of the dredge areas are 
proposed outside the limits of the existing landfill. 

107. Parkland: 300 feet from shore has been established 
as the primary waterfront influence zone. Accordingly, road­
ways, parking areas, restroom buildings, and other 
non-recreational facilities should be placed outside this zone 
to the extent possible, leaving the area open for parkland. To 
further magnify the presence of the water within the parkland 
area, the grade should be gently sloped towards it, to the 
closest grade possible from the high-water line. Run-off 
containment measures should be included to prevent the 
loading of the Bay waters with fertilizer and other chemicals. 

108. Active Play Areas: Within the parkland area of South 
Shores, two sites are proposed as flat, open areas suitable for 
informal active sports such as soccer or softball; one being 
south and east of the planned embayment, and the other 
directly across from the Friars Road/Sea World Drive inter­
section. Both of these sites face embayments, which, coupled' 
with their openness, allows for wider and closer proximate 
views of the water from major Park access roads. 

109. Beach Areas: Due to the dedication of the east end of 
South Pacific Passage for Personal Watercraft use, which 
imposes a safety hazard with bathers, the shore facing the 
PWC zone should be stabilized with rip-rap rather than sloped 
and covered with sand to form a beach. However, the recently 
completed beach in the South Shores embayment will provide 
water access for bathers and sand for shore recreation. 
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110. Sand Courts: In addition to the beach in the 
embayment, patches of "upland beaches" or sand courts 
should be provided for volleyball play and other sand games, 
including playgrounds. Such areas will also help reduce the 
amount of turf-maintenance chemicals that would otherwise 
need to be contained. 

111. Public Amphitheater: This facility is envisioned as 
a turfed, gently sloping mound capable of informally seating 
several thousand people. Its location should be directly at the 
east end of South Pacific Passage. From this location a full 
view of the Passage is obtained, which would act as a back­
drop to any performance, including potential water-sport 
events in the PWC designated area. 

A flat, paved apron should serve as a stage area for the 
temporary installation of platforms, sound, and other equip­
ment. Temporary gates and fences could be erected during 
performances for security and access purposes. Otherwise, 
the amphitheater area should remain open and available for 
general public recreation. 

112. Waterfront Promenade: There are no places in the 
Park where large crowds can gather alongside the water to 
parade, stroll, watch water sports, or participate in staged 
cultural events like arts and crafts fairs. Accordingly, a 
one-quarter-mile promenade is proposed along the shore, 
spanning from the proposed amphitheater to the planned 
embayment opposite Hidden Anchorage. The promenade 
should be about 40 or 50 feet in width to allow flexible use of 
its surface. This width should not include the Park's bikeway. 
As with the amphitheater, special cultural events could be 
scheduled during evening hours and in the fall and spring 
months to expand the use of the Park during non-peak periods. 
A narrower extension of the promenade should continue along 
the planned embayment and beyond for the remainder of the 
public shoreline. 
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Promenade in South Shores 

VII. SOUTH SHORES AND FIESTA ISLAND 

13. Commercial Parcel: The proposed 16.5+/- acre 
"best-use" commercial parcel is configured to take maximum 
advantage of the waterfront while still allowing the relocation 
of the Ski Club to the planned embayment. Its configuration 
also permits the retention of the existing restrooms. The actual 
boundary of the lease parcel should depend on the Ski Club 
area and shore public access requirements, but should not be 
less than 300 feet; this depth is the minimum necessary for a 
guest-housing, motel-type development as an optional com­
mercial use . 

114. Boat Ramp and Trailer Parking: To implementthe 
relocation of the Ski Club and commercial parcel as described 
above, the currently planned trailer parking should be shifted 
eastward along the embayment and southward toward Sea 
World Drive. Sufficient distance from Sea World drive 
should be maintained to permit the placement of the Park road, 
bikeway, and a coastal landscape buffer area between the 
trailer parking and Sea World Drive . 
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FIESTA ISLAND 

As an open landscape, Fiesta Island should be the place where 
City residents and visitors alike find the ultimate refuge from 
urban congestion, noise and visual clutter. Fitting its name­
sake, the Island should also be a place for celebrations: of 
holidays, of sports, of sunshine, of nature, and most impor­
tantly, of the special meaning of the Bay - its aquatic empathy. 
To meet the specific objectives imposed on it, the Island's land 
use has been graded in intensity from highly developed 
parkland to the south to more natural and open areas to the 
north. This will allow visitors to sense coherence and order in 
the landscape while preserving its environmental integrity. 

Recommendations 

115. Island Causeway: In accordance with the circulation 
objectives, Recommendation 97, the Island's causeway should 
be expanded to three lanes from its current two. Upon 
crossing the causeway, the open sand arena will come into 
view, framing more distant views of the Island and Bay 
beyond. Coastal sage scrub and sand dune vegetation should 
be planted at both ends of the causeway to reinforce the coastal 
qualities of the Island, much like the "rustic" boundary rein­
forces the coastal qualities of the entire Park. 

116. Park Road: As in South Shores, and in keeping with 
the Design Guidelines, the Park road should maintain a 
300-foot clearance from the shore (Mean High Water), with 
the exception as noted in Recommendation 124 below. The 
300-foot clearance is intended to preserve the primary water­
front influence zone for parkland purposes to the greatest 
extent possible. 

Page 126 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Upland Preserve 

Bike /Maintenance 
Pathway 

Salt Pan 

Causeway 

Special Event 
RVParking 

Strand Landscape 

Primitive Camping 

Beach 

Wmd Saeening 
Mound/Vegetation 

Jetty ___ __, 

Note: Refer to "Optional South Fiesta Island 
Development Plan" on page 130 

D I -NORni 0 soo 1000 

PWC Trailer 
Parking 

2000FT 

Fiesta Island Concept Plan 
figure 32 

VIII . SOU1H SHORES AND FIESTA ISLAND 

p 

TP --* • 

( 
Upland Preserve 
Expansion Area 

'\ 
' 

_) 

Playground 

Potential 
Concession 

Parkland 

Causeway 

TmfParking 
(Special Event Overflow) 

Coastal Landscape 

~~Eelgrass 
Expanston 

Shore Access for 
Persons with Disabilities 

Proposed Restrooms 



MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

117. Shore Integrity: From a design standpoint, the Island 
should maintain the integrity of its shores; that is, if a person 
were to stand on any given stretch of shore, there should be 
visual and landscape continuity from end to end. The intent 
is to preserve the integrity of different types of recreational 
experiences as a person travels about the Island. Accordingly, 
four distinctive shore areas are envisioned: 

• The southern shores - beach backed by ornamental 
turf and trees; 

• The central shores - beach backed by coastal 
vegetation; 

• The northern shores - beach backed by an upland 
preserve 

Linking these shore areas will be the Island pathways. As they 
are part of the landscape, the paths should also be "tuned" to 
the distinctive quality of the landscape, performing, in the 
words of poet and artist David Antin, "terrain drama." The 
"Art in the Park" Section of this Plan discusses this concept in 
more detail. 

118. Parkland, or "Islands within an Island": Consist­
ing predominantly of sandy shores backed by ornamental turf 
and trees, southern Fiesta Island will ultimately contain about 
100 acres of new parkland within the primary waterfront 
influence zone, mostly in the current sludge beds site. Be­
cause of the lower grade elevation that will result from the 
abandonment of the sludge beds, this part of the Island should 
be a repository for fill material resulting from shoreline 
dredging operations. The dredging of the 4-acre embayment 
along South Pacific Passage, and the "shaving" of the Island's 
western shore are two likely nearby sources of fill material. 

In accordance with the Design Guidelines, new parkland areas 
should be designed as "cells," or distinctively defined areas 
emphasizing different functions, such as intimate picnicking 
or active sand play. In Fiesta Island, this concept should be 
stretched further, defining the turf areas as "Islands within the 
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Fiesta Islan.d Development 

VII. SOUTII SHORES AND FIESTA ISLAND 

Island." The intent is to maximize the variety of recreational 
landscapes within a single, continuous environment while 
reducing the amount of turf needing water and maintenance . 
This approach also reinforces the intrinsic "Island" qualities 
of the place . 

119. Pathways: Of all of the Island's recreation facilities, 
the pedestrian and bicycle/skating paths stand to be the most 
used and enjoyed. Over 5.5 miles of minimally interrupted 
paths facing the waterfront are proposed, encircling the entire 
Island. In addition, more rustic foot-paths are proposed within 
the upland habitat areas for hiking and jogging. As described 
further in the "Art in the Park" Section, these paths constitute 
a major opportunity for art to be integrated into the Park's 
overall recreation experience . 
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120. Swimming Embayment: A 4-acre embayment for 
swimming and wading, protected by a jetty, is proposed in the 
Island's southern peninsula. The embayment is also intended 
to serve as an eelgrass mitigation area. Should it prove 
mandatory to increase the mitigation area, the embayment 
could be enlarged to about 9 acres, as shown on the diagram 
to the right. This option also allows the retention of Stony 
Point as a Least Tern preserve, should any or all of the 
replacement sites prove unsatisfactory. This option, however, 
reduces the area of the peninsula available for active recre­
ation by about 14 acres, contrary to the development objec­
tives of the Plan. Accordingly, this option should be consid­
ered to the degree that mitigation objectives supersede recre­
ation objectives. 

121. Large Group Picnic/Overflow Parking: A central 
area of turf and two smaller ones toward the western and 
eastern points of the southern peninsula are proposed for large 
group picnic functions. Lying mostly outside the primary 
waterfront influence zone, these areas are large enough to hold 
related soccer, softball, multiple volleyball or touch football 
games. During special events, however, all or part of these 
areas, particularly the two smaller sites, could be used for 
temporary overflow parking and staging. 

122. Potential Concession: A potential concession for 
food and refreshments (150+/- square feet) should be consid­
ered at the western end of the Island's sand arena. Because 
of its accessible and central location, this concession could 
serve the entire Island, as well as special sporting events held 
at the arena. This concession would also add security to the 
more natural recreation areas in the Island's main penninsula. 
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VII. SOUTH SHORES AND FIESTA ISLAND 

123. Beachfront Parking: Most of the new parking pro­
posed on the Island is in contained lots spaced along the Park 
road. This arrangement satisties the need to access the 
parkland areas safely and conveniently. However, some 
visitors also desire parking in closer proximity to the shore to 
recreate as near to their vehicle as possible. Two sites are 
proposed for this purpose: 

• Enchanted Cove, south shore- The Park road should 
be within 200 feet of the shore at this location, allow­
ing for head-in parking in marked, curbed, 
gravel-surfaced stalls . 

• Northern Cove, south shore- A small parking area, 
with head-in stalls facing the water should be placed 
here. The lot could be placed within 100 feet of the 
shore, which would also facilitate the launching of 
sail boards . 

Additional beachfront parking would be available in the 
Island's west shore. These head-in spaces, marked and 
curbed, should be 50 feet deep to accommodate recreational 
vehicles. At this location, however, the Park road should 
remain outside of the 300-foot mean high water line . 
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124. Sand Arena, Volleyball, and Over-the-Line: The 
sand arena is proposed to be relocated to the eastern end of the 
Island's main peninsula to afford more convenient access, 
expanded play area, and better spectator facilities. (See Rec­
ommendation 29). Turfed mounds framing the north and 
south sides of the arena should be provided: the inward face 
of the mounds would serve event spectators, while the out­
ward face, facing the water from a higher vantage point, would 
be suitable for picnicking and other passive recreation activi­
ties. These improvements would make the arena a potential 
venue for nationally-televised events, bringing further atten­
tion to San Diego as a national recreation destination. 

* Including High-Speed Bikeway 

Sallll Arena I Parkland 
Cross Section 
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I~ ART IN THE PARK 

WHY ART? 

The role of art in life is an elusive issue that remains captive 
to subjective perceptions and beliefs. Nevertheless, it is 
difficult not to accept the idea that art can, at a minimum, 
enrich our experience of the world, add meaning to our 
understanding of it, and possibly lead us to see "reality" in 
ways we had not conceived or imagined. It can also be fun . 
One thing is certain, however, since the first paintings in cave 
. dwellings, art has always been part of the public environment. 
According! y ... 

. . .As a preeminent public place, Mission Bay Park 
should be the recipient of a comprehensive art pro­
gram which can reveal the special qualities, physi­
cal, historical, environmental, and cultural, of the 
Bay and its environs . 

One of the more traditional forms for art in public places has 
been the placement of sculptures in a prominent public place, 
such as a civic plaza. More recently, however, the definition 
of art in public places has been expanded to include "site­
specific" works of art, or art works that are conceived with a 
specific site and user in mind. Artist Robert Irwin's "Fences" 
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at the University of California, San Diego, is a prominent local 
example of site-specific art. 

To explore the full range of possibilities for art in Mission Bay 
Park, artist and poet David Antin was retained as an integral 
member of the consultant team. His contribution addresses 
the development of a comprehensive program for "Art in the 
Park," the identification of a Park-wide feature to be targeted 
for art, and the conceptualization of art for a specific feature 
in Fiesta Island. 

ART PROGRAM 

The following is an approach to the development of a com­
prehensive art program for Mission Bay Park, as envisioned 
by David Antin. 

"Taking into account the diversity of environments of 
Mission Bay Park and the diversity of its uses and 
users, the art program for the Park should encompass 
a diversity of artwork. The Park offers an opportunity 
for two fundamentally different and complementary 
approaches: permanent installations and temporary 
presentation. Permanent installations would be most 
reasonably some kind of sculpture, while the tempo­
rary presentations might include transient, sculptural 
installations, but, even more commonly, various forms 
of art performances, events or spectacles. " 

Pennanent Installations: 

"The term sculpture has come to embrace a wide 
variety of standing, floating, flying ,or acoustically 
resounding or luminous things that can range in scale 
from the architectural scale of small bridges to the 
micro scale of jewelry. If the permanent installations 
are to help make sense of the Park's variety, it will be 
appropriate to consider the full range of sculptural 
scales and styles. 

A flamboyant scale and an appropriately playful style 
might be employed for a bridge or causeway leading 
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IX. ART IN TilE PARK 

from east shores to Fiesta Island. More modestly sized 
art works might include a flying piece marking an area 
set aside for kite flying, artist-designed buoys marking 
variations in preferred water usage, concrete poems 
resembling signage and consisting of simple sequences 
of words, or emblems incised in paving to encourage 
foot traffic. Artists might design light works that could 
be both aesthetically interesting and functional for 
nighttime visitors. Sonic pieces could similarly be 
employed . 

Temporary Presentations: 

"The temporary works, in some ways, are even more 
appropriate for an aquatic park, since the beach is, by 
its very definition as the eroded meeting place of land, 
air, and water, in a state of constant change. The 
openness toairandlightandwatermake ita poetically 
rich environment for presentation and spectacles of 
all sorts. Moreover, the very variable pattern of 
seasonal and daily uses suggest many opportunities 
for art presentations during less intense use periods . 
This would bring a certain liveliness to the Park 
during periods when it is nearly deserted. Reasonable 
agreement could provide space for a wide variety of 
lively presentations. " 

"TERRAIN DRAMA" 

The preceding discussion of permanent installations and 
temporary presentations are general ways in which art can be 
introduced in the Park. But, as with the landscape itself, a 
unifying, more specitic feature is necessary in the Park to 
establish a strong sense of identity and continuity around the 
Bay. Being the only improvement common to all of the Park's 
landscapes, as well as one of the most used, this unifying 
feature should be the Park's pathways. To David An tin the 
pathways afford the opportunity for "terrain drama." He 
further suggests: 
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"Since the nature of Mission Bay Park is a great 
diversity of land uses and terrains unified by the water 
itself, it seems a good idea to make this experience of 
diversity and unity available by providing a pathway 
that circles the entire Bay. To ensure the comfort and 
safety of the prospective users, the pathway should be 
divided into two separate courses, one for pedestrians, 
the other for cyclists, to allow each group to enjoy the 
theater of shifting terrains that the Bay provides at 
their own pace and pleasure. 

Since the walking and strolling visitors will be making 
a slower and rruJre reflective use of the pathway, it 
seems attractive to enhance their aesthetics pleasure 
by making use of variations in the paving material, 
color and texture that would correspond to transitions 
of terrain, helping articulate the progress from 
marshland habitat to beachfront to commercial or 
light industrial regions of the Park (e.g., the Quivira 
Basin boat-yards). So the paving materials could shift 
from a corduroy road effect of sequences of cut rail­
road ties or rough timber, evoking waterfront or rural 
industry, to Mexican tile evoking a garden walk, or 
patterned brick or crushed granite gravel suggesting 
in its sound and feel the decorous French park walks 
or Japanese gardens. 

Even rruJre playfully, it is possible to employ in small 
sections of the paving, transparent tile sandwiches 
enclosing liquid crystals that change color under 
pressure and would shift their color range from red­
dish through blues and greens as people walked over 
them. Bollards bounding the paths could also be made 
of suitably variable materials. Rock boulders along 
the gravel sections, wooden posts along the timber 
sections, colored iron posts along the brick sections, 
rruJlded concrete along the ceramic tile sections: some 
of these course boundaries or dividers might be de­
signed to act as light or sound sculptures and peri­
odically emit sequences of soft or mysterious sounds 
or murmuring voices or rhythmic pulses of light. The 
sound and light levels of such works would naturally 
fall within limits that would enhance the pleasure of 
the pathways -and the Bay." 
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FOEHN 

SIMOON 

SIROCCO 

SANTA ANA 

MARLINE 

SHEEPS SHANKS 

BOWUNE 

IX. ART IN THE PARK 

"WORD WALK" 

Fiesta Island will contain nearly six miles of waterfront path­
ways. In accordance with the above, the opportunity of art in 
these paths should not be wasted. As an example, David Antin 
suggests that the Island's crescent path facing Fiesta Bay be 
designed as a "boardwalk," connecting the Island's "suburban" 
or turf-oriented parkland in the southern end, to the more natural 
areas and preserves at the northern end. Carefully selected words 
could be imprinted in the pavement of the boardwalk, calling 
attention to the Bay's special aquatic character. Hence the name: 
"Word Walk": 

"The promenade should be composed of a somewhat 
rougher, textured, and slightly darker concrete that em­
phasizes the materiality of the constituents in slabs 16 feet 
long and about 8 feet wide. For a path that is about 1 mile 
long, that would require about 330 slabs, each slab being 
conceived as a page . 

My proposal would run two sequences of words -no more 
than a word to a page with occasional skipped pages -
one sequence along the eastern edge, running from south 
to north, and one along the western edge, running north 
to south. The words along the eastern edge, composed of 
characters approximately 3 inches in size, would be 
positioned for easy reading by pedestrians walking from 
south to north, while the words along the western edge 
would be positioned for north to south reading. The 
words would be cast into concrete and in form would 
resemble the kind of inscriptions sometimes encountered 
in sidewalks marking the construction company and date 
of a building . 

The words would be somewhat more enigmatic and 
would be drawn from vocabularies of the flora and fauna 
of Mission Bay, from vocabularies of sailing and ocean­
ography, of weather and of terrain, words describing the 
movements of birds and fish and people and qualities of 
air and water and light. As sequences the words would 
imply movements from serenity to excitement and back, 
from winter to summer and from morning to night. Be­
cause the letters would be no more than 3 inches in size, 
the words will not have a coercive effect on pedestrians, 
one word every 16 feet and not every 16 feet, because I 
propose to make the progressions more erratic, with 
occasional blank pages, using maximally 165 words in 
each direction (one word every two slabs of concrete) . 
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This should allow common single words like "wing" or 
"bank" to invite speculation and occasionally more 
obscure words like "yaw", "marline", or "hyaline" to 
stand out for meditative attention and to form parts of 
sequences. Only a walker-reader wants to bring words 
that are perhaps 16 to 32 feet apart into close conceptual 
connection. (The precise words and word sequences 
will take considerable time and experiment to work out). 
But the basic strategy will be to use words that are 
pregnant with meaning somewhat enigmatic in their 
reference but interesting to think about, which taken 
togetherformsequences that playfully engage the mind." 

The preceding description is an example of the kind of project 
that could be done to bring art to the Park. In this case, the words 
imprinted on the pavement add very little cost to what otherwise 
is a necessary, functional feature of the Park. Art, therefore, 
need not be expensive if planned concurrently with the devel­
opment of specific recreation improvements. 

-

Word Walk. on Fiesta Island 
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X. ECONOMICS 

Mission Bay Park is at present the result of a very successful 
public/private partnership which has invested well over $100 
million in actual physical improvements. In 1992 dollars this 
figure would be substantially higher. To ensure the continued 
success and vitality of the Park, this partnership must remain 
solid and active. As a Goal.. . 

. .. Mission Bay Park should continue to encourage 
successful recreation-oriented commercial ventures, 
within appropriate designated areas, in the interest 
of generating revenues for the City to cover public 
operations and maintenance costs, and to help finance 
improvements within the Park. Of equal impor­
tance, the Park should maintain an appropriate and 
economically sound level of public investment as a 
means to attract visitors and tourists in support of the 
private sector investments . 

By provisions of the City Charter, not more than 25 percent of 
the Park's land and 6.5 percent of its water can be used for 
lease purposes, commercial and non-profit. In pursuit of a 
balanced approach to the future development of the Park, this 
Plan increases the overall lease area by a possible maximum 
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of nine acres, raising the percentage from 21.4 to 22 percent. 
This Section evaluates the economic impact of the proposed 
commercial leases, as well as suggests means to fund and 
finance the cost of the proposed public improvements as 
defined in the previous sections. 

Note: All figures, unless indicated otherwise, represent a 
1992 dollar value. 

ESTIMATE OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

The following table describes the estimated costs for the 
Park's proposed public improvements. The figures represent 
1992 construction and administration costs as derived from 
industry standards. The overall capital cost may vary, de­
pending on the ultimate disposition of the De Anza Special 
Study Area. 
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Table 5 

ESTIMATE OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

COST 
ITEM 

NORTH END 

1. Rose Creek Bridge 

2. Wetland Expansion 

3. De Anza Cove Cbannel 

4. Nature Center 

5. Pacific Beach Athletic 
Fields expansion 

FIESTA ISLAND & BAY 

6. West Shore Dredging 

7. E.F.B. Island Dredging 

8. Upland Habitat Preserve 

9. Fiesta Island Channel 

10. Regional Parkland 

11. Playground Areas 

12. Coastal Landscape 

13. Sand Arena Relocation 

14. Entrance Causeway 

(millions) 

2.0 

12.5 

1.5 

1.5 

0.5 

2.0 

1.0 

0.75 

1.5 

15.0 

1.5 

3.0 

3.0 

2.0 

. . 

X. ECONOMICS 

REMARK 

500 Linear Feet (L.F.). 

100-acre (Ac.) overall 
area; includes $1.5 
million allowance for 
hydrologic 
improvements . 

Includes 300 Feet (Ft.) 
pedestrian bridge . 

2,000 Maximum 
Square Feet (S.F.) 
+ interpretive 
displays. 

Potential addition of 
soccer & softball 
field<>, game courts & 
parking . 

18 Ac. crescent dredge 
area; suitable for eel 
grass bed . 

10 Ac. dredge area. 

Expands Least Tern 
preserve per NRMP 
recommendations . 

Optional . 

100 Ac. development 
area; includes parking . 

Three play areas 

40 Ac.area . 

55 Ac. area and 
viewing mounds . 

Three-lane, raised 
causeway . 
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Table6 

COST ESTIMATE FOR GENERAL REHABILITATION 

ITEM 

Landscape Retrofit 

Ingraham Street Landscaping 

Ski Beach Pier 

Sail Bay Landscaping 

1-5 Buffer Landscape 

Restroom Repairs 

New Furnishings 

Parking Improvements 

Existing Path Widening 
&Lighting 

Contingency 

TOTAL 

Pagel44 

COST 
(millions) 

3.5 

0.75 

0.75 

1.5 

1.0 

1.5 

0.5 

1.5 

2.5 

23.5 

REMARKS 

45 acres, turf to coastal 
plants. 

Coastal landscape along the 
roadway. 

Coastal Strand planting 
behind path. 

Coastal landscape between 
Park Road and 1-5. 

Retrofitting of selected 
parking to accommodate RV's 
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X. ECONOMICS 

REVENUE AND COST PROJECTIONS 

In order to assess the City's ability to fund the $171 million of 
proposed public improvements, a four-step analytical process 
was followed . 

Step 1: Forecast Baseline Lease Revenue 

Assumptions: Based on existing lease terms and 1991 actual 
lease payments to the City, lease revenue for each year from 
1992 to 2012 (the planning period) was projected. Given the 
current recession, the overbuilt hotel market, and the Park 
lessees' cautious view of near and mid-term market trends, a 
relatively stagnant growth rate for revenue was assumed until 
1996, after which revenues were projected to grow with 
inflation during the balance of the planning period. Leases 
that expire during the planning period were assumed to be 
renewed under current terms (mostly minimums versus speci­
fied percentages of sales). Two land leases, the City Water 
Utilities Department and the De Anza Harbor Trailer Resort, 
were assumed to expire without renewing their current land 
use. This baseline analysis also assumes a status quo without 
the impact of major expansions or redevelopment of existing 
leases . 

Forecast: An estimated $215 million in baseline land lease 
revenues would be collected during the twenty year planning 
period. This analysis is presented in Table 7 . 

Step 2: Forecast Incremental Lease Revenue 

Assumptions: Next, incremental lease revenue from rede­
veloping, expanding existing leaseholds, or relocating exist­
ing leaseholds, and new lease revenue from new commercial 
development as proposed in this Plan were projected. In the 
case of redevelopments and expansions of existing leaseholds, 
total lease revenue from the redeveloped projects was esti­
mated and projected lease payments from the existing status 
quo use were subtracted to estimate the net lease revenue 
gained or lost. Given expected difficult near- term market 
conditions, most of the redevelopment of existing leaseholds 
is projected to occur during the first half of the planning 
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• Mission Bay Park's dedicated share of Transient Oc­
cupancy Taxes; 

• City Water Utilities Department's Sludge Mitigation 
Funds; and 

• Tax increment from Transient Occupancy Taxes, sales 
taxes, and possessory interest taxes generated by ex­
pansions and new development in Mission Bay Park. 

Various combinations of these sources were added to estimate 
total capital financing funds available each year during the 
planning period. The estimated public improvement costs 
(Table 5) were distributed over the planning period and 
adjusted for inflation. These capital costs were subtracted 
from total net revenue funds to estimate the cash flow for each 
year during the planning period. Different scenarios were 
assumed regarding the availability of the above funds. This 
analysis is presented in Tables 1 OA, 1 OB, and 1 OC. 

FORECAST RESULTS 

Baseline land lease revenues are projected to increase from 
approximately $12.02 million in 1993 to $21.60 million in 
year 2012 (in inflated dollars). The baseline projection is 
premised on existing occupancy levels. Almost all of the 
increase in revenues is attributed to inflation. The 1992 
present value of this income stream is $215 million. 

Incremental land lease revenue is projected to increase from 
$10,000 in 1994 to approximately $6.06 million in 2012 (in 
inflated dollars). Most of the incremental increase comes 
from expansion or redevelopment of existing leaseholds. The 
1992 present value of this income stream is $28 million. 

Scenario A: Full Enterprise Fund 

Scenario A assumes that 100 percent of the land lease revenue 
from existing and new leases, (including baseline and incre­
mental lease revenue), after funding operations and mainte-
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X. ECONOMICS 

nance costs, would be available to fund capital improvements 
in Mission Bay Park. This scenario is most closely associated 
with operating Mission Bay Park as an enterprise fund . 

This scenario also assumes that, by 1999, Mission Bay would 
begin to receive an allocation of uncommitted Transient 
Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue dedicated to Mission Bay and 
Balboa Parks . 

Under this and the other scenarios, Mission Bay Park would 
receive $2 million from the Water Utilities Department Sludge 
Mitigation Funds per year through 1998 . 

Finally, the Park would receive estimated tax 
increment from TOT, sales tax, and the City of San Diego's 
share of possessory interest tax generated in Mission Bay Park 
by expansions and new leases during the planning period. This 
dedication of tax increment funds would have to be authorized 
by Council Policy or a change in City Code . 

Under this scenario, total land lease revenue from net lease 
revenue after operations and maintenance costs, dedicated 
TOT, Water Utilities Department Sludge Mitigation Funds 
and tax increment are projected to range from a low of $6.03 
million (in inflated dollars) in 1995 to $15.87 million in 2012 . 
Capital improvement costs are projected to total almost $265 
million after inflation, and would range from $8.90 million in 
1993 to $18.75 million in 2012. Each year, the funds earned 
during the year would not be able to cover all of the capital 
costs incurred during the same year if the costs are evenly 
distributed during the planning period. Annual deficits range 
from a low of $1.57 million in 1993 to a high of $6.51 million 
in 2007 (in inflated dollars) . 

Overall, it is estimated that approximately $52.14 million of 
the estimated $I 71.12 million in capital improvement costs 
(in 1992 dollars adjusted for inflation), or 30 percent, would 
have to be funded from other sources under this scenario . 

Scenario B: Partial Enterprise Fund 

Scenario B is similar to Scenario A except that only 100 
percent of the incremental land lease revenue from expanded 
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and new leases would be available to fund capital improve­
ments in Mission Bay Park. Operations and maintenance 
costs would continue to be funded from existing baseline 
leasehold revenue; however, the surplus would revert back to 
the City's General Fund. 

Again, it is assumed that Mission Bay Park would receive a 
portion of the uncommitted TOT revenue dedicated to Mis­
sion Bay and Balboa Parks by 1999. It is also assumed that the 
Park continues to receive $2 million per year of Water Utilities 
Department Sludge Mitigation Funds through 1998. 

Again, Mission Bay Park would receive tax increment from 
TOT, sales tax, and the City of San Diego's share of possessory 
interest tax generated in Mission Bay by expansions and new 
leases in the Park during the planning period, if so authorized 
by City Council proposed under this scenario. 

Under this scenario, total revenue from incremental lease 
revenue, dedicated TOT, Sludge Mitigation Funds, and tax 
increment are projected to range from $2.12 million (in 
inflated dollars) in 1993 to $16.67 million in 2012. As with 
Scenario A, the funds earned during any year would not be 
enough to cover aU of the capital costs incurred during the 
same year if the costs are evenly distributed during the 
planning period. Estimated annual deficits range from a high 
of $8.06 million in 1997 to a low of $2.08 million in 2012 (in 
inflated dollars). The deficit fluctuates due to the phasing of 
expansions and new private developments and the lost revenue 
incurred during the reconstruction phase. 

Overall, it is estimated that approximately $84.84 million of 
the estimated $171.12 million in capital improvement cost~ 
(in 1992 dollars adjusted for inflation), or 49 percent, would 
have to be funded from other sources under this scenario. 

Scenario C: No Enterprise Fund; No TOT Revenues 

Scenario C presentc; the worst case scenario: no land lease 
revenue, dedicated TOT revenue, or tax increment revenue 
would be available for the Park. Any surplus revenue generated 
at the Park would go into the City's general fund. This also 
assumes that all of the TOT revenue dedicated to Mission Bay 
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Park has already been committed to capital improvements 
already approved for Mission Bay Park and new projects in 
Balboa Park. The City would continue to fund operations and 
maintenance costs using general fund monies . 

Under this scenario, revenue from Sludge Mitigation Funds 
would be the only funds committed to Park improvements . 
Funds earned during any year would not he enough to cover 
all of the capital costs incurred during the same year if the costs 
are evenly distributed during the planning period. Estimated 
annual deficits range from $6.90 million in 1993 to $18.7 5 
million in 2012 (in int1ated dollars) during the planning 
period . 

Overall, it is estimated that approximately $154.45 million of 
the estimated $171.12 million in capital improvement costs 
(in 1992 dollars adjusted for inflation), or 90 percent, would 
have to be funded from other sources under this scenario . 

FORECAST SUMMARY 

Given the estimated $171.12 million in public improvements, 
the three funding scenarios presented above generate the 
following deficits (1992 dollars): 

Scenario A $52.14 million 

Scenario B $84.84 million 

Scenario C $154.45 million 

Clearly, other funding sources will he needed to fund these 
estimated deficits and to implement the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update . 

CAPITAL FINANCING CONSIDERATIONS 

The projected land lease revenue, TOT and Sludge Mitigation 
Funds dedicated to Mission Bay Park, and tax increment 
generated by expansions and new leases allowed under the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, appear sufficient to 
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nance costo;;, enabling more land lease and other revenues to be 
used for capital improvements. 

126. Grants: State and Federal grants may be obtained for 
improvements associated with shoreline restoration, coastal 
public access, and habitat restoration. Although grant funding 
is not readily available during this period of government fiscal 
constraints, funds should be available in the future, especially 
if statewide bond measures pass. The State of California 
Coastal Conservancy and the Environmental Protection 
Agency's Wetlands Protection Program and Near Coastal 
Waters Grant Program are possible sources in the future. 

127. Wetland Mitigation Funds: As coastal California 
continues to face development pressure, monies become 
available for wetland mitigation. Southern California Edison's 
recent funding of wetland restoration in the San Dieguito 
River Valley and the Port of Long Beach's funding of a 
restoration project at Batiquitos Lagoon in Carlsbad are recent 
examples. Wetland mitigation funds could be a source of 
financing for a portion of wetland enhancement costs in 
Mission Bay. Mission Bay wetland restoration would be a 
strong candidate for grant funds. 

128. Revenue Bonds: Revenue bonds supported by land 
leases at the Park could be issued toward the end of the 
planning period to fund the balance of capital costs that had 
not yet been implemented on a pay-as-you-go basis. This 
would essentially use a portion of land lease revenue gener­
ated after the planning period to fund improvement<; during 
the planning period. 

129. Certificates of Participation: Certificates of Par­
ticipation could be issued to raise funds upfront during the 
planning period. Since many of the lessees are proposing 
expansions and redevelopments on their site, and new de­
velopment is proposed, property tax revenue from TOT, sales 
tax, and the City's share of possessory interest tax and personal 
property tax should increase substantially as these properties 
are redeveloped and re-assessed. Approximately 21 percent of 
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the increase in possessory interest taxes will go to the City's 
general fund. All, or a portion, of this tax increment could he 
used to replenish general funds used to service Certificates of 
Participation deht service. Certificates of Participation sup­
ported indirectly hy future TOT revenue could also he issued 
towards the later half of the planning period. Like revenue 
bond financing, this would use a portion of TOT revenue 
collected beyond the planning period to fund Master Plan 
improvements during the planning period. Since Certificates 
of Participation are often serviced hy the general fund (which 
can he replenished by other funds). It is considered a more 
secure source of funds than projected lease revenue and, 
therefore, usually has lower financing costs than revenue 
bonds . 

130. Extend Implementation Period: Finally, the bal­
ance of the Master Plan Update's improvements that had not 
yet heen funded and implemented by the end of the planning 
period could be implemented after the planning period on a 
pay-as-you-go basis. This approach defers implementation of 
the Master Plan, but avoids incurring deht and financing costs . 

FINANCING THE BALANCE WITH NEW SOURCES 

The approaches described above, especially land lease revenue, 
TOT revenue, and future possessory interest and property tax 
revenue are existing revenue sources. Although there is a 
direct relationship between these funds and Mission Bay Park, 
their use for Mission Bay Park improvements would he at the 
expense of other public purposes for which these general fund 
revenues are used, as City budgeting is currently practiced . 

Recommendations 

131. New Funding Sources: If the City would like to raise 
new additional revenues to enable it to fund Mission Bay Park 
improvements, it should consider the following alternatives 
within the context of the City's other funding priorities: 
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• Transient Occupancy Tax increase (Mission Bay 
should receive a fair share of any TOT increase) 

• General Obligation Bond (two-thirds public vote 
required) 

• Park impact fees on new development 

• Citywide or targeted benefit assessment district 

• Proposition A transportation funds 

• Sewer or storm drain fee revenue increase 

• Utility users tax increase 

• Parcel tax (two-thirds public vote required) 

• Admissions excise tax 

• Citywide Community Facilities District (two-thirds 
public vote required) 

• Increase in property transfer tax 

• Open space & park bond (simple majority voter 
approval required) 

ENTERPRISE FUND 

One way to secure land lease revenue to fund Park improve­
ments is to designate Mission Bay Park as an enterprise fund. 
An enterprise fund has two purposes: 

1. To secure dedicated revenue collected at the facility 
(in this case Mission Bay Park) to fund improvements to the 
facility; and 

2. To build in incentives for more efficient management 
by accounting for operating revenues and costs and making 
the facility dependent on surplus net revenues for capital 
improvements and future programming. (similar to business 
incentives in the private sector). 
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Operating almost like a non-profit corporation within the 
City, revenue generated at the Park would only he used for 
maintenance, operations, and capital costs incurred to manage 
Mission Bay Park. Since there is a direct relationship between 
revenue earned at the Park and the ability of the enterprise 
organization to fund operations and capital improvements, a 
close accounting of revenues and expenses in the Park would 
have to be established, providing a useful management in­
formation tool. Given the relationship between revenue and 
operating costs, there would be incentive to enhance revenue 
and operate efficiently. Capital expenditures would also he 
evaluated in terms of the return the expenditures generate . 

The argument against an enterprise fund is that it reduces the 
City's t1exibility to use the revenues for other needed City 
services, including funding public park improvements and 
maintenance at parks that cannot generate revenue. Also, if 
surplus revenue is generated after all needed maintenance and 
capital costs are funded, it might he inefficient to use the 
money for Mission Bay Park instead of another public use . 
Finally, the incentive to generate revenue- a key advantage 
of an enterprise fund - could become a higher priority than 
general public benetit, especially regarding expenditures that 
do not enhance revenue generating capacity . 

One consideration regarding whether or not to establish an 
enterprise fund, and the use of land lease revenues to support 
the fund, is the relative ability to raise new revenue to replace 
the revenue that is lost. For example, if an enterprise fund is 
established using land lease revenue that otherwise would 
have gone into the City's general fund, the City would have to 
increase general tax revenue to replace the funds lost. If the 
City chooses not to form an enterprise fund and dedicate land 
lease revenue to Mission Bay Park, the City would have to 
increase taxes or assessments through some other source 
(most likely a bond measure dedicated to Mission Bay Park 
improvements) to raise the money needed to implement the 
Master Plan. A bond measure for a specific purpose may be 
more likely to receive voter support than a general tax increase, 
although there are some general tax sources which the City 
could increase without requiring a ballot measure, such as 
TOT and others listed under Recommendation 131 
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Recommendations 

As discussed under the forecast scenarios, essentially two 
options are available for the creation of an Enterprise Fund. 

132. Full Enterprise Fund: One option is to create an 
enterprise fund supported by lease revenues, permit fees, and 
other user fees at the Park. Selected city servk-es associated 
with the Park could be combined as the Mission Bay Park 
Corporation (a City agency), funded by the enterprise fund. 
The amount of lease revenue that would go into the fund 
should have a limit. Funds earned in excess of an amount 
needed to fund operations, maintenance, and approved capital 
improvements, plus a contingency, should revert back to the 
general fund. It is projected, however, that the equivalent of 
100% of the land lease revenue collected would be needed to 
fund Mission Bay Park capital improvements during the 
planning period. If an enterprise fund is established, the land 
lease revenue distribution (between the City general fund and 
the enterprise fund) should be re-evaluated periodically. 

133. Partial Enterprise Fund: Another option is to create 
an enterprise fund primarily for operations in order to build­
in efficiency incentives. Under this scenario, a portion ofland 
lease revenue equivalent to a budgeted amount for maintenance 
and operations, plus a small amount for minor capital im­
provements, and all user and permit fees would be dedicated 
to the fund. Any surplus revenue generated through efficient 
operations would be retained by the enterprise fund for ad­
ditional minor capital improvements and new programming. 
Major capital improvements would still be funded by another 
source or sources. 

The City should consider establishing an enterprise fund for 
Mission Bay Park, particularly after the recession when the 
City's general fund is more stable. Regardless of whether or 
not an enterprise fund is pursued, the location of new leaseholds 
should carefully be considered regarding State Tidelands 
since any surplus revenue collected within the tidelands must 
be returned to the State, while surplus revenue collected 
outside the tidelands are retained by the City or enterprise 
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X. ECONOMICS 

fund. If the City were to buy out the State, this concern would 
be invalidated, of course. This course of action has not been 
assumed in the cost projections . 

OTHER FUNDING REQUIREMENTS 

Two other funding requirements require attention. One re­
quirement is marketing, which could he supported by a 
business improvement district. The other funding requirement 
is shuttle service within the Park . 

Business Improvement District 

The City should consider working with lessees to form a 
Business Improvement District, funded by a business license 
surcharge, with the funds used by Mission Bay Park businesses 
to market Mission Bay amenities and facilities (especially 
elsewhere in Southern California) and hold special events, 
particularly during the off-season. This joint marketing 
would enhance revenue for all businesses by drawing additional 
patronage during the off-season, which, in turn, would enhance 
revenue for the City . 

Tram Service 

The tram service would be needed only during peak days, 
holidays, and special events. During the day, visitation to the 
Park also has peaking characteristics. Therefore, the number 
of tram vehicles needed during the day is not constant, but 
varies with demand. A tram service that responds well to these 
tluctuations, without costing the City, would be a private 
jitney system. Private vans could operate within Mission Bay 
Park, after paying a license fee, and could provide the service 
needed in response to demand characteristics. The vans 
would respond to demand rather than provide a continuing 
service even when very little demand exist~ during the off­
season and weekdays. This approach creates a business 
opportunity, a source of part-time summer work, and a tlex­
ible public service, at less cost to the City . 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

SUMMARY FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

The $171.12 million capital improvement plan recommended 
by the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update can he imple­
mented and funded using a combination of the following nine 
sources of funds: 

I A. Incremental land lease revenue from leasehold expan 
sions and new commercial development in Mission 
Bay Park; or 

lB. All land lease revenue generated by Mission Bay Park 
leases after operating costs; 

2. A fair share of Transient Occupancy Taxes already 
dedicated to Mission Bay and Balboa Parks; 

3. City Water Utilities Sludge Mitigation Funds; 

4. Tax increment from TOT, sales tax, and the City's 
share of possessory interest taxes generated at Mission 
Bay Park from expansions and new leases; 

5. State and Federal Grants; 

6. Wetland Mitigation Funds; 

7. Certificates of Participation serviced by the General 
Fund, hut replenished by an increase in citywide TOT; 

8. Open Space Financing District Bond. 

9. General Obligation Bonds. 

Maintenance costs should continue to he funded by general 
funds (replenished by land lease revenue), or land lease 
revenue directly if an enterprise fund is established, and user 
and permit fees. 

Joint marketing should he funded by a business improvement 
district with the cooperation of the Mission Bay lessees. 

Tram service should be provided privately under license with 
the City. 
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Table 7: BASEUNE LEASE REVENUE PROJECTIONS 

FY 1991 PR:>JECTED FISCAL YEAR FEVENUE 

LAND USE TERM. FE\IENUE 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 20015 2006 :!!X11 

Revenue Inflation Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.012 1.06 1.10 1.15 1.19 1.24 1.29 1.34 1.40 1.45 1.51 1.57 1.63 

BASEUNE REVENUE (1): 
(in thousand cJoi/Srs) 

M. B. Campland (2) 1Hl7-17 $772 $733 $772 S772 $787 $818 $851 S885 5921 $857 S996 $1,038 s1,on $1,120 $1,165 $1,211 $1,260 

M. B. Aquatic Ctr. 09-23-00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bahia Belle 05-31-ee 100 95 100 100 1012 108 110 115 119 124 129 134 138 145 151 157 163 

Dana Inn 05-31·18 337 320 337 a:sr 344 357 372 3118 402 418 435 452 470 489 509 529 550 

Boy Scouts 11-29-12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Catamaran Pier N/A 21 20 21 21 22 23 24 25 29 27 29 29 30 31 32 34 3!5 

Spo<1Sman's Seafood 04-30-12 21 20 21 21 21 22 23 24 25 29 27 29 29 30 31 33 34 

Clty/Wa'er Utilities N/A 500 500 500 500 500 1500 1500 500 - - - - - - - - -
Mission Bay Golf Ctr. 07-05-01 101 98 101 101 103 107 111 115 120 125 130 135 140 148 152 158 184 

De Asru. Trailer Resort 11-23.()3 878 833 878 878 894 930 9t1l 1,008 1,048 1,088 1,131 1,178 1,224 - - ' - -
Bahia H01DI 3-16-16 445 423 445 445 454 473 491 1511 532 !5153 m 588 822 847 873 8B9 727 

Everingham Bros. BaR Co. 04-30-&7 19 18 19 18 20 20 21 22 23 24 25 29 27 25 29 30 31 

Mission Ba~ Sports Ctr. 05-31-1115 98 84 98 98 68 72 75 711 81 84 88 81 95 98 1012 107 111 

san Diego Hilton Resort 10-31415 1,300 1,23!5 1,300 1,300 1,3211 1,379 1,434 1,491 1,551 1,813 1,878 1,745 1,814 1,667 1,1182 2,041 2,123 

Hyatt Islandia (3) 11-30-38 1,184 1,125 1,2117 1,297 1,293 1,344 1,398 1,454 1,1512 1,573 1,638 1,701 1,768 1,840 1,913 1,990 2,068 

Mission Bay Marina (4) 03-()4-29 318 438 348 348 355 368 384 368 415 431 - 487 485 505 525 548 588 

Marina Village (5) 04-30-27 1513 498 1513 613 1513 1513 1513 513 1513 1513 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 

Mission Bay Yacht Club 07-31-11 61 n 81 61 82 98 68 93 98 100 104 108 113 117 122 127 132 

ocean Boards Infer. (6) 09.3Q.&4 29 25 29 28 27 28 29 30 31 33 34 35 37 38 40 41 43 

Mallo's Hot Dogs 06-3Q.&4 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 10 10 10 11 11 12 12 13 13 

S.O./M.B. Boat& Ski Club 04-30-98 28 29 28 29 30 31 32 33 35 38 38 39 41 42 44 46 47 

S.D. Princess Resort 12-31-18 1,239 1,1n 1,239 1,239 1,283 1,314 1,388 1,421 1,478 1,1537 1,588 1,882 1,7211 1,788 1,1170 1,945 2,0123 

S.D. Rowing Club (7) 07-31-13 9 9 9 9 9' 10 10 10 11 11 12 12 13 13 14 14 115 

S.D. Visitor Info. Ctr. 10-3HI3 23 22 23 23 23 24 25 28 27 28 29 30 32 33 34 38 37 

Sea World o1 san 01ego 12-30-33 3,943 3,748 3,943 3,843 4,022 4,183 4,3150 4,524 4,70e; 4,893 5,068 5,293 5,1504 15,7215 15,9154 8,192 8,438 

Sea World o1 san Diego (8) 01.()1414 91 87 91 - - - - - ..:: - - - - - - - -
Sealonh Sportslishing 04-30-21 292 2n 292 292 298 310 322 335 348 ::!02 3n 392 - 424 441 458 4n 

Dana La__rlCIInS! (91 05-3Hi7 158 1~ 183 163 187 173 180 187 195 203 211 219 228 237 247 257 287 

I $12.47 $12.02 $12.58 $12.150 $12.73 $13.20 $13.118 $14.19 $14.22 $14.77 $16.34 $16.83 $18.156 $115.111i! $18.64 $17.18 $17.84 

!t;t 1e82 PntsentValue @4"' Dlsc:ou;;tl~a $216.111 

(1) Assumes lea8118 that explnt during planning period wiU be nt.-c1 under lhe aame ll!nns, except for De Anza Trailer Resort and City waw Ulllllies WhiCh will - to lhe City at end ollease 111m1. 

(2) Campland ,_nue projection could be less during transition • It Is ntloc:aad. 

(3) Assumes lncreaee ol7"' In 1993 due to ntntal peroentage adjUSiment under current lease contract 

(4) Assumes a one year increaae in 1992 due to America's Cup subleaMssndan 1nc1wue o1 10% owr 1981 raaln 1993 due to ""'tal pe""'ntageadjustment undercurrent leaae contract 

(5) Assumes constant leaee re~~enue due to poor performance o1 this UM. 

(8) Ocean Boards lnlernatlonal Is not loc:a'ed within Mission Bay Park, but paya lease to haw access to Mission Bay Park. 

(7) san Diego Rowing Club includes former Rowing Council o1 san Diego. 

(8) Temporary lease scheduled to explnt In 1994. 

(9) Assumes lncreaee ol5"' "in 1992 due to ntntal percentage adjustment under current 1eue contract 

(10) Sums may not add due to r.,;.nding. 

Source: Economics Research Associates, January 1993. 

2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 

1.70 1.n 1.84 1.91 1.99 

$1,310 $1,363 $1,417 $1,474 $1,533 

0 0 0 0 0 

170 1711 163 191 198 

!572 51115 819 844 999 

0 0 0 0 0 

38 38 38 41 43 

35 37 38 40 41 

- - - - -
171 178 185 192 200 

- - - - -
7fiT 787 616 11151 61115 

33 34 3!5 37 38 

115 120 125 130 136 

2,206 2,298 2,388 2,463 2,583 

2,152 2.238 2,326 2,421 2,1516 

sea 814 639 984 1111 

513 513 513 1513 513 

137 143 148 1154 180 

45 48 48 150 52 

14 14 15 15 18 

49 51 53 58 58 

2,104 2,188 2,275 2,388 2,481 

115 18 17 17 18 

38 40 42 43 45 

6,697 8,985 7,243 7,533 7,834 

- - - - -- 518 538 1558 580 

2n 299 300 312 3215 

$18.53 $19.29 $20.00 $20.78 $21.80 i 



Table 10A: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ANANONG • 
ASSUMING 100% OF LAND LEASE REVENUE AFTER OPERAnNG COSTS ARE DEDICATED TO NEW PARK IMPROVEMENTS 

(amounts in current million dollar~~) 

LAND USE TOTAL'82S 

lnllation Factor@ 4%/yr. 1.00 

FINANONG SOURCES 

100% of Netl..ea• Aellenue Aller Operating Coats 

TOTShare(1) 

Water Utility FundS 

Transient Occupancy Tax Increment 

Sates Tax lncr.ment 

PoHeAory 1merest Tax lnaement 

Total Flranctng Funds 

PR)JECTED CAPITAL CX>STS 

TOIIII Cspllal Costs In 19192$ 

North EndlmprCMimants 

Fiesta Island & Say lmpRMOments 

SoUih Shores lmprcJ~~ements 

Par!(-WkllttmprCMements 

Design & AclmJnistr.stlon @ 25% 

$171.12 

18.00 

33.25 

21.90 

83.7!5 

34.22 

1882 

1.00 

-
-
--
-
-
-

$0.00 

111113 1994 1111115 1-

1.04 1.08 1.12 1.17 

$!5.33 $4.02 $3.81 $3.81 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

- 0.12 0.13 0.14 

- 0.00 0.00 0.01 

- 0.01 0.01 0.01 

$7.33 $8.15 $8.03 $8.04 

1&97 1- 1- 2000 2001 2IOQ2 2003 2004 2006 

1.22 1.27 1.32 1.37 1.42 1.48 1.54 UlO 1.67 

$3.13 $5.08 $4.91 $4.13 $5.1!5 $5.23 $4.95 $4.10 $4.10 

0.00 0.00 0.17 0.71 1.01 1.32 1.66 2.01 2.37 

2.00 2.00 

0.14 1.33 1.44 1.48 1.48 1.150 1.3!5 1.!5!5 1.!58 

0.01 0.04 O.CXI 0.0!5 0.0!5 0.05 0.04 0.0!5 0.05 

0.01 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.12 

$8.08 $8.!53 $8.67 $7.25 $7.80 $8.22 $8.11 $7.83 $8.22 

2008 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 

1.73 1.80 1.87 1.95 2.03 2.11 2.19 

$4.02 $3.13 $5.48 $!5.!5!5 $!5.47 $!5.38 $!5.26 

2.76 3.18 3.58 !5.49 8.!5!5 7.0!1 7.158 

1.81 1.83 2.56 2.66 2.EII 2.72 2.76 

0.0!5 0.0!5 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 

0.12 0.12 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.20 020 

$8.58 $8.90 $11.90 $13.911 $15.01 $1!5.44 $15.87 

Totlll c.piral Costs in lnflallld $ (<1}(3) 1284.181 $0.00 $8.10 $8.211 •.• $10.01 $10.41 $10.83 $11.211 $11.71 $12.18 $12.88 $13.17 $13.70 $14.25 $14.82 $1!5.41 $18.02 $18.87 $17.33 $18.03 $18.7!5 

CASH FLOW BALANCE IN INFLATED$ 
SU~S <DEFIOT> (3) 

($81.08. $0.00 ($1.57) ($3.10) ($3.1!8) ($3.18) ($4.32) (12.30) ($4.1!8) ($4.4!5) ($4.38) ($4.44) ($15.08) ($15.87) ($8.03) ($8.25) ($8.51) ($4.13) ($2.81) ($2.33) ($2.!511) ($2.3 

($52.14 

(1) Bawd on Dept of Finance projeCIIone of TOT not y.t commlllaciiD ec1111ng and planned Bd:loa Pall( and Mlalon Say projec:IS. Mission Bay c:apilal COSis alraady funcllld or~ In lhe CIP lncludlt shoreline rectamallon, 
8llleclecl restrooma, satt Say clevelopmenl, and ""-'-arwouc projects. .......,_ I!IMI. of uncommlllacl TOT lura are available ror Mission Bay Pall( (Wtlh lhe bala.- avallllble ror BaiXIIl Palk's East Mesa projects). The actual 
distribution wiH depend on future City poliCy. 

(2) Amount would be tess if a ~ Ia built on the De Ana •· In lolal, CllpllaiCOSis ancllhe defiCit would be -wractmsWIIy $3.13 mllllon leSs In 1882 $. 
(3) ......,_ lhllt capHal costs arel!lll8nly -uted CMtr lhe planning pertoct. 
(4) Olscou'*KI at4% lnllllllon ra• per year. 

• • ;;u .. ;Ec_.m.Re.rc~ss·tes-n ... 1,. • • • • • • • • • • •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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Table 108: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FINANONG -

. ASSUMING ONLY LAND LEASE INCREMENT FROM REDEVELOPING EXISTING LEASES AND NEW LEASES ARE DEDICATED TO NEW PARK IMPROVEMENTS 

(amounts In <:urrent million dollars) 

LAND USE TOTAL '112$( 11192 1993 18114 1SBII 1898 1997 1898 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2006 2006 2010 2011 2012 

Inflation Factor @4%/yr. 

FINANCING SOURCES 

1.001 1.00 1.04 1.06 1.12 1.17 1.:<!2 1.27 1.32 1.37 1.42 1.48 1.54 HIO 1.67 1.73 1.80 1.87 1.95 :!.03 2.11 :1.19 

100% ollncremenlal Lea~~e Revenue 

TOT Shant (1) 

W&ler UtUity Funds 

T 111.nstent Oc:cupancy Tax Increment 

Sates Tax ln<:rement 

PCISSfiSOty Interest Tax lncrenlent 

Total Financing Funds 

PR:>JECTEO CA.PtT AL COSTS 

Total capital CosllS In 1992$ 

Norlh End Improvements 

flesla Island & Say Improvements 

South Sltoi'I!IS lmp<OIIIIITI&nts 

Pari<·Widlllmprovements 

Design & Admlnistlatlon @ 25% 

~ 
18.00 

33.215 

2UIO 

63.75 

34.22 

$0.12 

o.oo 
2.00 

$0.00 $2.12 

$0.10 $021 $0.11 

o.oo 0.00 0.00 

2.00 2.00 2.00 

0.12 0.13 0.14 

0.00 0.00 O.o1 

0.01 0.01 0.01 

$2.23 $2.35 $2.26 

$0.19 $1.36 $1.71 $1.118 $2.15 

0.00 0.00 0.17 0.71 1.01 

2.00 2.00 

0.14 1.33 1.44 1.46 1.46 

O.ot 0.04 0.06 0.00 o.oo 
0.01 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 

$2.35 $4.63 $3.53 $4.18 $4.80 

$2.33 $2.16 $2.70 $2.1!9 $3.03 $3.17 $4.97 $5.33 $5.56 $5.80 $6.06 

1.32 1.61!1 2.01 2.37 2.7EI 3.16 3.56 5.49 e.M 7.00 7.56 

1.50 1.315 1.55 1.56 1.61 1.63 2.56 2.66 2.69 2.72 2.7EI 

0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.015 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.08 

0.11 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.19 0.20 0.20 020 0.20 

$5.32 $5.31 SIS.43 $7.01 $7.57 $5.14 $11.39 $13.78 $15.08 $115.66 $18.87 

Total Gap/fa/ CosiS In /nflall!ld $ (12){3) $284.99 I $0.00 ss.so $8.215 $8.82 $10.01 110.41 $10.83 $11.26 $11.71 $12.18 $12.88 $13.17 $13.70 114.215 $1-4.82 $15.41 SHI.02 $16.87 $17.33 $18.03 $18.7!1 

CASH FLOW BALANCE IN IIIFLATED$ 
SURPWS <DEFICIT> (3) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

j,;t 1W,~p;;;~tv--;lue @4% DIScount Ant ($84.8>4i 
Sumlut <Oellclt> !41 

(1) Sailed on Oepl. ol Finane:. projection• of TOT not yott commiOIKI 10 eciSIIng and plUmed Salbcla Plortc and Mleelon Say pro;tcte. Mlelllon Say c:epital C08tl alleady lunc:llod Of lti'JPI'CMid In l'le CIP ln<:lude llhonlllne reclamaUon, 
Mlecled restrooms, 8&11 Say ~~ and mlecellllnooouc ptQjecle. Alau,_IIO% o1 uncommllled TOT funde are available fot M-Say Pllrl< (Wfth !he balance -liable fot Bal:xla Park'• East Mesa projects). Tha actual 
dlstrlbution win clepand on future Clly polk:y. 

l2l Amount would be leSe II a hOiellsbUIIIonlhe 011 Anza de. In tocal, capital Coetlland !he dellc:lt wouklbaapprcodrnaWIIy$3.13 million leSe In 11182$. 
(3) A!eumet 11\at capital COltS are ewnly chlrlbUied CM8I' !he planning period. 
(4) OI$<:0Unlad at 4% Inflation 111.1& per year. 

Source: E<:enomics Research Asse<:iale&, January 1993. 



Table 10C: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FINANCING • 
ASSUMING ONLY WATER UTILITY FUNDS ARE DEDICATED TO NEW PARK IMPROVEMENTS 

tamounu. in current million oouars} 

I..AN:lUSE TOTAL '112$ 1111i12 118! 1111H 11188 111118 ,.., 11188 18EI8 aooo 2001 20012 2(XQ 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 201/il 

lnllalion Factor@ 4%/yr. 1.00 1.00 1.o4 Ulll 1.12 1.17 U!ll U17 1.32 1.37 1.'12 1.48 1.154 1.80 1.87 1.73 UIO 1.87 1.95 2.03 2.11 2.18 

FINANCING SOURCES 

100% of lncAJmenlal Leese Aa¥11nue - so.oo 10.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo 
TOT Share (1) - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

WalerUtllity Funds - 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

Transient Occupanc:y Tax Increment - - 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 
Sa'" Tax Increment - - 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Pol8essory lnlieletlt Tax II1Ctllmllnt - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Tolal Financing Fundlt so.oo $2.00 12.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo 
PRJJECTED CAPITAL COSTS 

TOll! Capilal Co.sls In 19$2'$ $171.12 

Nor1h End tmproyements 111.00 

F...._ Island & Bay lrnproYemenls 33.215 

SOUth ShonM lrnpfOIIelTienl$ 21.90 

Paii<·Widlo lmprowmenlll 83.711 

Design & Admlnlsllalion @ 25% 342:2 
-·········--·~-·-·····~···-···-··-···········-·-·--··--·-··-

Tofll Clip/Ill} Co.s1s in llllflllllld $ (2)(3) S2B4.sal so.oo liiUIO ll8.215 ••• $10.01 $10.41 $10.113 $1U!8 $11.71 112.18 $12.88 $13.17 $13.70 $14.25 $14.82 115.41 116.01! 118.87 $17.33 $16.03 $18.711 

CASH FLOW BAI.ANCE IN U#LATED$ ($2152.118~ so.oo ($8.110) !$7.25)_ ~-8~t_-~.01! (18.41) (18.113) 1111.11111 \$11.71) \$12.18) 1112.811) \$U1.17) 1113.70) 1114.21) II14~_{S111.41) ($18.02) ($14U17) j117.33) 1118.03) 1118.711' 
SURPlUS <OEFICIT> (3) 

!Net 11182 PntwntValue @14%DiscountRUt 
§u!DI!!1! <~llc:il> (4} . . ___ ~1~<45~ 

(1) Balled on Dept of Finance projecllons of TOT not ,et commllled toeallrlgand plannlldSalbce. Pall< and MIUion Say pmjeclll. MIUion SaV capilal QOIIIS u.cty fundlld or~ In the CIP Include tlhorellnll recltmalion, 
~--. Sal Bay cii!MtlopiMnt, and~ projecll. ~IIO'IIo o1 uncornmiiWcl TOT lunclllare -lillllle tor MIUion Bay Park (wllh the~_... fl:lrSalbce. Park'e eut Mesa projec;:ta). The aciUill 
dislrbAion Will dlpend on l'ulule City policy. 

C2) Amount WOUld be te.lfa h'*>lls built on the C. Ara slalt. In tofl~ capilal COlla and lh8 Cllltlclt WOUld be~ $3.13 mlllon te.ln 1111111 s. 
(3) AllsoJIMa !he! capilal COlli$.,. .-!ly dllll1buiiiJd -the planning periocl 
(4) 018counted al4% tnllalion rate per year . 

. --:~-~-s······ ....•................•..•........ 
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XI . IMPLEMENTATION 

The continuing development of Mission Bay Park requires a 
course that acknowledges the realities of funding, leasehold 
terms, recreational priorities, and new investment opportu­
nities. As these "realities" are engaged over the next 20 years, 
it will be necessary to adjust and fine tune this Plan's rec­
ommendations. Such "mid-course" corrections, however, 
should sustain the collective vision for the Park, of "Parks 
Within a Park," which has been crafted through intensive 
public scrutiny and participation. Below are described the 
potential constraints and priorities that should guide the de­
velopment of the Park towards this collective vision . 

IMPLEMENTATION CONSTRAINTS 

Over the years the City has negotiated long-term leases with 
various individuals, organizations and institutions in the in­
terest of gaining revenue and providing additional recreational 
opportunities. Of these, the following affect the implemen­
tation of this Plan: 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

1. De Anza Trailer Resort; 2003 Lease Termination 
Date. 

The Trailer Resort contains over 500 separate leases with 
mobile home tenants. Prior to the start of the Master Plan 
Update, the De Anza Corporation was considering the redevel­
opment of the site into a hotel resort, which would have 
included the relocation of the tenants, as well as the creation of 
a 40-acre public park. However, a formal development pro­
posal was not submitted. When and if the De Anza Corpora­
tion, or any other interested party, submits plans for part or all 
of the Study Area site, the City would review such proposals 
in accordance with the goals and objectives of this Plan, and the 
development criteria set forth for the De Anza Special Study 
Area, contained in the Land Use Section of this Plan. 

2. Campland on the Bay; 2017 Lease Termination 
Date. 

The De Anza Corporation also holds the Campland on the Bay 
lease. To meet overriding environmental and recreational 
objectives, this Plan suggests that "Camp land" be relocated to 
the east side of Rose Creek as part of the De Anza Special Study 
Area. 

Given the constraint imposed by the Trailer Resort lease 
termination date, it is not likely that the relocation ofCampland 
to the De Anza Special Study Area site will occur prior to 2003, 
unless, of course, the lessee submits new redevelopment plans 
abiding by the SSA development criteria prior to this date. 

A second possibility is for the lessee to effectuate Campland' s 
relocation in 2003, following the abandonment of the Trailer 
Resort. At this time the lessee might have the impetus to 
renegotiate a new long-term lease, possibly east of Rose Creek, 
within the SSA. 

The opposite scenario would be that the lessee chooses to 
remain in its present location through its lease termination date, 
at which time the property would revert to public use under the 
terms of the Kapil off Bill (AB 447-1981 ). This would represent 
a 14-year delay in the implementation of the proposed wetland 
at the outfall of Rose Creek. 
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XI. IMPLEMENTATION 

3. Sludge Beds; 1998 Estimated Abandonment • 

The City's Water Utilities Department estimates that the sludge 
bed operations in Fiesta Island will remain active through 1998, 
possibly a few years beyond. Therefore, the development of the 
Island's southern peninsula into regional parkland, representing 
about 100 acres, cannot be implemented prior to this date. It would 
be of significant benefit to the Park, obviously, to secure the 
abandonment of the sludge beds at the earliest possible date . 
Abandoning the sludge beds also means the removal of the odor 
associated with them that affects East Shores and will affect the 
South Shores new development areas . 

PRIORITIES 

With a $170 million total implementation cost, of which only 
about $90 million can be financed under the recommended incre­
mental land lease revenue scenario (see Section X, Economics, 
Forecast Scenario B), a clear set of priorities should be establish 
to guide the continuing development of the Park. Such priorities 
should seek to maximize short term benefit for the least possible 
cost. 

Recommendo.tions 

The recommendations below represent a course of implementa­
tion based on what can be accomplished to the immediate benefit 
of the public, without incurring excessive ••up-front" costs nor 
causing undue environmental impacts. Dollar amounts are ap­
proximate 1992 development costs . 

134. South Shores Development: The proposed parkland 
areas of South Shores, totalling about $13.5 million in costs (not 
including the embayment costs), can proceed immediately fol­
lowing the adoption of the Master Plan Update and certification of 
its Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Comprising over 40 
acres of parkland, this area can accommodate over 2,000 people, 
plus bring nighttime and increased seasonal visitors to the Park 
(amphitheater and waterfront promenade). Accordingly, the 
development of South Shores should be a high priority . 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

In addition to the development of parkland areas, the planned 
boat ramp and trailer parking should proceed in accordance 
with the site development adjustments as described in Rec­
ommendation 114. Along with the ramp, relocation of the Ski 
Club should be pursued. 

135 De Anza Ramp: Regulated use of the DeAnza boat 
ramp should proceed immediately following the approval of 
the Master Plan Update. 

136. Overflow Parking: Nearly three quarters of the 
overflow parking (2,000 spaces) are targeted for special 
events (Over-the-Line, Thunderboats) and will become "due" 
when the parkland areas of Fiesta Island are developed fol­
lowing the abandonment of the sludge beds. Until then, this 
parking can remain in Fiesta Island as currently provided and 
managed. Therefore, to serve the new parkland areas of South 
Shores, 500 or so spaces should be developed in the southern 
portion of the overflow parking area, which could remain 
unpaved. For evening amphitheater events, the South Shores 
boat ramp parking could also be pressed to service. 

Because such parking would be within convenient walking 
distance from the South Shores parkland, a tram service would 
not be required in this initial phase of implementation. 

137. Mitigation Areas: Initial park improvements may 
require mitigation prior to the development of the main habitat 
area in the northeast quadrant of the Park. However, the 
following sites would be available for the development of 
natural habitats immediately following adoption of the Master 
Plan Update and certification of its EIR: 

• Tecolote Creek Marsh: 12 acres, $1.2 million. 

• Potential marsh expansion at north end of Crown Point 
Shores: 5 acres, $0.5 million. 

• Marsh area south of Visitor and Information Center: 4 
acres, $0.4 million. 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

138. Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths: New bike and pedes­
trian paths will be developed as part of the South Shores 
implementation. Other path improvements receiving priority 
should be: 

• Sea World Drive overpass: $1.2 million. This im­
provement will allow visitors uninterrupted movement 
from South Shores to Ingraham Boulevard. 

• Crown Point Shores boardwalk: 1,000 linear feet, 
$0.5 million. 

• Tecolote Creek path widening: 500 linear feet, $0.5 
million. 

These improvements would leave the Rose Creek bridge, a $2 
million cost, as the only remaining link towards completing a 
pathway system around the Parle. 

139. Commercial Developments: From a revenue stand­
point, it would be of clear benefit to the City to facilitate the 
early redevelopment of as may new commercial leases as 
possible. 

Three lease areas are subject to specific development criteria: 
De Anza Point, Bahia Point, and Dana Inn at Sunset Point/ 
Dana Landing. The City should pursue negotiations with 
these lessees to intensify their leaseholds and achieve this 
Plan's environmental, recreational, and commercial objec­
tives for these areas. 

Other proposed commercial lease areas only require adherence 
to the Design Guidelines. Of these, the following commercial 
recreation sites would potentially yield high revenue and 
could be redeveloped immediately following adoption of the 
Master Plan Update and certification of its EIR: 

• Marina Village: 500-room hotel and conference 
center. 

• South Shores 16.5-acre "best-use" development . 
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GOAL STATEMENT 

The following text forms a goal statement to guide the future development of Mission Bay Park as 
an aquatic park, planned and designed to serve citizens of and visitors to San Diego . 

Goals for Land Use .. 
Mission Bay Park is a truly unique public coastal resource. The world's largest urban water­
recreation park, its 2, 1 00-acre land area supports a diversity of land and water uses including water­
oriented public recreation, commercial and resort enterprises, and wildlife habitat. 

The public recreational use of land in Mission Bay Park has traditionally been focussed on passive 
parkland that supports the enjoyment of the waterfront setting as well as access to the water for 
wading and a variety of boating activities. The strip of land immediately adjacent to the water is, of 
course, especially valuable as a recreation resource along with the bicycle and pedestrian paths that 
provide access to it. 

Commercial recreation amenities in Mission Bay Park form a vital constituent of the Park's 
extensive use and include a marine theme Park, and a number of resort hotels and marinas. Many 
people enjoy the Bay through the use of these facilities, which also provide revenue for the park's 
operations and maintenance . 

Once a huge marsh with a dramatic diversity and richness of natural and wildlife resources, 
Mission Bay has been gradually dredged to form the current bodies of land and water. Remaining 
natural resources in Mission Bay have tended to be valued primarily for their biological function. 
In recent years, however, as public awareness of environmental issues has grown, there has been a 
rise in the perception of natural areas also as key recreational and aesthetic amenities . 

In the light of these issues, Mission Bay Park should be: 

Land Use Goal 1 

An aquatic-oriented park which provides a diversity of public, commercial and 
natural land uses for the enjoyment and benefit of all the citizens of San Diego 
and visitors from outside communities . 

1. I A park in which all public recreation land use areas are designed and managed to mnximize 
uses that benefit from the bay's unique environment . 

1.2 A park where the waterfront is designed and managed for public access to the greatest 
extent possible . 

1.3 A park which supports commercial and non-profit lease areas, with priority given to water­
oriented leases, on up to 25 percent of the total land area of the Park . 
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1.4 A park which provides certain natural areas for passive recreation, with limited public 
access to certain natural areas for passive recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, and education, 
while enhancing, and protecting from public access if necessary, other more sensitive 
natural areas to maximize their biological value. 

1. 5 A park which provides a continuous, safe, and enjoyable network of recreational pathways 
for pedestrians, joggers, cyclists, roller skaters, and other approve non-motorized 
recreational users to enjoy and access the park's recreation environments. 

Mission Bay serves the recreation needs of adjacent neighborhoods as well as city and regional 
constituencies. For this reason, the park functions, in effect, as a system of different parks, or 
"parks within a park," serving the various user groups, including biotic conservation interests. 
Accordingly, Mission Bay park should be: 

Land Use Goal 2 

A park in which land uses are located so as to avoid negative impacts on adjacent 
areas, providing for ease of access, and according to the particular qualities of 
different parts of the Bay. 

2.1 A park which provides aquatic-oriented neighborhood recreational amenities to serve 
adjoining neighborhoods. 

2.2 A park which provides easily accessible regional recreation areas serving various user 
groups while minimizing conflicts between them. 

2.3 A park which integrates the various park areas into a coherent whole, principally through 
paths, shore access and landscape management & certain unified design elements. 

Mission Bay Park has a defined boundary, but is nevertheless connected to a number of other 
important open space resources which link throughout San Diego. There is an opportunity for the 
Park to function as a hub uniting citywide recreational, aesthetic, and environmental areas. 
Accordingly, Mission Bay should be: 

Land Use Goal 3 

A park which enhances the viability and use of other connected open space areas 
so as to promote the creation of a comprehensive, integrated open space system. 

3.1 A park which is connected by recreational trails and pathways to the San Diego River, 
Tecolote Creek and Canyon, Rose Creek and Canyon, San Clemente Canyon, and the 
ocean beaches. 

3.2 A park in which biological values are enhanced through the integration of the Bay's natural 
resources with those of Famosa Slough, the San Diego River, Tecolote Creek and Rose 
Creek. 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Goals for Water Use 

Mission Bay's development as a park has, from the beginning, held the provision of water 
recreation as a primary goaL Accordingly, Mission Bay Park should be: 

Water Use Goal 1 

A park in which the water areas are allocated and maintained to support the 
diverse aquatic interests of those visiting Mission Bay . 

1.1 A park in which provision is made for the interests of all users including power boaters, 
sail boaters, competition and recreational waterskiing, boardsailors, rowers, jet skiers, 
personal watercraft users, swimmers, bird watchers, persons fishing and future 
unidentified users . 

Water Use Goal 2 

A park which provides adequate and safe access to the waters of Mission Bay . 

2.1 A park in which shoreline design and maintenance are managed to maximize water access 
within the context of shoreline stabilization needs, land use designations, environmental 
resources and regulations, aesthetic concerns, and public safety . 

Water Use Goal 3 

A park in which the water areas are maintained to assure the maximum enjoyment 
of aquatic activities consistent with safety, aesthetic, and environmental concerns . 

3.1 A park in which the highest water quality is maintained, and in which water access facilities 
and water recreation designations are appropriately designed and located with respect to 
aesthetic and environmental goals, and consistent with the maintaining public safety . 

Water Use Goal 4 

A park in which water areas are maintained to assure continued navigability for 
designated uses, and in which adequate shoreline access for water use is 
maintained . 

4.1 A park in which the consistent utilization of appropriate methods to maintain usability of 
water recreation designated areas is a primary goal of park planners and managers . 

Goals for Circulation and Access • 

Circulation, transportation and access to and around the park plays a key role in how the park is 
used and enjoyed. Transportation policy and design with regards to the park also affects adjacent 
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neighborhoods, particularly through congestion and parking impacts, and the surrounding region 
with regards to air quality. Circulation and access should be addressed and planed to 
comprehensively meet the needs of activities within the park, and to avoid as far as possible 
conflicts between park user groups and neighboring communities. Special consideration should be 
given to transportation systems which provide for park access and which promote enjoyable use of 
the park, support ongoing business concerns, minimize adverse environmental and residential 
impacts, maximize public safety, and provide motivations for use of transportation modes other 
than the private automobiles. Accordingly, Mission Bay should be: 

Circulation and Access Goa! 1 

A park which promotes and ensures safe and enjoyable access for all park users 
and mm1m1zes negative transportation-related impacts on surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

1.1 A park which provides maximum public pathway access to the waterfront. 

1.2 A park which utilizes strategies to eliminate congestion on major roads so that pubic access 
is not impeded or significantly discouraged. 

1.3 A park which minimizes conflicts between through traffic and park·related traffic. 

1.4 A park which provides and encourages the use of alternative forms of transit for access to 
and circulation within the park, including but not be limited to shuttle bus and water taxi 
service to key recreational areas during the peak season and bike access to the park. 

1. 5 A park which ensures priority access to emergency vehicles to all areas during all seasons. 

1.6 A park in which groups sponsoring major special events are required to provide alternative 
modes of transportation including, but not limited to, remote parking lots which can be 
used by shuttle busses. 

Circulation and Access Goal 2 

A park that addresses the competing parking needs of area residents, employees, 
and visitors to Mission Beach, Pacific Beach, and Mission Bay Park, provides 
necessary parking for park users, and utilizes strategies for protecting 
neighboring areas from adverse parking impacts. 

2.1 A park in which the approach to parking is compatible with regional management plans and 
goals. 

2.2 A park in which peak season and special event parking needs are addressed in a cost 
effective manner that does not compromise surrounding neighborhood and recreational 
uses. 
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Circulation and Access Goal 3 

A park which provides a complete, clearly defined and safe (Class 1) bike path 
that ties in with the existing bicycle network for adjoining neighborhoods . 

3.1 A park which is served by public transit which provides racks for transporting bicycles . 

Circulation and Access Goal 4 

A park which provides a path system designed and managed so as to safely 
accommodate both pedestrian and non-motorized wheeled circulation . 

4.1 A park which is connected to surrounding neighborhoods by safe pedestrian and bicycle 
path and routes . 

4.2 A park which provides complete accessibility for persons with disabilities throughout 
Mission Bay . 

4.3 A park which includes separate paths for pedestrians and non-motorized, wheeled 
circulation where possible and necessary to maximize safety and enjoyment of the path 
network . 

Goals lor Economics • 

Mission Bay Park is an economic entity as well as a public park. It hosts a variety of commercial 
enterprises which serve tourists and residents and generate income for businesses, investors, and 
the City of San Diego. There is a symbiotic relationship between the City and Mission Bay Park 
businesses. As Mission Bay Park private enterprises prosper, the City and Park benefit 
financially, through lease revenue, taxes, and fees. These revenues help fund public improvements 
and maintenance made to the park, and in tum, the Park business benefit from these improvements. 
As an important economic resource, Mission Bay Park should be: 

Economic Goa11 

A park where private enterprise within appropriate designated areas can prosper in 
order to support and enhance public use, access, and enjoyment of the Mission 
Bay Park . 

1. 1 A park which encourages land-lease tenants to maintain and upgrade their facilities in order 
to remain competitive, attract visitors, and generate revenue, within the context of the 
master plan's design and land use guidelines . 

1.2 A park which is cooperatively marketed to promote business activity related to recreation, 
panicularly during the non-peak times of the year . 

1.3 A park which is safe, well-maintained, and has adequate public and private infrastructure to 
serve visitors . 
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1. 4 A park which does not place incompatible uses next to each other, potentially diminishing 
the value of each use. 

Economic Goal 2 

A park which generates sufficient revenue to the City to cover public operations 
and maintenance costs associated with the park, and helps finance and maintain 
public improvements within the park. 

2.1 A park where land and water lease rates reflect the market value for the panicular use unless 
the use meets other public objectives deemed important to the City. 

2.2 A park which generates additional fiscal revenue from increased business activity. 

2.3 A park in which commercial land leases are strategically placed to enhance commercial 
tenants' ability to earn revenue, thereby increasing the City's land value and fiscal revenue, 
unless other public uses at such locations better serve the public good. 

2.4 A park which is managed so that fiscal revenue and costs associated with the park can be 
monitored on an annual basis. 

2.5 A park where all land and water lease revenue generated in the park are spend on needed 
park maintenance, operations and capital improvements. 

Economic Goal 3 

A park which uses economic approaches to efficiently manage use of public areas. 

3.1 A park in which permits and user fees, at rates consistent with the park's public service 
function, may be used for certain areas during peak periods to control overcrowding, 
maintain public safety, and encourage use during less crowed periods. 

3.2 A park which has designated improved areas for organized events and parties which can be 
reserved from the City for a fee. 

3.3 A park which provides opportunities during non-peak periods for the City to generate 
additional revenue from special events, organized programs, and public recreation targeting 
specific user groups. 

3.4 A park in which user fees are structured to differentiate between public gatherings or events 
and commercial or business gatherings or events. 

Economic Goal 4 

A park which fairly attributes funding responsibility to those who benefit from 
the facility or services that is funded. 

4.1 A park whose management policy assigns the cost of expenditures for private benefit to 
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those private entities or individuals who benefit . 

4.2 A park whose management policy assigns the cost of expenditures for public benefit to the 
public group who benefits . 

4.3 A park whose management policy calls for sharing the cost of expenditures which benefit 
both private and public groups . 

4.4 A park whose financing policy attempts to spread the cost burden over time when the 
facility financed will serve several generations . 

The way in which the environment is planned, designed, and managed has economic, as well as 
environmental implications. It should be recognized that, in some cases, the use of ecologically 
sustainable construction, operation and maintenance practices can have positive long term economic 
benefits through the avoidance of future health and pollution problems and through the reduction of 
energy consumption. Accordingly, Mission Bay Park should be: 

Economic Goal 5 

A park in which information regarding ecologically sustainable design and 
management practices are assessed and used as appropriate . 

5.1 A park which incorporates energy and water efficient design measures, thereby reducing 
operations and maintenance costs for both public and private entities . 

5.2 A park in which management practice seeks to minimize the use of toxic materials, to 
minimize the use of imported potable water, and to maximize the use of recycling . 

Goals for the Environment 
" 

Mission Bay was until recently a huge marsh area with a dramatic diversity of natural and wildlife 
resources. In its conversion to a water recreation playground, Mission Bay has lost much of its 
original biological diversity. In recent years there has been a growth in public awareness and 
concern over the need for man to better conserve the natural environment and to learn to coexist in a 
more symbiotic manner with wildlife . 

With the rise of environmental consciousness, people have begun to appreciate - and demand - the 
opportunity to interact with nature as a recreational activity. While natural habitat park areas may 
once have been seen as a wasted resource, natural habitat areas in parkland are often now viewed 
as aesthetically pleasing, and recreationally and educationally significant. Accordingly, Mission 
Bay should be: 

Environmental Goal I 

A park in which aquatic wildlife and natural resources are a major recreational 
attraction for park users . 
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1.1 A park in which aquatic biological ecosystems are identified and managed to improve their 
recreational and aesthetic resource value. 

1.2 A park in which public access to wildlife and natural habitats is optimized within the 
constraints of maintaining habitat viability and protection of wildlife. 

1.3 A park in which interpretive information is provided to allow visitors to develop an 
understanding of the importance andfragile nature of the Bay's natural resources. 

Since much of the original biodiversity of the Bay has been lost due to its conversion to an active 
water recreation playground, Mission Bay should be: 

Environmental Goal 2 

A park in which biodiversity is sustained and enhanced through the protection of 
natural resources and the expansion of habitat areas for sensitive species. 

2.1 A park in which habitat restoration projects focus on re-creating ecosystems which were 
historically present in the Bay and on enhancing biodiversity. 

2.2 A park in which habitat restoration projects include habitat for appropriate species which are 
afforded regulatory protection as well as other sensitive species. 

2.3 A park in which adequate buffers exist to protect sensitive environmental resources from 
incompatible land uses. 

2.4 A park which plays an increasingly important role as part of the Pacific Flyway and the 
California halibut fishery. 

As the need to manage and restore coastal habitats increases, Mission Bay has the potential to play 
an important role in understanding how nature ''works." The Bay's remnants of natural habitat will 
serve as models for future restoration projects both within the Bay and throughout Southern 
California. The Bay is one of only six fully tidal coastal embayments in the region; hence, studies 
of the Bay's resources would yield important information about species that require access to the 
ocean such as the California halibut. The Bay provides unique learning opportunities for the public 
and students of all ages. Thus, Mission Bay should be: 

Environmental Goal 3 

A park which supports ongoing education and research related to the Bay's 
natural resources. 

3.1 A park where users can study a variety of environmental issues, including long term issues 
such as the effects of global warming, and the relationship of these issues to park 
planning, design and, management. 
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3.2 A park where users can study the functional equivalency of restored and natural habitats to 
see if they work as intended . 

3.3 A park which teaches how native species are linked to the Bay's habitats . 

3.4 A park which allows research by students of all ages to interpret nature and generally 
educates the public . 

Mission Bay Park has had problems in the past with water pollution leading to closure of parts of 
the water body to prevent bodily contact. The contamination of water in the Bay has negative 
effects on environmental resources, on recreation, and on public perception regarding the 
desirability of Mission Bay as a recreational and leisure destination. Potential sources of 
contaminants are vehicle/boat exhaust, fueling activities, bottom paint, cleansers/solvents, bilge 
pumping, sewage, pesticides/herbicides/fertilizer in runoff, automotive-related chemicals in runoff, 
dry-flow contaminants, and fireworks. Accordingly, Mission Bay should be: 

Environmental Goal 4 

A park in which achieving the highest possible water quality is a planning, 
design, and management priority . 

4.1 A park in which water quality is regularly 11UJnitored to assure maintenance of acceptable 
standards . 

4.2 A park in which water quality is protected by upgraded sewer mains and storm drains in 
surrounding areas and by a complete interceptor system to eliminate surface contaminants 
from entering the Bay . 

4.3 A park which provides adequate restroom, marina, water-based, and land-based waste­
handling facilities so as to minimize illegal recreation-user contamination of water . 

4.4 A park in which septic tank flushing by private boats is carefully regulated and in which 
flushing regulations are strictly enforced . 

4.5 A park in which educational information is provided to boat and recreational vehicle users 
regarding impacts to water quality of illegal flushing/dumping and regarding regulations 
and locations available for legal sewage disposal . 

4.6 A park in which the ability of the water body to carry various pollutants is compared to the 
cumulative pollutant loading of existing and future park uses prior to the approval of future 
uses . 

4. 7 A park in which water quality is enhanced through a watershed and water use plan that 
identifies the pollutants that typically contaminate the Bay and includes regulations and 
public education programs to minimize such contaminants . 

The physical environment in Mission Bay incorporates a number of components in addition to 
biological and water resources. Traffic and noise impacts affect users within the Park as well as 
adjacent residential areas. As a regional tourist and recreation destination, Mission Bay Park 
generates a substantial level of transportation demand. The heavy use of private automobiles to 
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reach the Park forms part of a regional cumulative negative impact on air quality. Accordingly, 
Mission Bay should be: 

Environmental Goal 5 

A park in which traffic, noiae, and air pollution aources, particularly those that 
are not directly related to the aquatic resource& of the park, are reduced to the 
greatest extent possible. 

5.1 A park which provides adequate public services, and in which rules and regulations are 
enforced, so as to protect human health and public safety. 

5.2 A park in which land and water uses which are not dependent on a water-oriented setting 
and which degrade the natural resource or recreational values of the Bay are excluded. 

5.3 A park in which users are protected through the enforcement of rules, ordinances, and 
laws. 

Goals for Aesthetics and Desirn • 
The natural and recreational histories of Mission Bay Park are water-bound, from the former and 
extant marshes and tidal flats to the current water bodes, island fills and shoreline configurations. 
The park represents first and foremost the adaptation of an aquatic environment for recreational 
purposes. As a unique and limited coastal resource, Mission Bay Park should be: 

AeStheticS and Desi&n Goal I 

A park whose image, as defined by its landscape architecture, and public works 
manifests and magnifies its unique and distinctive aquatic nature. 

1.1 A park in which views to the water and/or aquatic environments are maximized, particularly 
from entrance and perimeter roads and gateways. 

1. 2 A park where public's exposure to the water from land recreation areas is enhanced through 
grading, planting, the placement of structures, and the location of paths and recreational 
facilities. 

1.3 A park in which a substantial portion of the vegetation is recognized as belonging to the 
waterfront environment, including native vegetation associated with marsh and aquatic 
communities, and plantings on the land which are aesthetically associated with water. 

1.4 A park in which the architecture can be identified as appropriate to the southwestern United 
States marine environment and which is supportive of the context of Mission Bay Park's 
landscape. 

I. 5 A park in which the architecture avoids extreme or exaggerated thematic designs. 
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Within the "aquatic" identity umbrella, Mission Bay Park contains a variety of environments. For 
example, five distinctive types of water bodies have been identified, each with a unique spatial 
characteristic: channel, lake, cove, basin, and lagoon. Likewise, the parkland alternates from 
narrow strips in close proximity to the water to wide areas more removed from the shore. This 
diversity of environments enables the park to satisfy many different recreation needs. For this 
reason, Mission Bay Park should be: 

Aesthetics and Desiin Goal 2 

A park comprising an interconnected system of diverse recreational environments, 
or "parks within a park. 11 

2.1 A park in which the waterfront and circulation pathways have common design elements 
which serve to aesthetically unify the various recreation and open space areas . 

2. 2 A park in which each discrete recreation area manifests a coherent and uniquely appropriate 
aquatic-oriented image according to its junction and context . 

2.3 A park in which a comprehensive art program reveals the special qualities, physical and/or 
historical, environmental and/or cultural of each recreation area. 

2.4 A park in which a comprehensive and coordinated signage and lighting system informs and 
directs the public to the various public and commercial recreation areas, their facilities and 
recreation programs . 

2.5 A park in which an interpretive signage program informs visitors about the significance and 
historical narrative of the landscape of the Bay . 

With its unique water setting, its significant expanse, its location close to downtown and adjacent 
to major freeways, and its dual role as a local and regional park as well as a premier tourist 
destination, Mission Bay plays a unique role in defining San Diego's image. This role is fulfilled 
both by experiencing the park up close and from afar -- frq_m within the park;s boundary ru1d from 
distant vantage points outside the park. The preceding goals address the near view. Of equal 
importance, however, are the images gathered from roadways, bluffs, hilltops, and airplane and 
the manner in which the long view yields to the near view along the park's entrance roads and 
gateways. Accordingly, Mission Bay Park should be: 

Aesthetics and DesiiJl Goal 3 

A park that extends beyond its boundaries by offering "image bytes" or 
encapsulated views of its open waters and landscape to surrounding roadways, 
neighboring streets and distant viewing points . 

3.1 A park that maximizes its exposure to the freeways, particularly in the vicinity of the De 
Anza Cove, where the bay waters are within 300 feet of Interstate 5 . 

3.2 A parks that preserves water view corridors and maximizes its exposure from surrounding 
neighborhood streets and hillside vantage points . 
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3.3 A park whose buildings and landscape enhance the enjoyment of city, ocean, and sky 
views from the surrounding neighborhoods. 

3.4 A park whose entrances clearly mark the passage from the far to the near view through a 
comprehensive system of gateways that guide and direct visitors to the various recreation 
areas. 

3.5 A park where adjacent neighborhoods which have strong visual connections to the water 
also have easy and direct physical access for pedestrians, bicycles, and other non-vehicular 
means of reaching the bay. 

Goals for South Shores • 

Comprising 152 acres, South Shores is one of the two key remaining unimproved areas of Mission 
Bay Park. South Shores is located contiguous to an intensively developed area of the Park which 
includes Sea World, Dana Landing, Dana Inn, and the various uses around Qui vera Basin. South 
Shores has a hard rip-rapped edge, as opposed to the beach which provides for the best passive 
recreational amenity, and has a north-facing shoreline which is less suitable for passive waterfront 
uses such as picnicking. 

South Shores enjoys convenient access to and from regional freeways (1-5, I-8) and major city 
arterials (Friars Road, Sea World Drive, Pacific Highway). Due to the high traffic volume on these 
roadways, the area is also highly visible. 

When combined, these factors make South Shores uniquely suitable to a high intensity of 
recreation use, both public and commercial; it also places on the area the burden of encapsulating 
the park's aquatic identity for the benefit of people who may rarely or never actually use the Park as 
a recreational amenity. Accordingly, South Shores should be: 

South Shores Goal 1 

An intensively used park area that attracts visitors to a variety of public and 
commercial recreation venues yielding, in aggregate, a summary view of the 
park's grand aquatic identity. 

1.1 A destination which balances intensive water-oriented recreation uses with the provision of 
public access to the shore for passive recreation purposes, such as a pedestrian and bicycle 
pathway. 

1.2 The (JJ'ea where the view from the roadway confluence at the eastern end of South Shores 
greet visitors as a primary gateway capturing near and long views of the aquatic 
environment, natural marsh areas, and adjacent recreation areas. 

1.3 An area which provides bicycle and pedestrian paths allowing for recreational use and 
connecting to other park destinations. 
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1. 4 An area which includes safe access to a path along the San Diego River floodway providing 
access to its rim for passive recreation purposes and viewing of the river and its resources . 

The level of recreation intensity envisioned for South Shores may be compromised by the existing 
landfill in terms of suitability for foundations and toxic hazards. The costs required to mitigate its 
impact on development should be weighed against the potential fiscal and recreation benefits of 
such development. Regardless of the its level of development intensity, South Shores should be: 

South Shores Goal 2 

A toxic-free recreation area posing no hazard to the health and safety of current 
and future park users . 

Goals for Fiesta Is land • 

Comprising 465 acres, Fiesta Island is one of the two key remaining unimproved areas of Mission 
Bay Park. The shores of Fiesta Island face three very different water bodies and recreational zones 
of Mission Bay Park. The eastern shore faces a collection of lagoons, especially suited for non­
motorized boating use and wading, and forms a complementary land mass to the East Shores area 
of the Park. In addition, the east shore of the Island is a critical area in terms of the Park's image to 
the City because of its exposure to views from the east including from the 1-5 freeway. The west 
shore of Fiesta Island faces Fiesta Bay, the Park's largest water body, which is dominated by 
motorized boat use and special aquatic events. The west shore of the Island is also highly visible 
from Ingraham Street, Ski Beach, and the Crown Shores area. The south shore faces across South 
Pacific Passage to South Shores and Sea World. This diversity of contexts provides a basis for the 
use of the Island as a multifaceted recreation area . 

It should also be noted that Fiesta Island does not abut any residential neighborhoods and can be 
freely accessed by road from the southeast comer of the Park which in turn in readily accessible to 
the regional serving freeways. In these regards Fiesta Island is well suited to accommodate 
significant portions of the regional passive recreational demand . 

As one of the few remaining unimproved areas in the Park, Fiesta Island also offers a particular 
opportunity for natural resource management and enhancement uses. The Mission Bay Park 
Natural Resource Management Plan recognizes that opportunity through the identification of the 
southwestern portion of the Island as a potential future resource enhancement preserve area . 

Based on these issues, Fiesta Island should be: 

Fiesta Island Goal 1 

An area which supports a diversity of regional-serving public and nonprofit 
recreation and natural resource management and enhancement uses . 

1.1 An Island whose east side provides for citywide and regional-serving passive recreation 
uses, forming a unit with North Pacific Passage and the East Shores area of the Park . 
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1.2 An Island whose west side focuses on the wide beach and its relationship to the water uses 
on Fiesta Bay, allowing for informal public use of the beach and permitting temporary use 
as a controlled access special-event view area. 

1. 3 An Island where the landscape design of the east and west sides respects their significance 
in terms of defining the Park's image to passing and through traffic as well as to Park 
users. 

1.4 An Island which provides for the operation of special events both on land and on adjacent 
water bodies. 

1.5 An Island whose southern side provides for public recreational uses complementary to the 
water use in South Pacific Passage and Hidden Anchorage, and the land use at the South 
Shores area of the Park. 

1.6 An Island which includes a substantial new resource enhancement area, located to the 
southwest facing across the water to Sea World, displacing the current sludge drying beds. 

1.7 An Island which provides for bicycles, other non-motorized forms of circulation, 
pedestrian circulation, and connection to other park areas. 

1.8 An Island on which pedestrian and other non-motorized circulation is prioritized over 
automobile circulation. 

1.9 An Island on which special emphasis is placed on using natural landscapes within 
recreation areas. 

1.10 An Island on which the land is graded to increase the area with strong visual connection to 
the water. 

1.11 An Island to which the access bridge( s) and/or causeway( s) form an appropriate gateway 
and aesthetic statement. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The 1990 Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP) for Mission Bay Park included 
creation of 110 acres of wetland habitat on the Fiesta Island sludge beds. Wallace, Roberts 
and Todd (WRT) is recommending that this proposed habitat be relocated to the mouth of 
Rose Creek to take advantage of water quality improvements that could be provided by 
wetlands in this vicinity, and to maximize habitat values. A number of questions were raised 
by this proposal. This investigation was requested to provide a brief feasibility check on 
three principal elements of the wetlands restoration effort: 

1) Flooding: Wi11 the marsh increase flood hazards on the Rose Creek 
floodplain? 

2) Viability: Can a wetland created at the mouth of Rose Creek survive 
high velocity flood flows and sediment deposition? 

3) Water Quality: What water quality improvement benefits could be 
provided by a constructed wetland at this location? 

II. FWOD HAZARDS 

Local flood control agencies are concerned that the creation of a marsh at the mouth of 
Rose Creek would increase the backwater effect of Mission Bay on flood elevations in Rose 
Creek. The marsh would be created by excavating surrounding uplands to elevations 
appropriate for marsh development. The final wetland design would incorporate some 
means of diverting and treating the lower flow events on the marsh plain, while allowing 
flood flows to pass through the marsh in a main distributary channel. In addition, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Study (FIS) flood profile 
(Figure 1) for Rose Creek shows a starting water surface elevation, representing backwater 
at Mission Bay, of approximately 4.1 feet NGVD. The marsh would be constructed at an 
elevation of approximately 3 ft NGVD, approximately Mean Higher High Water. The 
elevation of the marsh would, therefore, be below the current assumed backwater elevation, 
and so would not increase upstream water surface elevations. In addition, the marsh should 
be designed to be "off-line". A high-flow channel would convey flows greater than the marsh 
treatment design flow directly to Mission Bay with a minimum of disturbance to the marsh, 
or impact on flood elevations upstream (Figure 2 and Figure 3). Therefore, the marsh will 
not be subject to high sediment loads which would raise its elevation and increase flood risk. 

This is discussed further in the section on Marsh Viability . 
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III. MARSH VIABILITY 

There has been some concern that a marsh created at the mouth of Rose Creek would be 
damaged or destroyed by high velocity flows in the creek during flood events, or would be 
buried by the sediment carried in Rose Creek. In California, marshes typically form at the 
mouth of coastal streams subject to flood flows and sedimentation. Virtually all of the 
southwest streams have developed with a salt marsh located at the mouth of the channel. 
The marsh evolves on the stream delta, in dynamic equilibrium with the flow of sediment 
and freshwater from the creek, and the tidal regime and coastal sediment dynamics of the 
area. 

The predicted 100-year flow velocity at the mouth of Rose Creek is approximately 9-11 feet 
per second (fps) (USACOE 1966). Rick Engineers has suggested that this velocity is high 
enough to cause erosion of vegetated cohesive soils and would require some form of channel 
bank protection. This would be true in a situation which required a stable channel. 
However, erosion of the main distnbutary channel is part of the natural dynamics of the 
marsh and stabilization of the channel is not desirable. PWA has developed enhancement 
plans for many of the local San Diego fluvial systems which include wetlands at their 
confluence with the ocean or San Diego Bay. These include the Tijuana River, Otay River, 
Sweetwater River, Los Penasquitos Creek, and the San Dieguito River. These marshes are 
adapted to a wide range of flow regimes and are able to recover from sedimentation and 
erosion during extreme events. 

Sediment yield from the Rose Creek watershed has been estimated to be approximately 
14,300 cubic yards per year (WCC 1986). This volume of sediment is consistent with 
sediment yields of other coastal systems. Coarse sediments appear to be deposited upstream 
between Highway 5 and Gamet Ave where the flow regime changes from supercritical to 
subcritical and the velocity drops. The sediment reaching the inlet of Rose Creek would be 
finer sediments which were not trapped upstream. The delivery of sediment is episodic, 
corresponding to larger rainstorms and runoff events. Large volumes of sediment associated 
with infrequent floods would be carried through the marsh in the major distributary channel, 
while some fine sediment will be deposited on the marsh, a natural phenomenon and one 
that is not detrimental to the health of the marsh ecosystem. 

IV. WATER QUALITY 

The primary water quality problem in Mission Bay is bacterial contamination which results 
in closure of parts of the Bay to water contact. While it is evident that flow in Rose Creek 
contributes to the problem, the exact source of the contamination has not been identified 
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(Karen Henry, per comm). The construction of a marsh at the mouth of Rose Creek will 
not solve the water quality problems in Mission Bay. Rather, the marsh should be viewed 
as an important component of an overall watershed management program that identifies the 
sources of pollution, reduces pollution discharge to Rose Creek, and maximizes pollutant 
removal along the flow path . 

Two projects, constructed and planned, are designed to prevent contaminated water from 
discharging into Mission Bay. The East Mission Bay Peak Interceptor Peak Period Storage 
and Pumping Facility, constructed in 1989, has reduced sewage spills into the bay. Phase I 
of The Mission Bay Dry Weather Interceptor System is diverting dry weather runoff from 
the west side of Rose Creek into the sanitary sewer system (up to approximately 50 gallons 
per minute), and Phase V, scheduled for construction in the Spring of 1993 will divert dry 
weather flows from the east side. These projects are not designed to handle the larger 
runoff volumes generated during winter storm events . 

San Diego County is currently involved in the Municipal Stormwater Discharge permitting 
process under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements 
of the Clean Water Act. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
recommends a comprehensive approach to pol1ution abatement, including retrofitting of 
existing stormwater facilities to improve stormwater quality (Thomas Mumley, per comm ) . 
A constructed wetland at the mouth of Rose Creek can be an important component of an 
integrated watershed management approach to pollution reduction . 

Wetlands provide water quality improvements through a combination of physical, chemical, 
and biological processes. Constructed marshes can be designed to enhance these processes 
to provide more treatment than would be available in a "natural'• wetland. Most constructed 
wetlands for water quality improvement are freshwater marshes. While saltmarsh vegetation 
is being used to treat wastewater, we are not aware of examples saltmarsh wetlands 
specifically designed to treat freshwater urban runoff. There is no biological reason such 
marshes would not be as effective as freshwater marshes (Gersberg 1992). The Palo Alto 
Flood Basin is a subsided tidal saltmarsh used for floodwater storage. Its value for water 

_quality improvement is currently being evaluated. The natural estuarine environment is one 
where freshwater mixes with salt water. The climate of Southern California produces many 
marsh systems where intermittent flow of fresh water inundate tidal salt marsh systems . 

The area of marsh needed to treat urban runoff varies with the degree of water quality 
improvement desired. The "hydraulic residence time" is the factor most directly associated 
with the potential for improvement. The residence time is the average time that the 
inflowing water is retained on the marsh. This is the time available for sunlight penetration, 
settling of suspended sediment, and chemical and biological processes to take place. The 
residence time is defined by the following relationship between area, depth, and flow: 
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Residence Time = .AJra X Depth 
Flow Rate 

Dr. Gersberg has indicated that a 20-hour residence time would provide 90% removal of 
suspended solids and coliform, but that a 6-hour residence time (a tidal cycle) could still 
provide significant benefits. One acre of marsh, ponded to a depth of 1 foot, for 24 hours 
would provide a high level of treatment for a peak flow of 0.5 cubic feet per second ( cfs ). 
At the other end of the scale, one acre of marsh ponded 1.5 feet deep for 6 hours would 
provide some level of treatment for a peak flow of 3 cfs. Thus, a 100 acre marsh could 
provide treatment for between 50 and 300 cfs. 

Detailed information on frequent, low flow events in Rose Creek is not currently available. 
Based on an analysis of rainfall data (WCC 1989), the average storm in San Diego is 0.51 
inches, or 0.052 inches/hour. The "first flush" from a rainstorm which can carry up to 90% 
of the pollutant load is generally associated with up to the first 1 inch of rainfall and 0.5 
inches of runoff. Rick Engineers has estimated that the first inch of rainfa11 would produce 
0.5 inch of runoff and a peak flow of 3,000 cfs on Rose Creek. This is greater than the 10-
year peak flow of 2,700 cfs estimated for the FEMA study. For the average storm in San 
Diego, the peak flow on Rose Creek would be on the order of 600 cfs. Therefore, 100 acres 
of marsh could provide some water quality benefits for up to the peak flow from the average 
storm. More information on the shape of the low-flow hydrograph for Rose Creek, and how 
the pollutant load is distributed in the hydrograph could provide much needed information 
to assess the level of water quality improvement potentially available. 

IV. DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

As the purpose of this review is to provide a "reality check" on the feasibility of marsh 
creation, specific design factors are beyond the present scope of study. However, a few 
observations are appropriate. Most wetland treatment marshes are designed as freshwater 
systems with enclosing levees to control water flow. While it is widely recognized that salt 
marshes provide many of the same benefits, data to quantify these benefits is sparse. 

Providing sufficient detention time on the marsh may require constructing levees around the 
marsh perimeter to pond the runoff water. These levees will need water control structures, 
such as bladder dams or culverts with tide gates, which can be closed to provide retention 
time, and opened to release impounded water and to allow full tidal action when there is 
no runoff. The levees may be designed to provide upland habitat in lieu of islands on the 
marsh plain as origina11y proposed. 
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If the saltmarsh is bermedt it would be an "off-line" facility. This means that the low flows 
which would normally pass down the main distributary channel without flowing onto the 
marsh plain would need to be conveyed to the marshplain by a secondary distributary 
channel system. Ideally, low flows would be diverted from Rose Creek at a location where 
the channel invert is above the marsh plain elevation and the water can flow by gravity 
though a vegetated swa]e to the marsh. This would provide a buffer area to increase the 
residence time and treatment available, and potentially reduce the frequency of freshwater 
flows onto the saltmarsh (very low flows would be evapotranspired and infiltrated into the 
soil). This may be difficult on Rose Creek as the channel gradient is very flat at the 
downstream end. Based on the FEMA profile (Fig. 1 ), the channel invert does not reach 
4 feet NGVD until approximately 300 feet downstream of Balboa Ave, and it may be 
difficult to construct a low flow bypass from this location to the Park. An alternative would 
be to construct an inflatable '1Jladder dam" across the Rose Creek channel in the vicinity of 
Grand Ave to raise the water surface elevation sufficiently to divert flow to a pipe which 
would then daylight upstream of the golf course, and flow in a swale through the golf course 
to the marsh . 

VI. OrnER ISSUES 

There wi11 be some tradeoffs to balance between the "naturalness" of the constructed 
wetland and its water quality improvement function. These wi11 include the need for water 
control structures, management of the tidal regimet and the availability of the wetland for 
recreational usest and the type and quality of the recreational experience. In addition, the 
regulatory agencies may have concerns regarding the mitigation value of a wetland that is 
designed primarily for water quality improvement. 

The construction of a saltwater wetland to provide treatment of freshwater runoff will 
require the construction of control structures and the development of an operation, 
maintenance, and monitoring plan. Proper management of the system may include 
automatic gates which can be controlled remotely, and a system for manual backup should 
the automatic system not function properly. Important issues will be keeping sufficient 
volume available on the marsh for fresh water treatment, the ability to drain the water so 
that the marsh does not drown in freshwater, the ability to open the gates if the runoff is 
lower than expected and the ponding depth is not necessary. Monitoring of the water and 
sediment quality on the marsh will be needed to determine the impact of the water quality 
improvement function of the marsh on its habitat values . 
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VII. FURTHER STUDIES AND ISSUES 

If the City wishes to pursue the concept of a wetland at the mouth of Rose Creek, the next 
step would be the development of a conceptual plan for the facility. This would include 
refinement of the design, and a cost/benefit analysis for the project. The conceptual design 
would cover biological, hydrologic, engineering, water quality, land-use planning and 
economic issues. The specific conceptual plan topics might include: 

1. ExistinK Conditions: Detailed site mapping (100 scale with 1ft contour 
interval), hydrology, soils, topography, vegetation, wildlife use, land-use, 
transportation, water quality, etc. 

2. Opportunities and Constraints Analysis 

3. Goals and Objectives 

4. Desi~m Alternatives 

5. Preferred Conceptual Plan 

6. Implementation (costs, permits, phasing, responsibilities, etc.) 

Some of the specific topics of concern would include the following: 

A. HYDROLOGY 

There is not currently available sufficient information on the low flows in Rose Creek to 
evaluate the frequency of flows that can be treated to an acceptable extent by the area of 
marsh available. The ALERT system gage on Rose Creek is not designed to monitor low 
flows (Carey Stevenson, per comm). A new gage at Grand Ave may provide more useful 
information on low flows near the mouth, and would include the urbanized area of Pacific 
Beach within the watershed. An analysis of rainfall records for the watershed to determine 
the frequency and depth of precipitation associated with pollutant loads is an important 
element of the management plan. 

B. POLLUTANT SOURCE AND LOADING 

Some information on the pollutant loads in Rose Creek is available, but this information is 
not well correlated with flows or rainfall. A monitoring program to measure pollutant loads 
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at several locations along the creek would help to identify the pollutant source and indicate 
the best solutions to the source problem. Correlation of rainfall data with pollutant loading 
will aid in design of the marsh treatment system to achieve the necessary balance between 
water quality improvement and habitat functions . 

C. INTEGRATION INTO THE NPDES PERMIT PROCESS 

-
The treatment marsh should be integrated into a basin-wide plan to control the source of 
pollutants and reduce pollutant loads at various locations along the stream. The basin-wide 
plan should be part of the County of San Diego municipal and construction permits for 
NPDES . 

D. MANAGEMENTPLAN 

A Management Plan is needed to assure that the marsh functions properly to provide the 
multiple benefits of water quality improvement and wildlife habitat. The plan should include 
regulation of the water control structures, backup and emergency plans for water level 
control, and maintenance of water control structures, including levees, dams and gates. Any 
maintenance activities, such as dredging or sediment removal need to be justified based on 
criteria established in the management plan . 

E. MONITORING PLAN 

A monitoring plan is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of the marsh at meetingjts water 
quality improvement function and to evaluate the effect of this function on wildlife habitat 
values. Monitoring of the evolution of the biological values of the habitat is also needed . 

F. REGUlA TORY ISSUES 

The concerns of the regulatory agencies regarding the use of a water quality marsh for 
habitat mitigation must be determined by close communication with representatives of those 
agencies . 
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INTRODUCTION 

USE OF CREATED WETLANDS FOR STORMWATER 
TREATMENT IN MISSION BAY, CA 

Richard M. Gersberg, Ph.D 
San Diego State University 

Wetlands are an essential part of nature's stormwater management 
system. Important wetland functions include conveyance and storage 
of stormwater, which dampens the effect of flooding; reduction of 
velocity of stormwater, which increases sedimentation; and 
modification and removal of pollutants carried in stormwater . 
Accordingly, there is a great amount of interest in the 
incorporation of natural or constructed wetlands into stormwater 
management systems. This concept provides an opportunity to use one 
of nature's systems to mitigate the effects of runoff associated 
with urbanization. In addition, by using wetlands for stormwater 
management, wetlands can be restored and revitalized, and 
opportunities for wildlife enhancement and esthetic enjoyment can 
be maximized . 

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

Relations between hydrology and wetland ecosystem characteristics 
must be included in the design to ensure long-term effectiveness • 
The source of water and it's quality, velocity and volume, 
hydraulic retention time, and frequency of inundation all influence 
the chemical and physical properties of wetland substrates which, 
in turn, influence species diversity and abundance, pollutant 
removal rates, and nutrient cycling. Hydrology ultimately 
influences sedimentation, biological transformation, and soil 
adsorption processes. Critical factors which must be evaluated 
include velocity and flow rate, water depth and fluctuation, 
hydraulic retention time, circulation and distribution patterns, 
seasonal, climatic, and tidal influences, and soil permeability • 

POLLUTANT REMOVAL IN WETLANDS 

Reducing the loading of pollutants into Mission Bay requires an 
innovative solution. Created wetlands serving the drainage area of 
the Rose Creek basin can be relied upon to mitigate a major source 
of contamination. In Mission Bay, microbial contamination (as 
reflected in elevated counts of both total and fecal coliform 
bacteria) resulting from stormwater runoff, poses a major public 
health problem. During the 1991-92 rainy season, the waters of 
Mission Bay had to be posted (by the San Diego County Department of 
Health) on a number of occasions, and both the perception and the 



reality of degraded water quality in Mission Bay is now affecting 
the recreating public, Mission Bay leaseholders, and other 
concerned parties alike. 

Regional stormwater systems using created wetlands have been 
constructed in Tallahassee, FL (Livingston, 1986), and Fremont, CA 
(Silverman, 1989). These systems have been shown to significantly 
reduce pollutant loads including suspended solids, total nitrogen 
and total phosphorus, and BOD. Created wetlands have also been 
shown to have the capability to reduce bacterial and viral levels 
by 90-99% (Gersberg et al.,1989), and also have a high capacity for 
the retention of toxic heavy metals (Sinicrope et al., in press). 

POLLUTANT REMOVAL BY SALTMARSHES 

Natural tidal saltmarshes have been shown to have use in wastewater 
purification applications. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
investigated BOD and suspended solids removal in a salt marsh 
treating food processing wastewater (U.S. EPA, 1986). Guida and 
Kugelman (1989) investigated saltmarsh polishing of effluent from 
activated sludge treatment of shrimp processing wastewater. They 
found BOD removal ranged from 29-100%; total suspended solids 
removal , 58-108%, total N removal; 69-98%; and total P removal, 
30-73%. These investigators also found that a short residence 
time(6 hr) of wastewater in the saltmarsh due to tidal hydrology 
did not preclude effective treatment in the tidal marsh system, 
even at near-freezing temperatures. The pollutant removal in these 
tidal saltmarshes was comparable with the performance of other 
freshwater marsh polishing systems. This similarity of treatment 
effectiveness is not surprising since the mechanisms of pollutant 
removal whether in a freshwater or saltwater wetlands are 
remarkably similar. , For example, suspended solids are removed 
mostly by physical processes ( filtration and sedimentation), heavy 
metals are mainly removed via chemical adsorption and precipitation 
reactions, while bacteria and viruses are removed through a 
combination of physico-chemical and biological processes, including 
adsorption, sedimentation, ultra-violet radiation inactivation, 
filtration, predation (by zooplankton), chemical antagonism, and 
antibiosis. It is important to note here that all of these 
processes proceed independently of the vegetation type (saltwater 
versus freshwater), and are more dependent on hydrology than the 
actual marsh type or salinity levels. 

AREAL REQUIREMENTS FOR WETLAND TREATMENT 

Most water quality effects from stormwater result from the "first 
flush." In the early stages of a storm, accumulated pollutants in 
the watershed, especially on impervious surfaces such as streets 
and parking lots, are flushed clean by rainfall and resulting 
runoff. The first flush typically equates to the fist inch or so of 
precipitation which carries 90% of the pollution load of a storm 
event. Treatment of this fraction of the runoff will help mimimize 
the water quality effects of stormwater runoff. 
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In order to attain efficient treatment performance by stormwater 
treatment wetlands, sufficient hydraulic retention time is 
required. If we assume that 200 acres of wetlands are available for 
treatment in Mission Bay, and these wetlands can be designed to 
hold a water depth of 0.5m during a rain event, then the storage 
volume equals about 400,000 cubic meters. Assuming a 200 cfs (cubic 
feet per second) flow in Rose Creek, then the hydraulic retention 
time would be nearly 20 hours, a value which should be sufficient 
for good suspended solids and coliform removal efficiencies (90%) • 
Storm events involving much larger flows than those above would 
receive lessor treatment due to the shortened residence times • 

BENEFITS OF CREATED WETLANDS 

A wetlands developed in Fremont, CA as part of the Coyote Hills 
Regional Park serves as a prototype for a created stormwater 
treatment wetlands (Silverman, 1989). Before development into the 
urban runoff treatment wetlands, the site contained an abandoned 
agricultural field, a dense willow grove, an area of pickleweed 
(Salicornia virginica), and a meandering slough with no surface 
outlet, which drained a small agricultural area. Water was 
diverted onto the site from Crandall creek, draining a 12-km2 area 
characterized by 75% suburban/residential development and 25% 
agrucultural and open space . 

Three distinct systems were incorporated into the wetlands to test 
performance of different designs. Influent is diverted fairly 
equally into two initial systems. One is a long, narrow pond 
containing a long island. Considerable area was devoted to shallow 
edges to encourage growth of rooted aquatic vegetation (mainly 
cattails, Typha latifolia) • The other system is more complex, 
using a spreading pond draining into an overland flow sytem 
( innundated only during storms), followed by a pond with berms 
supporting rooted aquatic vegetation. This system allows testing 
of water quality effects of overland flow characterized by 
different vegetation and flow patterns than those of the pond and 
effects of "combing" water through cattail strands • 

These systems drain into a common third system, which provides an 
area of shallow, meandering channels, maximizing contact with 
various types of wetlands vegetation. The discharge is into 
another section of Coyote Hills Regional Park and flows back into 
the channel that Crandall Creek discharged into before diversion • 
Hydraulic considerations included sizing the diversion structure 
and channels to accommodate the 10-yr, 6-hr storm, with greater 
flows causing diversion structure failure with most of the flow 
remaining in Crandall Creek • 

Development of stormwater wetlands has a number of benefits • 
Attractive wetlands may be created in an urbanized region needing 
additional "natural" areas, and a facility to research the 
potential and future designs for urban runoff treatment systems can 
be provided. Another important benefit is the practical 
demonstration for implementation of other wetlands development 
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projects. 

A created wetlands in Mission Bay provides an 
opportunity to improve Bay water quality while 
multitude of other benefits to the recreational, 
ecological environment of the urban Mission Bay. 
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Mission Bay Physical Model 

Clive E. Dorman 
Russell Johnson 

Robert Zimdar 

Dept of Geological Sciences 
San Diego State University 

Abstract 

A scale physical model of Mission Bay is used to test changes 
in circulation patterns on the east side of Fiesta Island and 
DeAnza Cove. The horizontal scale is 1/2000 and the vertical scale 
is 1/100. Water is cycled in and out scaled to the tides. Removing 
the Fiesta Island causeway combined with one-way flapper valves are 
found to significantly improve the circulation in the east end • 
These changes with a cut in the DeAnza Cove peninsula will improve 
circulation in DeAnza Cove . 

1. Introduction 

The water exchange in Mission Bay is very poor on the east 
side of Fiesta Island ~nd in DeAnza Cove. In order to improve this 
situation, proposals have been made to alter the circulation 
through structural and engineering solutions. A physical model was 
constructed and operated to test efficacy of proposed changes. The 
results are describe in this report. 

Mission Bay is a tidally flushed lagoon which means that 
there is little fresh water input and the salinity in the Bay is 
near that of the coastal ocean. Tidal forces along the coast cause 
the water level to have a spring tide range of 1.2 m. The area is 
about 4 km on a side. Most of the bay away from the mouth has a 
rather uniform depth of around 2.1 m . 

The shape of the bay sets the stage for the circulation. At 
the mouth, the maximum spring tide ebb and flood currents is 2.3 
km/hour (McNabe, Holmes and Dorman, 1978). currents are slower in 
the larger bays, but the circulation is persistent and the water 
is moving. on the other hand, the currents are very weak in the 
narrow channels in the east end and the circulation is extremely 
poor. The worst circulation is on the east side of Fiesta Island 
to the north of the causeway . 

2. Physical Theory 

The essential dynamics of the model is governed by Froude 
theory (Fisher, et al, 1979; VonArx, 1962). Shallow water gravity 
waves dominate the circulation in the Bay and in the model. The 



time for a shallow water gravity wave to traverse from the front 
to the back of the bay is proportional to time for a shallow water 
gravity wave to traverse from the front to the back of the model. 
Once the vertical and horizontal scales of the model are chosen, 
other model factors are set by Froude theory. Since the model used 
here has a horizontal scale of 1/2000 and the vertical scale of 
1/100, the scale of speed is 1/10 and the scale of time in the 
model is 1/200. Thus, the time between two high tides in the model 
is 3.725 minutes instead of 12 hours and 25 minutes in the Bay. 

The interpretations of the results of a Froude model is 
related to the scale distortion. The scale distortion is the ratio 
between the vertical and the horizontal scales. It is generally 
accepted that circulation patterns are faithfully replicated in 
models with scale distortions up to 1/20 which is the value for the 
model used here. Therefore, this model may be used to study the 
effect of changes in the geometry on the circulation pattern in the 
Bay. 

3. Model construction and Operation 

The model is constructed in styrofoam. The scaled shape of 
the Bay was cut out of 4X8 foot sheets that were sandwiched 
together and then glued side by side so that the finished model is 
8X8X0.5 feet. The styrofoam was sealed and painted. 

Tidal variations are generated by the raising and lowering of 
a reservoir over a 3.725 minute cycle. Water is exchanged between 
the model and the reservoir by a syphon. The effect of this system 
is to cycle water in and out of the mouth of the model duplicating 
the effect of the spring tidal range. 

Tests show that the model comes to equilibrium after three 
tidal cycles. After any changes in the model configuration or 
exchanging of water,, the model was cycled at least three times 
before any measurements were taken. 

4. About one-way Gates 

It was the suggestion of one of us (Johnson) that one-way 
gates would be more effective in forcing circulation through the 
weak exchange areas. In the model, this is a "flapper valve" 
formed from a 1/4 inch screen with a plastic film hanging down 
loosely on one side, so that water moving one direction flows 
through and pushes the film back. Water moving the opposite 
direction pushes the film against the screen, closing the "valve" 
and preventing flow. There are six different geographical 
positions for flapper valves in the model that are designated by 
a "Gate" number. Gate 2, extending between Vacation Island and 
Fiesta Island, was tried with the flapper covering 100%, 75%, SO% 
and 25% of the opening, extending from the eastern side. Except for 
the 100% covering, the remaining portion was open so that water 
could move freely in either direction. 

The full scale flapper valve gate in the Bay has not been 
designed nor is there a working model as far as we know. This 
would have to be developed by engineers and prototypes tested. We 
envision this device to possibly be a window shade type, with 
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vertical strips that rotate open or closed depending upon the water 
direction. Another possibility is down hanging doors are pushed 
open or closed by the current against a fixed vertical structure. 
A solid structure such as a bridge or pier would support the one 
way valve structure(s). If there is insufficient velocity to open 
and close the valves, a low power motor could open and close them 
as they would not be moving against the current . 

The auto bridge to Fiesta Island could located over the 
flapper valve at gate 4 or 6 so as to provide the structural 
support. For gates off the east and south sides of Fiesta Island, 
provisions could be made to allow small boats to pass. One example 
would be to have a shallow draft channel opening on one side 
covering less than 10 % of the total channel area so that shallow 
draft boats could pass through at any time • 

Between Fiesta Island and Vacation Island, a pier could extend 
partway out into the channel that would be the structural support 
for the flapper valve. As it will be shown later, a flapper valve 
extending across 50 % of this channel from the east side would 
improve the circulation on the east side of Fiesta Island • 
Navigation across the western half of the channel would be 
unimpeded and wide enough to handle the traffic. The pier would 
support navigational markings, provide access for maintenance of 
the flapper valve system and might be used for recreational 
purposes. Configurations 7 and 9, which have a partial gate between 
Fiesta Island and Vacation Island and a gate at the present 
causeway site, would allow the same navigation as is in the present 
Bay configuration. 

Gates in Configuration 12, that included flapper valves across 
the two main channels on the east and west side of Vacation island, 
was not considered realistic because they would interfere with 
navigation and other configurations would do the job. This was 
included to show an ,extreme case that would generate very rapped 
flow around Fiesta Island • 

s. Data Collection 

To test the circulation in the model, dye was injected only 
at one point for a particular run. Three dye spots were used, two 
on the east side of Fiesta Island and one in De Anza Cove (Fig • 
1). The dye path movement was recorded by video and still photo • 
For consistency, die was injected at maximum ebb, and recorded on 
video for at least three tidal cycles. Still photos were taken at 
least at every maximum ebb . 

Velocity measurements were made for selected cases for 
quantitative comparison. This was done by measuring the distance 
a small paper dot floating on top of the water and in the center 
of the channel would travel in 10 and 20 seconds. Velocities were 
measured at two sites on the east side of Fiesta Island 
simultaneously. These sites corresponded with the two dye spots 
on the east side of Fiesta Island . 

Sixteen different model configurations were tested. The first 
11 con("'entrated on the circulation on the east side of Fiesta 
Island. Of these, the first 4 were passive in nature, and any 
changes were cuts. Number one was the present configuration with 



the solid Fiesta Island Causeway in place. The causeway was 
removed for configuration Number 2. Configuration 3 was # 2 with 
a proposed cut through the northern third of Fiesta Island. 
Configuration 4 was # 3 with an additional proposed cut through the 
southern third of Fiesta Island. 

The next series of modifications included one-way flapper 
valves. Configuration 5 was with no causeway, a north opening 
flapper valve (gate 6) and a southwest opening flapper valve 
covering 100 % the narrows between Fiesta Island and Vacation 
Island (gate 2), the sum of which forced a counterclockwise 
circulation around Fiesta Island. Configuration 6 was as 5 except 
that the flapper valve at gate 2 covered 75% of the narrows while 
the remaining 25% on the western end was open. Configuration 7 was 
as 5 except that the flapper valve covered 50% of the narrows while 
the remaining 50 % on the western end was open. Configuration 8 was 
as 5 except that the flapper valve covered 25 % of the narrows 
while the remaining 75% on the western end was open. configuration 
9 was as 7 except that the flapper valves were reversed, being 
south opening on gate 2 and north opening on gate 3 which forced 
a clockwise circulation around Fiesta Island. Configuration 10 is 
with no causeway but two Fiesta Island flapper valves opening east 
(gate 4) and north (gate 5) between Fiesta Island, forcing a 
counterclockwise flow around Fiesta Island. Configuration 11 is the 
same as configuration 10 except that the flapper gates are reversed 
so as to force a clockwise flow around Fiesta Island. Finally, 
configuration 12 consisted of gate 1 with flapper valve south 
opening was across the channel to the west of Vacation Island, gate 
2 flapper valve south opening between Vacation Island and Fiesta 
Island, and gate 3 flapper valve east opening between Fiesta Island 
and the mainland which forced a strong counterclockwise flow around 
Fiesta Island on the flood tide. 

The remaining configurations concentrated on the De Anza cove 
area. Configuration 13 was the present configuration with the 
Fiesta Island causeway but there was a cut across the De Anza Cove 
peninsula. Configuration 14 was as 11 (no causeway and two flapper 
valves causing counterclockwise flow around Fiesta Island) plus the 
De Anza cut. configuration 15 was as 14 except the valves were 
reversed causing clockwise flow around Fiesta Island. 

6. Observations. 

Run 1. 

Run 2. 

Run 3. 

Set up: Configuration 1 - present configuration. 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Little dye movement, very stagnet. 

Set up: Configuration 1 
Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Dye is difused south into Enchanted Cove and 

toward the causway. Most dye remains on the 
east side of Fiesta Island. A little moves 
around the north end of Fiesta Island. 

Set up: Configuration 1 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
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Run 4 • 

Run 5 • 

Run 6 • 

Run 7 • 

Run 8. 

Run 9. 

Run 10 • 

Run 11. 

Run 12. 

Run 13 . 

Results: Little dye movement, very stagnet • 

Set up: Configuration 2 - no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Dye is moved around the south end of Fiesta 

Island. Removing the causeway improves the 
circulation at this spot • 

Set up: Configuration 2 - no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Dye is moved a little to the south, into 

gnchanted Cove, but not to Site 1. A new 
stagnet null point is set up inbetween site 1 
and 2 . 

Set up: Configuration 2 - no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Similar to run 4 . 

Set up: Configuration 2 - no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Similar to run 5 • 

Set up: Configuration 3 - N.F.I. cut, no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: 

Set up: Configuration 3 - N.F.I. cut, no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: 

Set up: Configuration 4 - N.&s. F.I. cut, no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Results compromised by dye at room temperature, 

not comparable with other runs • 

Set up: configuration 4 - N.&s. F.I. cut, no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Dye tended to remain near release site. A 

little was swepted around the southern end of 
Fiesta Island. This configuration does not 
significantly improve all circulation in the 
east end . 

Set up: Configuration 4 - N.&s. F.I. cut, no causeway 
Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Most dye is spread between release points 1 and 

2 and stagnates around the new null point on 
the east side of Enchanted Island. This 
configuration does not significantly improve 
all circulation in the east end . 

Set up: Configuration 5 - causeway gate (6), north 
opening; gate 2, 100%, south opening 
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but the dye is mostly carried out the mouth 
rather than first going into the northern 
portion of Fiesta Bay. 

Run 25. Set up: Configuration 12 - gate 1, south opening; 
gate 2, south opening; gate 3, east opening 

Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Dye is quickly moved around north around Fiesta 

Island and through out all of Fiesta Bay by the 
end of the first cycle. Little dye is left in 
the east channel by the end of the third cycle. 
This set up is a forceful method of causing 
rapid exchange of the water and very high 
velocities in the east end of the bay. 

Run 26. Set up: Configuration 11 - gate 4, west opening; 
gate 5, south opening; 

Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Similar to run 24. 

Run 27. Set up: Configuration 9 - causeway gate (6), south 
opening; gate 2, 50%, north opening 

Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Dye is moved south and some is carried to the 

mouth of the bay by the end of the third 
cycle. Remaining dye east of Fiesta Island is 
being rapidly diluted. This configuration 
causes significant improvement in the 
circulation in the east bay with the additional 
ad:vantage that flushed water goes more directly 
to the mouth. 

Run 28. Set up: Configuration 7 - causeway gate (6), north 
opening; gate 2, 50%, south opening 

Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: Problem with causeway gate not functioning 

properly, result compromised. 

Run 29. set up: Configuration 7 - causeway gate (6), north 
opening; gate 2, 50%, south opening 

Dye Injection: Site 1 
Results: similar to run 17. 

Run 30. Set up: Configuration 7 - causeway gate {6), north 
opening; gate 2, 50%, south opening 

Dye Injection: Site 2 
Results: Similar to run 18. 

Run 31. Set up: configuration 1 - present 
Dye Injection: Site 3 
Results: Dye stays in DeAnza cove with little dilution 

and exhange with rest of bay. 

Run 32. set up: Configuration 13 - DeAnza cut and causeway 
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Dye Injection: Site 3 
Results: Null point remains in DeAnza Cove behind new 

"island" where most of the dye stagnates. Not 
much improvement in DeAnza Cove circulation 
over present configuration . 

Run 33. Set up: Configuration 14 - DeAnza cut, no causeway, gate 
4, west opening; gate 5, south opening, 
clockwise flow around Fiesta Island . 

Dye Injection: Site 3 
Results: Pulses of dye out of DeAnza Cove on west 

entrance or counterclockwise sence around the 
DeAnza island. This is caused by gates forcing 
increased eastbound flow around the northern 
end of Fiesta Island. This configuration 
improves the exchange in the DeAnza Cove area . 

Run 34. Set up: Configuration 14 - no DeAnza cut, no causeway, 
gate 4, west opening; gate 5, south opening, 
clockwise flow around Fiesta Island. 

Dye Injection: Site 3 
Results: Most of the dye stays in DeAnza cove with only 

weak improvement . 

Run 35. Set up: Configuration 11 - no DeAnza cut, no causeway, 
gate 4, east opening; gate 5, north opening; 
counterclockwise flow around Fiesta Island. 

Dye Injection: Site 3 
Results: Similar to run 34 . 

Run 36. Set up: Configuration 15 - DeAnza cut, no causway, gate 
4 east opening; gate 5 north opening; 
counterclockwise flow around Fiesta Island • 

Dye Injection: Site 3 
Results: Similar to run 33. Dye pulses out of DeAnza 

Cove on west entrance or counterclockwise sence 
around the DeAnza island. This is caused by 
gates forcing increased westbound flow around 
the northern end of Fiesta Island. This 
configuration improves the exchange in the 
DeAnza Cove area • 

7. Conclusions . 

Consider first the circulation on the east side of Fiesta 
Island. Passive changes such as cuts in Fiesta Island does not 
eliminate the null point where the water stagnates, but just 
relocates it. Removing the Fiesta Island causeway moves the null 
point a little north to the Hilton hotel area. Cuts in Fiesta 
Island shift the null point to be east of the Enchanted Cove area. 
None of these changes would significantly improve the total 
circulation on the east side of Fiesta Island although it may be 
imporved in some specific areas . 

9 
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f!:g§: Sea World traffic is separated from Park traffiC in the zone of maximum congestion; at­
grade right-tum movements into the peak-day parking lot are facilitated from both Sea 
World Drive and the park road; the peak-day parking lot is as close as possible to Fiesta 
Island; the configuration of the lot is efficient, limiting the maximum distance pedestrians 
would walk to the tram to a standard city block; pedestrians from the peak-day parking 
lot would cross the park road rather than Sea World Drive, allowing for a larger number 
of safe potential crossings; the tramway could use the park road. 

Cons: New freeway ramps would direct traffic onto the southern portion of East Shores. 
However, this could be mitigated by treating this portion of Mission Bay Drive like a 
boulevard, with a planted median and left-turning pockets to access the existing parking 
areas. 

Option C -This is the highest-cost option. As shown in Figure 4, flyover exit ramp from 1-5 would be built 
over Sea World Drive, allowing Mission Bay and Sea World Drives to meet under it. Sea World 
Drive would be routed as close to 1-5 as possible. A new park road would parallel South Shores. 
The Pacific Highway ramp would be removed. 

f!:g§: Southbound entrance ramp to 1-5 ramps remains in place; overlaps between park-bound 
traffic and Sea World-bound traffic is eliminated; peak-day parking lot retains effiCient 
configuration. 

Cons: Flyover ramp expensive, requiring a bridge of about 600 to 800 feet. The ramp would 
impact views of Mission Bay from Tecolote Road, one of the park's major arrival points. 

Recommendations 

Of the three improvement alternatives presented, Option A was the only one deemed acceptable by both 
Caltrans and the City Engineering staff. This option was deemed acceptable because it left existing 1-5 
ramps, the Pacific Coast Highway overpass and the Sea World Drive alignment unchanged while directing 
traffic to the overflow lot through a looping overpass crossing Sea World Drive. The overpass, however, 
would occupy valuable parkland and its elevation would block important views of the water from the main 
entrance roads. For these reasons, this option was modified, resulting in the preferred alternative as 
shown in Figure 5. The cost estimate for this preferred alternative is shown in Table 1. This preferred 
alternative proposes the following: 

o Building underpasses at Tecolote Road and Pacific Highway, as close to the Park 
boundary as possible; 

o Extending a road from East Mission Bay Drive through the underpasses, to serve 
as primary access to the overflow parking; 

o Widening Sea World Drive and the curling portion of East Mission Bay Drive to 
permit continuous, right-hand turns into the overflow parking from Sea World 
Drive; and 

VVICBUR SMI I A ASSOCIA I ES 
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Table 1 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATES 

Mission Bay Master Plan 

Cost Unit Quantity TOTAL Notes 
COST (a) 

Site Preparation 
Clearing (medium density) $340 Acre 28.1 $9,554 

Earthwork 
Excavating $2 CY 29000.0 $47,850 

Utility trench $1 LF 900.0 $900 

Fill $2 CY 0.0 $0 

Boring (sandy soil) $13 LF 3850.0 $51,783 

Lighting 
High pressure sodium, 400 watt $885 ea. 20.0 $17,700 

Aluminum pole, 12' high $415 ea . 20.0 $8,300 

Bracket arms $105 ea . 20.0 $2,100 

Electric Sitework $16 ea . 20.0 $317 (b) 

Road gutter 
Curbs $6 LF 15050.0 $90,300 

Road pavement 
Base course (12• deep) $10 SY 137572.2 $1,375,722 
Soil stabilization $7 SY 68386.1 $478,703 
Retaing wall (8' high, 33° slope embankment) $215 LF 900.0 $193,500 

Roadway appurtenances 
Guide Rail $12 LF 4500.0 $54,000 

Signs (20SF, high intensity) $19 SF 500.0 $9,475 

Pavement Markings $1 LF 2500.0 $1,400 
Furnishings 

Benches, 8' long $745 ea • 10.0 $7,450 
Landscaping 

Lawns and grasses $40 MSF 49.0 $1,960 
Shrubs and trees $62 ea . 30.0 $1,860 

Signals 

Sea World Drive & East Mission Bay Drive $37,500 ea . 1.0 $37,500 
North Entrance & East Mission Bay Drive $37,501 ea . 1.0 $37,501 

SUBTOTAL $2,427,874 
Contingency @ 25% $606,969 
TOTAL EST. COST $3,034,843 

SAY $3,000,000 

Notes 
(a) Includes costs for material, labor, and equipment 
(b) Includes 6 ducts @ 4" diameter, PCV type 
(c) Includes forms (4), reinforcing, for average subtructure, and simple design . 
MSF = Thousand Square Feet 
Source: "Means Site Work Cost Data, 1990" 

Wilbur Smith Associates, November 1992 . 



Table 1 (cont.} 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATES 

BRIDGE STRUCTURES 
Mission Bay Master Plan 

Cost Unit Quantity TOTAL Notes 
COST (a) 

Concrete structure: cast In place 
Fiesta Island Bridge $190 CY 2666.7 $506,667 (c) 
Fiesta Island Bridge (footings demolition) $3 LF 1200.0 $3,600 
Fiesta Island Bridge (floor demolition} $4 SF 18000.0 $72,000 
Fiesta Island Bridge (dredging) $8 CY 13333.3 $100,000 
Fiesta Island Bridge (lighting) $1,421 ea. 6.0 $8,526 
Fiesta Island Drive Reconstruction $191 CY 533.3 $101,867 (c) 
Fiesta Island Or Reconstruct (footings demolition) $3 LF 300.0 $900 
Fiesta Island Or Reconstruct {floor demolition) $4 SF 4500.0 $18,000 

SUBTOTAL $811,559 
Contingency @ 25% $202,890 

TOTAL EST. COST $1,014,449 
SAY $1,000,000 

~ 
(a) Includes costs for material, labor, and equipment 
{b) Includes 6 ducts @ 4• diameter, PCV type 
(c) Includes forms (4), reinforcing, for average subtructure, and simple design. 
MSF = Thousand Square Feet 
Source: "Means Site Work Cost Data, 1990" 

Wilbur Smith Associates, November 1992. 
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o Providing signaled pedestrian crossings at the Sea World Drive with Friars Road 
and Pacific Highway intersections . 

The City is already planning the widening of the Pacific Highway bridge over 1~5, a project which can 
easily incorporate the recommended underpass serving the overflow lot, saving Park development costs . 

Commuter Traffic Mitigation 

The only available solution to aivert commuter traffic from park roads is the construction of a new west­
bound off-ramp from 1-5 to 1-8, and a new on-ramp northbound from 1-8 to 1-5. If this solution is ever 
implemented, the existing 1-5 southbound exit and entrance ramps would need to be relocated as there 
would be insuffiCient weaving distance between the existing 1-5 on-ramp at Tecolote Road and the new 
off-ramp from 1-5 to 1-8. Option B above would then need to be implemented as well. Given the 
substantial cost of these ramps (possibly over $100.0 million), Caltrans has suggested that other options 
be considered, including widening Sea World Drive to accommodate traffic between 1-5 and Ingraham 
Boulevard. If this option is ultimately implemented, Option C should be considered as part of this plan . 

Parking 

The detailed explanation of expected parking demand and the recommended parking supply 
enhancements are provided in the main body of the Master Plan Update. The recommendations consist 
of constructing a 3,000 space overflow parking lot in South Shores, developing a series of small lots on 
Fiesta Island, and removing one parking lot from Bahia Point and another from De Anza Cove. Figure 6 
shows the location of these recommended improvements. Table 2 shows the ADA accessible parking 
requirements that must be adhered to . 

Transit Options 

This section provides an overview of potential transit options for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan . 
Included is a planning level analysis of route options for a primary route as well as two expansion 
possibilities. The route options are presented in terms of .service area, distance, route times and 
estimated headway requirements. Operating costs, service management, funding sources, operating 
schedule and equipment options are also presented . 

To aid in the analysis, two agencies that are currently providing recreation/tourist transit service were 
contacted. The San Diego Park and Recreation Department, through an operating agreement with the 
Old Town Trolley Co., provides service within Balboa Park. This service has been in operation for 18 
months and has carried approximately 300,000 passengers to date. Long Beach Transit, the second 
agency contacted, provides a "Runabour service in the CBD and along the waterfront. This service was 
established about two years ago and is operated by the transit authority . 

Route Options 

Transit service linking the proposed Fiesta Island remote parking lot to Fiesta Island is considered the 
primary route. This route, once established could be expanded to provide service to the northeast and 
southwest sections of the park. To maximize access to Mission Bay Park it is recommended that tram 
linkages eventually be made to the existing San Diego bus routes serving the Park, the Planned Pacific ....., 
•••••• •••••• '""' WA WILBUR SMIIH ASSOCIAIES 
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Beach Shuttle, and the proposed MTDB rail station at the Pacific Cost Highway. Service linking the 
proposed Pacific Coast Highway MTOB station could be achieved by expanding the primary route. 
Table 3 shows the round trip distance, time and estimated headway for three potential transit routes 
originating from the proposed Fiesta Island remote lot. The primary route is shown as Route A and 
Route A1 indicating two possible Fiesta Island roadway configurations. As shown in Table 1, the primary 
route could be used to link the service to the proposed MTOB station, carrying passengers to the remote 
lot which would serve as a hub for Routes B and C. 

Route Descriptions 

Route A - As shown in Figure 7, this route would serve Fiesta Island from the remote parking lot. The 
total distance would be 3.4 miles. It is estimated that a round trip would take 41 minutes to 
complete. Headway of approximately 10 minutes could be achieved on this route configuration 
with four vehicles. The number of vehicles could be reduced to three if 15 minute headways are 
used. 

Route A 1 - As shown in Figure 8, this route would also serve Fiesta Island from the remote parking lot. 
The total distance would be 3. 7 miles and the time needed to complete one round trip is 
estimated at 45 minutes. Headway of approximately 11 minutes could be achieved with four 
vehicles. Using only three vehicles would cause headways to increase to 15 minutes. 

Route B - As shown in Figure 9, this route would provide service to the northeast quadrant of the park. 
It would travel parallel to 1-5 and link the Fiesta Island remote tot to the parking lot located north 
of De Anza Cove, making several stops between the two lots. The total route distance is 
estimated at 4.8 miles and total round trip time would be 58 minutes. A minimum of five vehicles 
would be necessary to maintain 11 minute service headways. Four vehicles would increase 
headways to 15 minutes. 

Route C - As shown in Figure 1 o, this route would provide service to the west of the Fiesta Island remote 
lot along Sea World Drive and travel north on Ingraham Street to the Vacation Village/Ski Beach 
area The total route distance is estimated at 5.6 miles and round trip travel time would be 
approximately 1 hour and 7 minutes. This route would require six vehicles in order to provide 11 
minute headways. Five vehicles would provide 13 minute headway service. 

Level-of ..Service 

Transit service would most likely be operated on a daily basis during the peak summer season between 
the hours of 9:00AM and 6:00PM. During Summer holidays (Memorial Day, July 4, Labor Day) and 
special events, additional vehicles could be added to the routes. During the off season, transit service 
could be provided for special events. 

The appropriate vehicles for the envisioned service must be wheelchair accessible and should provide 
seating for a minimum of 30 passengers. Ideally, the vehicles would be equipped with easy load bicycle 
racks and provide storage space for large picnic coolers and other recreational equipment. 

WILBUR SMII A ASSOCIAI ES 
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Table 2 

ADA ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update - Appendix C 

Total Parking In Lot Required Minimum Number 
of Accessible Spaces 

1 to 25 1 

26to 50 2 

51 to 75 3 

76 to 100 4 

101 to 150 5 

151 to 200 6 

201 to 300 7 

301 to 400 8 

401 to 500 9 

501 to 1,000 2 percent of total 

1,001 and over 20 plus 1 for each 1 00 over 1, 000 

ATBCB Regulation 4.1.2(5)(a) 
Wilbur Smith Associates; November 1992. 

WILBUR SMITH ASSOCIATES 
T..Q5/365 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• I ., 
• • • • • • 



••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Mission Bay Park Mast~r Plan Update - Appendix C 

Table 3 

TRANSIT ROUTE OPTIONS 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update • Appendix C 

Route Round Trip Tim em <·- Service Headway per Vehicle --> 
Distance Hour/Minute 
(miles) # of Vehicles Minutes #of Vehicles Minutes 

Fiesta Island - Remote Lot 

A(2} 3.4 0/41 3 14 4 10 

A1l31 3.7 0/45 3 15 4 11 

B 4.8 0/58 4 15 5 11 

c 5.6 1/07 5 13 6 11 

MTDB Station 

A(2J 4.9 0/59 4 15 5 11 

A1(3J 5.2 1/02 5 12 6 10 

(1} Time based on travel speed of 5 mph. This speed accounts for on and off loading at transit stops. 
(2) Route A = Two lane island road, small loop west end of Island. 
(3) Route B = Large loop road on island. 

Wilbur Smith Associates; November 1992 . 
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Funding and Operations 

The Long Beach "Runabour service is owned and operated by the City transit authority. Service for three 
routes is provided with 15 vehicles. The vehicles are manufactured in Canada (Orions), provide 24 seats 
and are propane gas powered. The Balboa Park "Trolley" service is operated by a private vendor under 
contract to the San Diego Park and Recreation Department. This service is provided with three vehicles 
that resemble old fashioned trolley cars. The vehicles seat 30 and are propane gas powered. Both ot 
these systems were funded in part by matching Federal Funds for alternative fuel use. Other funding 
sources include, but are not limited to, local sales tax measures and City general operating funds as well 
as state funding. Both the Long Beach and San Diego services are provided free to the user. It is 
recommended that any tram service implemented in Mission Bay Park also be free ot charge. 

Cost 

To provide general understanding ot the costs involved in operating a system ot this nature, the most 
recent operating costs for two similar recreation transit systems are provided. The Long Beach Transit 
"Runabout" operating cost per vehicle service hour (vsh) for FY 1991 is $50.98. The cost associated with 
providing the Balboa Park "Trolley" service from November 1991 through October 1992 was $203,153 
exclusive of the cost of fuel. The cost per vehicle mile (pvm) for this period ranged between $2.90 and 
$6.70 (pvm) depending on seasonal level of service. 

.tl:ft\ •••••• '""' ~ WILBUR SMtiH ASSOCiAIES 
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INTRODUCTION 

The City of San Diego is in the process of preparing 

a plan for Mission Bay Park. Accordingly, the City is 

interested in resident opinions concerning some important 

issues regarding the future development of Mission Bay 

Park. A telephone survey of san Diego County residents 

was conducted in order to seek these opinions in April 

1992. 

Rea & Parker, Incorporated was subcontracted to 

conduct this telephone survey. A total of 812 households 

was randomly selected throughout the County for 

interview. This sample size implies that there is a 95% 

certainty that the results are accurate within± 3.5%. 

The questionnaire was designed to ensure that gender, 

age, and geographic location were adequately represented. 

A summary of the survey results is presented in this 

report. A copy of the questionnaire is included in the 

Appendix. This questionnaire also serves as a "master 

data sheet" which includes the absolute frequencies 

associated with the response categories for each 

question. 

The following summarizes the key survey findings. 

• The general profile of the County of San Diego as 

reflected by the survey respondents is as 

follows: The median age of survey respondents is 
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36.7 years and the median household income is 

$39,844. The sample was 51.1% male and 48.9% 

female and over 75% of the population is White 

(non-Hispanic). In terms of home ownership, 

61.5% own their own home. Almost 20% of the 

population has children 0-4 years of age and 

3 

slightly more than 20% has children 5-11 years of 

age • 

• About 60% of the County population are non-users 

of Mission Bay Park; the remaining 40% use the 

Park at least a few times per year • 

• Generally speaking, there are very few 

differences between users and non-users of the 

Park in socioeconomic/demographic terms. Those 

few differences which occur are geographic or 

income related--with higher income related to 

higher use • 

• County residents do not visit Sea World very 

often, with 63.9% indicating that they visit Sea 

World seldom or never • 

• There is agreement among County residents that 

the unique water setting of the Park should 

influence land use and that permits in high use 

areas should be required. On the other hand, 

there is disagreement with a proposal to ease 
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certain height restrictions in the Park as well 

as increasing commercial lana lease areas. 

• Heaviest usage of Mission Bay Park facilities is 

found in picnic areas ana pedestrian/bike trails. 

Only 33.0% of Park users avail themselves of 

water sports ana boating activities. 

• Important issues among Park users are water 

quality, safety/crime, sewage on Fiesta Island, 

ana air pollution/odor. Park users perceive 

parking, streets, ana sidewalks as being 

particularly crowaea. 

• Non-users of Mission Bay Park cite distance from 

the Park as their primary reason for not using 

it. They largely make use of other parks and the 

beaches as alternative recreational sites. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 

Table 1 indicates the distribution of the population 

according to their relative usage of Mission Bay Park . 

Nearly 60% of the population indicates that they seldom 

or never use Mission Bay Park, and these respondents are 

considered "non-users" of the Park for purposes of this 

analysis. The other 3 categories of responses represent 

the "users" of the Park • 

· Tables 2-9 portray various socioeconomic data 

pertaining to the survey sample. Prior to a discussion 

of the opinions and preferences expressed by the survey 

respondents, it is particularly useful to examine the 

respondents' demographic profile as it reflects the 

general profile of the County of San Diego. It is of 

further importance to elaborate upon the demographic 

distinctions between Park users and non-users • 

Therefore, Tables 2-9 contain a breakdown of the total 

population into Park user and Park non-user categories . 

Table 2 portrays the age distribution of the adult 

population sampled and indicates that the median age of 

the survey respondents is 36.7 years. The sample was 

51.1% male and 48.9 female (Table 3), and the median 

household income is $39,844 (Table 4). over 75% of the 

population is White (non-Hispanic), as shown in Table 5, 

and 61.5% of them own their own homes (Table 6) . 



Table 1 

How Often Does Respondent Use Mission Bay Park? 

Frequency # % 

once per week or more 56 6.9 

once or twice per month 101 12.4 

A few times per year 177 21.8 

Seldom or never 478 58.9 

Total 812 100.0 

Table 2 

Age of Respondent 

Total User l{Qn-l,lser 
Age # % # % # % 

18-24 131 16.3 54 16.2 77 16.2 

25-34 246 30.4 113 34.0 133 28.0 

35-49 246 30.4 103 30.9 143 30.1 

50-64 105 13.0 39 11.7 66 13.9 

65 and 
over 80 9.9 24 7.2 56 11.8 

Total 808 100.0 333 100.0 475 100.0 

median= 36.7 years 

6 
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Table 3 

Gender of Respondent 

Total User Non-User 
Gender # % # % # % 

Male 415 51.1 188 56.3 227 47.5 

Female 397 48.9 146 43.7 251 52.5 

Total 812 100.0 334 100.0 478 100.0 

Table 4 

Annual Household Income 

Total User Non-U§e:r 
Income # % # % # % 

Under $15,000 83 13.1 22 7.8 61 17.4 

$15,000-$24,999 94 14.8 40 14.2 54 15.4 

$25,000-$34,999 109 17.2 48 17.0 61 17.4 

$35,000-$44,999 96 15.2 45 16.0 51 14.5 

$45,000-$59,999 111 17.6 56 19.9 55 15.7 

$60,000-$79,999 73 11.5 41 14.5 32 9.1 

$80,000 and 
over 67 10.6 30 10.6 37 10.5 

Total 633 100.0 282 100.0 351 100.0 

median = $39,844 



Table 5 

Ethnicity of Respondent 

Total YUt: Non-Y&~r 
Ethnicity # % # % # % 

Hispar:Ucs/Latulos 107 13.3 14 12.3 66 13.9 

African -Americans 43 5.3 16 4.8 27 5.7 

White (non-
Hispanic 615 76.2 256 77.2 359 75.6 

Asian/Filipino/ 
Pacific-Islander 33 4.1 15 4.5 18 3.8 

Other 9 1.1 4 1.2 5 l.O 

Total 807 100.0 332 100.0 475 100.0 

Table 6 

Does Respondent own or Rent Place of Residence? 

Total Yul: Non-user 
Response # % # % # % 

own 491 61.5 204 62.2 287 61.1 

Rent 305 38.2 124 37.8 181 38.5 

Other 2 0.3 0 0.0 2 0.4 

Total 798 100.0 328 100.0 470 100.0 
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Approximately 20% of the population has children 0-4 

years of age and about 20% has children 5-11 years of 

age. Only 9.3% has children between the ages of 12-15 

and 5.6% between 16 and 18 (Table 7). Table 8 indicates 

that nearly 70% of the population has voted within the 

past 2 years • 

For purposes of analysis, the County has been 

disaggregated into six geographic areas, as indicated in 

Table 9. The "Vicinity of Mission Bay Park'' area 

comprises the neighborhoods from Point Lama on the south 

to La Jolla on the north and extends eastward from the 

Pacific Ocean to Interstate 805 (north of Mission 

Valley). This area contains 16.6% of the population . 

"South Bay" is an area consisting of the southern 

portions of Coronado and all other communities south of 

National City to the International Border--it includes 

10.6% of the population. "East County" contains all 

areas east of La Mesa including the mountain and desert 

9 

areas of the County--12.7% of the population can be so 

classified. The central portion of the City of san Diego 

was divided into two parts--"South of I-8," which also 

includes National City, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove, 

containing 22.2% of the population, and "North of 

I-8," which extends from I-805 (north of Mission Valley} 

on the west to the I-15 corridor on the east and north to 
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Mira Mesa/Scripps Ranch, comprisinq 11.1% of the 

population. The larqest population concentration is 

found in the "North county" area from Del Mar and Rancho 

Penasquitos north. This area contains 26.8% of the 

population. 

There are very few differences between users and 

non-users in socioeconomictdemoqraphic terms. when tests 

of statistical siqnificance are applied. Statistically 

siqnificant differences do occur, however, with reqard to 

income and qeoqraphy. For example, users of the Park 

tend to enjoy hiqher incomes than non-users. Amonq those 

who earn under $15,000, 73.5% are non-users as opposed to 

49.4% of those who earn $45,000 or more. As expected, 

"The Vicinity of Mission Bay Park" is the area in which 

the hiqhest proportion of users is found (63.0%). The 

next hiqhest source of users is the "Central City-North 

of I-8" area, which contains 55.6% of users. All other 

areas contain approximately 40% or fewer users. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .i 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Table 7 

Respondents with Children in Various Age Groups 

- - -

All Respondents 

Age Group 
of Yes HQ Total 

Children # % I % I % 

0-4 153 19.0 652 81.0 805 100.0 

5-11 163 20.2 642 79.8 805 100.0 

12-15 75 9.3 730 90.7 805 100.0 

16-18 45 5.6 760 94.4 805 100.0 

Users Non-Users 

Age Group 
of Yes No Total Yes No Total 

Children # % # % # % # % # % # % 

0-4 57 17.2 275 82.8 332 100.0 96 20.3 377 79.7 473 100.0 

5-11 65 19.6 267 80.4 332 100.0 98 20.7 375 79.3 473 100.0 

12-15 33 9.9 299 90.1 332 100.0 42 8.9 431 91.1 473 100.0 



Table 8 

Has Respondent Voted in the Last Two Years? 

Total User Non-User 

Response I % I % I % 

Yes 565 69.9 236 71.1 329 69.1 

No 243 30.1 96 28.9 147 30.9 

Total 808 100.0 332 100.0 476 100.0 

Table 9 

Area of City Where Respondents Reside 

Total User Non-User 

Area I % # % # % 

Vicinity of 
Mission Bay Park 135 16.6 85 25.4 50 10.5 

South Bay 86 10.6 32 9.6 54 11.3 

East County 103 12.7 43 12.9 60 12.5 

Central City 
(South of I-8) 180 22.2 73 21.9 107 22.4 

Central City 
{North of I-8) 90 11.1 50 15.0 40 8.4 

North County 218 26.8 51 15.2 167 34.9 

Total 812 100.0 334 100.0 478 100.0 

12 
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GENERAL OPINIONS REGARDING MISSION BAY PARK 

The responses to questions 17-21 have been 

summarized in Tables 10-17. These questions represent 

general opinions about the Park and were to be answered 

by all respondents--both users and non-users . 

Respondents were asked how frequently they visit Sea 

13 

World. Table 10 shows that 63.9% of them visit Sea World 

seldom or never. In fact, only 4.4% of the population 

visit Sea World once a month or more. Middle income 

respondents ($25,000-$64,999) tend to visit Sea World 

more frequently than higher and lower income groups, with 

42.4% of the middle income respondents attending at least 

a few times per year compared to 30.3% for the other 

groups • 

Table 10 

How Often Do Respondents Visit Sea World? 

Frequency # % 

Once per week or more 9 1.1 

Once or twice per month 27 3.3 

A few times per year 256 31.7 

Seldom or never 516 63.9 

Total 808 100.0 



Table 11 demonstrates that 96.7% of the population 

rates the importance of preserving and enhancing the 

natural resources of Mission Bay Park as either very 

important or somewhat important. The preservation and 

enhancement of Mission Bay Park's natural resources is 

less important to middle and upper ·income groups (94.6% 

importance with incomes of $35,000 and more) than it is 

14 

to lower income groups (99.6% importance with incomes of 

under $35,000). Women indicate that the preservation and 

enhancement of these resources is very important more 

than do men (75.7% versus 68.0%). Respondents were asked 

about their degree of agreement or disagreement on four 

key issues: 

• land use should be related solely to the Park's 

unique water setting 

• certain height restrictions should be raised from 

30 feet to 5 stories 

• commercial land lease areas should be increased 

• permits should be required for water activities 

in high use areas 

Tables 12-15 present the responses of the survey 

population. There is substantial agreement with the land 

use/water setting relationship (Table 12) as well as the 

notion of requiring permits in high use, crowded areas 

(Table 15). On the other hand, there is a majority which 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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disagrees with easing height restrictions and with 

increasing commercial land lease areas (Tables 13-14) . 

Table 11 

Respondents' Rating of the Importance of Preserving 
and Enhancing Natural Resources in 

Mission Bay Park 

Rating # % 

Very Important 545 71.7 

somewhat Important 190 25.0 

Not at All Important 25 3.3 

Total 760 100.0 

Table 12 

Respondents' Opinion on the Following Statement: "The 
Land in Mission Bay Park Should Be Exclusively Used 

for Activities Which Are Dependent on the Park's 
Unique Water Setting." 

Opinion # % 

Strongly Agree 245 32.6 

Somewhat Agree 263 35.0 

Undecided/Neutral 101 13.4 

Somewhat Disagree 81 10.8 

Strongly Disagree 62 8.2 

Total 752 100.0 
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Table 13 

Respondents' Opinion on the Following Statement: "The 
City Should Allow Some Hotels in Appropriate Locations 

to Increase Their Height Above the Thirty Foot 
Limit Up to about 5 Stories so That the City 

can Earn More Land Lease Revenues 
to Improve Mission Bay Park." 

Opinion I % 

strongly Agree 90 11.5 

Somewhat Agree 166 21.3 

Undecided/Neutral 82 10.5 

Somewhat Disagree 130 16.7 

Strongly Disagree 312 40.0 

Total 780 100.0 

Table 14 

Respondents' Opinion on the Following Statement: "The 
City Should Increase Commercial Land Lease Areas 

in the Park to Earn More Revenue for City and 
Mission Bay Park Services and 

Public Improvements." 

Opinion I % 

Strongly Agree 78 10.1 

Somewhat Agree 182 23.7 

Undecided/Neutral 83 10.8 

Somewhat Disagree 146 19.0 

Strongly Disagree 280 36.4 

Total 769 100.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Table 15 

Respondents' Opinion on the Following Statement: "The 
City Should Require permits for Water Activities in 

High Use Areas such as Water Skiing, Jet Skiing, 
Sailing and Boating for the Purpose 

of Controlling Overcrowding." 

Opinion # % 

Strongly Agree 320 41.5 

Somewhat Agree 193 25.0 

Undecided/Neutral 41 5.3 

Somewhat Disagree 86 11.1 

Strongly Disagree 132 17.1 

Total 772 100.0 

With regard to the relationship between land use and 

the unique water setting of Mission Bay Park, 42.2% of 

individuals age 50 and over strongly favor the exclusive 

use of the Park for water-related activities, whereas 

only 29.7% of those under age so feel similarly • 

Particular support for this issue occurs among those in 

the $45,000-$54,999 income group (77.4% either strongly 

agree or somewhat agree in contrast to an overall 68.8%) 

People who live in the South Bay and in the vicinity 

of Mission Bay Park tend to be less in favor of requiring 

permits for water activities than the overall population 

(57.6% South Bay agreement--58.7% vicinity agreement--

66.5% overall agreement}. Men disfavor the permit 



requirement more so than women by a 35.7% to 20.1% 

margin. 

The relaxation of height restrictions are favored 

18 

more by younger groups (38.0% of those under age 35) than 

by older ones (23.3% of those age 50 and over). In the 

$35,000-$64,999 income group, there is more disapproval 

of the height restriction proposal than in higher and 

low~r income groups, with 66.2% disagreeing with the 

proposal compared to 51.9% among the other income groups. 

Again, men and women differ on these issues, with 37.3% 

of the men in favor of easing height restrictions, but 

only 27.9% of the women. 

With regard to increasing commercial land lease 

areas, respondents 18-24 years of age are the only age 

group which does not disagree with the proposal--40.6% 

disagreement. Disagreement increases in each succeeding 

age group up to a 65.8% disagreement among those 65 years 

of age and older. White and Asian ethnic groups, in 

particular, strongly disagree with the commercial land 

lease issue (39.6% strong disagreement among Whites--

35.5% among Asians--31.0% among Blacks--and 23.2% among 

Hispanics). Disagreement with this proposal is less 

strong among those earning less than $35,000 (28.8% 

strong disagreement) than it is among those who earn 

$35,000 or more (43.8% strong disagreement). 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Table 16 shows that 57.9% of the population does not 

want to pay a special tax to improve the Park. Those 

households earning $25,000-44,999 slightly favor the 

concept of such a tax (47.5% "yes" to 44.6% "no"). All 

other groups are strongly opposed. Among the 31.6% who 

are willing to pay such a tax, a substantial majority 

wish to pay no more than $20 per year (Table 17) • 

Overall, there is not much difference between users 

and non-users of the Park in terms of their general 

opinions other than a slight tendency for non-users to 

disagree less with the possibility of increasing 

commercial land leases in Mission Bay Park. Users of the 

Park do tend to be more willing to pay a special tax than 

do non-users (41.2% versus 24.6%) . 

Table 16 

Are Respondents Willing to Pay a Special Tax 
to Improve Mission Bay Park? 

Willingness # % 

Yes 244 31.6 

No 447 57.9 

Maybe 81 10.5 

Total 772 100.0 



• • • • 
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How Much of a Special Tax Are Respondents Willing • to Pay Annually? • (Based upon Those Who Are Willing to Pay Such a Tax) • • 
Tax # % • • Less than $2 0 175 58.5 • $20 and less than $40 85 28.4 • 

$40 and less than $60 23 7.7 • 
$60 and less than $80 4 1.4 • 

than $100 5 1.7 • • $80 and less 

$100 or more 7 2.3 • Total 299 100.0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

OPINIONS AND USAGE OF PARK FACILITIES 
(PARK USERS ONLY) 

21 

Tables 18 through 29 reflect information concerning 

the behavior and preferences of Mission Bay Park users 

regarding the Park itself. Table 18 demonstrates that 

the heaviest usage of Park facilities occurs in picnic 

areas and pedestrian/bike trails. It is noteworthy that 

only 33.0% of Park users avail themselves of water sports 

and boating activities. Tables 19-21 examine this water 

sports participation in greater detail • 

Table 18 

Facilities in Mission Bay Park Used by Respondent 
Users within the Last Year 

~ HQ Total 
Facility # % # % 

Water Sports/ 
Boating 110 33.0 223 67.0 333 100.0 

Picnic Areas 260 78.5 71 21.5 331 100.0 

Pedestrian/ 
Bike Trail 209 63.1 122 36.9 331 100.0 

Playgrounds/ 
Ball fields 152 46.1 178 53.9 330 100.0 

Hotels/ 
Restaurants 129 39.0 202 61.0 331 100.0 
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Table 19 demonstrates that water skiing, swimming, 

and sailing are the most frequently engaged in water 

activities while boat racing, kayaking/canoeing, and 

rowing rank at the bottom. Water sport participants 

indicated that poor water quality was the single most 

important problem at Mission Bay Park (Table 20) and they 

agree with the proposition that the activities now 

allowed should continue as such ranging from 94.5% 

approval of sailing to 80.0% approval of jet skiing 

(Table 21). 

White respondents participate in water sports more 

so than other ethnic groups (38.0% versus 18.1%). As 

expected, upper income groups ($55,000 and over) 

participate more heavily in water sports (52.9%) than the 

lower income groups (28.4%). People with young children, 

age 0-4, tend not to be water sports participants--19.3% 

compared to 35.8% without young children. People who 

live in the vicinity of the Park and those who live in 

the Central City-South of I-8 area are the heaviest users 

of bike and pedestrian trails {76.5% and 66.7%, 

respectively). Next in terms of usage is the Central 

City-North of I-8 area, with a 61.2% usage factor. The 

highest usage of ballfields and playgrounds occurs in the 

35-49 age group (55.0%), whereas the lowest occurs in the 

50-64 group {21.1%). People with children age 0-11 use 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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the playgrounds and ballfields more than those without 

children in this group (75.8% in contrast to 39.4%} . 
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Also of note is that respondents with children 0-4 years 

of age tend to participate in kayakingjcanoeing more 

frequently and that families with children 12-15 tend to 

boat race more often. In terms of water skiing, men 

participate in this activity more than women {54.3% to 

35.0%) • 

In terms of problems experienced by Mission Bay Park 

users, difficulties with shoreline access and access to 

water were encountered significantly more by those who 

live in the Central City-South of I-8 (45.0%} and North 

County {36.0%} than by the overall population {26.4%} . 

Men tend to be more in favor of allowing continued water 

skiing and jet skiing than women {95.7% and 86.6%, 

respectively, for men versus 82.1%-and 68.4% for women} . 

Families with children 16-18 are significantly less in 

favor of allowing jet skiing and water skiing, and 

families with children 0-4 are less in favor of allowing 

windsurfing. Special race events are particularly 

popular among those who have voted in the past two years 

{92.5% versus 74.1% non-voters} . 



Table 19 
·' 

How Often Do Respondent Users of Mission Bay Park Water Sport Facilities 
Participate in Such Activities? 

Often S2m~:tim~1 Heyer TQ:tal 
Water Sport Activity I ' I ' I ' # ' Water Skiing 17 15.5 35 31.8 58 52.7 110 100.0 

Rowing 4 3.6 14 12.7 92 83.7 110 100.0 

Jet Skiing 13 12.0 24 22.2 71 65.8 108 100.0 

Sa~ling 14 12.7 36 32.7 60 54.6 110 100.0 

swimming 16 14.5· 43 39.1 51 46.4 110 100.0 

Kayaking/Canoeing 6 5.5 11 10.0 93 84.5 110 100.0 

Windsurfing 8 7.3 14 12.7 88 80.0 110 100.0 

Boat Racing 6 5.5 9 8.2 95 86.3 110 100.0 

Fishing 14 12.7 32 29.1 64 58.2 110 100.0 
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Table 20 

Problems Experienced by Respondent Users of Mission Bay Park 
Water Sport Facilities 

Frequency of Occurrence 

Often Some :times Never 
Problems # % # % # % 

Boat Launching 4 3.6 19 17.3 87 79.1 

Waterway Congestion 17 15.5 42 38.2 51 46.3 

Shoreline & Access to Water 7 6.4 22 20.0 81 73.6 

Poor Water Quality 50 45.8 33 30.3 26 23.9 

Inadequate Water Depth 7 6.4 24 22.0 78 71.6 

Inadequate Facilities 8 7.3 22 20.0 80 72.7 

Conflicts with Other Users 8 7.3 29 26.4 73 66.3 

other 6 6.5 17 18.3 70 75.2 

25 

Total 
# % 

110 100.0 

110 100.0 

110 100.0 

109 100.0 

109 100.0 

110 100.0 

110 100.0 

93 100.0 



Table 21 

Opinion of Respondent Users of Mission Bay Park Concerning Whether 
Certain Water Activities Should Be Allowed 

Frequency of Occurrence 

IiY! H2 Total 
Activity # ' # ' # 

Water Skiing 99 90.8 10 9.2 109 

Rowing 103 93.6 7 6.4 110 

Jet Skiing 84 80.0 21 20.0 105 

Sailing 104 94.5 6 5.5 110 

Swimming 89 83.2 18 16.8 107 

Paddle Sports 
(e.g., canoeing) 101 91.8 9 8.2 110 

Windsurfing 101 92.7 8 7.3 109 

Special Race Events 
(e.g., power boat races) 94 87.9 13 12.1 107 
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' 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
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Table 22 rates the issues which are important to 

respondent users in their ability to enjoy the Park • 

Prominent among these issues in terms of being labelled 

"very important" are water quality (86.5%), safetyjcrime 

(80.2%), sewage on Fiesta Island (75.7%), and air 

pollution/odor (75.4%). Least important, as indicated by 

responses of "not at all," are noise (18.4%) and access 

(16.0%). Younger groups and males are less bothered by 

noise than other groups. Men also find crime/safety less 

important than women (76.1% versus 85.5% "very 

important"), and women are much more bothered by air 

pollution and odor than men (85.6% to 67.6%). Among the 

other problems, people 50 years of age and older find 

parking to be less important than other age groups, and 

overcrowding seems to bother females and those in the 

35-49 age group . 



Table 22 

Rating of Issues by Respondent Users of Mission Bay Park Related to 
Their Ability to Enjoy the Park 

-- --

Rating 

Very Somewhat Not at All 
Imgox:tant Imgortant Imgox:tant Total 

Issue I % I % I % I % 

Water Quality 289 86.5 39 11.7 6 1.8 334 100.0 

Biological Habitat 213 65.7 95 29.3 16 5.0 324 100.0 

Noise 118 35.5 153 46.1 61 18.4 332 100.0 

Air Pollution/Odor 252 75.4 65 19.5 17 5.1 334 100.0 

Overcrowding 148 44.6 144 43.4 40 12.0 332 100.0 

Traffic 154 46.1 139 41.6 41 12.3 334 100.0 
-

Parking 178 53.5 118 35.4 37 11.1 333 100.0 

Access 156 47.1 122 36.9 53 16.0 331 100.0 

Safety (Crime) 267 80.2 42 12.6 24 7.2 333 100.0 

Public Service/Amenities 188 56.6 120 36.2 24 7.2 332 100.0 

Sewage on Fiesta Island 244 75.7 44 13.7 34 10.6 322 100.0 
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Table 23 indicates those facilities for which Park 

users are willing to pay a fee in order to maintain and 

improve the Park. Camping is so favored by 61.3% of the 

users and parking by 51.5%. Lowest in willingness to pay 

is windsurfing (37.9%) • 

Table 23 

Willingness of Respondent Users of Mission Bay Park 
to Pay User Fees for Various Facilities in Order 

to Improve and Maintain the Park 

Yes HQ Total 
Facility I % # % I % 

Sports 
Fields 138 42.6 186 57.4 324 100.0 

Water Skiing 143 44.0 182 56.0 325 100.0 

Sailing 139 43.2 183 56.8 322 100.0 

Parking 168 51.5 158 48.5 326 100.0 

Camping 201 61.3 127 38.7 328 100.0 

Group Picnic 
Facilities 163 49.4 167 50.6 330 100.0 

Jet Skiing 140 43.2 184 56.8 324 100.0 

Boating 148 45.3 179 54.7 327 100.0 

Windsurfing 124 37.9 203 62.1 327 100.0 



The amount of a user fee which users are willing to pay 

is reflected in Table 24, with a median fee of $4.10. 

Parking fees are opposed only by those who live in the 

vicinity of Mission Bay Park (66.3%)--all other regions 

support the idea, with North County particularly in 

support at 70.6%. camping fees are strongly opposed by 

those 65 years of age and older (62.5% versus 38.8% 

overall) • South Bay residents are the only geographic 

contingent which oppose fees for camping {51.6% 

opposition). Strongest support comes from East County 

(76.2% support) and North County {73.5%). Voters 
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demonstrated a stronger support pattern for camping fees 

than non-voters {64.5% to 52.6%). concerning some of the 

less noteworthy fee proposals, water skiing and jet 

skiing fees are favored by those in the 18-24 age group, 

with those 50 years of age and older strongly in 

opposition. East County and North County residents 

support water skiing and jet skiing fees. Lower income 

groups are particularly opposed to fees for picnic 

facilities. With regard to sailing, residents in the 

central City-North of I-8 and North County residents 

support fees for sailing. East County and North county 

residents favor boating fees, but, again, people 50 years 

of age and older are opposed to both boating and sailing 

fees. Low income groups are also opposed to boating fees. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Table 24 

Amount of User Fee Respondent Users Are Willing to Pay 
during a Typical Day at Mission Bay Park 

(Based upon Those Willing to Pay a User Fee at All) 

User Fee # % 

Under $2 46 17.7 

$2 - $3.99 82 31.6 

$4 - $6.99 90 34.6 

$7 - $9.99 25 9.6 

$10 and over 17 6.5 

Total 260 100.0 

median fee = $4.10 

Table 25 indicates that 66.6% of Mission Bay Park 

users are willing to use a shuttle service once inside 

the Park. Of those willing to use such a service, Table 

26 shows that 87.1% are willing to pay a fee to cover the 

cost of the shuttle's operations. All geographic areas 

show majority support for using the shuttle, with the 

strongest support among North County residents (82.0%), 

those in the vicinity of Mission Bay Park (77.1%), and 

South Bay residents (74.2%). As would be expected, 

however, lower income people are less in favor of a fee 

proposal than higher income groups . 



Table 25 

Willingness of Respondent Users of Mission Bay Park 
to Use a Shuttle Service Once Inside the Park 

Willingness to Use # % 

Yes 217 66.6 

No 109 33.4 

Total 326 100.0 

Table 26 

Willingness of Respondent Users to Pay a Fee 
to Cover Tram Operation 

(Based Upon Those Willing to Use Shuttle Service) 

Willingness to Pay # % 

Yes 182 87.1 

No 27 12.9 

Total 209 100.0 
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Table 27 examines users' perceptions of crowdedness 

at various Park facilities. Parking (64.3%), streets 

(57.6%), and sidewalks (54.7%) loom largest in terms of 

the perception of being "very crowded." Water ski areas, 

by far, are considered not at all crowded (65.5%}, 

followed by fire pits (32.5%}. Those people 50-64 years 

of age do not find parking to be as crowded as other age 

groups, with this group being the only one which did not 

contain a majority of respondents indicating "very 

crowded" parking conditions. The 25-34 age group finds 

sidewalks to be more crowded than other age groups do 

(65.5% "very crowded"), and people living in the vicinity 

of the Park also find sidewalks very crowded (71.4%) . 

Although the majority of respondents are not concerned 

with fire pit crowding, Blacks do seem to be, with 50.0% 

of them indicating a "very crowded" condition for this 

facility. East County residents also seem to find the 

fire pits more crowded than the overall County 

population • 



Table 29 

Respondent Users' Opinion Concerning Dedicating 
Areas of the Park for Natural Resource 

Preservation or Enhancement 

Opinion # % 

Yes 163 52.2 

No 149 47.8 

Total 312 100.0 
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Tables 30-32 provide information concerning reasons 

why non-users do not frequent Mission Bay Park, the type 

of rebreational facilities they do visit, and the 

recreational activities which they tend to enjoy 

elsewhere. Table 30 shows that an overwhelming plurality 

of non-users indicated that they do not use the Park 

because they live too far away (49.3%). Secondarily are 

such reasons as the absence of time for park recreation 

(10.9%) and the observation that Mission Bay Park does 

not fulfill their recreational needs (9.3%). Distance 

from Mission Bay Park was a particular problem for 

individuals 25-34 years of age and for those who have 

children between the ages of 5 and 11. Voters cite the 

distance factor more frequently than non-voters (51.1% to 

45.0%) as do individuals living in the South Bay (61.2%), 

North County (59.5%), and East County (57.4%). The Park 

does not fulfill the needs of people in the 50-64 age 

bracket, especially, and for those people living in the 

Central City-North of I-8. People with children between 

the ages of 5 and 11 also cite the Park's facilities as 

being unfulfilling. Pollution, which received 6.8% of 

the total responses, is of particular concern to those 

living in the vicinity of the Park (22.9%). Those who 



Table 31 

Family-oriented Recreational Facilities 
Respondent Non-Users Visit Most Often 

Recreational Facility # 

Balboa Park 34 

Other Parks 120 

Beaches 63 

Various Lakes 17 

Desert 4 

Indoor Gyms 11 

Sea World 14 

None 74 

Other recreation {pools, 
miniature golf, hiking) 81 

Total 418 

Table 32 

% 

8.2 

28.7 

15.1 

4.1 

1.0 

2.6 

3.2 

17.7 

18.4 

100.0 

Recreational Activities Enjoyed by Respondents 
Who Used Facilities Other Than 

Mission Bay Park 
{Non-Users of Mission Bay Park) 

Activity # 

Water Sports/Boating 60 

Picnic areas 65 

Pedestrian/bike trail 52 

Playgroundsfballfieldsb 77 

Other 77. 

Total 331 

•includes 7 movies, 7 museums, 7 zoo/animals 
bincludes tennis courts 

% 

18.1 

19.6 

15.7 

23.3 

23.3 

100.0 
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SllltARY 

The Natural Resource Management Plan recognizes the presence of natural 
resources in Mission Bay Park and provides guidelines and programs for the 
protection, enhancement, and Management of these resources. The intent is 
that no net reduction of wildlife habitat will be allowed and that the 
overall quality of habitat will be improved. The Plan provides a framework 
to allow the continued improvement and maintenance of Mission Bay Park and 
still ensure viable productivity and protection of the Park's natural 
resources. Use of the Plan can help bridge what can sometimes be a gap 
between the requirement of human activities and the need to protect and 
manage natural resources. The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management 
Plan helps to clarify expectations for the protection of natural resources 
in the Park and to facilitate the granting of federal, state, and local 
permits for projects in the Park. 

The guidelines for development and mitigation provided in the Management 
Plan include: dredging; methods of construction to minimize impacts to 
natural resources; beach maintenance restrictions; construction methods to 
reduce impacts to water quality; scheduling constraints; buffer zones, 
mitigation location restrictions; habitat replacement ratios such as 
1:1 ratio for eelgrass, salt pan, salt marsh, and any coastal strand 
habitat supporting sensitive species; eelgrass mitigation options; 
mitigation plans> and mitigation monitoring plans. 

A nesting site management program for the endangered California least tern 
proposes: coordination with resource agencies and regional experts; 
provision of suitable nesting substrate free of unnecessary vegetation; 
placement of least tern decoys; implementation of predator control; 
inclusion of chick protection devices; maintenance and installation of 
signs, gates, and fences; and provision for one person once a week for 
four months a year to aid in monitoring least tern nesting sites. Two of 
the seven least tern nesting sites in Mission Bay Park are proposed for 
alternate uses. These changes are considered to be significant adverse 
impacts but will be mitigated. 

The western boundary of the Southern Wildlife Preserve in the Flood Control 
Channel is proposed for western expansion to a point in line with the east 
edge of Hospitality Point. Non-motorized watercraft would be allowed to 
utilize the area west of Ingraham Street Bridge from April through 
September by permit only. A maximum of 10 permits for any given day would 
be issued by the Park and Recreation Department. Fishing would only be 
allowed from Dog Beach. In additin to the salt marsh expansion at 
Crown Point Shores, previously discussed, another wildlife perserve is 
proposed for the approximately 110 acres of land currently occupied by 
sludge beds, south of the road on Fiesta Island. A variety of habitats 
would be created as part of the preserve. This preserve would also include 
an embayment for the planting of eelgrass. The eelgrass embayment, as well 
as the new preserve areas, would be considered a mitigation •banku. The 
bank would provide mitigation credit for future projects. 

Educational and research opportunities are provided for in the Management 
Plan. Regular eelgrass surveys (every 3 years), general bird surveys 
(every 5 years), and least tern foraging studies (2 consecutive years) are 
proposed. Efforts to cooperate in sharing of information with universities 
and individuals is encouraged with the goal of maintaining a current data 
base. Educational signs are proposed and would be strategically placed for 
•aximu. benefit without creating negative environmental impacts. A small 
nature center and boardwalk system is proposed for either the new preserve 
expansion at Crown Point Shores or the northwestern corner of the new 
preserve for Fiesta Island. The nature center complex would include a 
small structure (about 1,000 square feet), interpertive displays and signs, 
observation platforms, and a nature trail boardwalk system. The nature 
center design would be unobtrusive and blend with the preserve. It would 
serve as a focal point for nature enthusiasts, school and community groups 
for educational tours, and a focal place for natural resource management 
meetings. 

The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan - Technical 
Appendices is available for referencing the most recent eelgrass, bird and 

'least tern data, as well as resource agency infor.ation pertinent in 
developing mitigation plans. The Appendices will be periodically updated 
to keep the data current and expanded as data becomes available for other 
resources. 



IIITIOOUCTIOfC 

IIUIPOSE 

fhe pri.,ry purpose of the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Manageaent 
Plan is to allow the continued i~rova.ent and .aintenance of Mission Bay 
Park and still ensure viable productivity of the Park and its various 
natural resources. This Plan is intended to not only recognize the 
Dresence of natural resources, especially sensitive natural resources, but 
1lso provide for the protection, enhanceaent and .anageaent of these 
resources. The Natural Resource Manage~ent Plan provides for ca.prebensive 
aanageaent of sensitive biological resources, and ~nsures that these 
resources are properly considered during the planning and developaent of 
Drojects and .. ster plan areas in Mission Bay Park. 

'reparation of the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Manageaent Plan 
Involved close coordination with affected agencies, including the 
:alifornia Coastal Ca.aission, California Depa~nt of Fish and G..e, 
rtat·ional Marine Fisheries Service, .U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
J.S. A~ Corps of Engineers, and the University of California Natural 
~eserve Systea. A ca.prehensive plan specifying the future character of 
~ission Bay Park's natural resources will facilitate the review of 
Individual permit applications by these agencies. Under the present 
systea, assess.ant of the collective impacts and the effectiveness of 
witigation for individual project proposals is difficult. With the Natural 
~esource Manage.ant Plan, a COIPrehensive approach to habitat protection 
:an help clarify development expectations, and facilitate granting project 
)enlits which are in confonaance with the Managa.ent Plan. 

rhe purpose, goals, and objectives of the Natural Resource Manape~ent Plan 
tre established as long-range, 100-year goals. The guidelines outlined in 
the Plan will be updated at least every eight to ten years with input from 
resource and trustee agencies and technical experts. 

fhe Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Manage.ent Plan is viewed as a tool 
to bridge what can soaeti.as be a gap between the require~ents of hu.an 
tctivities and the need to protect and .anage natural resources in Mission 
~Y Park. The resource agencies are charged with the singular •ission of 
Drotecting all biological resources in the Park to the fullest extent 
lOSSible. This •ission can conflict with recreational interests who cite 
the following reasons in support of recreational use in the Park: the 
trtificial nature of the Bay created from an extensive dredging program; 
the original intent of the Park development for recreation; and the 
je.onstrated need and desire for additional recreational developaent. 

' .. jor goal of this Natural Resource Management Plan is to da.onstrate the 
City's recognition of the rich and varied biological resources of the Park. 
The Plan highlights the recreational fishing, bird-watching, and aesthetic 
enjo,.nt provided by these resources, and recognizes the11 as an integral . 
part of Mission Bay Park. 
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Another goal of this Plan is to designate environmentally sensitive 
habitats and establish requirements for: 1) enhanceaent and restoration 
activities; 2) maintenance programs; and 3) appropriate buffer areas or 
other restrictions on urban encroach~nts that conflict with protection of 
sensitive resources. The Plan provides for agreements between the Cfty and 
resource agencies as to the maintenance responsibilities for regional 
natural resources, such as least terns and eelgrass. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the Natural Resource Management Plan are: 

1. To establish management practices to preserve and protect biological 
resources while providing for future recreational development, 
maintenance, and land use in Mission Bay Park. 

2. 

3. 

To provide a framework for mitigation acceptable to the City and 
resource and permitting agencies. 

To provide opportunities for i~ovative resource enhanca.ent in 
Mission Bay Park. 

4. To establish a foundation for increased educational and research 
opportunities in the Park. 

HISTORY 

Until the late 1940's, Mission Bay was a shallow. unnavigable backwater 
supporting saltwater marsh, swamp, and mud flat habitats. A federally 
approved project for flood control of the San Diego River and for small 
boat navigation in Mission Bay began in 1946. As part of this project, 
dredging activities occurred from 1946 to 1961 until Mission Bay and the 
San Diego River Flood Control Channel reached their current configuration 
(Figure 1). Extensive public and private funding supported development of 
most of Mission Bay's shoreline. Fiesta Island and portions of South 
Shores are the only major areas yet to be developed or designated for 
particular land use (Figure 1). 
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AGENCY JIJRISDICTIOII AID APPLICABlE CITY PLNIS 

AGEICY JURISDICTION 

A number of agencies have direct or indirect involvement with land use 
planning and penntt approvals for Mission Bay Park·. The primary agencies 
and their degrees of involvement with activities in the Park are as 
follows: 

City of San Diego: The day-to-day management of Mission- Bay Park is the 
responsibility of the Park and Recreation Department, operating under the 
authority of the City Manager. The Coastal Division of the Park and 
Recreation Department perfonns tasks such as repairing eroded shorelines, 
cleaning and grooming beaches, maintaining landscaped and ecological areas, 
and maintaining recreational facilities. lifeguard Services is also a 
division of the Park and Recreation Department. The lifeguards provide law 
enforcement and promote aquatic safety on the Bay. The Coastal Division, 
Mission Bay Park Manager, and lifeguard office is located on Hospitality 
Point near the Entrance Channel. 

Other City departments involved in Mission Bay Park include the Water 
Utilities Department, Planning Department, Property Department. Police 
Department. Fire Department, and General Services Department. Water 
utiliti.es involvement is focused on Fiesta Island, where City sludge drying 
beds are located. Water Utilities current1y operates the sludge beds and 
maintains two least tern sites on the island. The involvement of Water 
Utilities will dissipate once the sludge beds are ~ved. Responsibility 
for that portion of Fiesta Island and the tern sites will then revert back 
to the Park and Recreation Department. 

A primary involvmenet of the Planning Department is centered around the 
environmental review process. It is through this process that the agencies 
and the public become involved in the decisionmaking process for master 
plan and individual project proposals. The Planning Department serves as a 
liaison between the City. the public, and the agencies. A Mission Bay Park 
steering committee headed by the Planning and Park and Recreation 
departments allows for interdepartmental comMUnication and planning for 
Mission Bay Park. The Planning Department also has a Resource Manageaent 
Division whose primary purpose is the protection of environmental resources 
within the City of San Diego. The Long-Range Planning Division of the 
Planning Department is responsible for updating the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan and developing other Specific Plans for areas, such as Fiesta Island, 
of Mission Bay Park. 

California Coastal Commission: The California Coastal Commission (CCC) is 
charged with administering the California Coastal Act of 1976. Thts Act 
requires local governments to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) for 
those areas located within the Coastal Zone. The LCP is intended to bring 
the local government's planning process into conformance with the policies 
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and provision of the Coastal Act. All lCP's include a land Use Plan (LUP) 
and iapleaenting ordinances. This Natural Resource Management Plan 
outlines resource policies and could serve as an eleaent of the lUP for 
Mission Bay Park. 

The Coastal Commission retains authority for all development projects 
within the Coastal Zone until the LCP is adopted. Once the LCP is 
iap 1 emented, pel"'lli t authority reverts to the 1 oca 1 agency. A 11 projects 
within Mission Bay Park currently are under the CCC jurisdiction until the 
City aUopts the LCP. Much of Mission Bay Park, however. will remain in the 
CCC jurisdiction since .uch of the Bay area is classified as tidelands. 
Under the Coastal Act, pen~it actions on tideland areas can be appealed to 
the CCC even if the LCP is adopted and being iaplemented. Thus, 
development proposals will be subject to CCC review indefinitely. 

u.s. Armr Co~s of Enfineers: The A~ Corps of Engineers (ACE) exercises 
pel"'llit auttiOrty in frss1on Bay Park for projects which require pennits 
under either Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 or Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act. Projects which involve activities (e.g., dredging 
or placement of structures) in navigable water need a Section 10 permit. 
Projects which involve the discharge of fill or dredge material into waters 
of the United States .ust secure a Section 404 permit. 

California Department of Fish and Game: Involvement of the California Fish 
and Game Department (CDFG) occurs one of two ways. For projects involving 
alteration of a streambed, a pennit must be issued pursuant to 
Sections 1601-1606 of the CDFG Code. Within Mission Bay Park, this type of 
penait would be required for development or maintenance activities in Rose 
Creek, Tecolote Creek, or the San Diego River Flood Control Channel. 

The second type of involveaent would occur with the CDFG serving in an 
advisory capacity to the CCC or ACE. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
acts in an advisory role with projects Which require an ACE permit 
(Section 10 or section 404). The USFWS also serves in an advisory capacity 
regarding CCC permits and other permit actions. Of particular importance 
to the USFWS is the status of plants and animals which occur on the List of 
Endangered and Threatened Species, Which are protected under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973. Two federally-listed, endangered species, Cllifornia 
least tern and light-footed clapper rail, nest in Mission Bay Park. 

National Marine Fisheries Service: The National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) is involved in a similar capacity as the USFWS. NMFS provides 
ca.Dents on ACE permits, CCC permits, and other permits, as appropriate. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board: The Regional Water Qt,lalfty Control 
Board (RWQCB) issues penaits for activities in Mission Bay. Generally, a 
per.ft 1s required for any project involving dredging or filling of 
5,000 cubic yards of Material within the Bay waters. The RWQCB serves in 
an advisory capacity to the CCC and other agencies. 
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Other Agencies: Other agencies with jurisdiction in Mission Bay Park 
include the State Lands C~ission and U.S. Coast Guard. The involvement 
of these agencies with natural resources in Mission Bay Park is limited. 

CITY Pl.NCS APPLICABLE TO MISSION BAY PARK NATURAL RESOURCES 

The two major planning documents pertaining to Mission Bay Park are (1) the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan for Land and Water Use (1978); and (Z) the 
Local Coastal Program Addendum to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan for Land 
and Water Use (1982). 

The following 1978 Master Plan recommendations affect natural resources: 

Establish a carrying capacity for natural resources and public 
facilities within the Park. and develop a management program to 
prevent overuse of the areas as the demand for outdoor recreation 
increases. (page 82) 

Limit or restrict the public's physical access to each area of the 
Park only for safety or environmental considerations •••• (page 84) 

The Rose Creek Channel should no longer be dredged more than the 
minimum depth required for flood control purposes. (page 54) 

Monitor the use of the very northwestern portion of Fiesta Bay to 
insure that power boat activities do not unduly disturb the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve. {page 85) 

Restrict activities in the Flood Control Channel primarily to the 
area west of the Sunset Cliffs Boulevard Bridge, and require that any 
noise generating aquatic event in the Channel have the prior approval 
of the Park and Recreation Director. (page 85) 

Provide signing, fencing. and use restrictions in adjacent areas to 
protect the Northern and Southern Wildlife preserves. (page 89) 

Continue the existing water quality sampling program in Mission Bay, 
and expand monitoring activities to include factors relevant to the 
preservation of wildlife. (page 89) 

Establish an ongoing environmental monitoring program to provide 
periodic data on the status of the wildlife reserves and other 
sections of the Park. It is suggested that an agreement be 
established between the City and local colleges and universities. or 
an environmental consultant be retained on a continuing basis. to 
provide the service. (page 89} 

Develop a program with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to 
mitigate the possibly adverse effects of boating activities through 
spilled fuels, non-use of holding tanks, and dumping. (page 89) 
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Rechannel the storm drains emptying into Mission Bay and Tecolote 
Creek to an environmentally sui'table outfall. (page 89) 

Continue to set aside habitat essential to the preservation of rare 
and endangered species. Of special importance is the City's 
continued participation in the Least Tern Recovery Team, a 
multi-agency project to coordinate efforts for protection and 
enhancement of least tern nesting sites in San Diego. Public posting 
of all existing wildlife preserves should be instituted. (page 89) 

Limit dredging of Mission Bay waters to ••• 4) wildlife refuge habitat 
restoring and managing; and 5) restoring water circulation. Dredging 
shall be planned, scheduled, and carried out to avoid undue 
disruption to fish and bird breeding and migrations, marine habitats, 
and water circulation. (page 90) 

The Local Coastal Program Addendum (1982) incorporates 
recommendations outlined in the 1978 Master Plan and further 
clarifies and reinforces those recommendations. The LCP adds the 
following clarifications: 

"The restoration of the Rose Creek/Northern Wildlife preservation 
should be part of a resource management program (work program for 
such a management program submitted as a separate document) to be 
developed to address the protection and restoration of sensitive 
habitats ••• A determination concerning the addition of Campland 
to the Northern Wildlife Preserve and excavation of the site to 
allow for marsh reestablishment. should be part of this progra.. 
The Coastal Conservancy should be involved in this as a 
restoration project." (page 20) 

The least Tern Management Program is called out in the LCP as "a 
primary element of a more comprehensive Resource Management 
Program ••• Other management elements proposed include programs 
for the Kendall-Frost/North Reserve/Rose Creek Complex, San Diego 
River Flood Control Channel ••. ". (page 27) 
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EXISTING CONDITIOIS 

Mission Bay Park is a 4,600-acre recreational park in southern California. 
Figure 1 shows the Park location northwest of downtown San Diego, bounded 
by Interstate 5 to the east, the community of Pacific Beach to the north, 
Mission Beach to the west, and Ocean Beach to the south. 

The existing conditions outlined in this section are su.narized primarily 
from the Mission Bay Park Shoreline Restoration and Stabilization Project 
Environmental Impact Report (1989). 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Biological resources in Mission Bay Park include a wide range of .arine 
habitats, a prime example of coastal salt marsh, and a variety of birds, 
including endangered species. 

MARINE RESOURCES 

Five different marine communities occur in Mission Bay: sand bottmn, mud 
bottom, hard bottom, eelgrass meadows, and open water. 

Sand Bottom: Sand bottom habitat is found along shoreline intertidal zones 
(area between extreme high and low tides) and in high energy water movement 
areas, such as the Entrance Channel, the Bay bridge channels, and at the 
mouth of the Flood'Control Channel. The dominant invertebrates in this 
habitat include polycheate won~~, armored sand stars (Ast~ten armatus), 
swimming crabs (Portunus xantusii). sea pansy (Rentlla ko~rf), arid sea 
pen (Stylatula elongata}. The population of sand do11ars (oeridraster 
excentricus) in Mission Bay has fluctuated in the past but is currently 
dense in the Entrance Channel. Fish associated with sand bottoms in the 
Bay are California halibut (Paralichthys caltforntcus), diamond turbot 
(Hypsopsetta guttulata), barred sand bass (Paralabrax nebulffer). and 
spotted sand bass {Paralabrax maculatofasciatus). 

Mud Bottom: The dominant subtidal (below the area of tidal fluctuation) 
habitat in Mission Bay Park is mud bottom. Mud bottom habitat, however, 
also occurs from intertidal mudflats in the Northern Wildlife Preserve to 
the deepest part of the Bay and in the Southern Wildlife Preserve. This 
habitat is a more stable substrate and has a higher organic content than 
sand. It·ts present in areas of slow water movement and seasonal sediment 
deposition. Typical species found in this habitat are moon snails 
(Polinices and Natica spp.), California bubble snail (!!!!! gouldiana), 
polycheate worms, swimming crabs, ghost shrimp (Callianassa spp.), mud 
shrimp (Upogebia pugettensis), a tubicolous anemone (Pachycer1anthus spp.), 
and light~bulb tunicate (C1avelina hunstsmani). Fleshy stalked bryozoan 
(Zoobotryon verticfllatum) densely populate some areas during the suamer. 
Fish frequenting mud bOttom habitat include California halibut, diamond 
turbot, bat ray,(Hyliobatis caltforn1ca), butterfly ray (G~nura 
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marmorata), and long-jawed mudsucker (Gillchthys mirabflis). Round rays 
(OroJoPbus hallerf) are abundant fn thfs habitat. Shallow (less than three 
feet , protected subtidal areas with either mud or sand bottoms, are 
important as nursery habitat for juvenile California halibut. 

Hard Bottom: Hard bottom habitat in Mission Bay is associated with manmade 
hard substrate, such as riprap, bridge and pier pilings, docks, and 
concrete ston. drains. Organisms in the Entrance Channel. west of West 
Mission Bay Drive Bridge, are found in greater numbers than in other hard 
substrate areas of the Bay. This is due to the preference for the cooler, 
less turbid water, the more intense water motion, and the less variable 
salinity conditions found in the Entrance Channel. Species commonly 
occurring in this habitat include: low-growing coralline algae (Coralline 
vancouveriensis, Bossiella orbfgntna, Gigartina spp.); giant kelp 
(Nicrocystis eyrifera); sea fans (MUricea californica and M. fruticosa); 
sea stars (Pisaster figanteu P~ ochraceus); s~, urchins --
(Stron locentrotusranciscdnus aftd S. pur,uratus); and mollusks (Astraea 
u sa. avaccaria spp., Haliotis spp •• Fish associated with the 
Entrance anne r prap are garfbaldi (Hyps~ps rubicundus), kelpfish 
(G1bbonsia spp.), giant kelpfish (Heterostie\Us rostratus), and kelp 
surfperch (Bracht!stius frenatus). other hard substrate habitat in the Bay 
is da.inated by y mussel (Hytilus edulis), rock scallop (Hfnnites 
multirufosus). barnacles {Tetriclfta-sguaiosa and Balanus a tr te). 
algae ( gregia laevigata and Gigartina, spp.) and macroalgae argassum 
muticum and Codium fra~ile). Fish associated with hard substrate in the 
Bay include kelpbass ( aralabrax clathratus), barred sand bass (Paralabrax 
nebulifer), California scorpionfish (Scorpaena guttata), and opaleye 
{Girelle nigricans). 

Eelgrass Meadows: Eelgrass (Zostera marina) is an aquatic grass which 
grows on the low intertidal to high subtidal slopes in Mission Bay and the 
flood Control Channel. Eelgrass plays a particularly iMPOrtant role in the 
.arine ecology of bay and channel waters. Eelgrass is a direct food source 
for some fish and bird species. Invertebrates attached to eelgrass serve 
as a food source for many fish species inhabiting eelgrass beds. 
Disintegrating eelgrass supports amphypods and phytoplankton populations, 
which are sources of food for fish in the water column. In addition to a 
primary and secondary food producer, eelgrass plays an important role by 
providing a structural component to bay and channel bottoms. Eelgrass beds 
also provide protection for shrimps, crabs, scallops, and juvenile fish. 

Substantial eelgrass habitat is present in Mission Bay and the flood 
Control Channel, second in area only to mud bottom habitat (EIR 1989, PCBS 
1988). Eelgrass meadows graduate into mud bottom. Eelgrass distribution 
in Mission Bay during 1988 is shown in Figures 2A to 2F. Future eelgrass 
surveys updating the 1988 data will be available in the Mission Bay Park 
Natural Resource Management Plan - Technical Appendices, a separate 
document. 

9 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

""'"' ., -~ ~ . . ... "' ' 

f 

" . \ 
H ft ···., ' .. • .. ·.•.. \_ \ • 

.. 9J. \ 

1~~~ ~ •. ; • 
fl ':r 

' 
" ' .. - s.tt3NIIM'I 

' 

;.., '". !·~·""- ... 1 lW\1 :J'ff)S 

~~Ill{) Ill~ : AVH Jrt01S~m 

---~--·-·-·Bif 
-·--·CJ 
---·m 
'-·-[::J 

"" -= _.., 
-::.:t-
.,.,..=-~ 

... .. 

> a: 
~ z w 
~ -~ OOCM!I: 

UJ 
UJ 
c( 
a: 
9 ..... w w 
> 
<t m 
z 
0 -UJ 
UJ -:i 

A .. ,. ... 

• • Cl ... 

~ 
1111 
)! 

~ 
~ 
! 
~ .. 
H 



----------------------------------1 ;1~1 

< r -;;,-... T~; . .:..~<-~ ·--·- ._l·~L ....... :Jllr3S 

VilttiOJ:w:l 'A.VB NOtSSift 

" ~· . ._ ....... 

......----· ---·---·---·---o 
--w·R 
-· .. ·--o 

"" c .. 

--------·----·o < ---·· ---c:::J 

-~::-
___ 
--

I 
¥KIINIIII1!110H I 

~ ... 
,; ~ 
~~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

' ' ' • • • ' ' ' I ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' j ' ' ' ' ' ' ' I 

-·--~--)-•·•w•-. ..., ___ ..,0 
-·--·aa ------o 

[-:~.. .... ·[,;;.;:;;~~~ -- ·~-~~ ---=-~ 
~IU lfl\') • AVfi NOtSSin 

---·------

---·----·----·h•?lfS 
"""",)-...-·;m 
-·-[:=J 

> 
0: 
0 
1-z w 
> z -



---·----·-----1- ~.;.:- .' 1 91j(j(£l _ _,_.mil 
-·-CJ 

• 
IIQI : • • • • • • • • ! • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ,. 
• • • • • • • • • 

~ ;r···} 
/.'!fe»Mff1.· .. ,y . 

'1!;- . 

• 1 

{ 

-:::t:----"'·-""-----

i 

i • 
"" 

> a: 
0 
1-
z w 
> z -
(f) 
(f) 
c( 
a: 

" ..J w 
w 
> 
<C m 
z 
0 -(f) 
(f) -:E 

! -



. . . 

t
-~~:;;~ ... -' 
----~ :ns 

W4&t()Jfl¥') .,,.. ~ 

---·-- --· ----------~ . ---· filii -......... 
-·-o .. -

-

[--··--~--8 
.cu,~orl lMI ON • ....,. ' 

--~ ..... :~~ ·-~ 
W4lk)Jfl'l:i "!'til HDIS$WI 

---~ ·-------- ... -'<~~ ... _ 

---1~-.-.:''.J --····· -·--o 
-=: ... __ :II,QQI 

=~ IN .... 

> a: 
0 
~ w 
> z -

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

The extent of eelgrass beds in Mission Bay and the Flood Control Channel 
fluctuates in response to seasonal conditions and water quality. Factors 
which affect eelgrass distribution include light, water quality 
(turbidity), and substrate. Eelgrass grows in water as shallow as +1 Mean 
Lower Low Water (MLLW) down to -6MLLW where the water temperature is warm 
and the light is good. At depths between -6 and -9MLLW, eelgrass scatters 
widely across the bottom due to marginal conditions. In deeper water, 
eelgrass does not receive the temperature and light needed for growth. 
Years of heavy rainfall create more turbid conditions and discourage 
eelgrass growth. Shading from dock structures and boats has been shown to 
prevent eelgrass growth in the Bay. Turbidity caused by propeller action 
in shallow water may also impact normal growth. Eelgrass distribution is 
also impacted by dredging and construction activities in shallow areas. 
The last major eelgrass beds in southern California are found in Mission 
Bay and San Diego Bay. This limited distribution increases the importance 
of the eelgrass habitat in Mission Bay. 

Dominant organisms found in eelgrass beds include algae (Ceramium 
flaccidium), stalked bryozoan (Zoobotraon verticillatum), epiphytic 
bryozoan (Membrani¥ora spp.), and broa -eared scallop (Leptopecten 
latiauratus). Sma 1 gastropods (such as chink snail, Lacuna marmorata, and 
painted limpet, Notacmea depicta) graze in the epiphytrc-Tittached to but 
causing no harm) growth on the eelgrass blades. Sea hares (Aplysia 
californica) graze in the eelgrass. Twenty species of fish have been found 
in M1ss1on Bay eelgrass beds. The most abundant species are gobies 
(Gobidae spp.), topsmelt (Atherinops affinis), and California halibut 
(Paralichthys californicus). Other representative species include bay 
pipefish (S~ngnathus griseolineatus), dwarf surfperch (Micrometrus 
minimus), g1ant kelpfish, and bay blenny (Hysoblennius genti1is). 

Open Water: Many organisms are not restricted to specific habitats in the 
Bay and the Flood Control Channel; these are called pelagic or water column 
species. Phyloplankton and zooplankton (microscopic plants and animals 
which move passively with the tides) in Mission Bay include diatoms, 
dinoflagellattes, polychaete and gastropod larval, copepods, cladocerans, 
and uerochordates. High densities of moon jelly fish (Aurelia aurita) have 
been documented periodically in Mission Bay. Pelagic f~tne-&aY and 
the Channel include schools of topsmelt, striped mullet ("hg{l cephalus), 
anchovies (Engraulis mordax and Anchoa spp.), and queenfis Seriphus 
politus). 

Several sportsfish, including California halibut, kelpbass, barred sand 
bass, California barracuda (SRhyraena argentea), and Pacific bonita (Sarda 
chiliensis), inhabit Mission ay. 

WETLAND RESOURCES 

Only one type of wetland habitat occurs in Mission Bay Park: coastal salt 
marsh. 
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Coastal Salt Harsh: Considered one of the best examples of coastal salt 
marsh remaining in southern California, the Northern Wildlife Preserve is 
located at the northeastern section of Mission Bay Park {Figure 3}. The 
Preserve is comprised of about 15 acres of City-owned land and 16 acres 
owned by the University of California at San Diego (UCSD) and known as the 
Kendal-Frost Mission Bay Marsh Reserve. This N.orthern Wildlife Preserve is 
the last remnant of salt marsh in Mission Bay. The marsh vegetation is 
influenced by runoff and tidal action. Lower elevations are dominated bf 
cordgrass (Spartina foliosa}; mid elevations by saltwort (Batis maritima) 
and pickleweed (Salicornia virginica and S. bigelouvii); ana-nigher 
elevations by Suaeda californica, alkali-tneatu (Frankenia grandifolia), 
and sea laven~monium californicum). Two invasive species. river 
mangrove (Ae~iceras corniculatum) and manawa (Avtcenia marina resinifera), 
planted in t e Preserve in 1966-69 threaten the integri~this habitat. 
Annual att~ts by UCSD to erradicate these species has reduced the nUMbers 
of these species and effectively removed their intrusion. 

Rose Creek inlet is not included in a Preserve but contains small patches 
of marsh habitat along both sides of the creek channel north of Pacific 
Beach Drive. At the mouth of the Creek, near Grand Avenue bridge, patches 
of cordgrass grow and further up the creek pickleweed is present. The 
creek vegetation changes to brackish, disturbed wetland midway between 
Grand and Garnet avenues. This overgrown, weedy vegetation includes 
mulefat (Bacharris glutinosa), castor bean (Ricinus commonis), and willow 
(~. spp.). 

The Southern Wildlife Preserve salt .arsh is located in the Flood Control 
Channel (Figure 3). This salt marsh is a less diverse marsh than that 
present in the Northern Preserve due to the fluctuations in salfnfty. 
These fluctuations result from the introduction of large volumes or fresh 
water released from upstream reservoirs or cr~ated during flood events. 
The dominant vegetation in the Preserve and the rest of the Flood Control 
Channel shifts depending on the degree of freshwater influence. The 
primary species currently found in the salt marsh are pickleweed, cord 
grass, and salt wort. The eastern end of the Channel (near Interstate 5) 
includes more brackish or freshwater species, such as cattails (Typha spp.) 
and spiny rush (~ ~}. 

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 

Natural habitat is limited in Mission Bay Park. Most of Mission Bay Park 
is parkland and maintained beaches. The majority of natural habitat in the 
Park is part of a preserve system (Figure 3). A 'preserve' designation in 
Mission Bay Park indicates an area set aside and .afntained by the City of 
San Diego for the purpose of protecting and enhancing wildlife, wildlife 
habitat, or other natural resources. These preserves include: 

o Northern Wildlife Preserve, including the University of Cl11forn1a San 
Diego's Kendall-Frost Mission Bay Marsh Reserve, located in the northern 
part of the Bay, east of Crown Point Shores (discussed under Wetland 
Resources}. 
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o Southern Wildlife Preserve located in the San Diego River Flood Control 
Channel east of West Mission Bay Drive Bridge (discussed under Wetland 
Resources}. 

o Seven least tern nesting sites (FAA Island, North Fiesta Island, Stony 
Point, Cloverleaf, South Shores, Crown Point Shores, and Mariner's 
Point). 

o Two salt pan habitat preserves: North Fiesta Island, adjacent and west 
of the least tern site, and South Shores, adjac~nt and east of the South 
Shores least tern site. 

o Coastal Strand/Nuttall's Lotus Preserve south of Sea World and Friars 
Road intersection. 

The following is a discussion of the three terrestrial habitat-types found 
in the Park: salt pan, coastal strand, and disturbed habitats. Mammals, 
reptiles, and birds inhabiting or frequenting Mission Bay Park are also 
discussed. 

Salt Pan: Salt pan habitat is actually higher elevation marsh habitat. In 
Miss1on Bay Park, salt pan habitat is found within the Northern Wildlife 
Preserve, on North Fiesta Island adjacent to the least tern nesting site, 
and on a ten-acre site next to the least tern nesting site between Sea 
World and the Flood Control Channel (Figure 3). This habitat is drier in 
nature than the marsh and the ponding that occurs on-site is seasonal. 
Vegetation growing in a salt pan is tolerant of the high salinity remaining 
in the soil as the seasonal water evaporates. The daainant species is 
pickleweed. Other species found include sea rocket (Cakile maritima), and 
goldenbush (Haplopappus spp.). This habitat is important for the 
state-listed, endangered Belding's savannah sparrow (Passercalus 
sandwhichensis spp. beldingf) which feeds solely on pickleweed. Some 
federally-listed, endangered California least terns (~ antillarum spp. 
browni) have been known to nest on salt pan habitat. 

Coastal Strand: Coastal strand is a native habitat type which invades 
unstable habitats. It historically occurs on sandy beaches and dunes along 
the entire coast of California. Recreational use of coastal beaches in San 
Diego has virtually eliminated this habitat. Coastal strand habitat 1n 
Mission Bay Park is found on the sandy soil in the central portion of 
Fiesta Island, north of the Over-the-Line Tournament area, in the southern 
end of Fiesta Island, and in the South Shores area on a seven-acre habitat 
preserve (Figure 3). Much of the coastal strand habitat found on 
Fiesta Island is growing on old dredge spoil and is poor quality habitat. 

The loose sand, sea salt, and other unusual conditions allow coastal strand 
species to develop where other plants have difficulty. Plant species found 
in the central portion of Fiesta Island include bur sage (Ambrosia 
chamissonis). sand verbena (Abronia maritima, A. umbellata), sand beach 
evening pr1mrose (Oenothera ~Atriplex leucophylla, and the non-native 
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sea rocket. The Nuttall's lotus (Lotus nuttalianus), historically found in 
native coastal strand habitat, ·;s not found in central Fiesta Island. This 
annual species is not officially listed by federal or state wildlife 
agencies. It does, however, appear on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services' 
listing of taxa under consideration (USFW, 1988). The California Native 
Plant Society (1988) lists this species as sensitive. Nuttall's lotus 
grows in the southern end of Fiesta Island and within the South Shores area 
on hard-packed, non-sandy soil in association with pampass grass 
(Cortaderia selloana, C. atacamensis), broom baccharis (Baccharis 
sarathroides} and other-invasive species. The only other coastal strand 
species typically found with Nuttall's lotus is the beach evening primrose. 
The seven-acre habitat preserve in South Shores is provided for the 
reestablishment of coastal strand habitat including bur sage, sand verbena, 
beach evening primrose, and Nuttall's lotus. 

Disturbed Habitat: The last remaining terrestrial habitat in Mission Bay 
Park is ruderal (growing in disturbed areas) upland vegetation. This 
vegetation has invaded the dredge spoil deposits on Fiesta Island and 
portions of South Shores (Figure 3). The prominent plant on Fiesta Island 
is broom baccharis, a native species which is a common invader of disturbed 
areas. The troublesome pampass grass is also firmly established in the 
southern end of Fiesta Island. Brame grasses (Bromus spp.} and other weedy 
species are common in this area. The soil where these plants are 
established tends to be a harder packed soil, containing more fine 
particles than the beach sand which characterizes other parts of Fiesta 
Island. This soil type also is evident on South Shores, where vegetation 
includes broom baccharis, pampass grass, deerweed (Lotus scoparius), and 
Myoporum laetum. In some sandy areas on Fiesta Island and South Shores, 
sea rocke~the spring annual Chrlsanthemum coronarium dominate with 
elements of coastal strand habitat a so evident. 

Mammals and Reptiles: A very limited number of mammal and reptile species 
occur in Mission Bay Park due to the limited area ~f undeveloped land. 
Five species of mammals have been observed in the.Park: desert cottontail 
(Sllvilagus audubonii), black-tailed jack rabbit (Lepus californicus), 
Ca ifornia ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), western harvest mouse 
(Refthrodontomys megalotis), and house mouse (Mus musculus). Only two 
reptile species are found in the Park: western-fence 11zard (Sceloporus 
occidentalis) and side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana). Western harvest 
mice are found primarily in salt marsh hibTtat. The other mammal species 
and two lizard species usually occur in any vegetated, undeveloped area in 
Mission Bay Park. 

Avifauna: Birds comprise the majority of the terrestrial wildlife 
resources in Mission Bay Park. The Park is located within the Pacific 
Flyway and, therefore, is an important regional habitat for resting, 
feeding, and, to a lesser extent, migrating birds. Residents birds also 
use the available habitat for feeding, resting, and breeding. The most 
significant habitat areas for birds include the Northern Wildlife Preserve 
(including kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve) and the Southern Wildlife Preserve. 
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Open water areas provide resting and, for wintering ducks, feeding areas. 
In the Park, wintering ducks concentrate in the coves and shoreline areas 
around Fiesta Island, and, to a lesser extent, other coves around Mission 
Bay and some parts of the Flood Control Channel. Upland habitat on Fiesta 
Island, South Shores, and other areas support a limited number of 
terrestrial bird species. 

The City of San Diego currently is conducting a Park-wide bird survey. The 
results from the first quarter (October-December) are available in Appendix 
B of the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Plan - Technical Appendices 
(separate document). Prior to this survey, bird censuses were conducted by 
Reiger and Beauchamp in 1g75 for the whole Park and by Sitro (1979) for the 
Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

Birds have three principal activities (feeding, resting and breeding) 
which require certain habitats. The following discussion identifies which 
habitats support these activities in Mission Bay for shorebirds (including 
terns and gulls), waterfowl, terrestrial birds, and sensitive species. 

Shorebirds: Shorebirds feed in the intertidal areas of Mission Bay Park 
exposed during low tides. The mudflats of the Northern and Southern 
Wildlife preserves expose the greatest area during low tide and provide 
feeding habitat for large numbers, about 60 percent, of the shorebirds 
(City of San Diego, 1989). Other areas in the Bay do not have such large 
numbers due to the narrow intertidal shoreline and high level of human 
disturbance. The tidal action in the Flood Control Channel is one to two 
hours behind Mission Bay. This out-of-sync timing allows .udflat exposure 
at different times, thereby providing an alternative area for shorebirds to 
use when the other areas become inundated. The most nUIIIf!rous shorebird 
species are western sandpiper (Calidris mauri), seMipalmated plover 
(Charadrius semilalmatus), black-bellied plover (Pluvialis sguatarola), 
least sandpiper Erolia minutilla), American avocet {Recurvirostra 
americana), marblea-godWit (li~.:15l fedoa), willet (Cat~troftjrus 
semiyalmatus). killdeer (Charadrius-voclferus), dowitc rs iriodromus 
spp. , sanderling (Crocethia alba), and red knot Calidris canutus). The 
most frequently observed gulls and terns are Cali orn a gull (Larus 
californicus), ring-billed gull (Larus delawarensis}, Bonaparte's gull 
(Larus philadelphia), and Forster's tern (Sterna forsteri). The California 
leasr-tern (Sterna antillarum browni), a feaerilly-listed endangered 
species, is iiVTSTtor in the P~om April to September. The City of San 
Diego is conducting a foraging study, from May through August 1989. The 
study results will be inserted in Appendix C of the Mission Bay Park 
Natural Resource Plan - Technical Appendices. a separate document. 

During periods of mudflat inundation, resting areas outside the two 
preserves are required. Potential resting areas available in Mission Bay 
Park include the North Fiesta Island salt pan and least tern site, 
Mariner's Point, other portions of Fiesta Island (Stony Point, eastern and 
southern shorelines), Crown Point, Riveria Shores. and various other 
shorelines in the Park. 
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Only a few shorebirds breed and nest in Mission Bay Park. The most notable 
nesting species. the California least tern and light-footed clapper rail 
(Rallus lorairostrus levi:ys). are discussed under sensitive species. 
Another hi nesting in sa t pan and salt marsh area is the Belding's 
sacannah aparrow (Passerculus sandwishensis belding). Breeding by 
shorebirds in the Park is greatly restricted due to the SMall amount of 
vacant land with minimal disturbance. Low numbers of black-necked stilt 
(Hi.antopus mexicanus}, American avocet, and killdeer have nested on the 
salt pan areas of south Shores. A successful great blue heron (Ardea 
herodias) rookery is located on South Shores across the Bay from Stony 
Point. 

Waterfowl: Waterfowl are present in Mission Bay Park in great nu.bers 
during the winter months. Censuses in Mission Bay indicate the Park 
supports at least ten thousand waterbirds during winter (Mission Bay Park 
Shoreline Restoration and Stabilization Project EIR, 1989}. The most 
common species or groups of waterfowl are scaup (Aythya spp.), Aaerican 
wigeon (Anas anerucabls). ruddy duck (O~¥fj amaicensis}, northern pintail 
(Anas acuta), brant ( ranta bernicla), e ea ucephala albeola), 
northern shoveler (Sp~clypeata). surf scoter (Melanitta 
perspicillata), gadwall (Anas stre ra). cinnamon teal (Anas c ano tera). 
green-winged teal (Anas cirOTinensis , canvasback (Aythy,-vallSlnerla • 
mallard (~ 'lat~rhinchos). and merganser (Mergus spp •• the Northern 
and Southern W ldl fe preserves sqpport the highest concentrations of 
waterfowl. The large expanse of these areas and the relative isolation 
provide the best resting and feeding areas during high tides. When low 
tides limit the open space in these areas, the waterfowl must move to other 
open water areas in Mission Bay and the Flood Control Channel. These open 
water areas are most heavily used during nighttime hours and weekdays when 
human disturbance levels are low. Hidden Anchorage and the open water 
along South Shores has had substantial waterfowl use in the past; however, 
the i.ntroduction of intensive personal motorized watercraft use has 
displaced the birds to other areas (Rieger and Beauchanop, 1975}. 

Eelgrass beds in the open water are especially significant as feeding areas 
for waterbirds. Most waterfowl species, such as brant, feed on eelgrass. 
The large number of fish associated with eelgrass beds also attracts 
fish-eating birds, such as the least tern and California brown pelican 
(Pelecanus occidentalis californicus). 

Waterfowl are not known to breed or nest in Mission Bay Park because they 
are not present in the Park during their breeding season. 

Terrestrial Birds: Three categories of terrestrial bird species occur in 
Mission Bay Park: species nesting in upland habitats; migrating 
species.such as raptors, using open areas for foraging; and urban species 
inhabiting developed areas around the Bay. 
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Upland species inhabiting areas of ruderal (growing in disturbed areas) 
vegetation on Fiesta Island and South Shores include house finch 
(Carpodacus mexicanus), horned lark (Eremophilia alpestris), western 
meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), mourning dove (Zenaidura macroura), and 
burrowing owl {Athene cunicularia). Observed on Fiesta Island are 
loggerhead shri~nius ludovicianus), and golden-crowned sparrow 
(Zonotrichia atricaPTTTiJ. 

Several raptor species utilize the open, disturbed upland areas as foraging 
habitat. These species include marsh hawk (Circus c)aneus),red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo ·amaicensis), prairie falcon {Falco mexrcinus • and American kestrel 
(FaTCO slarverius • The raptor populatiOn is limited due to human presence 
and the imited number of trees or other tall structures which raptors use 
for perches. The Park supports few, if any, nesting raptors. 

Urban species, adapted to and inhabiting developed areas in and around 
Mission Bay Park include: house sparrow (Passer domesticus), starling 
(~vulgaris), and rock dove or pidgeon-TCOlumba livia). 

SENSITIVE SPECIES 

Sensitive species using Mission Bay Park fall into three categories: 
species officially listed by federal and state wildlife agencies; species 
listed as candidates for official listing by these agencies; and species 
considered unique, limited in distribution, or thought to be undergoing 
regional population decline. 

Nuttall's lotus, discussed earlier under Coastal Strand habitat. is the 
only rare plant listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS, 1988) 
in Mission Bay Park. The City of San Diego has created a seven-acre 
preserve for this plant along Sea World Drive (Figure 3). 

Three endangered bird species (California least tern, Belding's savannah 
sparrow, and light-footed clapper rail) nest tn Mission Bay Park. 

California Least Tern: The California least tern is both federally- and 
state-listed as endangered. As a migratory bird, the least tern is present 
in Mission Bay Park only during its breeding and nesting season, 
approximately April to September. 

Least terns nest colonially and prefer open areas with sandy, shell 
substrate and little, if any vegetation. Historically, the least terns 
have used eleven different sites in Mission Bay Park for nesting. Since 
the early 1980's, however, least terns have nested every year on FAA Island 
and on Mariner's Point in 1989. In 1988, 50 fledgings produced from 
79 nests were found on FAA Island. In 1989, 30 fledglings produced from 
125 nests were found on FAA Island and no fledglings were found from the 
four nest on Mariner's Point. 
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The City has maintained seven least tern nesting sites as part of the 
Mission Bay Park California lea~t Tern Nest Site Management Team effort 
(Figure 3). 

Five of the seven total nesting sites are designated "permanent" sites and 
were productive least tern nestings in the past. In 1986, the City entered 
into a verbal agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to set 
aside two other nesting sites, Mariner's Point and Crown Point Shores, for 
a five-year period. Mariner's Point has not supported least tern nesting 
since 1970 but was included for its nesting potential. Crown Point Shores 
has never been a least tern nesting site but is considered to have good 
potential as a site due to its proximity to the Northern Wildlife Prese~e. 

The original agreement with the Fish and Wildlife Service stated that if 
least terns have not nested on these sites during the agreed five-year 
period (1986-1990), sites can be released from the least tern nesting site 
designation according to the 1986 agreement. Four nests were found on 
Mariner's Point during the 1989 season; therefore, the Mariner's Point site 
loses its temporary status and is now a permanent site. This makes a new 
total of six permanent sites in Mission Bay Park. Crown Point Shores is 
still a temporary site. 

The Mission 8ay Park Least Tern Management Team is primarily comprised of 
representatives from California Department of Fish and Game; U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service; City of San Diego (Planning, Park and Recreation, and 
Water Utilities Departments); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; California 
Coastal Commission, and University of California at San Diego; and the San 
Diego County Least Tern Recovery Team Coordinator (i.e., Elizabeth Copper 
in 1989). Each February, the team meets to decide what site preparation to 
undertake prior to April and the beginning of the next least tern season. 
Recommended treatments may include clearing of vegetation, importation of 
new substrate, fence and/or sign repair, installation of a chick protection 
fence, and placement of roof tiles for chick protection. Human intrusion 
and predators are ongoing problems and believed to have impacted nesting 
success. Increased vigilance by City personnel and least tern census 
takers in addition to keeping existing fences and signs in good repair is 
expected to help manage the human disturbance element. The City will be 
aiding the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Department of Fish and Game 
in a predator control program. 

California least terns feed on s~all fish, such as anchovy and topsmelt, in 
the upper one to two inches of open water habitats. The actual foraging 
areas in Mission Bay are unknown. A currently ongoing California least 
tern foraging study will hopefully indicate tern foraging habitat areas. 
The first year of the study is scheduled for completion in September 1989. 
It's hoped to have two more years of survey data to determine least tern 
foraging locations in Mission Bay Park. 

Belding's Savannah Sparrow: The Belding's savannah sparrow, listed as a 
state endangered subspecies, is a small songbird endemic to California salt 
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marsh. This songbird typically·nests in pure stands of Salicornia in 
coastal salt marsh and coastal strand habitats. Three locations tn Mission 
Bay Park support Belding's savannah sparrow populations: the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve; the Southern Wildlife Preserve; and FAA Island, even 
though Salicornia is limited on the island. The Belding's savannah sparrow 
feeds on the tender tips of the Salicornfa and on insects. 

Liaht-Footed Clapper Rail: The light-footed clapper rail is listed as a 
fe eral and state endangered species. These secretive birds nest soley in 
coastal salt marsh habitat, particularly where cordgrass is abundant. Most 
of the clapper rails in California in 1980-1984 were concentrated in six 
marshes: Carpiteria Harsh, Anaheim Bay, Upper Newport Bay, Northern 
Wildlife Preserve (Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve), Sweetwater Marsh, and 
Tiajuana Marsh. During the period from 1980 to 1985, the Northern Wildlife 
Preserve had an average of 16.8 pairs each year making it one of the most 
significant clapper rail habitats. In 1984, the number of nesting pairs 
peaked at 24. The Southern Wildlife Preserve supported an average of 
1.8 pairs. In 1988, a University of California at San Diego's census found 
four individuals, probably not pairs. in the Northern Wildlife Preserve and 
one individual in the Southern Wildlife Preserve. 

Other Sensitive STecies: In addition, the California brown pelican, a 
state- and federa ly-listed endangered species, forage (search for food) in 
various parts of Mission Bay Park. This species occurs in coastal salt 

·water and open ocean just offshore. The nearest breeding site is the los 
Coronados Islands. 

Three species found in Mission Bay Park are considered uncommon and 
declining in population. The burrowing owl inhabits grassland. 
agricultural land, and coastal areas. In recent years, one or two pairs of 
burrowing owl have nested in Mission Bay Park on Fiesta Island, the eastern 
segment of South Shores and near Robb Field. As a result of predation on 
least tern chicks on FAA Island, predator removal measures were instituted 
by other agencies in the late 1970's against loggerhead shrikes and 
burrowing owls on Fiesta Island. The snowy plover Charadrius 
alexiandrinus nivosos) nests primarily on sandy ocean ac es and around 
dry1ng margins-or-Tiioons. The only snowy plover nesting recorded since 
1975 is a single nest was reported in a University of california at San 
Diego survey in 1977. The third species, the American avocet is a common 
winter visitor. In Mission Bay Park, this species nested in low numbers 
near the sludge beds on Fiesta Island, within the salt pan areas of South 
Shores, and within the Flood Control Channel. American avocets only 
recently colonized San Diego County, and the local breeding population are 
not considered critical to the long-term success of this species. 

LAID USE AND RECREATION 

Mission Bay Park is a unique and valuable recreational resource because of 
its stze. Its urban coastal setting, and its diversity of uses. The Park 
is over seven square miles and 4,600 acres in site. The Mission Beach and 
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Pacific Beach cORRUnities bound the Park to the west and north, 
respectively (Figure 1). Interstate 5 is adjacent to the eastern portion 
of the Park and the southern edge just south of Robb Field, is bordered by 
the community of Ocean Beach. The Park has about 1,900 acres of land, 
2.,500 acres of water and 200 acres of preserve. The largest share 
(45 percent) of the parkland is public park and shoreline. Areas 
designated for lease development total about 492 acres (25 percent of the 
parkland) and are focussed primarily in the south, central (Vacation Isle), 
and western parts of the Bay. There is also a lease area on Tecolote 
Shores (Hilton Hotel) and the northeastern corner of the Park (De Anza 
trailer park and resort). The only industrial use in the Park is the 
City-owned sludge bed operation on south Fiesta Island. These sludge beds 
are scheduled for removal in 1995. In addition, Governaent Island ts 
leased to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) ·for the purpose of 
maintaining airway control facilities. The remaining land is parceled 
among the 12 wildlife preserves (Figure 3) and vacant land still found in 
saae areas of South Shores and the majority of Fiesta Island. 

Much of the popularity of Mission Bay Park is due to the wide variety of 
available recreational activities. The Park serves more than 12 million 
people each year (80,000 people on an average peak day). The heaviest 
recreational use period is from Memorial Day through labor Day. Areas 
along the eastern portion of Mission Bay Park tend to be used more 
intensively due to the proximity to Interstate 5. Land-based recreational 
activities include bicycling, skateboarding. golf. ·tennis, bird-watching, 
boat race viewing, baseball, camping, jogging, volleyball, use of 
playground equipment, over-the-line, walking, rollerskating, kite-flying, 
picnicking, sunbathing, and fishing. The 2,500 acres of water in Mission 
Bay Park support additional recreation such as waterskiing, rowing, 
fishing, kayaking, yachting, towing inflatables, general power boating, 
swi.aing, personal motorized watercraft (i.e., Jetskis), board sailing, 
sailing, the annual hydroplane and crew races, and regular power boat and 
sailboat races. Both public and private conmercial recreational 
developments support these activities. 

~. 
Mission Bay is located within the Mission Bay littoral Cell, a 
1J.S-mile-lon9 section of San Diego coastline located between Point lama 
(to the south) and Point La Jolla (to the north). The San Diego River fed 
new sand material into Mission Bay until about 1946, at which time the 
river was channelized by the construction of levees. These levees 
contained the river until its discharge into the ocean. thus substantially 
reducing the influx of sand into Mission Bay. The current sources for sand 
within Mission Bay originate from occasional discharges from both Rose and 
Tecolote creeks, and from erosion of parklands within the Bay. The range 
in sand size found throughout Mission Bay varies from O.l&au to 0.4mm, with 
an average grain size of approximately 0.2~. 
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MATER QUALITY 

Mission Bay Park's focal point is Mission Bay. Mission Bay is connected to 
the Pacific Ocean via the riprap-lined Entrance Channel (Figure 2). The 
Bay is a relatively small and shallow body of water of complex shape. 
Water depths below the 3.2-square-mile surface area of the Bay range from 7 
to 20 feet. 

POLLUTANTS 

In recent years, Mission Bay experienced a lowering of water quality. ln 
response, the City has undertaken a corrective program. Partially because 
of its complex shape, flushing and circulation conditions induced by tidal 
action are inadequate to transport pollutants out of the Bay. This is 
especially true of the eastern portion of Mission Bay. Runoff carrying 
pollutants and sediments enters the Bay through storm drains, drainage 
channels, and other discharge points. Currently, a total of 69 storm 
drains empty into the Bay. Major watersheds draining into Mission Bay 
include Rose Creek/San Clemente Creek watershed and Tecolote Creek 
watershed. 

Contaminants, such as nitrates, nitrites, phosphorous, potassium, and heavy 
metals, have been identified in the Bay water. Many of these are urban 
contaminants deposited in the Bay via runoff but, apparently, levels are 
not yet excessively high (Tetra Tech. Inc., 1983). 

In addition to urban runoff pollutants, sewage effluent enters the Bay as a 
result of sewer overflows or storm drainage. Sewage can also enter the Bay 
directly from boats, recreational vehicles, animals etc. This deposition 
results in high levels of coliform bacteria which indicate that disease 
causing organisms may be present. The presence of coliform bacteria is the 
most serious water quality problem in Mission Bay. Closures of sections of 
the Bay have occurred on several occasions for public health reasons due to 
high coliform bacteria levels. 

The inability of Mission Bay, once contaminated, to rid itself of 
pollutants prompted the City to retain Tetra Tech, Inc. Tetra Tech studied 
the water quality problems in the Bay with particular emphasis on the 
poorly flushed eastern area. The results of the Tetra Tech Study (~)ter 

ality Control Studies for Mission Bay Park, Tetra Tech, Inc., 198 
indicated that changing the Bay configuration would not appreciably improve 
flushing and circulation. Tetra Tech recommended constructing a system of 
interceptors for the major storm drains emptying into the Bay. This 
interceptor system would divert up to and beyond the minimum capacity of 
100 gallons per minute (gpm) of polluted runoff and limited sewage flows 
from entering the Bay during dry weather. This runoff would be diverted 
into the sanitary sewage system. At the completion of all phases, this 
diversion project would intercept approximately 76 drain outlets. 
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The City has completed the East Mission Bay Storm Drain Interceptor System. 
The project area included the eastern shore of Mission Bay from Rose Creek 
Channel to Tecolote Creek Channel. All three phases have been completed. 
The City is also currently implementing a four-phase sewage interceptor 
system. Phase 1 is currently under construction in the Crown Point Shores 
and Sail Bay area. Phase 2 is scheduled for late 1989 for outlets in the 
flood Control Channel, Qutvera Basin, and Dana Basin. Phase 3 intercepts 
storm drains along the western shores of Mission Bay. Phase 4 includes 
storm drains in Ventura Cove, Riveria Shores, and additional interceptors 
fn Rose Creek. 

The Flood Control Channel drains the San Diego River watershed and serves 
as a control for a 100-year flood event. Six storm drains presently empty 
into the portion of the Flood Control Channel within Mission Bay Park. 
Occasional pollutant problems from runoff or sewage spills exist in the 
Flood Control Channel. Maintaining high water quality in the Channel is 
important due to the presence of sensitive wildlife habitat. 

SEDIMENTATION 

Rose and Tecolote creeks contain high concentrations of organically rich, 
fine sediment that aggravates the silting problem in the Bay (Tetra Tech, 
Inc., 1983). Rose Creek inlet required dredging to remove accumulated silt 
deposits. The dredging activities, which were necessary to maintain 
navigability for boaters from Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club, resulted in 
adverse impacts to marsh and riparian habitats growing on the shallow 
deposits. Although the impact to recreation will be lessened by the 
proposed relocation of the Boat and Ski Club to South Shores, the 
relatively rapid accumulation of silt if left unchecked could present 
long-term maintenance problems. 

Tetra Tech, Inc., proposed two ways to reduce sedimentation problems in 
Mission Bay. Construction of a desilting basin at the mouth of Rose and 
Tecolote creeks would trap the sediment previously destined for Mission 
Bay, The sediment would be removed later from the basin as part of an 
ongoing maintenance program. The City of San Diego originally planned to 
address the sedimentation problem from Rose and Tecolote creeks through 
construction of desilting basins in these watersheds. Construction of a 
desilting basin, however, would impact the aesthetics of the canyons and do 
nothing to treat the source of the erosion problem. 

The other solution Tetra Tech proposed for the sedimentation problem was 
construction of various erosion control measures and implementation of a 
watershed management program. The measures proposed included such items as 
revegetation of denuded areas and protection of stream banks to reduce the 
sediment yield from the watershed. 

Woodward-Clyde Consultants was retained by the City to study the 
feasibility and effectiveness of erosion control measures. Erosion 
processes in Tecolote Canyon include streambank erosion, gully erosion. and 
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overland erosion. Add,tional problems in Tecolote Creek include damage to 
low water crossings, as well as damage to sewer lines. The study 
identified 41 areas within the watershed where iMprovements could be made 
to reduce the amount of erosion occurring in Tecolote canyon. The 
implementation of erosion control measures in Tecotote Canyon would reduce 
the volume of sediment reaching Mission Bay by 40·50 percent by treating 
the cause of sediment production. A desilting basin would reduce the 
amount of sediment reaching Mission Bay by treating the effect of sediment 
production. The study indicates that by iMplementing a watershed 
management program as well as the sediment basin proposed by Tetra Tech, 
the sediment yield could be reduced by approximately 70 percent of its 
turrent value. The City of San Diego implemented these recommendations in 
1988-1989. 

The City had a similar study prepared for the Rose Creek/San Clemente Creek 
watershed in order to determine erosion problems and sediment yields. 
Approximately two-thirds of the Rose/San Cleeente watershed lies east of 
Interstate 805 and is federal land (Miramar Naval Air Station). Erosion 
patterns and problems were found to be uniform throughout the entire 
watershed. No specific problem areas were identified. Only about seven 
percent reduction in sediment would result from proposed erosion control 
measures implemented at a cost of approximately $900,000. No further 
action has been taken to date due to the poor cost-benefit ratio. 
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STATBIEIT OF PROBlEM 

Planning in Mission Bay Park must consider a variety of land use interests 
with differing needs and objectives all sharing in Mission Bay Park. These 
needs and objectives are often in conflict, especially the human versus 
wildlife element. These interests include commercial development, public 
recreation, and environmental protection. 

LEASE DEY£LOPIDT 

There is a need for visitor-oriented and marin .. related services in Mission 
Bay Part. Of the 1,900 acres of land in Mission Say Park, up to 492 acres 
(25 percent) are available for lease. Approxf.ately 41 acres, of which 
3g acres are in the South Shores area, are still potentially available for 
lease. Existing lease holders, especially hotels, are feeling pressure to 
expand and/or renovate their facilities to accommodate the growing demand 
for their services. 

Pla.IC RECREATIGI 

Mission Bay Park provides significant aesthetic, educational, and 
recreational opportunities. There are 27 miles of shoreline, 15.6 miles of 
which are for public use, and 2,500 acres of open water supporting various 
aquatic recreation. Continual erosion of the shoreline from tidal surge, 
boat waves, storms, and wind waves create the potential for visitor and 
boating accidents due to uneven beaches and shoaling in navigable waters. 
Safety is the number one priority 1n public parks. Restoration. and 
Maintenance of the Part's beaches to smooth, even slopes and elimination of 
subaerged •holes• which are not visible to waders .ust be done on a 
continuous basis. Sand shoals increasing in size must be removed to avoid 
navigation hazards. 

With the population of San Diego and visitors to San Diego increasing, the 
pressure on existing recreation areas increases. The number of available 
recreational water-oriented activities and the coastal location make 
Mission Bay Park a unique recreational resource much in demand. There ·is 
constant ca.pet1tion among the wide variety of recreation activities (e.g •• 
sailing. motorboats, personal motorized watercraft} for the available open 
water. 

EIYIROMEITAL PROTECTIOif 

Federal and state regulations Mandate the protection and management of 
valuable wetland areas and sensitive natural resources. On the federal 
level, the primary directives are found in the Clean Water Act and the 
Endangered Species Act. Various sections of these Acts outline specific 
means for regulating the discharge of dredge and fill Materials and the 
huMan interaction with federally listed endangered species. Other federal 
regulations relate to preservation of wetlands, coastal zone ManageMent, 
and flood control. 
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The State of California has measures in effect to protect state 
environmental resources. The California Department of Fish and Game 
Commission has a policy for protection of wetlands and requires measures to 
protect fish and wildlife. The California Coastal Act also protects 
wetlands in coastal zones. 

The u.s. A~ Corps of Engineers, California Coastal Commission, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California 
Department of Fish and Game exercise permit and agreement authority over 
most projects in Mission Bay Park. These agencies are charged with the 
protection of wetlands and carrying out federal and state regulations 
previously discussed. Mitigation for impacts to natural resources fn 
Mission Bay Park has been on a project-by-project basis. This piecemeal 
approach does not ensure that protection of the overall Bay and river 
systems in the Park are given proper consideration. The agencies have 
found it increasingly difficult to grant approvals to projects which impact 
wetlands without a comprehensive plan for Mission Bay Park. 

Increasing urban pressures in San Diego County and specifically adjacent to 
and within Mission Bay Park are impacting available habitat, wildlife 
foraging, and successful wildlife reproduction. In addition, studies 
indicate the sea level is rising at a faster rate than in the past due to 
global warming. Future rises in sea level could further impact coastal 
habitats, such as salt marsh, which involve tidal interaction. Human, cat, 
and dog intrusion on habitat preserves has become an increasingly severe 
problem as preserve areas are of limited space and wildlife has less chance 
to evade the increasing feline predation. canine disruptions, and human 
pedestrian and vehicle presence. 
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COISTRAIITS MD OPPORTUIITIES 

Mission Bay Park offers an opportunity to combine recreational and 
community planning with the protection and enhancement of biological 
resources. 

The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan recognizes the 
following constraints: 

o The extent of existing development and recreational pressures in 
Mission Bay Park preclude ever returning all of Mission Bay to the salt 
marsh it was originally. 

o The primary purpose of this Management Plan is to protect, preserve, 
and enhance natural resources in Mission Bay Park. Since, however, the 
Park is in an urban setting, the Park must serve multiple purposes and 
cannot serve solely as wildlife habitat. 

o Protection of natural resources, as required by state and federal law 
precludes certain human activities (e.g., construction, dredging, 
recreation) from certain areas and during certain seasons (e.g., least 
tern nesting season). 

o Undeveloped land remaining in the Park is limited. 

o Area available for marine habitat mitigation in the Park is extremely 
limited. 

Opportunities for preserving wildlife habitat and maintaining a valuable 
recreational resource include the following: 

o Comprehensive planning can provide adequate protection measures for 
natural resources. 

o Wetland habitats can be established in areas where they do not 
currently exist. 

o Areas of degraded habitat exist which can be restored to improve the 
overall natural resource system in the Park. 

o Habitat improvement or conversion can be used as mitigation for future 
losses. 

o The Park and Shoreline land use designation and most recreational 
activities are relatively coapatible with most natural resources. 

o The Park preserve system can be used for educational and research 
purposes. 
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I..AJID USE~ 

Scheduled future land use projects in Mission Bay Park fall into two 
categories: City proj«ts and private ~velopment projects. llost future 
development in the Park involves City projects such as roadway 
illprovements, stom drain interceptors, developlllf!M of pm uses, and 
shoreline stabilization and ~aintenance. Prh<ate devel~nt pM)POSilS are 
less extensive it~volving prf~~arfly refurtnstr.ing arrd/or eqansicm. &f 
existing facilities within a leasehold and the approxtmetely 41 re.afntng 
acres are available for lease. For both Cfty and prhate deftlopllll!ftt 
projects, c0111pliance with the Mission Ba.r Park ltiltural Resolli"Ce Jllanage11e11t 
Plan and mitigation of impacts to natural resources will be tbe 
responsibility of the developer. Mitigation progr..s should iacorporate 
the guidelines set forth in this PlaR, as appropriate. The follawiag list 
includes only those projects known at this t1w. Future adcittioul 
projects will undoubtedly be initiated during tbe life of this Plan. 

CITY PROJECTS 

1. Dock refurbishment at De Anza Cove and Dana Landing (Part IIIICI 
Recreation Department) - in design. 

2. Harbor patrol dock replace~~~ent at Hospitalft.r Point (P•rt ..r 
Recreation Department) - in preliminary plaantng. 

3. New boat riiiiP at ·the De Anza Cove (Part md Recreation Depart:rllelrt) - in 
design. 

4. Sail Bay continuing iJIIProve~~~ents: bicycle and peclestriu walkwa.r and 
landscaping between Verona Court and Moorland Drive (Part aDd 
Recreation Department) - in design. 

5. New comfort station at Santa Clara point (Part and Recreattoa 
Department) - out for bids. 

6. Comfort station replace~~~ent at Ventura Cove aDd De IUIZi Point (Park and 
Recreation Department) - in design. 

7. Small children's play area at Santa Clara Pofnt (Part and Recreation 
Department) - budgeted for fiscal year 1990. 

8. Shoreline Restoration and Stabilization Project (Parlt and leci"Htion 
Department) - master plan and environaental impact report tn approval 
process. 

9. Open channel drainage replaceaent with drain ptpe at southern Crown 
Point Shores (Part and Recreation Deparmewt} - &Jeght eunstnctton in 
September 1989. 
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10. Replace comfort stations at Bahia and El Carael points and Crown Point 
Shores (Park and Recreation Department) - in design. 

11. South Shores Development: nine-acre Bay and related developaent (Park 
and Recreation Department) - construction interrupted; project is being 
rebid. 

12. South Shores Development: ten-acre seasonal wetland to be constructed 
on Fiesta Island as mitigation for South Shores development (Park and 
Recreation DepartMent) - in design. 

13. Sail Bay continuing improvements: pedestrian bridge across Brierfield 
Cove (Briarfield Boardwalk) to connect sidewalks (Park and Recreation 
DepartMent) - in design. 

14. Sail Bay Mitigation Program: reestablishment of offshore eelgrass beds 
(Park and Recreation Department) - second year of five-year monitoring 
program. 

15. Mission Beach Drain Improvements (Engineering and Development 
Department - Storm Drains) - in contract negotiation. 

16. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard Bridge Bike Path (Engineering and Development 
Department - Streets) - design review. 

17. North Ingraham Street Bridge widening (Engineering and Development 
Department - Streets) - under construction. 

18. Offshore Breakwater Project (City Manager's Office with U.S. Anwy Corps 
of Engineers) - project under consideration. 

19. Sewer Pump Stations 11, 14, 15, and 16 redevelopment (Water Utilities 
Department) - in design. 

20. Mission Bay Stonw Drain and Sewage Interceptor System (Water Utilities 
Depart.ent) - in design. 

21. Sewage Management Master Plan (Water Utilities Department) - in design. 

22. Sidewalk along street adjacent to Northern Wildlife Preserve (Park and 
Recreation Department) - in design. 

23. Handicapped play area at Tecolote Shores (Park and Recreation 
Department) - in design. 

24. Tecolote Shores public parking lot adjacent to handicapped play area 
(Park and Recreation Department) - in design. . 

25. Fence replaceaent and viewing platfonas at Northern Wildlife Preserve 
(Park and Recreation Department) - in design. 
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26. Signs at wildlife preserves (Park and Recreation Department) - in 
design. 

PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

1. Bahia Resort: Complete redevelopment of resort on existing leasehold -
in design. 

2. Princess Resort: Expansion of existing facilities within leasehold, 
possible future expansion of marina facilities and docks - in design. 

3. De Anza Trailer Park Redevelopment: replacement of trailer park with 
hotel/shopping/recreation complex, may include a bridge joining Pacific 
Beach Drive across Rose Creek - in design. 

4. Dana Inn Redevelopment (Dana Basin): waiting for City Council approval 
prior to beginning construction. 

5. Carmel Point Rowing Center: new rowing facility, includes bulkhead -
in design. 

6. Youth Aquatic Facility: boat launch on Fiesta Island - in design. 

7. Sea World: marina expansion- unknown status. 

8. Seaforth Sportsfishing (Quivira Basin): redevelopment into hotel/ 
restaurant complex - in design. 

9. Marina Village (Quivera Basin): redevelopment -under study. 

10. Catamaran Hotel: extension of dock- in design. 

BEACH MAimiiANCE 

The City of San Diego needs to maintain Mission Bay Park shoreline areas 
for safety, sanitation, and shoreline stabilization reasons. Three types 
of beach maintenance activities occur in Mission Bay Park: grooming and 
cleaning of dry sand areas; removal of intertidal debris> and smoothing of 
intertidal sand. 

Beach areas in the Park are groomed to smooth irregularities fn the sand. 
The sand is also sifted through large sieves to remove trash and broken 
glass. These activities occur in the dry sand on a regular basis above 
Mean Higher High Water (MHHW). During the summer When human activity is 
high the sand is cleaned and groomed on a weekly basis. Cleaning and 
grooming occur less often, about twice a month, during winter months. The 
trash fs taken to an area on Fiesta Island until enough is collected for 
hauling to a dump site. 
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Debris, including marine plants and animals washed ashore, is removed from 
the intertidal area of the beaches about twice a month and after a storm 
event. Removal fs done after an extreme high tide occurs and the debris is 
washed to the highest elevation. Equipment enters the intertidal area only 
to move the debris out of the intertidal zone. The decaying marine plant 
and animal debris is brought to a site away from the public on Fiesta 
Island where it is allowed to decay. Any sand which can be retrieved is 
stockpiled for later use in replenishing sand beaches where erosion or 
storm events have depleted the beach. 

Regular smoothing of cliffs created by storms, tidal action and, boat waves 
in the intertidal area is not currently done in Mission Bay Park. Such a 
maintenance program, however, is proposed in the Mission Bay Park Shoreline 
Restorative and Stabilization Project Plan to minimize erosion and 
excessive on Mission Bay beaches. Without regular maintenance to make 
beach slopes smooth and consistent, the tidal action would do its own 
smoothing of shoreline irregularities, carrying much of the sand into the 
Bay. If the water does the smoothing instead of beach equipment, sand is 
lost and cliffing begins to occur causing erosion and accretion problems. 

Occasional beach replenishment is needed in Mission Bay Park. The 
additional sand is needed after a storm event has carried away an existing 
beach. Currently, additional sand is also placed on some beaches where 
sand has been lost by erosion before summer to accommodate the increase in 
visitor activity. The Mission Bay Park Restoration and Stabilization 
Project Plan proposes softscape methods which would reduce the frequency of 
need for beach replenishment. California Coastal Commission and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers permits are required for beach replenishment activity. 

Some unavoidable accretion occurs in the Bay which can only be removed by 
periodic dredging. The Park and Recreation Department. Coastal Division, 
is proposing to undertake dredging in sfx areas of the Bay to remove 
submerged navigable hazards and accretion zones. Navigable hazards are 
present in Fisherman's Channel, west of Ingraham Street Bridge, and in the 
Entrance Channel, between South Vacation Isle and Dana Basin. As mudflats 
in the Northern Wildlife Preserve accrete more material, they extend 
further into the Bay. To avoid navigational problems, the City proposes to 
dredge the outer boundary, as defined in the attached bathymetry report. of 
the Northern Wildlife Preserve as needed to maintain the existing boundary. 
(Appendix A). 

31 



DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES 

The following guidelines and requirements are provided for the protection 
of sensitive natural resources. These requirements and guidelines should 
be incorporated into impact analysis and mitigation planning for any 
proposed project in Mission Bay Park, including City and private developer 
sponsored projects. 

CALIFORNIA LEAST TERN 

As a federally-listed, endangered species, the California least tern and 
its habitat are protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973. The 
requirements listed conform with the Endangered Species Act to protect the 
least tern during its breeding season in Mission Bay Park. Limitations on 
human activity on or adjacent to designated least tern nesting sites are . 
necessary for maintaining the attractiveness of the sites for breeding and 
nesting. Maintenance of good water quality will ensure that the least 
terns will be able to forage in Bay waters. Least tern nesting sites are 
designated on Figure 3. 

1. No in-water construction or dredging will be permitted in Mission Bay 
or the Flood Control Channel from April 1 through September 15, the 
least tern breeding season. If in-water construction is required 
during this time, exceptions are possible, upon approval of the City, 
California Department of Fish and Game, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Any exception would have to meet the following criteria to 
preserve least tern nesting and foraging: use of silt curtains or 
similar devices around in-water construction activity; use of noise 
reduction or low noise equipment; and use of timing and location 
restrictions on activity to avoid interfering with breeding sites or 
major least tern foraging areas. 

2. No direct impacts to permanently designated least tern nesting sites 
are permitted. The only exception is the Cloverleaf site, which .ay be 
converted in the future to landscaping if no least terns use the site. 
This land use change would require the approval of a mitigation 
replacement site by the resource agencies. 

3. The following buffer zones for each least tern nesting site will be 
free of new structures with heights of over six feet, including fencing 
around the site. This will keep raptors from using a high vantage 
point to prey on least tern chicks. 

Permanently Designated Sites 

North Fiesta Island - 150 feet 

FAA Island - 150 feet 
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Stony Point - 150 feet 

South Shores - 150 feet 

Cloverleaf - 100 feet 

Mariner's Point - 150 feet 

Temporarily Designated Sites 

Crown Point Shores - 100 feet 

4. Special Use Permits for activities on Mariner's Point will require that 
the 150-foot buffer zone north of the least tern nesting site be free 
of all fonnal activities and activity structures (e.g., tents, stages, 
bands). 

m&RASS HABITAT 

Eelgrass is important to the Mission Bay ecosystem as food, shelter, and 
nursery for many marine organisms and fish. Many of these animals provide 
food for larger marine life and birds. Eelgrass habitat in southern 
California is rapidly disappearing due to in-water development and 
increasingly poor water quality. Project impacts to eelgrass are direct 
(e.g., construction activity) and indirect (e.g., shading from structures 
or boats). Efforts must be made to maintain the eelgrass habitat available 
and improve water quality. 

1. No net loss of eelgrass meadows is acceptable. A 1:1 replacement ratio 
of similar density is required for impacts to eelgrass habitat as 
delineated in the 1988 survey (Figures 2A-ZF). 

z. Mitigation is required in Mission Bay itself, if the impact occurs in 
Mission Bay. Mitigation is required in the Flood Control Channel or 
Mission Bay if the impact occurs in the Flood Control Channel. 

3. New sand beaches below Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) should be replanted 
with eelgrass whenever the slope is changed by maintenance activities 
and eelgrass beds are impacted. 

4. Replanting efforts are best during low energy tides (late summer -
early fall). 

5. Any construction or dredging project in Mission Bay or the Flood 
Control Channel will buoy off areas from which it is restricted prior 
to the start of activity. This is to limit the extent of direct 
impacts to existing eelgrass. 

6. Any construction or dredging project disturbing the substrate in 
Mission Bay or the Flood Control Channel will use silt curtains or 
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similar devices around disturbance areas. This will limit any adverse 
impact to water quality to the immediate construction area; thereby, 
reducing impacts to eelgrass and foraging birds. 

7. Eelgrass surveys for a project site will be required before and after 
construction to determine the extent of impact. Mitigation 
requirements for eelgrass will be based on the amaunt of actual loss. 

B. A mitigation program. including maintenance, would be required for 
impacts to eelgrass habitat. Requirements for this program are 
discussed under "Development Responsibilities," Page 48 of this plan. 

MARINE AND TERRESTRIAL HABITAT 

Salt marsh, salt pan, coastal strand, and open water habitats are important 
in a diversified, well-balanced wetland ecosystem. Each of these habitats 
provides for the needs of specific species. The remnants of salt marsh, 
salt pan. and coastal strand habitats in Mission Bay Park are especially 
important as these habitats are rapidly disappearing from California's 

·coast. Without the habitat, the plant and animal species indigenous to 
that habitat will not be able to survive. 

1. No net loss to any salt marsh, salt pan. coastal strand associated with 
a sensitive species, or open water habitat will be permitted without 
replacement of equal or greater habitat value. 

The healthy salt marsh found in the Northern Wildlife Preserve is the 
last remnant of the once extensive salt marsh in Mission Bay. The salt 
marsh in the Southern Wildlife Preserve is also flourishing; however, 
because of its location in a Flood Control Channel, a high flood event 
could damage portions of the marsh. Because these salt marsh areas are 
extremely sensitive to disruptive activities, no direct impact is 
permitted, unless required for protection or enhancement of the marsh. 
Should protection or enhancement measures become necessary. they should 
be done outside of least tern, clapper rail, and savannah sparrow 
nesting seasons and incorporate measures to contain and reduce the 
impact. Any proposed measure for the Northern Wildlife Preserve must 
be approved by the University of California at San Diego and the City 
joint management committee as well as appropriate resource agencies. 
Any measure proposed in the Southern Wildlife Preserve requires Ci~ 
and appropriate agency approvals. 

2. Buffer zones serve a biological function by providing a separation and 
screening of wildlife habitat from human activity associated with human 
development. Land use within buffer areas will be limited to bikeways, 
walkways, and passive recreation,· such as nature study, viewing, and 
picnicking. Buffer areas should be planted with appropriate vegetation 
native to southern California and compatible with the adjacent habitat. 
Measures should be taken to keep run-off fro. entering habitat 
reserves. 
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Buffer zones around terrestrial habitats in Mission Bay Park which 
exclude any development are as follows: salt marsh - 100 feet; salt 
pan - 50 feet; and coastal strand - 50 feet. 

The only exceptions to buffer zone provisions are signs. buoys, 
boundary fences, and educational or research-oriented structures with 
City approval on a project-by-project basis. City approval will 
include environmental review. 

DREDGING 

Two types of dredging affect open water habitat: maintenance and 
construction dredging. Maintenance dredging primarily removes navigational 
hazards or retrieves sand accumulating as sand spits or accretion zones 
along the shoreline. The City has identified five areas that require 
periodic maintenance dredging (Figure 4). (For additional information on 
these areas. refer to the Mission Bay Park Shoreline Restoration and 
Stabilization Project Plan). Construction dredging is required for 
projects that require pilings or additional depth clearance. 

In addition to requirement number 1 under •least Terns• and requirement 
numbers 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 under "Eelgrass,• the following are required for 
proposed dredging in Mission Bay and the Flood Control Channel. 

1. Dredging impacts to marine habitat will require a 1:1 replacement 
ratio. Impacts from maintenance dredging will require a one-time 
mitigation for lost resources. Subsequent maintenance dredging for the 
original location, which has already mitigated the impact, will not 
require additional mitigation each time it is dredged. 

2. All dredging activities should comply with permit conditions of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Regional Water Quality Control Board 
State lands Commission, and California Coastal Commission. Permits 
issued by these agencies may specify additional requirements for timing 
of in-water construction, spoil disposal methods, and dredge sediment 
material testing. 

3. Sand of good quality retrieved in dredging operation will be stockpiled 
on a non-sensitive. designated site on Fiesta Island upon approval of 
the City. This sand will be used later in replenishment if it is of 
the proper grain size for beach stabilization. If room is not 
available on Fiesta Island. other arrangements for dredge spoil 
disposal will need to be made and approved by the City and other 
appropriate resource agencies. 

4. If the sand is determined by a qualified expert to be unclean, to 
contain toxic material, or to be of poor quality. it will be 
transported to a permitted landfill. Sand containing toxic material 
will be taken only to a landfill qualified to handle toxic material. 

5. Dredging of the Northern Wildlife Preserve outer boundary as defined on 
the bathymetry map (Appendix A) is permitted if in the future the outer 
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boundary moves further into the Bay. The future dredge line will be 
outside the minus ten mean sea level (MSL) contour to preserve as .uch 

eelgrass and marsh habitat as possible. Spot elevation checks will be 
done every two years at nine locations along the proposed dredge line, 
outlined on the bathy-.try map. These elevation checks will be the 
basis for deciding if the boundary needs dredging. Impacts of the 
dredging operation will be determined and Methods used to minimize 
impacts (e.g •• noise reduction. silt curtains, etc.). Timing is 
especially important to avoid disturbance to nesting birds. Impacts to 
eelgrass will need to be mitigated the first ti.e the area is dredged 
but not for subsequent maintenance dredging at the same location. 

6. Potential erosion and sedimentation control Measures for Rose Creek 
have been researched (Woodward-Clyde, 1986). This study concluded that 
no action by the City could eliminate more than seven percent of the 
sedimentation problem and those measures would have substantial 
environmental impacts. Dredging of Rose Creek, therefore, is still a 
necessity for flood control. Dredging of the Rose Creek area within 
Mission Bay Park will be allowed from Pacific Beach Drive south to the 
Bay for flood control. Rose Creek will not be dredged north of Pacific 
Beach Drive to protect mudflat and salt marsh habitats occurring 
further upstream. Soundings will be taken to dete~ine bottom depths 
and the need to dredge will be based on low-tide boat draft 
requirements. Impacts from dredging operations will be deterwrined and 
methods used to minimize impacts (e.g., noise reduction. silt 
curtains). Timing is especially iaportant to avoid disturbance of 
nesting birds. Mitigation of impacts to eelgrass will be required the 
first time the area is dredged but not for subsequent maintenance 
dredging for the same location. 

7. Sand reclamatio.n and beach grooming and recontouring activity 1n areas 
adjacent to eelgrass beds will not require mitigation if silt curtains 
are utilized to avoid the secundary impact of drifting .aterial and 
reduced water quality. 

BEACH MAINTEtiMCE 

Grooming and cleaning activities (smoothing and removing trash from the 
sand) in the dry sand above Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) will not require 
mitigation. Removal of debris washed ashore will not require mitigation if 
the activity occurs above Mean Lower Low Water (HLLW). removes as little 
sand as possible, and follows responsible construction practices. 
Smoothing tidal cuts in intertidal areas will not require mitigation if it 
is done above MLLW, above eelgrass beds, does not add sand, and follows 
responsible construction practices. Beach replenishment should be done 
only to replace sand lost in a storm event or to dress a beach prior to the 
summer visitor season. The City will not require •1t1gation for beach 
replenishment (the adding of sand in depleted areas) if 1t is done above 
MLLW, above eelgrass beds, and follows responsible construction practices. 
Beach replenishment requires an A~ Corps of Engineers penait and a 
California Coastal Coamission permit. 
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MATER QUALITY 

1. All erosion and potential erosion areas should be landscaped, with the 
exception of the cliffs along Riveria Shores where irrigation runoff 
would aggravate the problem. 

z. Irrigation systems should be designed and properly maintained to avoid 
the creation of erosion. 

3. Dry flow interceptor systems should be maintained and operated to 
minimize dry weather surface contaminants from entering Mission Bay. 

4. Runoff should be directed away from the Bay wherever possible. 

5. Every effort should continue to be made to improve water quality for 
preserve areas and the Bay. The University of California Natural 
Reserve System and City of San Diego joint - management of the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve would include efforts to regularly monitor water 
quality in the Preserve. 

6. Future changes to stream flows (instream discharge) in the San Otego 
River Flood Control Channel. Rose Creek, or Tecolote Creek should 
consider the natural resource management policies in Mission Bay Park. 
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MITIGATION OPTIONS AND GUIDELINES 

TERRESTRIAL HABITAT MITIGATIOff 

Mitigation options for impact to or loss of salt marsh, salt pan, and· 
coastal strand habitats are limited to the creation of new habitat. 
Mitigation for wetland habitat requires special treatment to ensure the 
habitat value is offset. Some special requirements are listed below to 
maximize wildlife value of the newly created habitat. Additional 
requirements may be added should they be necessary for creation of a viable 
wetland habitat. 

1. The replacement ratio for salt marsh habitat will be determined 
project·by·project based on the type and degree of indirect impact to 
the marsh. No direct impact or loss of salt marsh is permitted except 
as required for protection or enhancement of the marsh, as stated on 
Page 34. 

Z. The replacement ratio will be 1:1 for salt pan habitat within Mission 
Bay Park. 

3. Assessment of impacts to coastal strand habitat will include quality of 
the habitat and identification of any sensitive species. Mitigation 
for loss of any sensitive species could include replacement at up to a 
1:1 ratio. 

4. A variety of habitat types should be created to encourage diversity of 
species. 

5. Vertical and horizontal plant diversity should be established. 

6. An irregular rather than straight shoreline or border should be created 
between habitat types to maximize the edge effect. 

7. Wildlife areas of concentration should be created where vegetation is 
especially dense and extensive. 

8. Only appropriate plants native to coastal southern California should be 
used in revegetation. 

9. Human impacts should be considered in designing revegetation (e.g., use 
of thorny shrubs to limit access to sensitive areas). 

10. Temporary irrigation, if necessary, should be provided to help 
establish new vegetation. 

11. Any non·native or invader species should be removed on a regular basis. 
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12. The revegetation site should be monitored regularly and appropriate 
recommendations should be made for enhancing revegetation efforts. 

EELGRASS HABITAT MITIGATION 

Mitigation options for impact to or loss of eelgrass habitat is limited in 
Mission Bay Park. Mitigation banks seem the most economical and viable 
means of mitigating eelgrass impacts for greater losses. Mitigation banks 
actually allow for more habitat to be created than is currently required. 
This allows impacts from future projects to be mitigated without additional 
habitat creation. A project would •purchase• the area of eelgrass habitat 
needed to mitigate its impact from the developer of the bank. This is 
assuming the bank has available the acreage that is required and that the 
project wishing to purchase the mitigation habitat meets the following 
criteria: the project is water oriented; the project can only be built in 
or over the water; and the project is a permitted use. Available 
mitigation options are as follows: 

1. New eelgrass beds could be created by elevating areas of the Bay or 
Flood Control Channel bottom to an appropriate depth for eelgrass 
growth. 

2. Elevation of portions of smaller islands such as Enchanted Isle could 
be reduced, to create additional habitat. 

3. Three options for mitigation and/or mitigation banks are: 

a. The top of East Ski Island and/or West Ski Island could be renoved 
to form an underwater bench at minus 5 or minus 6 Mean Lower Low 
Water for eelgrass planting. 

' 
b. Eelgrass could be planted in the South Shores emba,.ent currently 

under construction. 

c. 

This assumes that the Sail Bay eelgrass mitigation has been 
satisfactorily met in the area designated in Sail Bay. If 
additional mitigation area is needed to satisfy the Sail Bay 
mitigation requirement, that mitigation has priority for use of 
the South Shores embayment. 

An embayment could be created in Fiesta Island and planted with 
eelgrass. This area should be on the western shore of the Island 
west of the road, where the current sludge beds are (Figure 5), 
where the new habitat would benefit the most fr~ tidal action and 
good water quality. 
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EllfMCEJIEirT liUIDB.INES 

The guidelines subsequently outlined are provided for the enhancement and 
protection of natural resources in Mission Bay Park. The City is 
responsible for implementing these measures. 

CALIFORNIA LEAST TERNS 

1. The annual Mission Bay California Least Tern Management Program. a 
joint-agency effort, should be continued. This Management Team will 
continue to be comprised of representatives from U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, California Department of Fish and Game, California Coastal 
Ca.mission, U.S. A~ Corps of Engineers, City of San Diego Park and 
Recreation Department and Water Utt1ities Department (until sludge beds 
are renewed from Fiesta Island), and San Diego County Least Tern 
Recovery Team Coordinator (e.g., Elizabeth Copper in 1989). Other 
least tern experts (e.g., private organizations or citizens) may be 
included. Every year, prior to March, the Management Team will meet to 
discuss that year's per site preparations for the upcoming least tern 
season. Preparations may include, but are not limited to Items 2. 3, 
4, 5, and 6 listed below. 

2. Signs, gates, and fences at least tern nesting sites (Figure 3) should 
be kept in good repair. New signs should be added and fencing added or 
replaced as needed. 

3. Vegetation should be removed, the site graded, and new sandy, shell 
substrate should be added as needed. 

4. Chick protection devices, such as a chick fence or roofing tiles for 
cover, should be added when needed. 

5. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
Game should be aided in predator control efforts for nesting sites, 
especially on Fiesta Island and at South Shores. 

6. Decoys should be placed by resource agencies on sites, deemed by the 
Least Tern Management Team to be safe (i.e., relatively free of 
predators). to attract least terns to the site(s). 

7. One person once a week for sixteen (16) weeks should be provided to aid 
agencies in monitoring least tern nesting sites during the least tern 
breeding season. 

8. Various City departments (e.g •• Lifeguard Services, Police Department) 
should be alerted on the need to enforce keeping intruders off least 
tern sites. 
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EXPANSION OF PRESERVE SYSTEM 

The preserve system in Mission Bay Park allows the protection and 
enhancement of sensitive ecological habitats and natural resources. Except 
for preserve maintenance, only limited educational and research activities 
are allowed within a Mission Bay Park preserve. The following 
recommendations would further protect the existing natural resource system 
in the Park by providing additional habitat base. Figure 5 illustrates 
proposed additions to the preserve system. A larger habitat base allows an 
expansion of population necessary to counterbalance the negative impact of 
a progressively urban influence and future threat of rising sea levels. 
Expansion of salt marsh upland habitat is important for balancing the 
negative effect of potential future rises in sea level. Rising sea level 
would result in existing intertidal areas becoming subtidal areas; thereby, 
creating a need for existing upland areas being available to-become future 
intertidal areas. These measures do not conflict with existi~g 
recreational use or leaseholder activities in Mission Bay Park. 

1. The entire Flood Control Channel should be considered part of the 
Southern Wildlife Preserve from Interstate 5 west to the point south of 
the east edge of Hospitality Point (see Figure 5). Waterfowl and 
shorebirds, in addition to least terns, use this area of the Channel 
regularly to hunt for food (forage}. To minimize disturbance to birds, 
especially wintering waterfowl, inhabiting the Flood Control Channel, 
only non-motorized boats will be allowed to use the Channel west of 
Ingraham Street Bridge from April through September. Obtaining a park 
use permit from· the Park and Recreation Department, Coastal Division, 
will be required prior to use of the Channel. The Coastal Division 
will instruct permit applicants on use restrictions and will limit 
permits to ten for any given day. Signs will be posted to delineate 
the new boundaries of the Southern Wildlife Preserve. Fishing is 
allowed in the Flood Control Channel west of Sunset Cliffs Boulevard. 
Wading in the Channel to fish is permissible only from Dog Beach. 

2. The Crown Point least tern nesting site should be made available for 
salt marsh/salt pan rehabilitation. This is an excellent opportunity 
to expand one of the most productive salt marshes in the state and the 
habitat for two other endangered birds (light-footed clapper rail and 
Belding's savannah sparrow). The use of this site is contingent upon 
the lack of least tern nesting on the site through the 1990 season. If 
no nesting occurs by September 1990, the City would have the 
prerogative of converting this site to wetland habitat. During the 
fund acquisition and design phase of the marsh restoration, the Crown 
Point site would continue to be actively .anaged as a least tern 
nesting site. If least terns have nested prior to the beginning of 
restoration, a portion of the site would be retained as permanent least 
tern nesting habitat. lf least terns have not nested, the entire site 
could be restored to·wetland habitat; however, consideration will be 
given to retaining a portion of the restored wetland area for least 
tern nesting. The revegetated salt marsh and salt pan habitat would be 
applied as mitigation credit for any future impacts to the natural 
habitat. The rehabilitation plan for this site should be designed by a 
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qualified wildlife biologist with experience in successful 
marsh/wetland rehabilitation. 

3. The 1978 Mission Bay Park Master Plan for Land and Water Use states 
that •consideration should be given to adding this area 
[CaMpland lease} to the Northern Wildlife Reserve upon termination of 
the lease [2017]". The Natural Resource Management Plan supports 
consideratio~ of an eastern expansion of the Northern Wildlife Preserve 
to include part or all of the 15-acre Campland lease area. From a 
resource management perspective, eastern and western expansion of the 
Northern Wildlife Preserve salt marsh has a high priority. Such 
expansion would broaden the base for all of Mission Bay Park's natural 
resources in the face of urban pressure and future threat of rising sea 
level. Expansion of such a productive salt marsh as the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve is a unique opportunity in an area of urban 
development. The proposal to expand the Preserve to the west is 
dependent on least tern nesting activity and only a portion may be 
available for marsh expansion. Marsh expansion eastward should be 
considered, therefore, with other proposed options for future use of 
the Campland lease area. Consideration should also be given to the 
acquisition of the two-acre Frost property adjacent to the Preserve for 
wetland expansion by either the University of California Natural 
Reserve System or the City of San Diego. 

4. The Cloverleaf least tern nesting site is a permanent site which has 
not been used since 1975, except in 1982. It is surrounded by high 
traffic roads, is less than an acre in size, and is difficult to 
maintain and monitor. For these reasons, it is recommended that the 
Cloverleaf site be released from a permanent nesting site designation 
and be returned for park use, such as landscaping. To mitigate the 
loss of the Cloverleaf site, one of the other existing permanent least 
tern nesting sites would be expanded by the approximate size of the 
Cloverleaf site. -

5. The area (approximately 110 acres) currently supporting sludge beds on 
Fiesta Island west of the road, should be considered for a new 
preserve. A variety of habitats, such as salt marsh, salt pan, coastal 
strand, a least tern nesting area(s), and a small eMbayment planted 
with eelgrass would be created within the new preserve. The 
rehabilitation plan for this site should be designed by a qualified 
wildlife biologist with experience in successful salt marsh/wetland 
rehabilitation. This Fiesta Island Wildlife Preserve would serve as a 
mitigation •bank" for the habitat types created. The bank would 
provide mitigation credit for future projects. This mitigation credit 
system is discussed later under Mitigation Options. 

6. Should additional least tern habitat be needed in the future because of 
increased least tern populations, overcrowding of existing sites. or 
conversion of the Cloverleaf site to park use, the Stony Point or North 
Fiesta Island least tern sites could be expanded. Areas for future 
additional least tern nesting sites could be West Ski Island or part of 
the new wetland preserve proposed on Fiesta Island that could be 
converted to least tern nesting habitat. Another possible site is the 
coastal strand habitat preserve (Figure 3) where least tern nesting 
would be a compatible use. 

43 



~ 
~ 

~ ADDITIONAL SALT MARSH/SALT PAN PRESERVE 

II POSSIBLE SALT MARSH/SALT PAN PRESERVE ADDITION 

~ POTENTIAL SITES FOR EELGRASS MITIGAnON BANKS 

~ EXISnNG WILDUFE PRESERVES 

• DESIGNATED LEAST TERN BltUDIIICI MD 

• 

PROPOSED WLDLIFE 
~v~~~;~~~ D~•~DITIONS 

FIGIJIE 

~ 

IIJR11IERII lfllllt.IFE PRESERVE 

More buoys should be installed to discourage boats and people from 
entering the Northern Wildlife Preserve from the Bay. 

The existing fence should be replaced and the interior fence separating 
City property from University of California property removed. 

·University of California at San Diego is encouraged to continue their 
efforts to clear .angroves from the Preserve. 

Viewing platforms should be built at several locations around the 
peri11eter of the Preserve. " 

5. Pa~ass grass should be removed wherever possible, as it is an 
introduced species and provides habitat for predators that feed on 
least tern chicks. 

6. A joint-management team comprised of a University of California, San 
Diego, representative and a Park and Recreation Department 
representative will meet regularly to discuss, evaluate, and attempt to 
solve preserve management problems. This team will also work 
cooperatively to maintain and/or expand the preserve data base and 
monitoring efforts. 

7. A predator control program jointly sponsored by the City of San Diego 
and the University of California Natural Reserve System should be 
implemented for the protection of native, sensitive, and endangered 
preserve inhabitants. 

FIESTA ISLMO 

1. Pampass grass should be removed. 

2~ Where appropriate, native vegetation should be used in landscaping. 

FLOOD COIITIIOl Clu.El AIIJ SOUTIIERII lfllllt.IFE PRESERVE 

1. Continue the removal of pampass grass from the Flood Control Channel 
banks to maintain flood protection as well as to eliminate an 
ecologically undesirable plant. 

2. Interpretive and informational signs will be placed along the 
boundaries of the Southern Wildlife Preserve. 

NISSIOI BAY PARK 

Landscaping along preserve buffers and in non-public use areas should 
emphasize native plants • 
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EDUCATION/RESEARCH 

The natural habitat preserve system in Mission Bay Park provides wonderful 
educational and research opportunities. The following measures are 
designed to utilize some of those opportunities in a wise, nondisruptive 
manner. · 

1. Standard informational, educational, and boundary signs will be 
developed for least tern, salt marsh, salt pan, and coastal strand 
preserves. 

2. Signs will be strategically placed for maximum benefit and designed or 
placed to avoid use by foraging raptors. 

3. The data base for Mission Bay Park will be kept current. The data base 
will be updated by January of every year. City-sponsored surveys 
include: 

a. Eelgrass/underwater habitat survey - every three years using the 
same methodology as described in the scope of work provided in 
Appendix A of the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Plan -
Technical Appendices document. 

b. General year-long bird survey - every five years using the same 
methodology described in the study provided in Appendix B of the 
Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Plan - Technical Appendices 
document. 

c. A California least tern foraging study will be conducted annually 
from 1989-1991. The methodology for the first year (1989) is 
provided in Appendix C of the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 
Plan - Technical Appendices document. 

Data obtained from or in cooperation with other organizations include: 

a. Annual least tern nesting data - Least Tern Recovery Team, 
U.S. Fish an!~ildlife Service. 

b. Fish population studies - National Marine Fisheries Service and 
Hubbs Research Institute. 

c. Clapper rail and Belding's savannah sparrow population and nesting 
data and other information collected in the Northern Wildlife and 
Southern Wildlife Preserves - University of California at 
San Diego. 

d. Water quality data - Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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4. A nature center complex, inclu~ing a system of nature trails, will be 
developed in Mission Bay Park. The possible locations are: 1) Fiesta 
Island as part of the new preserve system, closest to the road; or 
2) the western edge of the Crown Point Shores expansion of the Northern 
Wildlife Preserve (assuming this site is released from the least tern 
nesting site designation) (Figure 5). The proposed nature center 
complex will include: a nature trail system along the fringes of the 
marsh, closest to the nature center; interpretive exhibits and signs; 
observation platforms; and a small structure (about 1,000 square feet) 
for lecture, orientation, and .eeting purposes. The Nature Center 
complex design will maintain the integrity of the marsh environment and 
limit the potential for human disturbance. All structures will be 
built prior to habitat restoration, excluding dredging of embay.ent if 
Fiesta Island site is chosen, to eliminate impacts to newly 
rehab1litated habitats. A design will be prepared for the Nature 
Center complex and surrounding preserve by a designer knowledgeable of 
interpretive centers and salt marsh/salt pan rehabilitation. 

5. Zones for educational and research uses will be identified for each 
preserve as well as buffer areas with no human disturbance. 

6. Graduate student proposals fo\ studies to gather unknown information on 
natural resources will be reviewed by the Mission Bay Park Technical 
Advisory Committee. The committee will recommend certain studies for 
funding. Potential funding would come from grants or the City. If the 
City will be funding a study, the City would have the ultimate choice 
of which study to fund. 
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UI'LEMENTATIOI 

FEDERAL AliD STATE AGEIICY PERMITS AID AGREDIEITS 

In addition to City of San Diego permits. any proposed project must obtain 
a California Coastal COMMission Permit and a U.S. Anqy Corps Engineers 404 
and/or Section lO permits if dredging or deposition of material is 
proposed. Permit requirements of the State lands Commission and Regional 
Water Quality Control Board would also have to be met for dredging 
activities or inwater construction. This Natural Resource Manageaent Plan 
was undertaken partly to facilitate and expedite the federal and state 
permit process. This Plan provides the basis for a c0111110n understanding 
among government agencies, including City of San Diego, U.S. Anqy Corps of 
Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, California Coastal Commission, California Department of Fish and 
Game, and private interests, regarding projects affecting natural resources 
in Mission Bay Park and the manner in which mitigation is to be undertaken. 

·Representatives from the City and five agencies, listed above, actively 
participated in the development of this Plan to ensure that the mitigation 
requirements are consistent with policies of their respective agencies. It 
is anticipated, therefore. that projects planned in conformance with the 
Natural Resource Management Plan will meet the requi~ents of the other 
permitting agencies, and permit processing can be simplified and the time 
mini~ized. This will provide increased certainty to applicants concerned 
with the granting·of permits for their projects and to agencies concerned 
with the protection of natural resources. 

A nationwide permit from the Army Corps of Engineers to cover City 
shoreline maintenance would further si~lffy the permitting process. This 
type of permit would cover all maintenance outlined in the Beach 
Maintenance section under "land U!;e Proposals" for a five-year periOd and 
negate having to obtain individual permits for each action. It would be 
beneficial if a similar arrangement could be made with the Coastal 
C00111ission. 

Federal and state agencies will be notified of all proposed projects 
affecting natural resources and the Natural Resource Management Plan. This 
includes land and water-oriented development proposals. Mitigation plans 
and mitigation monitoring reports for individual projects will also be 
submitted to these agencies for their review and cOMment. If a •1t1gation 
plan can be approved concurrent with the City's review process, federal and 
state permit processing will be expedited. 

DEYELOPMEIT RESPONSIBILITIES 

The Natural Resource Management Plan covers three general categories of 
proposals: 1) new development or redevelopaent of land and water; 2) park 
and shoreline aaintenance activities; and 3) habitat enhancement. It will 
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be the responsibility of the City or public applicant to plan, i~leMent, 
maintain, and .onitor the mitigation effort. The applicant is also 
responsible for consulting with state and federal resource agencies early 
in the planning process. A list of agencies for consultation is included 
in Appendix D in the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Plan - Technical 
Appendices. 

Mitigation Planning: For any development plan, the project applicant will 
have a biological consultant conduct a site-specific field survey. This 
survey will include underwater habitats, if any water-oriented aspects are 
proposed, to determine the type and extent of natural resources and to 
identify possible mitigation requirements. A qualified biologist with 
wetlands experience must perform the field work and consultation. 

If a revegetation plan is required, a biological consultant, who .ay work 
with the applicant's landscape architect and/or planner, will outline the 
mitigation proposal. Revegetation plans will contain the following: a 
landscape plan which addresses in detail the compensation concept and 
design criteria; the types and extent of habitats to be developed; grading 
requirements (if any); plant materials to be used; method of planting; and 
plans for maintenance and monitoring of the revegetation. The City will 
review and approve revegetation plans before project approval is granted. 

A binding Mechanism will be instituted to ensure an applicant will 
implement, Maintain, and monitor the mitigation effort as planned and 
approved. This .echanism can be a bond or other means of assuring funds 
will be available to complete the mitigation program. In cases where 
mitigation habitat area is to be purchased from an already existing City 
mitigation bank, the acceptability of the project as a participant in the 
bank will ·need to be approved by the City and the required mitigation area 
purchased prior to project development. 

Mitigation lmple.entation: Mitigation programs will be implemented 
according to mitigation plans preceding or coincident with project 
construction. This includes the purchase of mitigation area from a 
mitigation bank. Wherever necessary, exotic or invader vegetation will be 
removed and an irrigation system will be installed to water plants until 
they have becOMe established. 

After project construction is complete, a second habitat survey of impacted 
areas will be conducted by a qualified biologist to ensure the success of 
the mitigation plan. 

Mitigation Maintenance: Mitigation and enhancement plans will include a 
long-term monitoring program to determine the success of the plan and 
identify Maintenance needs. In the first three to five years after plan 
iiiiJilementation, IXInitorin'g will be conducted and reports made to the Park 
and Recreation Department on a regular basts. The frequency of .anitortng 
will be determined during the mitigation plan approval process. After the 
first three to five years, mitigation sites will be monitored to obtain 
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information regarding species and quantity and quality of their growth. An 
annual report of the monitoring effort will be prepared and submitted to 
the Park and Recreation Department. The report will address plant 
survival. vegetative cover, the success of establishing designated 
habitats, and recommended actions necessary to accomplish full mitigation. 
Resource agencies will receive copies of mitigation monitoring reports. 

The applicant will be responsible for maintaining revegetated mitigation 
sites for five years from the date the planting is completed. Replacement 
of vegetation and elimination of undesirable species will be undertaken as 
part of the mitigation maintenance program. 

Any vegetation that dies or is otherwise damaged within the first few years 
due to flooding, disease, over-or under-watering, vandalism etc., will be 
replaced by the applicant. Vegetation should be monitored on a regular 
basis and replaced as needed to fulfill mitigation plan conditions. 

ln order for mitigation areas to be successfully established, non-native 
plants which compete with native plants for light and space must be 
controlled. Non-native species, such as giant reed (Arundo donax), pampas 
grass (Cortaderia atacamensis), castor bean (Ricinius~n~and 
tamarisk (Tamarix spp.) must be removed from all mitigation sites. Any 
non-native plants should be removed biannually during the five-year 
maintenance period. Once removed, the plants should be disposed of in a 
landfill. 

CITY RESPONSIBILITIES 

Planning for the protection and enhancement of natural resources in Mission 
Bay Park is an important part of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, Local 
Coastal Program Addendum. The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management 
Plan is in conformity with and should be used in conjunction with the 
Master Plan and the Local Coastal Program Addendum. 

The City Planning and Park and Recreation departments are responsible for 
the administration of the Natural Resource Management Plan. The Planning 
Department will review all public and City development proposals to 
determine conformity with the Natural Resource Management Plan. The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process will be applied to 
determine the environmental impacts of development proposals and identify 
mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce impacts to Mission Bay 
Park's natural resources. 

The Park and Recreation Department is responsible for conducting 
maintenance activities in the Park in compliance with the Natural Resource 
Management Plan. The Park and Recreation Department will review public and 
City project plans along with revegetation and mitigation plans to ensure 
the projects meet the requirements and objectives of the Natural Resource 
Management Plan. Enhancement projects and a current data base are also the 
responsibility of the Park and Recreation Department. Mitigation bank 
development will be developed and administered by Park and Recreation. 
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Funding for enhancement, management, and preserve maintenance for the 
Park's natural resource system can come from a variety of sources. Items 
outlined in this management plan are listed below with possible funding 
~ources. 

1. Mission Bay Least Tern Management Program 

a. Predator Control - one person for six months (March-September). 
annually, via contract with USFWS or CDFG or City sources for 
implementation of a predator control program. Potential funding: 
operating budget. 

b. Nesting Site Monitor - provide one person once a week for sixteen 
weeks to help monitor nesting sites. Approximately 130 hours a 
year. Potential funding: intern program. 

c. Management and Improvements to Sites - Potential funding: 
operating budget. 

2. Expansion of Preserve System 

a. Extension of Southern Wildlife Preserve - no cost to implement. 

b. Extension of·Northern Wildlife Preserve to Include Crown Point 
Shores Least Tern Nesting Site and. possibly, a portion or all of 
the Campland lease area - grading, revegetation,- and fencing 
required. Potential funding: Environmental License Plate Grant; 
Coastal Conservancy; possible future state bond initiatives; 
capital outlay fund. 

c. Creation of New Wildlife Habitat Preserve and Embayment in South 
Fiesta Island - grading, dredging. revegetation. and fencing 
required. Potential funding: Environmental License Plate Grant; 
Coastal Conservancy; possible future state bond initiatives; cost 
recovery for embayment as an eelgrass mitigation bank could come 
from future City and developer projects purchasing mitigation area 
from the bank; capital outlay fund. 

d. Mitigation Bank in South Shores Embayment - planting of eelgrass 
and monitoring program. Potential funding: Coastal Conservancy; 
cost recovery from future City and developer projects purchasing 
mitigation area from the bank; capital outlay fund. 

3. Removal of pampass grass from Fiesta Island· and Northern and Southern 
Wildlife Reserves - Potential funding: operating budget. 

4. Placement of Additional Buoys Along Northern Wildlife Preserve - 15 
additional buoys to discourage boaters and jet skiers from entering the 
salt marsh. Potential funding: Environmental License Place Grant; 
Coastal Conservancy. 
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5. Informational, Directive, and Educational Signs- additional permanent 
s1gnage needed for seven least tern and five (possibly six) wildlife 
preserves, approximately 150 signs. Potential funding: Environmental 
License Plate Grant; Coastal Conservancy; possible future state bond 
initiatives; operating budget. 

6. City·sponsored Surveys 

Eelgrass/underwater habitat survey by consultant (approximately 
600 hours and $16,000 (1988 dollars) for equipment and coaputer 
timeh 

General bird survey by interns or consultants (approximately 500 
hours}; and 

California least tern foraging study by consultant (annual cost 
estimate for the three-year (1989-1991) study is $18,000 per year 
(1989 dollars). 

Potential funding: operating budget. 

7. Nature Center Complex- includes nature trails, observation platforms, 
structure (approximately 1,000 square feet), fence, signs, and 
interpretive displays. Potential funding: Environmental License Plate 
Grant; Coastal Conservancy; possible future state bond initiatives; 
capital outlay fund. 
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Appendix F 

MISSION BAY PARK REGULATIONS 

Prepared by 

City of San Diego 
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MISSION BAY REGULATIONS 

Speed 
BASIC SPEED LAW - Local and State laws prohibit the operation of 
any vessel or other watercraft at a Speed greater than is reasonable and 
prudent. and at no time at a Speed that endangers life. limb or property. 
CONTROLLED SPEED AREAS-
(1) Speed limits are posted on buoys and signa throughout the bay, at 
the entrances and inside controlled arees. Basically, West Miasion Bay, 
all narrow channels, and coves have controlled speed. 
(2) The speed limit from sunset to sunrise (night-time) is five nautical 
miles per hour (5 kts) in all areas of the bay. 
(3) The speed limit is five nautical miles per hour (5 kts) in the following 
areas: (a) within 100 ft. of the shoreline of Mission Bay including the 
shoreline of Fiesta Island and Vacation Island. (b) within 200 ft. of any 
dock or landing float to which boats are made fast or is being used for 
the loading or unloading of passengers; and (c) under any bridges. 
(4} The speed limit is limited to steerage way only (no wake) in all 
marina areas and basins. 
(5) The speed limit in Sail Bay is limited to 5 mph from 11 :ooa.m. to 5:00 
p.m .• from May 1st through October 31st. 
OPEN SPEED AREA- Fiesta Bay in the eestern half of Mission Bay is 
the only area with no daytime speed limits, except the specific situations 
listed above . 

Waterskiing 
(1) Fiesta Bay In the eastern half of the bay is the main waterskiing area, 
with three designated beach landing and take-off zones. Beach landings 
and take-offs are prohibited in all areas not posted with signs for these 
purposes. 
(2) Sail Bay in the northwest part of the bay, between Santa Clara Point 
and Riviere Shores. has one zone designated for beach landing and 
take-off; but it is only open for limited watarskilng at the following times: 

{a) May 1st through October 31st- sunrise to 11 a.m .• end 5 p.m. to 
sunset; (5 mph from 11 a.m. to 5 p.m.); 
(b) November 1st through April 30th- sunrise to sunset (daytime). 

(3) Waterskiing is prohibited in all other areas of the bay. 
(4) In addition to the operator, every vessel towing askier must have an 
observer at least 12 years old. The operator must watch ahead. and the 
observer must watch the skier and advise the operator of any hazards or 
when the skier falls. All occupants of the boat must remain seated during 
operation . 
(5) Waterskiing and similar activities are prohibited between sunset 
and sunrise (night-time). 
(6) No waterskier or the towing boat shall operete within 100 ft. of 
another boat, canoe, paddleboard, float, swimmer or fisherman. Also, 
no waterskier or the towing boat shall operete within 100 ft. of any 
beach, except for taking-off and landing in the prescribed arees posted 
for that purpose by the City. 
(7) Motorboats in all waterski areas shall adhere to a counter-clockwise 
pattern (turning towards port/left) at all times. 
(8) Observers or operators must signal with a red ski flag in the air 
whenever there Is a person or hazard in the water adjacent to or in the 
vicinity of their boat. The operator must cut the motor completely when 
picking up a person from the water into the boat. 
(9) Tow lines must not exceed 75 feet in length. 

(10) No person shall use eny hang glider, ski kite, parasail, or similar 
deVice from the water or land in Mission Bay Park. 
(11) No vessel may operate within 200 feet of the shoreline of an area 
designated for waterski landing or take-off. except a vessel actively 
involved in towing a waterskier . 

Personal Watercraft 
Jet Skis, Wet Bikes. Oyna-Foils, Wave-Runners. Wave-Jammers, and 

similar types of watercraft may use any of the boating areas, following all 
of the regulations for powerboats. There is a special personal watercraft 
area at the eest end of South Pacific Passage, where boats are 
prohibited; however, operators using the area must comply with the 5 
mph speed zone immediately outside of the area. A second personal 
watercraft area exists at the south end of North Pacific passage. 
Between sunset and 9:30 a.m. all craft must travel at leas than 5 mph. 
Operators are also responsible for obeying all other existing safety 
regulations. 

Sailing 
(1) Sailboats are permitted in all boating areas throughout the bay; 
however. the entire West Bay is meant mainly for sailing, with controlled 
speeds for powerboats. Sail Bay is limited to 5 mph from 11 a.m. to 
5 p.m .• May 1st through October 31st, and the rest of the West Bay is 5 
mph at all times. Sailboats are cautioned to stay away from Waterski 
Zones and Swimming Areas. 
(2) Sailboat operators should check the height of their mast with the 
vertical clearance markers before attempting to sail under any bridges. 

Required Equipment, Registration, 
and Age Restrictions 
(1) All vessels must comply with california and U.S. coast Guard 
requirements for minimum safety equipment. The basic items for all 
boats include Personal Flotation Devices (PFD's or life preservers) for 
each person on-board, navigation lights for night-time operation, and 
some son of sound-signaling device. Powerboats are generally also 
required to have a fire extinguisher, muffler. back-fire flame control, and 
ventilation system. Most boats are alao required to carry Visual Distress 
Signals on-board for emergency use. Boat operators should check with 
the Lifeguard Service, Pollee or Coast Guard to detarmine the specific 
equipment required for thair boat. 
(2) Boats must comply with California laws for vessel registration • 
Basically, all undocumented vessels using or on the waters of california 
must be currently registered in this State, except: 

(a) vessels currently registered in another state or federal numbering 
system, and such vessel is not within California for more than 90 days; 
(b) foreign vessels temporarily using the waters of the United States; 
(c) public vessels of a city, county, district. state or the United States; 
(d) a ship's lifeboat (not used for recreational purposes); 
(e) any claasofvessetsexempted by the state or federal government; 
and 
(f) any sailboat 8ft. or leas in length. and any vessel propelled solely 
by oars or paddles. 

{3} Vessel registration is performed by the Department of Motor 
Vehicles, and boat owners should contact their local DMV office for 
more information. 
(4) The boat registration certificate/card is required to be carried 
on-board the vessel at all times, and must be presented to any peace 
officer upon request. 
(5) No person may permit any other person under the age of 12 years 
old to operate, nor may eny person under the age of 12 years old 
operate: 

(a) any motorboat towing any person: 
(b) any motorboat designed to carry only one person; or 
(c) any motorboat with an engine of more than 10 horsepower, unless 
an adult (over 18 years old) is on-board; except for using a dinghy 
between a moored vessel and the shoreline. 

Reckless, Negligent, and 
Intoxicated Operation 
(1) No person shall use any vessel, or manipulate any waterskis, 
aquaplane or similar device in a reckless or negligent manner so as to 
endanger the life, limb or property of any person. (Misdemeanor.) 
Endangerment includes, but is not limited to, the following acts: 

(a) riding on the bow, gunwales ortrensom of a powerboat (without 
adequate protective railing); 
{b) any action causing any walerskla. aquaplane or similar device, or 
the person thereon to collide with any object or person; 
(c) maneuvering towed skiers or other devices so as to pass the 
towline over another vessel or its skier; or 
(d) navigating any vessel. skis or other deVices between a towing 
vessel and Its tow(s). 

(2) No person shall operate any vessel, or manipulate any waterskis, 
aquapfane or similar device while under the influence of intoxicating 
liquor, any drug, or the combined influence of intoxicating liquor and 
any drug; or when addicted to any drug. (Misdemaanor.J 
(3) No person shall operate any vessel, or manipulate any waterskis, 
aquaplane or similar device who has a blood-alcohol level of 0.10'!11 or 
more. (Misdemeanor.) 
(4) No person shall operate any vessel, or manipulate any waterskis, 
aquaplane or similar deVice while under the influence of intoxicating 
liquor. any drug, or the combined influence of Intoxicating liquor and 
any drug; and while so operating do any actforbidden by law or neglect 
any duty imposed by law for the use of the vessel, waterskis, aquaplane 
or similar device, which act or neglect proximately causes serious bodily 
injury to any person other than himself. (Felony.) 
(5) Persons lawfully arrested for intoxicated operation must submit to a 
chemical test of their blood, breath or urine to determine the alcohol or 
drug content of their blood . 

Boating Accidents 
(1) The operator and owner of any vessel involved in a collision, 
accident or other casualty must stop and render any preactical 
assistance to the other persons invOlved (withoul serious danger to his 



own vessel or crew), and also to give his name, addreu, and vessel 
identification in writing to any injured person or the owner of any 
property or vessels damaged. Failure to stop and give the required 
Information Is a mildemeanor tor accidents involving property damage 
only. and a fetony foraccidenta involving Injury. death ordiaappearance. 
(2) Accidents where a person dies or disappears from a vessel muat be 
reported immediately, by the quickest meana available, to the nearest 
enforcement agency. 
(3) Written accident reports are required to be filed with the California 
Department of Boating and Waterways on official forma, which may be 
obtained from the Lifeguard Service or Police Department; 

(a) within48hoursif: aperaondieswlthin24 houraaftertheaccident, 
a person dlaappears, or an injured peraon requires more than first-aid 
treatment; and 
(b) within 10 days if: a peraon dies more than 24 hours after the 
accident, or damage to the veasel and other property totata more than 
$200. 

Anchoring, Mooring, and Beaching 
(1) Veaaels may be anchored during the daytime anywhere in the bay. 
except: 

(a) Swimming Areas. 
(b) Waterski Landing/Take-Oft Zones, and 
(c) any position that obstructs navigation and/or is prohibited by 
signs. 

(2) Vessels may anchor or moor overnight In North Mariner's Basin 
only. The time limit for overnight transienVguest anchorege is 72-hours 
In any ll8'lerHtay period, and an adult must remain on-board overnight. 
(3) Vessels are prohibited from tying to all aids to navigation (buoys) at 
all ttmes. Veaaels areataonot allowed to tie up to a private mooring buoy 
without a permit from the Lifeguard Services Divialon. 
(4) OVernight boat beaching Is allowed onty In cHMalgnated areas after 
obtaining a permit from the Lifeguard Servlclll Division. (Some areas 
have time restrictions.) 
(5) Veaaels and trailers shall not be left on the beach overnight in Sail 
Bay from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m .. Sunday through Thursday. Overnight 
beaching in Sail Bay Is onty permitted on Friday and Saturday nights 
and the night before a City holiday. 
(6) A permit Is required to place. construct or uae a mooring In Mlaslon 
Bay. Any such moorings must comply with the speclficetionuet by the 
Lifeguard Services Division. 
(7) It Is unlawful to 11118, tie up to. or occupy any float, doCk or other 
harbor facility without flrat obtaining permisaion from the owner 
thereof. Uae of the public dock& Is Umited to 15 minutes for loading and 
unloading pasaengers and supplies on recreational boats; while 
commercial uaea are expreaaly prohibited. 
(8) It ia unlawful to beach. anchor,launch. or retrieve boat&, veaaels or 
peraonal watercraft of any type in areaa marked by ligna prohibiting 
such actions. 

NOTE: Any veaael found In violation of these and other regulationa Is 
subject to be Impounded by the Lifeguards or Poflce and tees charged 
for the impounding; and the operator or owner may be proeecuted If 
applicable. 

Launching and Removal of Boats 
(1) Boats may only be launched and removed at area designated by 
the City. There are tour concrela public launch ramps at varloua 
locations in the bay. and one hard-sand, hand launch area located on 
El Carmel Point. 
{2) tt shall be unlawful to launch or remove any veaael over anyeeawall, 
sidewalk. street end, public or private property. except at locatlona or 
businesses deelgnated for such purposes. 

Noise LeYell 
(1) The exheust on every motorboat shall be effectively muffled at all 
times to prevent any excessive or unusual noiae. 
(2) Motorboat& muat not exceed the following notae levels (measured 
at a distance of SOft.) besecl on the manufacture date of their englne(s): 

(a) built before January 1976- 86 dbA; 
(b) built on or after January 1, 1976and beforeJanuary1. 1978-84 
dbA;and 
(c) built on or after January 1. 1978-82 dbA. 

Dogs and Other Animals 
(1) No person shall bring any dog, whether leaahed or unleeshed. on 
any public beach or public park in the City of San Diego betWeen the 
houraof9a.m.and6p.m.;exceptforseelng-eyeguldedoga.andexcept 
tor on Fiesla Island tnot in Youth Camp) and at north Ocean Beach tat 
the Flood Control Channel). A leaah, maximum length of 8ft., ia required 
at all other times. 
(2) It Is unlawful to bring, leave, tum 10018 or allow to go loose, any 
animal in any beach area or park in the City of San Diego. 

Beach Fires, Litter, and Glass 
(1) Fires are permitted only in the concrete fire rings provided by the 
City (on most beaCh areas). Barbecue grill& are permittedes longes they 
do not damage gran or shrubbery, or heat-up the sand/dirt. Hot coals 
must be dumped Into either a fire ring orthespecial concrete containers 
designated tor that purpose. 
(2Jt Is unlawful to litter, or to daposlt waste or rubbiah of any kind, or 
discharge any refuse matter of any description upon the waters, 
shorelines, beaches or other perk areas in the City of San Diego and 
Mission Bay Park. 
(3J!Iottles, glasaes, cups, and any other glesa beverage containers are 
prohibited on all beach areas, including adjacent sidewalks and park 
areas. 

Swimming 
(1) Swimmeruhould uae the dealgnatecl Swimming Areas, which have 
lifeguards on-duty dally during the summer season. Swimming and 
wading is prohibited in all waterski zones. and swimmers should not 
swim in speedboat areas or far away from shore. It you want to swim a 
long distance - swim parallel to the ahoreline where there are fewer 
boats and help Is close by; do not awlm acrosa covea or channel&. 
(2) It is unlawful to jump or dive from any bridge in Mlaslon Bay; or to 
swim, dive or play In the Mission Bay Channel. 

Fishing 
Fiahing Is permitted in all area of the bay. except in Swimming Areaa. 

Waterski Landing and Take-Off Zones, Special Events Area, Peraonal 
Watercraft Area. and from any bridge. Fishermen In boats should stay 
away from wateraki areaa, and are not permitted to anchor in ornearthe 
center-span ot bridges, or so as to obstruct the free navigation of any 
area. 

Parking 
(1) Most public parking lola in Mlaslon Bay Park and the beach areas 
are cloaad from 2 a.m. to 4 a.m. dally (with a posalble $50 fine); except 
Dana Basin and West Bonita Cove parking iota. There is a 72-hour 
maximum limit for perking in all public areas. not otherwise restricted, 
Including street&. 
(2) At Santa Clare Point. unattached boat trailers are prohibited 
between 2 a.m. and 5 a.m. dally. 
(3) Parking any vehicle&, rnotorcycll8 or trailers on any sidewalk&, 
gran, beaChea or other park arees not designated for parking Is 
prohibited at ell times. Driving off of the paved streets and parking Iota is 
atao prohibited. 

NOTE: Parking faclllttes are limited and usually filled during the 
aummer months; for this reason. beach and bay visttoraareencouragecl 
to car-pool or uae public transportation aa much aa possible. 

Camping 
(1) It Ia unlawful for any person to camp, sleep or lodge overnight on 
any public beach or In any public park In the City of San Diego. 
(2) It Ia unlawful to erect, maintain, uae or occupy any tent or similar 
structure on any beaCh or perk area, unless at least two sides are open 
with an unobstructed view from the outaide. 
(3) Thera are two Youth Camp areas provided tor organized youth 
groups. such as Boy Scouts. YMCA, Girl Scouta or similar groups with 
ectult supervision. The araaa are located on Vacation Isle and Flelta 
Island, with limited availability. A permit (with lee) Ia required from the 
Coastal Division office in advance. 

Penalties 
(1) Any peraon In violation of "operating undar the influence" and 
doing any forbidden act or neglecting any required duty. which act or 
negtec;t cauMSserioua injury to another person, is guilty of a felony and 
shall be puniahed by imprisonment in the state priaon, or In the county 
jail for not leal than 90 days or more than one year, and by a fine of not 
leu than $250 nor more than $5,000. 
(2) Any person in violation of moat other boating and park regulationS 
is guilty of a mildemeanor and may be subject to a maximum penalty of 
imprisonment In the county jail tor up to ona yaar, and a fine of up to 
$1,000, or by both Imprisonment and fine. Some vlolatlona have lower 
penalties. and some penalties increase with multiple violations. 
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I. OVERVIEW 

This report summarizes the Design Guidelines proposed to 
guide the continuing development of Mission Bay Park as 
it further matures into a unique, world-class water-oriented 
recreation area . 

The Design Guidelines address functional and aesthetic is­
sues in the following categories: Site Design, Landscape, 
Architecture, and Signage. By necessity, the Guidelines 
are general in nature, not site-specific. As the Park devel­
ops, more detailed designs will be conducted on a project­
specific basis in accordance with the goals and objectives 
of the Master Plan Update . 

USING THE GUIDELINES 

The Design Guidelines should be used as a "baseline" from 
which to develop project and site-specitic design solutions 
for Mission Bay Park. They provide minimum standards, 
where necessary, along with specific statements of design 
intent to help designers generate creative and innovative 
solutions for all Park improvements . 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE - DESIGN GUIDELINES 

In the relatively unimproved areas of the Park, namely Fi­
esta Island and South Shores, the Guidelines should be ap­
plied fully as new park improvements are contemplated. In 
established areas of the Park, the Guidelines should be re­
laxed where overriding existing conditions preempt their 
implementation. In such cases. the provisions of the Guide­
lines should be pursued "to the greatest extent possible,H as 
conditions permit. 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

By virtue of their site layout or level of improvement, some 
areas of the Park require special design consideration and/ 
or exemption from Guideline provisions. Reference to such 
cases is made in the Guidelines under the heading "Special 
Condilion, page 9." 

Fig.l: Aerial View of Mission Bay Park 
(As described in the Master Plan Update) 
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II. S I T E D E S I G N 

Site design includes the overall control of views, the orga­
nization of public recreation areas, roads, parking and paths, 
and the types of furnishings required to support recreational 
activity. The general intent of the Site Design Guidelines 
is to ensure optimum, secure, and comfortable visual and 
physical access to the shore areas and water bodies of Mis­
sion Bay . 

VIEWS AND ACCESS 

Mission Bay Park is highly visible from a number of public 
roadways. These include the southbound lanes of I-5 be­
tween Grand Avenue and Clairemont Drive; the westbound 
lanes of I-8; the Friars Road, Pacific Highway, and Mission 
Bay Drive entrances; the Midway Drive, Ingraham Street 
and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard bridges; and Clairemont Drive 
as it descends from the Clairemont hills, among several 
surrounding roadways. The Park area visible from any one 
of these vantage points is called a viewshed . 
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1. Viewshed Controls: To ensure as unencumbered 
and amenable a view of the bay environment as possible, 
no structure, earthform, or landscape feature should be con­
structed within the major public view corridors, or 
viewsheds, so as to impede, diminish or negatively affect 
the view of the Bay's environment. 

2. Public Access Corridors: Around Sail Bay and the 
western coves and basins, views of the Bay from public 
access corridors should be maintained and enhanced. Palm 
trees or other landscape features placed along the beach to 
meet the landscape provisions of these Guidelines should 
not screen more than half the view of the water as seen one 
block away from the Park from any of the public access 
corridors (see Figure 2). 

Property owners within 300 feet of any proposed beach 
improvements affecting private view corridors should be 
notified and allowed input when such projects are in the 
schematic design phase. 

3. Billboards: Consideration should be given to ex­
amining and enforcing the City's billboard policy with the 
aim of restricting the placement of billboards that block the 
view of the Park from surrounding roadways and public 
access corridors. 

4. Gateways: It is normal for entrances to urban Parks 
to be marked or "posted" by signs and special landscaping. 
However, Mission Bay Park is characterized by its expan­
siveness, particularly as seen from the approach roads to 
the Park. Accordingly, the Park's regional gateways (road­
ways leading to South Shores, East Shores and Fiesta Is­
land) should stress open views into the Bay, containing as 
little visual clutter and interference as possible. The arrival 
experience should be felt like a "release," or open view, 
rather than a "pinch," or framed view. "Welcome to Mis­
sion Bay Park" signs should be part of the gateways, but 
designed as secondary, not primary, features. 
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II . SITE DESIGN 

Fir.l: Public Access Corridor 

I. EQUAL L EQUAL 1. r OPEN VIEW 1 Fll TERED VIEW 1 
PALM Q.USTER 
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As is discussed further in this report, the perimeter of the 
Park should have a consistent, naturalistic and coastal-ori­
ented landscape treatment. The intent is for visitors to be 
aware as they arrive at the Park that they have entered a 
distinctive area of San Diego. Each entry road, therefore, 
will function as a gateway, without the addition of artifi­
cial, forced "gateway features." 

Signage informing visitors of Park events and directing them 
to their destinations should be part of the Park gateway 
areas. Such signage, however, should not dominate the view 
from entrance roadways and paths. 

PARKLAND 

Parkland is defined as the turfed areas adjacent to the Park's 
beach and water areas. Parkland areas are used for picnick­
ing, sunbathing, kite-flying, and informal play, and are in 
very high demand at Mission Bay Park. 

5. Water Influence Zone: Following on-site investi­
gations, it has been determined that the primary parkland 
zone in level areas of the Park lies within 300 feet of the 
water line. Beyond this distance, the water becomes barely 
visible and the shore becomes difficult to police. Accord­
ingly, new regional parkland areas should be planned to 
take maximum advantage of this water-influence zone, pro­
viding a variety of recreational environments from wide 
open beach areas to shady, more intimate picnic groves and 
open play areas. Roadways and secondary recreation facili­
ties should be planned beyond 300 feet from the shore. 

6. Activity "Cells": Within the primary water influ­
ence zone, parkland areas should be designed as a series of 
discrete recreation "cells," each with its own spatial charac­
ter according to the planned activity it is intended to ac­
commodate. For example, the turfed areas should have 
both open "cells" for informal play and shaded, palm-planted 
"cells" more suitable for lounging and picnicking. Some 
turf areas should be in close proximity to the water, while 
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ll. SITE DESIGN 

other areas should be more removed, allowing for a deeper 
beach. Similarly, beach areas should contain wide and nar­
row areas, used, respectively, for play and for sun bathing 
"out of the line of fire." The "cell" approach will generate a 
meandering turf frontage offering a variety of views and spaces 
in what otherwise is a linear, homogenous landscape . 

7. Active, Informal Play Areas: Turfed areas lying 
inward from the park road should be designed to accommo­
date active, informal play - not scheduled league or tourna­
ment activities (excluding Robb Field and the Pacific Beach 
Athletic Fields). Alternatively, where appropriate, portions 
of these areas should be mounded or sloped to encourage 
passive activities with improved views of the water . 

8. Restroom Facilities: Restroom facilities should be 
placed to the rear of the parkland zone, proximate to parking 
areas for easy service and maintenance and to minimize their 
obstruction of the water . 

SHORE ACCESS 

As a water-oriented recreation area, the Park's shore should 
remain accessible for public use throughout its length. Pub­
lic access to the shore should be secure and safe, providing 
sufficient visibility from adjoining facilities and allowing ac­
cess by patrol and emergency vehicles. In addition, such 
access should be sufficiently wide to permit the Park's land­
scape to flow through it, maintaining its continuity along the 
shore . 

9. Public Use Zones: Within leasehold areas, a 150-
foot minimum public use zone should be maintained along 
the beach areas of the shore measured from the mean high 
water line (elevation +2.01 MSL datum). Along bulkhead or 
rip-rap areas of the shore, a 50-foot minimum public use 
zone should be maintained measured from the top of bulk­
head or rip-rap. The Park's combined bicycle and pedestrian 
path should be sited within the public use zone . 
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PFDPERTVOA. 
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Fig.3: P11blic Use Zone - Blllkhead/Rip-Rap Areu 
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Fig.4: P11blic Use Zone - Beach Areas 
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QuiviraBasin 
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Leasehold Setback 

H. SITE DESIGN 

Special Condition - Bahia Point: Because of the narrow 
land area available for the continuing operation and rede­
velopment of the Bahia Hotel, the public access zone may 
be narrower than as stipulated above, so long as a continu­
ous, smooth-curved pathway for bicycles and pedestrians is 
provided along the entire perimeter of the Point. 

Special Condition - Quivira Basin: Due to the proximity 
of the Bay to the San Diego River in the southern portion of 
Quivira Basin, access easements between the two shores 
should be maintained at intervals of not less than 450 feet. 
For security reasons, and contrary to the public use zone, 
these would be easements within a leasehold, and should be 
permitted to be secured after hours. The easements should 
not be less than 50 feet in width between any proposed 
buildings . 

Special Condition· De Anza Cove: To minimize impact 
of any proposed development to the envisioned habitat ar­
eas at the outfall of Rose Creek, the public use zone should 
be not less than 100 feet in width on all sides facing the 
wetland areas, regardless of the shore treatment. 

10. Leasehold Setbacks: In leasehold areas, buildings 
and landscape should be sited with the aim of enhancing 
the experience and use of the Park's waterfront (see follow­
ing sections on landscape and architecture). Creating a 
varied building frontage along the public use zone to allow 
for landscape planting and other amenities between build­
ings would support this objective. To this end, along 
leasehold lines facing the shore, buildings should be set 
back an average of 25 feet from leasehold lines . 

Swimming pools, terraces, lawn and planting areas should 
be placed in the setback areas. The intent is to use these 
setback areas as a means to add interest and visual amenity 
to the public use zone immediately adjacent to the lease 
areas. For the purpose of computing the average setback 
depth, buildings sited beyond 50 feet from the leasehold 
line should not be part of the calculation. This guideline 
will encourage a varied building frontage ranging from zero 
to 50 feet, or conversely, a uniform minimum setback of 25 
feet. 

Page 9 



MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE - DESIGN GUIDELINES 

ROADS & PARKING 

The Park's roads and parking areas serve access, emer­
gency and security functions. Such facilities should be 
conveniently sited to serve the recreation areas of the Park, 
but without detracting from the landscape, the views, and 
the physical space required for recreation. Notwithstand­
ing the guidelines that follow, all new roadway and parking 
improvements should meet design criteria for safety as set 
by the City's Engineering and Development Department. 

11. Waterfront Clearances: Park roads should be 
placed outside the 300-foot beach frontage zone wherever 
possible. Parking lots should be spaced along the road and, 
where physically possible, not closer than 200 feet from the 
mean high water line. This guideline will result in a 200 to 
220-foot minimum parkland depth, which is adequate for 
flexible play and recreation and for supervising the water­
front from the park road and parking areas. Parking lots 
should be limited in size (not continuous) along the park 
road. This would allow for a greater depth of parkland be­
tween the lots, which enhances visual access to the water 
while creating larger areas for picnics and play. 

12. Roadside Parking: To maintain views of the Bay, 
patrolling of parkland areas, and to enhance circulation 
safety, curbside parking along the park road should be pro­
hibited in new development areas, and eliminated in exist­
ing parkland areas to the greatest extent possible. Any 
"lost" parking should be regained in the proposed overflow 
parking area in South Shores, which will potentially be 
served by a public tram on peak days. 

13. Roadway and Parking Design: To reinforce the 
Park's unique aquatic identity, roadways and parking areas, 
and all right-of-way features such as lights, signs, curbing, 
etc. should be uniquely different in material, form, color 
and texture from that of surrounding city streets. Asphalt 
paving, for example, should have a coarser texture, or a 
different stone for aggregate; curbs could be deleted and 
colorful landscape brought to the edge of the road (where 
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vehicle control is necessary, bollards in place of curbs should 
be considered); and street lights and signage poles should 
be of a distinctive style. 

14. Provisions for Persons with Disabilities: The de­
sign of parking areas shall comply with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1992. In addition, water access for per­
sons with disabilities should be provided throughout the 
Park, where appropriate. 

BIKEWAYS AND PEDESTRIAN PATHS 

Recent State-wide, as well as localized, surveys on recre­
ation confirm that walking, jogging and bicycling are highly 
preferred recreation activities in California. This is also the 
case in Mission Bay Park according to the telephone survey 
conducted as part of the Master Plan Update. Function­
ally, the paths should afford the highest possible degree of 
safety and suitability for moving around the Park. Because 
of their high use, the paths should be envisioned as a likely 
target for the Park's art program, both as a means to guide 
people to art installations and as art works in and of them­
selves. In the words of artist David Antin, "the paths should 
be viewed as a vehicle for 'terrain drama,' whereby sec­
tions of the walkways, with the use of distinctive materials, 
could express the unique qualities of every environment in 
the Park." 

15. Types and location of Paths: The Park's paths 
serve two main user groups: pedestrians, joggers, and other 
individuals on foot; recreational bicyclists, in-line roller skat­
ers and other individuals on wheels. To meet the needs of 
each group, each type of path should be designed as a sepa­
rate and dedicated Park facility. 
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The conflict between pedestrians and cyclists/skaters pri­
marily involves individuals that ride for exercise and/or com­
mute on bicycles rather than for a casual, relaxed recre­
ation. The first group, or touring cyclists/skaters, prefers to 
ride on the park road to avoid potential conflict with pedes­
trians. For this reason, dedicated class 2, paved bicycle 
lanes should be provided along the park road, while a "com­
bination" pedestrian and bicycle (low-speed) path should 
be provided within the parkland, beach and waterfront prom­
enade areas of the Park. 

16. "Combined" Pedestrian and Bicycle Path: The 
combined pedestrian and low-speed (posted 5 m.p.h.) bicycle 
path should have a minimum width of 17 feet: 9 feet dedi­
cated for bicycles and skaters (and service and emergency 
vehicles), and 8 feet dedicated for pedestrians. Pedestrians 
should circulate in the section closest to the water. A four 
to ten-foot landscape strip should separate the two sections 
wherever possible. The combined path should also mean­
der along the parkland, varying in proximity to the water to 
afford as diverse and enjoyable an experience of the Bay as 
possible. 

In constrained, narrow areas of the waterfront, the land­
scaped median may be dispensed; in such cases, the overall 
width of the path should not be less than 16 feet, and a 
painted line should separate the foot path from the bikeway. 

In all cases, clearly marked symbols or signage should in­
form park users of the function of each path. 
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II. SITE DESIGN 

LIGHTING 

Lighting in the Park serves two functions, security and 
nighttime use. Currently, no areas of the Park are lit for 
nighttime use, which encourages the use of illicit or unde­
sirable activities while limiting the Park's potential hours of 
legitimate operation . 

17. Parking and Path Lighting: In recognition of their 
recreational and functional value, the Park paths and park­
ing areas should receive a continuous level of illumination 
for nighttime use and security purposes. As nighttime use 
would be less than daytime use, only a portion of each 
parking lot should be lighted, preferably that area closest to 
the water to provide residual illumination into parkland or 
beach areas . 

18. Lighting Standards: Lighting should be provided 
by cut-off, non-glare pole fixtures. The height of light 
fixture shall be 12 to 15ft above the adjacent surface of the 
path. 2-1/2 to 3-112ft height bollard-type lights should be 
used where the combined path fronts residential and/or re­
sort hotel areas so as not to affect the nighttime view of the 
Bay from residences and guest rooms. The level of illumi­
nation should be a minimum of 1/2 footcandle at ground 
level. Average to minimum uniformity ratio shall be no 
greater than 4 to I within the paved area.. Ambient light 
supplied by surrounding buildings should be considered 
when determining the lighting requirements for the Park . 

FURNISIDNGS AND FENCES 

Park furniture includes picnic tables, benches, waste recep­
tacles, drinking fountains, lighting, flagpoles, bike racks, 
hot-coals dispensers and other miscellaneous features. The 
Park's furniture should be durable and vandal resistant. More 
importantly, it should be inconspicuous; that is, be a back­
ground element that serves its purpose without detracting 
from the landscape . 
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19. Furnishing Standards: The Park's furnishings 
should be reasonably consistent and compatible in style 
throughout the Park, and of durable materials and forms 
that blend with the landscape. Light sand blasted, natural 
color concrete is a durable and inconspicuous outdoor fur­
niture material. It should therefore be predominant in the 
Park. 

To blend with the landscape, any necessary metal furnish­
ings, such as bike racks, for example, should be painted in 
neutral, matte tones, or be plastic coated. Bike racks should 
be placed to the land side of the bicycle path. Free-stand­
ing, portable, metal waste receptacles should be phased out 

20. Fences and Wails: One of the amenities of Mission 
Bay Park is its openness. In most areas of the Park, the eye 
can rove around without being obstructed by walls, screens 
and other barriers. Some barriers are unavoidable, how­
ever, such as fences between public areas and private 
leaseholds. In such areas, utility or security fences should 
be as inconspicuous as possible and be screened by land­
scaping. In no case should barriers, hedges or fences exceed 
a height of 7 feet; taller fences would become too prominent 
in the context of the Park and begin to be seen as a visual 
barrier rather than an access control feature. 
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III. LANDSCAPE 

The general aim of the Park's landscaping is to help define 
Mission Bay Park as a special recreation resource, uniquely 
different from other City parks in form and character, and 
attuned to the Bay's coastal setting. It is also and objective 
to reduce the consumption of water for irrigation by em­
phasizing the use of drought-tolerant plants wherever not in 
conflict with the Park's recreation and land use functions . 
To meet these objectives, and to ensure that the Park's 
landscape efficiently accommodates the various planned 
recreation activities, four broad landscape types are recom­
mended: Beach/Coastal Strand; Coastal Sage Scrub; Medi­
tetTanean; and Parkland. These landscape types reinforce 
the overall land use pattern proposed for the Park as defined 
in the Master Plan . 

BEACH/COASTAL STRAND 

The Beach/Coastal Strand landscape is associated with the 
open beach areas, such as in Sail Bay or the west side of 
Fiesta Island . 
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21. Coverage and Intent: In the Beach/Coastal Strand 
landscape, the sandy (beach) areas should be "backed up" by 
front line dune and strand plants such as Beach Sand-Verbena 
(Abronia maritima, A umbellata), Beach Evening Primrose 
(Oenothera spp.), and Beach Saltbush (Atriplex leucophylla). 
The placement of these plants should be restricted to buffer 
areas and non-activity zones like the stretch on Sail Bay 
between the public path and the residential fencing. The intent 
is twofold: 1) to add low-scale color and texture to the long 
stretches of sand, and 2) to create more naturalistic recreation 
areas emphasizing the native coastal landscape. 

The Beach/Coastal Strand landscape should also border the 
Park's existing and proposed marsh areas so as to establish 
and ecologically integrated wetland and upland landscape 
to the greatest extent possible. 

22. Use of Palm Trees: Mexican Fan Palms should be 
among the plants to be considered in the Beach/Coastal 
Strand landscape. These plants would break the long stretches 
of sand providing shade and more intimate gathering areas. 
The palms should be placed in widely spaced clusters, sited 
to minimize their impact upon the views from adjoining 
homes, apartments or Park access roads. Palms should not be 
placed in the vicinity of Least Tern nesting sites. 

PALMCWSTER 
(LOCATION TO BE REVIEWED 
WITH ADJACENT RESIDENTS) 

Beach/Coastal Strand 

1~ ( - ) 

11 
PRIVATE BEACH/COASTAL BIKE & PEDESTRIAN 
RESIDENCE STRAND LANDSCAPE PA1H BEACH 

Fig.7: Beach/Coastal Strand Landscape at Sail Bay 
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COASTAL SAGE SCRUB 

The Coastal Sage Scrub landscape is associated with the 
Park's upland habitat areas, buffer and perimeter areas, and 
non-recreational areas such as roadway berms, parking is­
lands, etc. 

23. Coverage and Intent: This landscape consists of 
shrubs, ground cover, palms and trees typical of the coastal 
environment such as Coreopsis (Coreopsis spp.), Bush Poppy 
(Dendromecon harfordii, D. rigida), California Sagebrush 
(Artemisia califomica), Wild Lilac (Ceanothus spp.), Holly­
leafRedberry (Rhamnus crocea ilicifolia), Torrey Pine (Pinus 
torreyana), Coastal Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) and Coral 
Tree (Erythrina spp.). These types of plants are drought­
tolerant, require little sustained maintenance, and impart a 
naturalistic character appropriate to a coastal environment 
Accordingly, all areas of the Park not directly used and 
dedicated for active recreation and play should be land­
scaped with Coastal Sage Scrub plant species. Such areas 
include upland habitat areas as defined in the Plan, land 
bordering natural preserves, the stretch of land in East Shores 
between Mission Bay Drive and 1-5, other roadway berms, 
parking islands, and areas around directional signs, gate­
ways, utility buildings and fences. 

The placement of the Coastal Sage Scrub plants should be 
naturalistic rather than linear or geometric. This will permit 
the "micro-management" of the landscape to account for 
special public views, entrances, low or high terrain, etc. 
Coordination with Caltrans should be exercised to achieve 
an integrated perimeter landscape between 1-5 and Mission 
Bay Drive. 
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MEDITERRANEAN 

The Mediterranean landscape is associated with the resort 
hotels, theme park, and other commercial and non-profit 
lease areas in Mission Bay. 

24. Coverage and Intent: The Mediterranean land­
scape consists predominantly of native plants and selected, 
drought-tolerant species endemic to the world's Mediterra­
nean climates. A typical plantscape would include exotic 
plants such as Bougainvillea (Bougainvillea spp.), Jasmine 
(Jasminum spp.), Lantana (Lantana spp.), Jacaranda (Jacar­
anda mimosifolia), and Date Palms (Phoenix spp.), and na­
tives such as Aloe (Aloe spp.), Yarrow (Achillea spp.), Lu­
pine (Lupinus spp.) and Mazanita (Arctostaphylos spp.). 
This class of plants is colorful, attractive, water conserving, 
and highly appropriate in resort areas, hotels and other pe­
destrian-intensive areas. Canopy trees like Eucalyptus or 
non-native conifers are inappropriate to the Bay's coastal 
setting and should not be permitted. Similarly, plants na­
tive to the tropics such as Hibiscus, Philodendron, Musa, 
etc., should be avoided. 

The Mediterranean landscape should also emphasize the 
use of textured paving, planters, arcades, and pergolas; fea­
tures that can showcase the plants and mediate between the 
buildings and landscape. 
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PARKLAND 

The Parkland landscape is associated with the more intensive 
recreation areas requiring turf coverage, openness, and proxim­
ity to the shore and beach areas. 

25. Coverage and Intent: · Because turf areas are regularly 
mowed, fertilized and irrigated, the Parkland landscape is high 
in maintenance. To minimize the use of water, reduce the use 
of chemicals and fertilizer that can pollute the Bay waters, and 
to reduce the Park's overall maintenance burden, turfed areas in 
the Park should be restricted to the areas planned for picnicking 
and active play. Edges, buffer zones, parking islands and other 
non-recreation areas within the Parkland zone should revert to 
the Coastal Sage Scrub landscape. Swales should be provided 
in the Parkland areas to channel and collect irrigation and 
precipitation runoff to the extent possible. This would further 
reduce the potential for contamination of the Bay waters. 

Canopy plants within the Parkland areas should consist mostly 
of native palms and drought-tolerant trees like the Mexican Fan 
Palm (Washingtonia robusta), Cork Oak (Quercus suber), New 
Zealand Christmas Tree (Metrosideros excelsus), RustyleafFig 
(Ficus rubiginosa) and Coral Tree (Erythrina spp.). Palms and 
other trees should be arranged in bundled drifts along the length 
of the Parkland, with the palm trees closer to the shore, and the 
canopy trees closer to the parking areas and park roads. The 
intent is to create alternating open and enclosed areas along the 
Parkland areas, and increasingly open views of the water as the 
shore is approached. As in the Mediterranean landscape, 
Eucalyptus trees should not be permitted. 
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IV. ARCHITECTURE 

The architectural guidelines apply to the design of new fa­
cilities, as well as to the renovation/rehabilitation of exist­
ing ones. In the latter case, however, exemption to the 
Guidelines should be considered, depending on the degree 
to which the Guidelines conflict with a project's feasibility 
or otherwise result in unreasonable design solutions. In 
such cases, the qualitative spirit of the Guidelines should be 
followed in lieu of their specific, quantitative provisions . 
This criterion applies equally to private and public build­
ings, including restroom buildings and picnic shelters . 

OVERALL INTENT 

26. Architectural Character: The character of the Park 
buildings, whether private or public, can contribute signifi­
cantly to the image of Mission Bay as a water-oriented 
recreation environment. As the Bay is a unique feature in 
San Diego, so should be the Park's architecture. For this 
reason, the Park's architecture should be contemporaty and 
responsive to the aquatic environment, avoiding excessive 
or exaggerated thematic styles . 
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The intent is to preclude from Mission Bay Park a "theme 
park" architecture. Rather, through the manipulation of 
building form, details, materials and color, the Park's archi­
tecture should aim to capture and express the special marine 
quality of the Bay. This objective does not intend to establish 
a uniform aesthetic for the Park nor should it be construed 
as limiting design creativity. On the contrary, each Park 
building should strive to achieve a uniquely appropriate 
interpretation of the Bay's landscape context according to 
its site, function, and intended user. 

BUILDING HEIGHT AND MASSING 

27. Low Rise Emphasis: Mission Bay is an expansive 
area with wide and open views of the ocean from the sur­
rounding hillsides. Low-scale buildings reinforce the open 
quality of the bay while minimally obstructing views to the 
sky and distant landforms. For this reason, and in recognition 
of the public mandate for a 30-foot height limit within the 
City's coastal areas (Municipal Code 101.0451), the Park 
buildings should continue to be low-rise. 

28. Roofscape Variance: Three levels of habitable 
space can be achieved within the current allowable 30-foot 
height limit. However, as floors normally require a nine to 
ten-foot ceiling height, only a flat roof profile is possible 
under the current height restriction on three story buildings. 
Given the visibility of the Park from high vantage points 
(surrounding hillsides, Sea World Tower, airplanes), more 
varied, appealing roof profiles (sloped roofs, for example) 
is highly desirable. In addition, if properly designed, sloped 
roofs can help reduce the mass of buildings and soften their 
presence in the landscape. 

In recognition of the above, a 10-foot "roofscape variance" 
should be pursued for the Park buildings to promote the 
design of more interesting and graceful roof profiles. 
Therefore, the maximum building height should be 40 feet. 
This height increase should be strictly limited to roof forms. 
No additional habitable space should be gained as a result 
of this guideline. 
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IV. ARCHITECTURE 

Special Condition - Quivira Basin and Dana loo: Because 
of the limited land available for development in these lease 
areas, it would benefit the Park to have one level of parking 
below any new proposed development. More land would 
then become available for landscaping and other site ameni­
ties. To implement this measure, the overall habitable 
building height should increase to 35 feet in these two areas, 
which allows half of a parking level to be placed below 
grade. With the addition of the 10-foot "roofscape variance," 
the overall permitted height in Quivira Basin and the Dana 
Inn would increase to 45 feet. 

29. Roofs: Because of the Park's prominence from high 
vantage points (surrounding hillsides, Sea World Tower, 
airplanes), buildings should have well conceived, interest­
ing roof profiles that can add grace to the architecture and 
unify the building masses from above (See Guideline 27) . 
More importantly, roofs can also help express the interac­
tion between land and air inherent to a coastal environment, 
where the latter transforms itself into condensing currents 
as it rises over the coastal landform. Roofs, therefore, should 
be sloped, stepped, curved, or otherwise shaped to provide 
a graceful transition between the sky and the building mass­
ing . 

Excessively long and/or repetitive roof profiles should be 
avoided. Rather, roofs should be "sectionalized" or divided 
into segments following the breaks in the building massing . 

30. Building Massing: Ground level views of the Bay 
are characterized by horizontal streaks of color correspond­
ing to the Bay's water, rip-rap, sand, marshes, grass and in 
certain directions the hills surrounding Mission Bay. Build­
ings can either enhance or detract from the Bay's horizontal 
visual disposition: if the building's massing is long and 
uninterrupted, creating a new horizontal band, the character 
of the landscape will be diminished. Contrarily, if the 
building massing is interrupted, allowing vertical divisions 
between building blocks, the landscape streaks will be ac­
centuated and enhanced . 
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Accordingly, buildings in Mission Bay Park should stand in 
contrast to and accentuate the Bay's inherent horizontal vi­
sual character. Building massing should be broken at suit­
able intervals to establish consistent vertical planes, recesses, 
openings or projections that can act as counterpoints to the 
landscape. Vertical features may include building end walls, 
building side walls at jogs or insets, stair towers, or other 
special features. 

MATEmALSANDFACADETREATMENT 

Building materials have, as all objects do, an "emblematic" 
value or evocative quality. Stone, for example, is often 
used in institutional buildings because of its "staid" quality 
evoking stability and permanence. In Mission Bay Park, 
the "emblem" is the water, the sky, the shore, and all of the 
Park's marine components. To this end, building materials, 
their form, and assemblage should be perceived to accom­
modate the marine environment, both in function and em­
pathy. 

31. Facades: "Heavy," staid materials such as stone or 
concrete add visual weight to a building. Accordingly, such 
materials should be used on the lower parts of the buildings, 
as if to "anchor" the mass to the ground and "stand-up-to" 
the elements. Conversely, "lighter'' materials such as wood, 
metals, or plaster panels should be used on the upper portions 
of the building, as if to embrace the elements. The intent is 
to make the building facades increasingly "lighter" as they 
rise from the ground. To this end, wall openings and recesses 
should appear to increase in area, and columns and posts 
diminish in girth as the facade rises. 

32. Roof Materials: Heavily textured, dark-tone roof 
materials (such as clay barrel tiles) tend to "weigh-down" a 
building, contrary to the facade treatment intent. To miti­
gate their visual weight, clay barrel tiles roofs, for example, 
should terminate on a narrow eave and be suspended on 
posts or columns rather than rest on wall sections. In addi­
tion, the tiles should be buff or pale in tone rather than 
bright red or dark terra-cotta. 
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Preferred roof materials should be flat, smooth and light 
tone tiles, standing seam panels, corrugated metal sheets, 
fiberglass or wood shingles. Wood trellises and canvas 
fabric should also be considered appropriate features of the 
Park's roofscape. 

33. Ornamentation: Marine environments require 
highly efficient organisms. For the Park's architecture to 
reflect such an environment, the use of materials should, 
too, be efficient. Efficiency means an "economy of means". 
Accordingly, superfluous or excessive ornamentation and 
fmishes should be avoided. To this end, materials should 
remain natural or be painted and stained to retain their natu­
ral textures wherever possible. 

34. Colors: Because the sky's changing light is one of 
the key qualities of any coastal environment, how the Park 
buildings capture its hues throughout the day should be an 
important design consideration. Dark colors absorb light 
and remain impartial to the ambient light. Light colors, on 
the other hand, reflect ambient light and become partici­
pants of the natural landscape. If large surfaces need to 
. receive paint, such paint should be light in hue and of vary­
ing shades to afford a variety of reflections of atmospheric 
light. 

"Light" colors should not include pure white, which can be 
highly contrasting and jarring to the eye in a bright, sunny 
atmosphere. Rather, off-white, amber or limestone hues 
are appropriate along with light pastels. Bright, more play­
ful colors should be restricted to the detail of the object, not 
its overall mass. 
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V. SIGN AGE 

Signage is an integral and necessary component of the Bay's 
landscape. Signage is normally of four types: commercial, 
informational, interpretive and regulatory. Commercial 
signage includes, for example, the entrance sign for a resort 
hotel. Informational signs normally include directories, fa­
cility schedules, recreation rules, etc. Interpretive signs 
provide explanatory information about natural or cultural 
features, while regulatory signs set legally enforced rules, 
like speed limits . 

Little coordination has been exercised in the past in the 
design of all of the Park's signs. The result is a "world" of 
signs, each of a different shape, color and character. For 
this reason a comprehensive and detailed design program 
should be undertaken for Mission Bay Park with the aim of 
integrating commercial, informational, interpretive and 
regulatory signs into a coordinated system unique to the 
Park . 
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MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE - DESIGN GUIDEUNES 

SIGN STANDARDS 

35. Coordination with Existing Signs: The Park 
signage should be conceived as a system of symbols that 
set the Park apart from other city environments. The Park's 
existing wood, teal and white directional signs go a long 
way in achieving this objective. Other signs should follow 
suit, employing a similar wood base and bright, contrasting 
colors. 

36. Sign Placement: If improperly placed, designed or 
lighted, signs can detract from views and other landscape 
amenities. Tall signs, for example, can unnecessarily detract 
from the bay's skyscape. Accordingly, signs should be 
placed, designed and lighted so as to minimize, on a case 
by case basis, the visual impact upon significant views of 
the Park and its surrounding environment. 

37. Commercial Signs: As a general rule, free-standing 
commercial signs should be low, close to the ground and be 
placed in a landscaped setting. When planning such signs 
near roadways, motorist sight-lines should be kept in mind. 
Signs attached to buildings should be designed with similar 
sensitivity, ensuring that the signs blend with the architec­
ture rather than appearing as a billboard. 

38. Information Signs: The colors and materials of the 
existing Park information signs currently serve the Park 
well. Park information signs should be maintained and their 
design be compatible with the new detailed comprehensive 
sign plan. Adding colorful planting at the base of these 
signs would further enhance their function. 

39. Interpretive Signs: Special sign shelters or kiosks 
should be designed to house interpretive signs. The kiosks 
would advertise from afar the presence of an interpretive 
feature while providing shelter to the public, encouraging 
their use. 
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Advertising 
Commercial Sign 

V. SIGNAGE 

40. Regulatory Signs: Regulatory signs should look 
special to Mission Bay rather than appear like standard is­
sue. While the actual signs cannot be modified, they can be 
mounted on poles and bases particular to the Park . 

41. Materials: Park signage should conform with the 
objectives of the Furnishings and Architectural Materials 
section of these guidelines . 

ADVERTISING 

42. Commercial Signs: Commercial signage which is 
visible from public areas of the Park should be restricted to 
those which directly serves the public interest as related to 
the Park's primmy mission as an aquatic recreation and 
resort area. This would include directional and entrance 
signs for the leaseholds. Off-premise advertising signs 
should not be allowed (i.e. billboards) . 

43. Bus Stops: Advertisement on bus stops should be 
restricted to the business of the Park, namely Park events, 
special recreation attractions, resort facilities, etc. Bus stop 
posters could also be used as public information items for 
city-wide events, conventions, matters of public safety, and 
public art. 
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