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SUBJECT: U.S. Navy Negative Determination ND-63-00: Modification to San Diego Bay 
Habitat Enhancement Site associated with previously concurred CVN 
Homeporting Project at Naval Air Station North Island, San Diego (CD-89-99) . 

STAFF NOTE: The U.S. Navy has submitted a negative determination for modifications to the 
San Diego Bay Habitat Enhancement Site, an element of the previously concurred with CVN 
Homeporting Project at Naval Air Station North Island (CD-89-99). Concerns were raised by 
members of the San Diego Bay yachting community beginning in March of this year that 
disposal of dredged material in San Diego Bay southeast of the Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) 
to create a shallow water enhancement site would interfere with recreational sailing activities in 
this area of the bay. Since that time, Commission staffhas worked with yachting representatives 
and Navy personnel in an effort to resolve this matter in such a way that the environmental 
benefits arising from the beneficial reuse of dredged sediments are not achieved at the expense of 
recreational boating in San Diego Bay. 

To that end, the Navy has submitted a negative determination to modify the design of its habitat 
enhancement site to further avoid impacts to sailing and regatta activities in the waters adjacent 
to the NAB. The purpose of scheduling a public hearing before the Commission on this negative 
determination is to follow through on the commitment made by the Commission at its April 11, 
2000, meeting to representatives of the San Diego Bay yachting community. At that meeting, 
the Commission stated that once the staff had completed its examination of this issue and was 
prepared to report back to the Commission on whether or not construction of the habitat 
enhancement site could affect recreational sailing, a public hearing would be scheduled at a 
future Commission meeting to address this issue and/or take action on a staff recommendation . 
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Attached to this report is a draft Executive Director concurrence letter for Negative • 
Determination ND-63-00 (Exhibit 1 ). If, after the public hearing, the Commission supports the 
analysis contained in the draft Executive Director letter, then the letter will be signed and 
delivered to the Navy. If the Commission does not agree with the letter, then the letter will not 
be signed until the matter has been resolved to address the Commission's concerns. In addition, 
attached to this report are nine other exhibits which address the subject matter. 

EXHIBITS: 1. Draft Executive Director Negative Determination ND-63-00 letter 
2. Site Map 
3. Original Design of Enhancement Site 
4. Proposed Modified Design of Enhancement Site 
5. Negative Determination ND-63-00 
6. State Lands Commission jurisdiction letter, June 6, 2000 
7. Dennis Case/San Diego Yacht Club letter, March 31, 2000 
8. William J. Maxum letter, April 5, 2000 
9. Raymond A. Hedrick letter, June 1, 2000 
10. U.S. Navy response letter, May 5, 2000 
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John Rogers 
CVN Project Manager 
Department of the Navy 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

July 27, 2000 

Subject: Negative Determination ND-63-00 (Modifications to Habitat Enhancement Site 
Element ofCVN Homeporting Project (CD-89-99)). 

Dear Mr. Rogers: 

The Coastal Commission staff has received and reviewed the above-referenced negative 
determination for modifications to the habitat enhancement site in San Diego Bay southeast of 
the Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) in order to address concerns over the site's potential effects 
on recreational sailing. As you know, on December 8, 1999, the Coastal Commission concurred 
with the Navy's consistency determination for construction ofland and water facilities to support 
the homeporting of two nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at Naval Air Station North Island, San 
Diego (CD-89-99). The project included dredging to deepen carrier berths and disposal of 
approximately 534,000 cu.yds. of dredged sands at an in-water site immediately southeast of the 
NAB to create a shallow water enhancement site. The dredged sands could not be placed on area 
beaches due to the high probability that they contain unexploded ordnance. Rather than 
disposing the sand at the LA-5 ocean disposal site, the Navy, in cooperation with state and 
federal resource agencies, developed a plan to beneficially reuse the dredged materials to create a 
27 -acre habitat enhancement site in waters now averaging -12 feet mean lower low water 
(MLL W). The site was designed to provide at least six acres of intertidal habitat and up to 21 
acres of shallow subtidal habitat. 

The scoping process for the project Environmental Impact Statement and the EIS document itself 
were both silent on potential public access and recreation impacts (including recreational 
boating) arising from the proposed habitat enhancement site. The Navy's consistency 
determination for the homeporting project (CD-89-99) examined the project's consistency with 
the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act: 

EXHIBIT NO. 1. 
APPLICATION NO. 
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The proposed dredging, disposal, new wharf and associated facilities would not cause 
significant adverse impacts to public access to San Diego Bay, local beaches, or 
associated recreational facilities. Public access would be limited within the immediate 
area of the dredging and disposal operations for safety reasons. 

The California Coastal Commission traditionally has determined that military security 
needs, and a lack of public access burdens generated by such projects, means that no 
additional public access by provided in these projects in order to find them consistent with 
Coastal Act public access policies. Presently a small area in the southeast corner of 
NASNI is available to the public and not fenced off, as is the rest of the base. This public 
area will not be affected by the project. 

The December 1999 staff report and recommendation for CD-89-99 examined the proposed 
NAB enhancement site (and included an exhibit illustrating its location): 

The Navy proposes to transport all dredged materials (except cobbles, rock materials 
which are between three and twelve inches in diameter, and any materials greater than 
twelve inches in diameter) from the Berth J deepening site to a water area just south of the 
Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) for the creation of intertidal/shallow subtidal habitat. This 
37-acre site is located in Navy-controlled waters off-limits to the general public for 
military security and public safety reasons .... 

... the project would not affect physical access to the shoreline. To the extent access and 
recreation may be affected by the project, they are related to traffic, parking, and 
emergency planning concerns, which are addressed below. 

The issue of potential impacts on recreational boating and sailing as a result of the habitat 
enhancement site was not raised during any of the Commission's public hearings conducted for 
CD-89-99, nor was this issue mentioned in any of the extensive correspondence on the 
homeporting project received by the Commission. 

However, in March of this year representatives of the San Diego sailing community contacted 
Commission staff to express their concerns that the now concurred-with habitat enhancement site 
would adversely affect recreational, instructional, and competitive sailing activities in this 
section of San Diego Bay. Letters and documents were sent to the Commission supporting the 
position that a serious conflict exists between the enhancement site and sailing activities. 
Commission staff began working with Mr. Dennis Case (representing the San Diego Bay sailing 
community) and the Navy in order to determine whether or not public sailing activities were 
occurring within the area to be used for the enhancement site, and to determine whether or not 
the presence of the enhancement site would create significant adverse impacts on public 
recreational boating. The Commission was informed at its April 11 meeting that this issue had 
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arisen and that the staff would report back at a later date on the significance, potential 
ramifications, and possible resolution of this issue. 

During the subsequent months, meetings, telephone calls, and an exchange of correspondence 
occurred among the Navy, sailing community, Commission staff, and other interested private 
and government entities in the San Diego region, with the shared goal of developing a mutually
agreeable resolution of the sailing/enhancement site conflict. All parties now agree that the 
public has long been using the waters southeast of the NAB, including waters within the mapped 
Navy Restricted Area, for recreational, instructional, and competitive sailing. Given this new 
information (relative to the review of the habitat enhancement site for consistency with the 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act), and notwithstanding the Navy's 
position that the enhancement site as initially designed would not adversely affect sailing 
activities, the Navy now proposes to modify the design of the enhancement site in order to 
further avoid affecting sailing in waters southeast of the NAB. 

The negative determination states in part that: 

The improvements were based on extensive discussions with yacht club representatives and 
natural resource regulatory agencies. They include placement of quarry rock and 
reconfiguration of the shape ofthe site as shown in enclosure (1) . 

Approximately 17,000 CY (25,500 tons) of quarry rock will be placed along the northwest 
boundary of the enhancement site. The rock dike would be about 2, 600 feet long. The 
purpose of the rock is to confine the dredged material to a smaller area, thereby providing 
more space for recreational boating activities on San Diego Bay. The rock would steepen 
the northwest slope to approximately two to one. The use of rock will also provide fish 
structure at the site consistent with requests from National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS). 

The area is also proposed to be modified into a boomerang shape, in order to minimize its 
impacts to recreational boating, while still maintaining a safe buffer between it and 
adjacent resources such as eelgrass beds. This modification has been coordinated with 
local yacht club members to ensure that it eliminates the potential effects of the original 
design on yacht racing and minimizes the potential impact to youth sailing instruction. 
The area remains usable for youth sailing instruction, although it pushes instructional 
sailing activities out slightly farther. This has potential to compromise a portion of the 
sheltering value of the area under certain wind conditions. Most of the youth instructional 
sailing activities would experience little or no discernable effect. Only the youngest 
instructional group would experience a small loss of usable sailing days in the immediate 
area of the enhancement site. (The youngest group, six to nine year olds, amounts to about 
20 percent of the total youth program.) This loss would not necessarily mean a loss of 
sailing instruction days, as there are other sheltered waters along the Silver Strand that 
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are both usable and used for youth sailing programs. This makes the loss to instruction 
very small, very speculative, and less than significant. 

Impacts to water quality would be essentially identical to the original CD. The rock 
revetment would have minimal impacts to water quality since it is clean, coarse quarry 
rock. 

The revetment would increase habitat diversity and provide fish habitat as requested by 
NMFS during the permit process. Established eelgrass beds in the vicinity would be 
protected by establishing appropriate buffers from construction activity. 

There would be no impacts to the endangered California least tern since construction 
would occur outside of the nesting season. Shorebirds would benefit from the creation of 
at least six acres of intertidal habitat from the project. 

In addition, the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, at its June 14, 2000, meeting, 
adopted waste discharge requirements for the Navy homeporting project, which included the 
following operation specifications relating to the habitat enhancement site: 

ORDNANCE. The discharger shall remove all ordnance observed or detected during and 
after dredging and disposal activities including on the floor of San Diego Bay within the 

• 

dredging site and in the upper two feet of the fill at the Naval Amphibious Base • 
enhancement site. 

SAFETY PUBLIC OUTREACH The discharger shall coordinate with the US. Coast 
Guard Harbor Safety Committee to inform the public that the dredged material deposited 
at the Naval Amphibious Base Environmental Habitat Enhancement Site may contain 
munitions. The discharger will coordinate with the Coast Guard, to provide the necessary 
navigational aids and on-site warning signage. Written notice will be distributed as part 
of mailings to the various marinas and sailing clubs in San Diego County and will also be 
included as part of the Marine Event Permit application process for organized sailing 
events within south San Diego Bay. 

In addition, as part of the Regional Board's monitoring and reporting program, the Navy is 
required to complete the following: 

ENHANCEMENT SITE ORDNANCE SURVEY. The discharger shall survey the NAB 
enhancement site down to mean lower low water (MLLW) for ordnance monthly for the 
first year, and quarterly for the next four years. The discharger shall submit quarterly 
statements certifying under penalty of perjury as specified under Reporting Requirement 
D.8c that all ordnance observed or detected during the quarterly period has been removed 
in accordance with Specification B. 6 and disposed of properly. 

• 
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The Commission concurred with the original NAB habitat enhancement site as an element of 
CD-89-99 in part because of the belief that there was no public recreational activity occurring at 
the proposed enhancement site. Given the information that was subsequently provided to the 
Commission by representatives of the sailing community, it appears that as originally designed, 
the enhancement site held the potential to adversely affect some sailing activities. However, 
with the modifications to the footprint of the enhancement site that place it outside the 1.3 
nautical mile diameter sailing arc used by regatta organizers, and with the ordnance management 
and monitoring requirements placed on the project by the R WQCB, the Commission staff 
believes that the project as now designed will not conflict with existing public recreational 
boating. 

In conclusion, the Coastal Commission staff agrees that the proposed modifications to the NAB 
enhancement site will avoid affecting existing sailing activities in the waters off the NAB, will 
provide valuable intertidal and shallow subtidal marine habitat, and will not adversely affect 
recreational boating in this area of San Diego Bay. We therefore concur with your negative 
determination made pursuant to 15 CFR Section 930.35(d) of the NOAA implementing 
regulations. Please contact Larry Simon of the Coastal Commission staff at ( 415) 904-5288 
should you have any questions regarding this matter. 

cc: San Diego Coast District Office 
California Department of Water Resources 
Governor's Washington, D.C., Office 

Sincerely, 

PETER M. DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 
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Mr. Mark Delaplaine 
Federal Consistency Unit 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Delaplaine: 

~~~~~~~w~ 
\.rJ j u N Q 9 z.ooo ·--' 

CAL\FORI'-IIA • N 
CQA51A~ c,Qt,;\MISSIO. 

This Negative Determination (ND} is submitted to modify the proposed Naval 
Amphibious Base habitat enhancement site associated with developing home port 
facilities at Naval Air Station (NAS) North Island in compliance with Section 930.35(d) of 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Federal Consistency 
Regulations (15 CFR 930). The project was previously reviewed by the California 
Coastal Commission under CD-089-99 . 

These modifications are improvements to the site designed to further avoid the 
impacts to yacht racing and to youth sailing instruction that were brought forward by 
members of the yachting community after the close of the Navy's NEPA process and 
after the Commission's decision on CD-089-99. The improvements were based on 
extensive discussions with yacht club representatives and natural resource regulatory 
agencies. They include placement of quarry rock and reconfiguration of the shape of 
the site as shown in enclosure ( 1 ). 

Approximately 17,000 CY (25,500 tons) of quarry rock will be placed along the 
northwest boundary of the enhancement site. The rock dike would be about ?.600 feet 
long. The purpose of the rock is to confine the dredged material to a smaller area, 
thereby providing. more space for recreational boating activities on the San Diego Bay. 
The rock would steepen the northwest slope to approximately two to one. The use of 
rock will also provide fish structure at the site consistent with requests from National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 

Once the rock dike is constructed, the dredged material will be placed in the same 
manner as proposed In our Consistency Determination (CD-089-99). There would be 
no reduction in the amount of dredged material going to the site. The enhancement site 
would reach a maximum elevation ranging between +2.5 and +4.0 feet MLLW. The site 
would continue to provide a minimum of 6 acres of intertidal habitat It may provide up 
to approximately 12 acres of intertidal habitat and 15 acres of subtidal habitat for a total 
of 27 acres. depending on the composition of the dredged material. r--------.. 

EXHIBIT NO. S 
APPLICATION NO. 



.JO FRI 12:28 PM ROICC SAN DIEGO i 1 V-..1 

11000 
Ser SSCN.JR/157 • 
June9, 2000 

The area is also proposed to be modified into a boomerang shape, in order to 
minimize its impacts to recreational boating, while still maintaining a safe buffer 
between it and adjacent resources such as eelgrass beds. This modification has been 
coordinated with local yacht club members to insure that it eliminates the potential 
effects of the original design on yacht racing and minimizes the potential impact to 
youth sailing instruction. The area remains usable for youth sailing instruction, although 
it pushes instructional sailing activities out slightly farther. This has potential· to 
compromise a portion of the sheltering value of the area under certain wind conditions. 
Most of the youth instructional sailing activities would experience little or no discemable 
effect Only the youngest instructional group would experience a small loss of usable 
sailing days in the immediate area of the enhancement site. (The youngest group, six 
to nine year olds. amounts to about 20 per cent of the total youth program.) This loss 
would not necessarily mean a loss of sailing instruction days, as there are other 
sheltered waters along the Silver Strand that are both usable and used for youth sailing 
programs. This makes the loss to instruction very small, very speculative, and less than 
significant. · 

Impacts to water quality would be essentially identical to the original CD. The rock 
revetment have minimal impacts to water quality since it is clean. coarse quarry rock . 

The revetment would increase habitat diversity and provide fish habitat as requested 
by NMFS during the pennit process. Established eelgrass beds in the-vicinity would be 
protected by establishing appropriate buffers from construction activity. 

There would be no impacts to the endangered California least terns since 
construction would occur outside of the nesting season. Shorebirds would benefit from 
the creation of at least six acres of intertidal habitat from the project. 

Consequently, the Navy has determined that the proposed modifications to the 
habitat enhancement site has been found to qualify as a negative detennination 
because it involves only a minor reconfiguration of the original enhancement site 
proposal. Therefore, It would not effect the coastal zone. 
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In accordance with the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, 
the proposed action has been found to qualify as a negative determination. If you have 
any questions, please contact the undersigned at the South Bay Area Focus Team at 
(619} 55~868. 

Sincerely, 

~'~ 
JOHNT. RO 
CVN Proj M 
By directi 

Enclosure: (1) NAB Enhancement Site Alternative 4 Site Plan 

l 
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File Ref: W 25272 

C:OAS'.b\ CC·i'·i\!V!\SS\01'· .. 

SUBJECT: Creation of a 37 -acre Mud (Intertidal) Island in South San Diego 
Bay 

This will acknowledge your May 29, 2000 letter regarding the subject project that 
is proposed by the Navy in conjunction with their dredging necessary to create berthing 
facilities for two additional nuclear aircraft carriers at North Island Naval Air Station. 
Enclosed please find a copy of our March 30th letter to the Navy and their April 24th • 
response. The Navy has asserted that it is exercising the federal government's · 
navigation servitude granted the United States pursuant to the Commerce Clause of the 
United States Constitution. This prevents the State Lands Commission from exercising 
jurisdiction over this project. 

It is our understanding that staff of the California Coastal Commission (CCC) is 
currently investigating this issue and will be making a recommendation to the CCC at a 
future meeting concerning the possibility of reopening the Consistency Determination 
based on impacts to public recreation. 

We appreciate your interest and hope that this issue can be resolved to the 
mutual satisfaction of the Navy and the boating community. By copy of this letter, I am 
forwarding your letter to both the Navy and the CCC. 

Sincerely, 

f1u£~~ 
PAUL D. THAYER 
Executive Officer 

Enclosure 

cc: Captain Robert Phillips, w/enclosure 
Larry Simon, CCC/San Francisco, w/enclosure 
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1011 Anchorage Lane, San Diego, California 92106 Tel (619) 221-8400 Fax (619) 224-3059 Web: www.sdyc.org 

March 31, 2000 

COASTAL COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL 11,2000 

Subject: Creation of a 37 acre mud (intertidal) island in South San Diego Bay from U.S. Navy 
dredged materials. 

The U.S. Navy has made an application to the U.S. Army Corp. Of Engineers to deposit 
534,1000 cubic yards of sand on state tidelands in South San Diego Bay (see attachment #1). 
This material will come primarily from dredging activity to create berthing facilities for two 
additional nuclear aircraft carriers at North Island Naval Air Station. The deposited material will 
create a mud (intertidal) island 37 acres in size. The location of this island will impact 
recreational users of San Diego Bay to a significant degree. As the sixth largest city in the 
United States, San Diego is a highly urbanized area. Recreational space to serve this expanding 
population is of significant importants to the citizenry. The environmental impact statement did 
not address this impact and as such public comment from users of the San Diego Bay was not 
solicited. Now that we are aware of the creation of this 37 acre mud island, we are requesting an 
opportunity for our voices to be heard in opposition to this most important aspect of the plan 
(See attachment 7 U.S. Sailing letter) . 

. The following in outline form are some of the pertinent items for your consideration. 

1. The environmental impact statement is fundamentally flawed. It states that there will be no 
recreational users impact. It uses Navy regulations sec. 334.860 as support to this claim. In fact, 
sec. 334.860 does not restrict sailboating and sailboat racing in any way. This area prior to the 
regulation and after the regulation has been extensively used as a major sailboat racing venue. 
Navy regulation sec. 334.860 had its birth at a Coronado City Council meeting 16 years ago. The 
Navy wanted an exclusive restricted area for naval training. Recreational users objected. The 
Coronado City Council made recommendations to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers based on 
input received from citizens. The corps authorized the Navy to place yellow buoys in the bay 
demarking the area while allowing the sailboats unrestricted use except anchoring (see 
attachment 6A- Congressman Duncan Hunter's letter and attachment 6B Federal Register). 
Sailboat races are conducted at this location almost every weekend. Sailboat racing in San Diego 
is scheduled a year in advance through the San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs. Attached is a 
list of those advance scheduled races that are using this venue. In addition to the scheduled 
events, numerous unscheduled events also use this venue, some of which are very large such as 
the Hobie Nationals which has attracted hundreds of competitors to the smaller but still 
significant U.S. Sailing events such as the Adams Cup Trials (see attachment 2- list of scheduled 
races) . 

2. The navigable waters of South San Diego Bay is an approximate circular area 1.3 miles in 
diameter. It is bounded on the North by NAB and the shoal area that extends eastward. It is 

EXHIBIT NO. 7 
APPLI_CATION NO. 

tJO · b")·OO 



bounded on the east by the ship channel and pier heads of the 32nd street Naval Base. It is 
bounded by the anchorage area AS on the south and on the west by the Silver Strand. Sailboat 
race courses are oriented upwind and downwind primarily. The 37 acre mud island is located on 
the westerly side. The predominant daytime breeze is WSW. This means that the weather 
(upwind) mark of the course cannot be set in its normal position with the 37 acre mud island in 
place. The course area will be significantly reduced in size. This reduction in size will 
significantly impact the type and size of boat that can compete (see attachment 3- race 
management). 

3. With the placement of the 37 acre mud island in the Navy's training area, their useable area is 
significantly reduced. Will the Navy now ask for an enlargement of their exclusion zone? The 
Navy restriction cover swimming, fishing, water skiing and anchoring. Any further expansion of 
this zone will mean significant loss of recreational opportunities for the citizenry of San Diego 
County. Since the 1950's the recreational uses of South San Diego Bay has been incrementally 
reduced year after year to the point now that if the 37 acre mud island is completed and the Navy 
expands its exclusion zone, very little will be left. 

4. The environmental impact statement fails to identify the negative economic impact of the plan 
on South Bay communities. South San Diego Bay is the home for four yacht clubs, Coronado 
Yacht Club, Chula Vista Yacht Club, Coronado Cays Yacht Club and the Navy Yacht Club San 

• 

Diego. In addition to the yacht clubs, recreational boat berthing is located at the Chula Vista • 
Marina, Coronado Marina, Loews Hotel Marina, the Coronado Cays Marina and at the homes in 
the waterfront community of Coronado Cays. South San Diego Bay is their home water for day 
sailing. Future development of the National City Marina will add further to recreational demands 
on the South Bay. The open waters of the Pacific Ocean is about 2 hours motoring time for a 35 
foot sailboat. The 37 acre mud island will be an obstruction and hazard for their continued use of 
the area. Furthermore, due to the impact of the 37 acre mud island on Navy training, by necessity 
their activities will move into the central South Bay with or without an official expansion of the 
exclusion zone. This will create further contacts and conflicts with civilian uses. The 
desirability of South Bay as a recreational sailing location will be significantly reduced and this 
in turn will negatively impact the occupancy and rent rates that the South Bay Marinas will be 
able to charge. Their economic viability will be negatively impacted. 

5. While the 37 acre mud island itselfis very large, it will have an even bigger impact on the 
navigable waters of South Bay. The island will be an obstruction to access the waters to the 
north and to the west. The net effect is equivalent to a solid land fill of 100 acres or more. 

6. The island will be formed from wet sand discharged from a hydraulic pipe without the benefit 
of restrictive dikes of any kind. This plan will result in an underwater footprint significantly 
larger than 3 7 acres. Since there will be no shoreline protection from storm waves and even 
waves from boat traffic, it can be expected that the shoreline will sluff off and further shoal the 
surrounding waters. This will result in a further future reduction of navigable waters. 

7. Relocating sailboat racing to another location other than South Bay is in many situations not 
an available option. San Diego is blessed with three race venues; South Bay, North Bay and the 
Pacific Ocean. For those boats located in the South Bay a trip to the ocean race course is in 
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excess of two hours each way. The North Bay area while closer is fully booked with their races. 
Furthennore, North Bay is impacted with the full traffic of commercial, Naval and recreational 
users. At times, the multiple users strain the capacity ofNorth Bay. If the South Bay racers 
move to the North Bay course, problems would develop. An increase of close encounters 
between racing boats and commercial traffic would ooccur and could result in stiff new 
regulation of future North Bay racing or its complete ban. 

8. On March 17-19 San Diego Yacht Club hosted the National Offshore One Design Regatta. 
This large prestigious event required the simultaneous use of three race courses; two in the 
ocean and one in the South Bay. Many of the competitors were from out of state coming from as 
far away as Washington and Colorado. There are several events a year that use both race venues 
simultaneously. The loss of the South Bay location would make hosting large regional events 
difficult in San Diego. For major important competitions North Bay is an unacceptable 
alternative. 

9. San Diego is home sailing water to a disproportionally large number of world champions and 
Olympic medalists; Dennis Connor, Mark Reynolds, Eric Doyle, J.J. Isler, George Zabo, Alex 
Camet, Vince Brun, Lowell North, Craig Leweck, Brian Leadbetter, Robbie Haines, Rod Davis 
and Malin Burnham to name a few. It has been reported that San Diego Yacht Club alone has 
nine Olympic medalists among its membership. This fact is due, in part, to the availability of 
two premier racing venues; the Pacific Ocean and the smooth water of the South Bay. The loss 
of the South Bay venue will impact the development of future generations of sailing champions. 

10. There are several alternative locations for disposing of this dredged sand: 

A. Beach sand replenishment is a high value use. The dredged material is 80% sand. 
B. Deep ocean disposal as the Navy originally proposed. 
C. Land disposal atop prior dredged material north of the Navy Yacht Club San Diego. 

This would keep the valuable sand in the coastal zone and available for an 
economically feasible future use. Sand from this location could be easily cleaned of 
ordinance and trucked across the Silver Strand for the beaches at Imperial Beach and 
Coronado. 

11. On March 13,2000 I became aware of the creation of this 37 acre mud island only after I 
requested a copy of the dredging application from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. On March 
16th I asked for the opportunity to address the San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs (SDAYC) 
at their monthly meeting that night. Attending were over 100 officers of the various local yacht 
clubs. This group was shocked to hear that a 37 acre mud island was planned for the South 
Bay. A show of hands showed that all present were aware of the Navy's need to dredge (remove) 
material for the new carrier berths. When asked who knew about the 37 acre mud island not one 
person in this group had. These officers and clubs are vitally interested in the events that affect 
San Diego Bay. With thousands of members funnelling information up to their boards it is 
astounding that this group was not aware of this matter until after the public hearings were closed 
and completed. 

12. Last year the Navy was invited to San Diego Yacht Club to speak on the proposed dredging 
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project for the additional nuclear carriers. The speaker went into considerable detail about the 
actual dredging at North Island. However, he failed to mention that the dredged material would 
be used to create a 37 acre mud island in South Bay. This oversight is disturbing to us. Had we 
been correctly informed we would have immediately stated our opposition to this plan. 

13. In the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's public notice it does not state that dredged material 
will be used to fill San Diego Bay and create a 37 acre mud island. It states twice this description 
of work ----"At the NAB Coronado, approximately 534,100 cy of sand would be placed over 
approximately 37 acres to create intertidal/ subtidal habitat". Instead of depositing the material 
"at NAB" the Navy is actually depositing the material in San Diego Bay on state tidelands not on 
the Navy Base. Instead of placing the material "over 37 acres" it is creating a 37 acre island in 
San Diego Bay where one never existed. The official description of this work is misleading and 
designed to generate no public comment. To call this operation an "Enhancement Project" not a 
Bay Fill Project is turning the English language upside down. How can filling San Diego Bay 
under any terms be viewed as an "Enhancement Project"? The primary result of this operation is 
the creation of a geographic feature called an "island". It is clear why this terminology and 
phraseology was used, the author did not want the reader to understand the subject and was 
misleading. 

14. The San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs voted unanimously on March 16th to oppose the 

• 

creation of the 37 acre mud island in South Bay and to request that public hearings be reopened. • 
(See attachment #4- San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs 3/16/00 Resolution) 

15. The Navy restriction zone does not convey permanent property rights to the Navy in any 
way. The land is owned by the State of California. The Navy restriction is a temporary use 
permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The restriction upon further public hearings 
can be expanded, contracted, modified or eliminated. A temporary use permit cannot be the 
basis of proclaiming a permanent exclusive use as.stated in the EIS. The placement of this 37 
acre mud island will be a permanent geographical feature in San Diego Bay and will forever 
negatively affect the recreational user far after the temporary use permit is no longer needed. The 
Navy can fill only behind their bulkhead line. Pierhead lines are only significant if a pier is 
constructed. 

16. The South San Diego Bay is a premier sailboat racing venue known around the world. The 
World Championship of the International fleet called the Flying Dutchman is scheduled for 
South Bay in 2002. These large international fleets are the pinnacle of the sport. They can 
choose where they want to sail and host yacht clubs are honored to be selected. This fleet has not 
raced a Worlds in North America in 20 years. They have asked to race in South Bay and the 
Coronado Yacht Club was honored to accept. If the 3 7 acre mud island is completed this regatta 
which will attract competitors from around the world will be cancelled and South Bay will be 
lost to the world as a premier racing site (see attachment #5). 

17. The Port of San Diego's General Plan shows this area as a "Regatta Area". (See attachment • 
8 Port General Plan) 
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The creation of a 37 acre mud island on state tidelands in South San Diego Bay needs to be 
stopped. We request that you approve disposal of the dredged material at the approved deep 
ocean dump site only or if you can not, then reopen the period of public comment on this portion 
of the plan as soon as possible and withhold approval on the permitting process until such time. 

Please call so that I can answer your questions. My tel/fax is (619) 222-8451. 

Sincerely, 

~MiJ.~ 
Dennis Case 

cc: SDAYC 
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South San Diego Bay 
Subject: 
Creation of a 37 acre mud (inter-tidal} island in South San Diego Bay from US Navy Carrier 
basin dredged materials. 

Features of the Central SouthBay area. 

• Historical: Dredging of this area was undertaken in the 1950's to provide the Navy with a pro
tected "deep water" area for seaplane operations. The particular area proposed for the "island 
habitaf was used as the "upwind or windward'' termination point and anchorage for the charted 
seaplane landing zones. The reciprocal heading of the prevailing winds (from 240-270 deg 
magnetic), gives the longest open water distance for that general vicinity, and the prevailing 
winds were (are) generally un-affected by the Silver Strand. Present day activities by the Navy 
include Seal Team Helo water exercises. SeaBee Construction Battalion activities, and numer
ous other small boat activities. In about 1983, for security reasons, the Navy was granted per
mission to establish an "exclusion zone", marked by yellow buoys, starting in Glorietta Bay, and 
terminating just northwest of Fiddlers Cove. The "Exclusion Zone" is not a "restricted" area, as 
non-military vessels are permitted to transit the area, with no anchoring permitted. 
Note: Sailing and sailboat racing is unrestricted and continues today with races most 
weekends. 

Page 1 of2 

• 

• 

• 
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ATrAC.HM1CN.~f "-A 
All 2000 SDAYC Calendar Events scheduled in the South Bay 

DATE CLUB CLASS EVENT LOC SERIES 

1/2/2000 CCYC Open Winter Classic Series SB 1/4 

1/9/2000 CYC CYCHF Wellington Series SB 1/3 

1/9/2000 CVYC Open Vanderhoef Series SB 1/3 

1/15/2000 CCYC Open CCYC Winter Sundowner Series SB 1/3 .-
1/16/2000 CYC CYCHF Wellington Series SB 2,3/3 

1/16/2000 CVYC Open Vanderhoef Series SB 2,3/3 

1/23/2000 CYC CYCHF Woodworth Series SB 1/4 

1/23/2000 CYC PHRF/Open SBC Spring Regatta SB 1/4 

1/29/2000 CCYC Open Winter Classic Series SB 3/4 

2/5/2000 CCYC Open CCYC Winter Sundowner Series SB 2/3 

2/13/2000 CYC WYRF/Open Kitty Muhl Ladies Day Race SB 

2/27/2000 CYC CYCHF Woodworth Series SB 2/4 

2/27/2000 CYC PHRF/Open SBO Spring Regatta SB 2/4 

3/4/2000 CCYC Open Winter Classic Series SB 4/4 

3/5/2000 CVYC Open Shamrock Series SB 1,2/2 

3/11/2000 CYC CYCHF Woodworth Series SB 3/4 

3/11/2000 CYC PHRF/Open SBC Spring Regatta SB 3/4 

3/18/2000 CCYC Open CCYC Winter Sundowner Series SB 3/3 

3/17/2000 SDYC One Designs NOOD (Course #3, SB) OFF/SB 1,2/5 

3/18/2000 SDYC One Designs NOOD (Course #3, SB) OFF/SB 3,4/5 

3/19/2000 SDYC One Designs NOOD (Course #3, SB) OFF/SB 5/5 

3/26/2000 CYC CYCHF Woodworth Series SB 4/4 

3/26/2000 CYC PHRF/Open SBC Spring Regatta SB 4/4 

4/1/2000 CCYC Open Spring Classic Series SB 1/4 

4/5/2000 CCYC Open Summer Sundowner Series SB 1/25 

4/15/2000 CYC OlD 25' OR LESS Spring Regatta SB 1-3/5 

4/15/2000 NYCSD O'Day 16 Bill Bunce Small Boat Series SB 1/3/1905 

4/16/2000 CYC OlD 25' OR LESS Spring Regatta SB 4,5/5 

4/16/2000 NYCSD O'Day 16 Bill Bunce Small Boat Series SB 4,5/5 

4/30/2000 CVYC Open Single Handed Race SB 

5/6/2000 CCYC Open Spring Classic Series SB 2/4 

5/6/2000 CVYC Open Le Mans Pursuit SB 

5/6/2000 SDYC PHRF/S35/M24/PC Yachting Cup (Course #3, SB) OFF/SB 1,2/4 

5/7/2000 SDYC PHRF/S35/M2'4/PC Yachting Cup (Course #3, SB) OFF/SB 3,4/4 

5/13/2000 SDYC S35 " Thompson SB 1-3/3 

5/20/2000 SDYC S35 Lipton Cup SB 

5/21/2000 SDYC S35 Lipton Cup SB 

5/29/2000 CYC Open Bailey Opening Day Race SB 

6/3/2000 CCYC Open Spring Classic Series SB 3/4 

6/4/2000 CVYC Open Guys and Gals Race SB 

6/10/2000 CYC OlD 25' OR LESS Summer Regatta SB 1-3/5 

6/10/2000 NYCSD O'Day/ Capri Small Boat Series SB 1-3/5 

6/11/2000 CYC OlD 25' OR LESS Summer Regatta SB 4,5/5 

6/11/2000 NYCSD O'Day/ Capri Small Boat Series SB 4,5/5 

6/17/2000 Hob Fit 4 Hobie Cats Hobie Cat Classic SB 

6/18/2000 Hob Flt4 Hcibie Cats Hobie Cat Classic SB 

Continued on nest page 
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DATE 
6/24/2000 
6/25/2000 

6/25/2000 
6/25/2000 
7/1/2000 

7/8/2000 
7/9/2000 

7/16/2000 
7/16/2000 

7/16/2000 

7/22/2000 

7/23/2000 
7/29/2000 
7/29/2000 
7/29/2000 

8/5/2000 
8/6/2000 

8/12/2000 

8/12/2000 
8/13/2000 
8/19/2000 

8/20/2000 
8/26/2000 
8/27/2000 
9/9/2000 

9/15/2000 

9/16/2000 
9/17/2000 
9/22/2000 
9/23/2000 
9/24/2000 
9/24/2000 

10/8/2000 

10/8/2000 
10/14/2000 

10/14/2000 

10/15/2000 

10/15/2000 
10/28/2000 
11/4/2000 

11/11/2000 
11/12/2000 

11/26/2000 
12/2/2000 

12/3/2000 
12/10/2000 
12/17/2000 
12/31/2000 

AiTAu-t.W\;5M T l..~ 

All 2000 SDAYC Calendar Events scheduled in the SouthBay 

CLUB CLASS EVENT LOC SERIES 

CCYC Open Spring Classic Series SB 4/4 

CYC CYCHF Barr Series SB 1/4 

NYCSD NYCSDHF Bill Bunce Regatta SB 1/4 

NYCSD PHRF/Open SBC Summer Series SB 1/4 • CYC Open Cowley 4th of July Race SB 

CCYC/CRA PHRF#/Open South Bay Invitational Regatta SB 1,2/3 

CCYC/CRA PHRF#/Open South Bay Invitational Regatta SB 3/3 

CYC CYCHF Barr Series SB 2,3/4 

NYCSD NYCSDHF Bill Bunce Regatta SB 2,3/4 

NYCSD PHRF/Open SBC Summer Series SB 2,3/4 

CCYC Open Fall Classic Series SB 1/4 

CVYC Open Lady Skippers Race SB 

CYC CYCHF • Barr Series SB 4/4 
NYCSD NYCSDHF Bill Bunce Regatta SB 4/4 

NYCSD PHRF/Open SBC Summer Series SB 4/4 

CCYC WYRF/Open Ladies of the Waterfront SB 1-3/3 

CVYC Open Commodores Cup SB 

NYC SO Invitational Gator Regatta SB 

CCYC Open Fall Classic Series SB 2/4 

CYC Open Vanity Single Handed Race SB 

C/TPSC Victory Nationals SB 

CVYC Open Rainbow Regatta SB 

CYC PHRF# Crown Cup SB 1,2/3 

CYC PHRF# Crown Cup SB 3/3 

SDCatA Catalina 30 Catalina 30 Nationals SB 

SDYC Etchells Adam's Cup SB • SDYC Etch ells Adam's Cup SB 

SDYC Etch ells Adam's Cup SB 

CCYC Open Summer Sundowner Series SB 

CCYC Open Fall Classic Series SB 3/4 

CYC CYCHF Perkins Series SB 1,2/4 

CCYC PHRF/Open SBC Fall/ Dolan-Shipshape Series SB 1,2/4 

· CYC CYCHF Perkins Series SB 3,4/4 

CCYC PHRF/Open SBC Fall/ Dolan-Shipshape Series SB 3,4/4 

CYC OlD 25' OR u;ss Fall Regatta SB 1-3/5 

NYCSD O'Day 16 ~ Navy Cup SB 1-3/5 

CYC 0/D 25' OR LESS Fall Regatta SB 4,5/5 

NYCSD O'Day 16 Navy Cup SB 4,5/5 

CCYC Open Fall Classic Series SB 4/4 

CCYC Open Winter Classic Series SB 1/4 

CVYC Invitational SBC Championship Regatta SB 1,2/3 

CVYC Invitational SBC Championship Regatta SB 3/3 

CYC Open Longstreth Series SB 113 

CVYC Open Cranberry Series SB 1,2/3 

CVYC Open Cranberry Series SB 3/3 

CYC Open Longstreth Series SB 2/3 

CYC Open Longstreth Series SB 3/3 

CYC Open Bernsen New Year's Day Race SB • Total: 94 Event Days 
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• 
Date: Thursday, March 23, 2000 

From: Ken Gust Jr. Senior Race Officer 
Active with CCYC, CRA and SDYC 

Subject: Impact Statement on the proposal to create a 37 acre "Mud Island" in the northwest corner of the Central 
South Bay from US Navy dredging material. 

Enclosures: Attachment #1 Features of South San Diego Bay as a sailboat racing area. 
Attachment #2 SDA YC Club events impacted by the proposal. 

Arguments against the creation of Mud Island 
The impact on Sailboat Racing 

· As this project is significant in its scope, its impact on many local races will be substantial, and the impact will be 
devastating on all the championship level events now using the SouthBay. Some like the CCYC SouthBay Regatta are in 
their 21st year. 

The placement of this island to protect the "eel grass" habitat eliminq.tes the South Bay area as a venue for hosting a 
significant number of major Regattas and local race events. This is due to the shortened distance available to run the 
traditional Windward/Leeward race course formats. Short legs eliminate the ability to maintain racing class separation 
thereby biasing the standings, to the detriment and safety of many of the racers. The race events that can adapt to the 
reduced area by shifting their course marks closer to the 32nd Street Navy base will also be adversely impacted do·: to the 
re-routing of the Navy's Amphibious Base operations traffic, and the general public traffic transiting to and from the 
Coronado Cays, and Fiddlers Cove. 

Although the existing area is just at the minimum size to accommodate competitive racing (1.5 to 2 miles being 
preferred), many other natural features of San Diego's South Bay area make it one of the premier "flat water" racing areas 
in the world. To loose or deface this valued national and state public asset would be an tremendous mistake by the 
Costal Commission, the Army Corps of Engineering and ultimately the Navy. 

The loss of the South Bay area as a racing venue for all of the ubig boat• type races means that future bay racing 
• conducted by the SouthBay area clubs would shift primarily to the north San Diego Bay areas and shipping channel. The 

main part of San Diego Bay is already congested enough or the weekends with commercial, military, and recreational 
boaters. This proposal will not help mitigate the situation. · 

Navigation Impact 
The short term (while dredging), and the long term environment damage done to the remaining open SouthBay 

waters as a result of silting and shoaling action from wind and water erosion has no long-term mitigation proposed, nor 
emergency mitigation plans for area restoration in the event of a severe Santa Ana condition, similar to t~e 1997 event 
that destroyed many of the bay facing docks at the Coronado Cays. It now takes years to remove derelicts abandoned 
near anchorage A-8. Re-dredging the open part of the central SouthBay would be an environment nightmare, and 
financially impossible. With the establishment of the ~-8 Marine Anchorage area south of Channel Buoy "R"32, and the 
encroachment of the Navy's Fiddlers Cove Marina with rnre Island", and no.w the Navy's new demands, there is 
essentially no area left except this existing precious 1.5 square miles of open water now available to accommodate all the 
marine and sporting activities that the public currently enjoys. This entire area must remain in the public trust. 

The loss of a public credibility 
. The designation of this plan as an "Enhancement Project" is as false as saying "Black is White". Comments by the 

various participating Government agencies that "Public Comment was solicited" also fall into the same category. How 
can so many negatively effected non-governmental organizations be un-aware of this project until the very last minute? 
This is not "public disclosure nor is it due process". It has become abundantly clear, as the facts about this proposal 
emerged, that full disclosure was skillfully avoided, contrary to public policy. 

The loss of the South Bay as a buoy racing venue for 9 major events, and a significant impact on 15 other local club 

• 
regattas is unwarranted. The occurrence of this as a result governmental agency action, all void of public comment and 
input, is a gross breach of the publics trust and a violation "due process" and public disclosure, requiring corrective action. 
The creation of "Mud Island" should not be considered a viable option for the US Navy's dredged material. 
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Features of the central South Bay as a racing area for sailboats. 
Water of the Course area: There is approximately 1.5 sq miles of open water with an average depth of water of 

about 1 0' at mean low tide clear of all shipping channels and generally clear of transit zones to Coronado Cays 
Chula Vista and the Navy Marina at Fiddlers Cove . ' 

Typical water conditions: (At 16 kfs. of wind, where white cap form) On a normal day, flat smooth waters exist near the typi
c~l weather mark locat,ion (SBC "A") on the Strand side of the South Bay. The mid-bay, center course area has 
wmd waves of about 1 , and at the leeward mark area near the shipping channel ("R"30), there are 1' to 2' wind 
waves with white caps. Tidal currents are significant near the shipping channel. 

Course Location: The optimum race course configuration on typical days permits the setting Windward and Lee
~ard marks with a leg distance f~om 1.1 to 1.3 n.m. This location is such that no race marks need be positioned 
1n the dredged (deep water) port1on of the SouthBay. The general area also provides ample room for multiple race 
events that can be run simultaneously with only a minimum of interference. 

.. ~ ... ~·.::.,-; .. 
"'::.,.Jire lsl~nd i . 

fi 0 U T H SA N D I i: G 0 B A Y• 
t·.···· .. :.~...... ··} ... :..:::• 

.. - ...... -..... 

Wind conditions: 

South Bay Diagram Notes: 

1. This diagram is scaled from 
NOAA Chart # 18773. 

2. The large diameter circle is set 
at 1.25 nautical miles. 

3. The compass rose is set at 
Magnetic heading. 

4. The dark area around Mud 
Island is the approximate 
gradient transition zone 
from the existing bay bot
tom to the island top . 

Direction: The typical prevailing patterns are winds from 220° magnetic to 270° magnetic. 
Velocity: Wind Velocities are from 1 0 to 18 kts with localized oscillations of about +/-1 0 degrees. 
Local micro-climate Conditions: Winds from 260° to 310° are effected by local facilities and structures located on the 

Naval Amphibious Base. 
South Bay Convergence zone: This zone of convergence is a unique localized micro-climate phenomena resulting 
from the convergence of the air mass coming from across the SilverStrand, and the wind mass directed down the bay 
by the San Diego's bay front development. These two air masses, usually 50° to 60° apart, combine just west of the 
dredged channel, near Channel Buoy "R"26a down to Channel Buoy "R"32. 

Summary: Sailboat racing on Windward/Leeward Buoy courses in the SouthBay is safe, exciting and challenging, do pri
marily to the excellent wind and area micro climate, the great water conditions, and the lack of weekend traffic 
tion. The SouthBay racing area has always been a successful venue used and enjoyed by many organizations si 
the early 1970's. Additionally, it is recognized nationally as a premier racing area for a wide variety of sailing craft, 
ranging in size from 8' Sabots raced by both juniors and seniors, to full racing sloops of over 50' with crews of from 12 
to 15. Now the South Bay is again under assault and in need of public protection from many government agencies. 
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SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF YACHT CLUBS 
.~ 

To Whom It May Concern: 

On March 16, 2000, a meeting of the San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs, 
representing officers and directors of twenty-one area yacht clubs and 
associations in attendance, unanimously passed a resolution opposing the 
Navy's construction of the proposed 37 acre island. 

Recreational boaters have traditionally used the South Bay area. It is felt this 
island will negatively impact the use of the area by recreational boaters. 

The Association is supportive of reopening public hearings with date, time 
and place announced prominently in order for the public to be in attendance 
to voice their concerns about the impact upon the South Bay. 

/ __ sincer~ly, . __ />(t " 
< A') ~~./- ?:Y4~ 
~~ 

Sandra J. Gilson, Commodore 
San Diego Association of Yacht. Clubs 

CHULA VISTA YACHT CLUB 
CONVAIR SAILING CLUB 
CORONADO CAYS YACHT CLUB 
CORONADO YACHT CLUB 
CORTEZ SAILING ASSN. 
KONA KAI INTL. YACHT CLUB 

MISSION BAY AQUATIC CENTER 
MISSION BAY YACHT CLUB 

NAVY YACHT CLUB SAN DIEGO 
OCEANSIDE YACHT CLUB 
POINT LOMA YACHT CLUB 

SAN DIEGO CRUISER ASSOCIATION 

SAN DIEGO YACHT CLUB 
SANTA CLARA RACING ASSN. 

SANTA MARGARITA SAILING CLUB 
SILVER GATE YACHT CLUB 

SOUTHWESTERN YACHT CLUB 
TORREY PINES SAILING CLUB 
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March 29,2000 

Mr. Larry Simon 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco CA 941 OS 

JAMES H. ALGERT 
428 BROADWAY 

CHULA VISTA CA'91910 

' 
Re: Location of Spoils from Navy Dredging Project 

Dear Mr. Simon: 

As we discussed today by telephone, I am concerned about the affect of the creation of a landfill 
in the area south of the Navy Amphibious Base. I have raced small boats in South Bay since 1952 
and I now represent the International Flying Dutchman Class Association in North and South 
America. At our annual meeting last August 1 '1 in England, we discussed possible locations for 
the world championships in 2002. Coronado Yacht Club was selected as our first choice, with 
races to be held in South Bay in late April of that year. We have begun planning for the event and 
have confidence the regatta will be a success. This would be the fourth time in the last 30 years 
the event has been held in the United States and the first time on the west coast. 

The Flying Dutchman class normally holds large events in areas affording larger courses. however 
South Bay has become so well known for its optimum sailing conditions that the class has agreed 
to work with the available area. Any reduction of that area would make South Bay tmacceptable 
for our use and probably unacceptable for most other classes. 

(believe thai a study of the conditions and small boat racing history of South Bay would show 
that it is a unique and important asset, not just for San Diego, but for the sport of sailing on the 
west coast and beyond. 

Siucerely yours, 

James H. Algert 
Staff Commodore, Coronado Yacht Club 

Telephone 619/420-7090 • Facsimile 619/420-9139 • Email jalgert@.msn.com 

• 

• 
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11lJashfn.uton, B.«. lOJJJ 
Ma:r:~h 5, 1984 

1' 

D~ar Mr. Hu11Jhes: 

Your letter~of Feb. 15, 1984 to the Ar~ . 
Corps of Ehgiheers concerning the proposed restricted 
area near the Naval Amphibious Base has been·brought 
to the attention of ~ offic~. , · 

Based on a conversation between my District 
Administra~or, Jay Wilkinson, and Cap~ •. Robert 
McCullough, Commanding Officer:NAB, ·it,Would appear 
that the proposed restricted area would have no · 
affect on the sailing programs··that now· u'se the 
area. 

In fact. Capt. McCullough assured us that the' 
practice of placing a temporary buoy in the area 
as a turning mark for races would be acceptable. 
It is important though that if and wben.the restrtcted 
area is adopted that race committees coord.inate and 
cooperate with NAB Operations in tbe sched~ling of 
races so as to not interfere with the.ir exercises. . . . 

If you would 1ike to discuss thts matter in 
detail, please· feel fr.tte to call ·Mr~·::.:WilJdnson or 
Bob Hudson, my Field Representative -and himself a 
small poa.t sa.ilor very familiar t.rith the ·south 13ay, 
at my El Cajon office, 293~6383. 

! 
inoerely, 

' }.1/iC/t_~ . 
· uncan Hunter, 

- -----~ 

Mft.YTO; 
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. ·Member of Congress 

• 
~~. Van V.· Hughes 
839 West Harbor Drive 
san Diego,. CA 92101-7.1.98 · · ...... u; .. 

cc: Coronado Yacht. Club, NAB '·Yciu::b~ .. C;tu.b, 
Cox-onado Cays Yacht ClUb, >.$DXAC·.·. ~- · 

' '• . :' .· ·~ ':.· ' ... 



. ' . tho ••eUic Ocean 1ft Middle S.n Dl 
flay, C.lifomlta. The tettitcled area 
11urrounda the ••latina N•val 
Amphlbloua S.,se peninsula where 
l"lllenalve tpedal oporallcma tlike pi 
fhb · rettlided area wiU protect p 
lind prope,ty rrom .the danaen 
enc;ounttmttt wllh thete,tpeclal 
opetiatlont. • 
lf'FIC'I'IVa DAYII: Janu•ry zz. 1885. 
Aooas-= HQDA. DAEN-CWO..N. 
Wllthlnaton.DC 2Q314. 
POfli'UR1'MC .. IINJIOMIA'I'ION CONTACT: 
Mr. Glenn tt.kdt at (%t:JJ -..seoa or 
R»lph T. F.ppard at {:O:J ~ 
auf'fUMIIffMYIIII'OfiiiiATION: 1be y.s. 
Nuvy bll.J ""JWited the Corpt or 
t'.nainoore ealubliah a n11val realricled 
11tea .1ft the P•dftc: Oc:•an In Mld·stln 
Dleao O.y; C.llromiL 

On January 21. 1114. tho Corps 
pu~Uahed lho ~naval re~trtcted 
.rea lathe Noi...rPfopo~ed 
Rulr.maldq Section of the Federal 
Ritalatar.wllh the comment period 
endinR on M.m:h 12. l!JM (4111-'R 341Jt
:HIJ:!I. The coorJinltlea puhlitheft In the 
pruJHIII'll rule ~:untuined errort In 
Slalhmt No. 7und No. a. A cnrrectloo 
publi~aed In lhlf Flldoral Resta•• on 
•••tbru~try Zt, 101M. (49 FR 8380) corrected 
uniJ Slollon No.7, thereby o•ltUnrthe 
requlrvd cur:rvc:lion to SMk.Jn No. I. 
Ac:cordinHfy, the Corp~ r:erubllahed the 

. proposed rula (r.ormc.lr.dJ on Aprll12. · 
1001 and •~tend.HJ the commant period 
to e .. plre on Aprll%7, 19&:1 (40 t'R 1454C).. 
... S41J. 

The Corpa recrh•t:d un inquiry from 
CtHtJtllliiRiiln Duncun llunter on befudf 
••f a cnnalltutont and 1-.:th;rs from 'l9 
intlividu.,la. •vt~rt~l of ~hom 
ft'Jif~ttnl~d }'lll.hl cluba lind hume 
uwnrr .... uc:l.ali•m• in the ureu. 11}vllf! 
lnllert c:\prn.ed oppusiltun to tbu 
l!lla~Wbhmunt or lhe I tl.lricled Stell 
"·•flic.atly for one or the ulher or ttu:~ 
fnllnwtna lwo re~t••ma: 

L The retlrl<.liun un bv.alint:/•·lihnll 
thru~h the Mille In the h•r or the Nil\' ill I 
AtnlthiblOIII Dull! Sf>v~.·rut sroupa 
indic;clc•d they·hutd aailbouf racc:t und/ 
ut tc'Jt.dlo~s throuah tl.e Ult~il. 

:. I:'Jimin:tli>~n of the 11nchnrnl(f' areu 
,,,ljlu:C!nl lu the Naw.d An•t•hil.linu• BII!IC 
111 (;lurirtflll B~ty. 

All r.c•mmP.nll fl't:f!i\lt'll W!!l'lt rumlllht!d 
th~ <:urnm.md••r. N.av •• l An'l!lltil.inu!l 
n .• ~ , .... c:nn•idrrllllllh. • 

Tht> N.l\')' alo~tea th;1t il nt:\ tlr inleml••d 
IO rc•l'lrirf aur:h trunwil throuxh lh r 

. aubja~:t ure.a and hH'I agl't'ed h:t a . 
r••w•n .lana nf tll.~ rulll lu .muke lhla c:li•ur. 
ii.•~ ... uU \'t•Jtl••la r•ntNinglhr. rc~ltictcd 
lift! if llh4tll ·PrllCt!t!d IU:nl\11 lh~ llnhl by. 
tho! mo,tt dtrPr:l rcJute unci witht~ul 
nnn ... ;r.ti+U'Y dt•l;~y. fur \'<~nd,.' umlt•r 
ll'til. no!r••a-.<lf\' tlld.!nRt~lutll r.•nultilllh! 11 . ... 

, direct routt., Alao, ad~ to the ,.,, 11 
the etatement. .. o,.amzed actMtlte 
(luch II Nil fiCCI and NFillal) within 
lheretlricteclarea WIU ~be 
allOwed unltll Ua• Com~qDdfq omcer. 
Naval Amphlbloua U.M cletenia~Dee 
tuch liM would Interfere with mdlta17 
operations In the ereL Requeatl muat be 
madelo the Commandlq'Oiftc:er, Naval 
Amphlbloua a.ae, CoroDado. In Dlep. 
C.llfomta mu or bJ telllns. teh!phoAe 
llWDbet f6111J Szz..ta3S alleeat 10 da)'l 
prior to the event." 1'111 Navy exprt'a t 

' ebou uvlq . 
• • •• at 

Clatlttl& a.,. Tile Ne'f ~··out that 
It actually owns ell of the itibmeqed 
laftd .aurreDdJ uaed br the anchotep 
and lbal the bMia at tlallaDC:horap are 
trilpaNlrJt. Thla been YerUled lhrOvgh 
dwtlavaU.bt. at the Port or Sift . 
DJeao. 'n.elndlvldult UchodAtkl thlt 

·area currtftlly.do 10 •der provlalona in 
33 CPa no.z1o (San Dleso 1 larbor. 

· Callfomla Anchoraaa Crounda). 
t!nrettrlcled anchorqe (currently 
permitted by 33 CFR no.no) within the 
tubfoct area Ia now prohibited und~.:r 
this rule. 

The naval ladiiUu at the amphibluua 
bftae iacluda the fuel pier, • variety or 
c:lauJned lpcLial warfare va.lela. 
d.allllied tmderwater W..Oit. and 

· claulftfld tralrilna fatlllUctt. The Nny 
lndlcat• that they have had to iocrease 
aecurUy meaaure• alona dlil portion of 
their Jhcn •• a reault or lbe anc:horap. 
An ad.llllonal Navy concarn It the 
tafety or thea• anchored , •••••• and 
liabilhy thould thent be an acdcJent 
lnvolvll'll lhe fuul plor or tralmna 
nu.lt. 

I 111\'i"# contlder'.'!d all communla 
rueol\'ed and relovantlnformaUoa 
nail~tble, the Department or the Army 
haa dttnnnlnod thatlhe eatabllabnumt 
·of the realrlct'-d area It warranted. . 
Accordlna)y. IJM,Department of the 
Army 11 utabll.tllna • naval reAtrlct .. d 
Antil under 33 CPR 207.811 •••et forth 
LM-Iow. 

.........,.This r~phlllon II 1Nilf!CI wilh 
rt!•pec;t 1o • mililaJ7 funclloJA ol1he O.f.:n\C. · 
Dl!p.trtmetll: Ia no1 • major rule wilhln l'he 
lftt'Mnlnt or F."tcutlve Order 12:111 •nd 
•cc:ordinaly .the proviiiOM of~IICitliVfl 
()rdttr JU9t do MIOJ1ply. 1"1\e Corpo of 
F.qtnHra certifies purauant lt'l ~liQI'I Gruofh) 
of lheilr.plt110f)' 1-1eldbllll)' Ad or ,11110. lluot 
thlt vaul•tlon will not have a lipiRc.anl 

. I'Ctlnomlc Impact "" a aublll••ntiHI numher ur 
rnlitt""' 

lbl of Su~jKltfn 3J CFR Part 'llt1 

Tr;anapurtllllon. Water trunaporhallun. 
t..1.trlne aarety, Navi~eallon. Water 
tranlport:~liCJn and rrutrlne c~trricma. 

AITAGHMCN.I 
49453 

AMENDED) 

c:1!n 201.111 Ia added ro 33 CFR '" 
• fo1low1: 

7.1 ·a..n DIIIQO Bar, Callfomla: Naval 
lrlc,t4KI ..... · 

(a) The Area. The Weier or the Par.ifi\: 
Ocean in Middle San Diego Bay in an 
arva extttndlna from lhe northem and 
entem boundary of the Naval 
Amphlblouta.ae about 0.1 naullc11l 
milts •ad OJI nautlcalmiJea from thP. 

· auuthem abarellne and baalc.1lly 
outlined as followt: · 

l JT.ctaJr H ........ , 
I. 3T40:a<l 7' N 
J . • 32''40' ... 0' .. 
c ... :rl'41'00.r N ... 
I . "" :11'<10'20 0" ff .. . 
0 .. . ll' .. ·oor N " 
J :U.,..t.o• H ......... . 
• l'.t'll'.119" " ... •• 

(h) The Rc:•gu/olion6. (1) SwimrninJl. 
fishia11o watertkling. moorinJl or 
anchoring •hall not be allowed within 
the reatricted area. 

(:)A portion of the retlrh::ted ar•~~~ ' 
e"'tendlng 120 feet from plerheada ond 
from the low woler mark on ah4re when! 
plert do not nist is closed to all per~Ntnll 
nnd vcstela exceptlhoM ownnd Ly. 
undt•r hire to. or perfonning.wnrk for. 
1ho N1wul Amphlbfou• Boa~t. 

tJ) All venP.ts en1nrlng the re1trkh•d 
otma shall proceed auou the area h~· 
the must direct route and wllhoul 
unnr.t:t!llaury delay. For fP.allels und••r 
auil. ner:e~os•ry tucl.inR aha II con~tilut,. a 
direct route. 

(4)Thr. rf'lulat\onsln this seclion 
~thall be enfl)rced by the Commandin;t 
Offic,r. Navlll Amphibiont Base. . 
Comnttdn. Calift~mla, and suc.:b liJttllu.i•··• 
... hn/shr 11h11U dnsir,nalr.. 0!'R<~nizt"CI · 
aeti\'ilies (!luch a• auil rac~a and 
~atlas) within the rcstrlclc:od ar(':t n~;~~· 
be nlluwed providing 1h111 a request ha1 
fK.ocn nuide lo the Commanding Oflh:••r. 
Navnl Amphihious Bate. Curon<~dn. S.m 
Dlr.$:0. Califomht 9%155 or by c:allin!l. 
h'l~phune number (618) 522-1833 111 ll'oi'OI 
tO d.tya prior tn th«> event. 

(lJH.SC.ll 
(t'R 0•1<'. &1-:13Ut t'il••d 12'-19-AI: IIU ;•ntl 
Ml•MO c:oDI ,,..._.. 
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March 30, 2000 

Ms. Sara Wan 
Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
46 Fremont Street, #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

t 

15 Maritime Drive 

Post Office Box 1260 
Portsmouth, RI 02871 

401 683-0800 Fax 401 683-0840 
InfoFax 888 US-SAIL-6 

ussailing@compuserve.com 

www.ussailing.org ifJ] 
SAILING. 

Re: Proposed creation of37 Acre inter·tidal mud island in South San Diego Bay from 
US Navy Ou·rier basin dredged materials 

Dear Ms. Wan: 

I am writing to you on behalf of the United States Sailing Association (''US SAILING"). 
US SAILING is tht: National Governing Body for the sport of sailing in the United 
States, and is appointed as such by Act of Congress (the Ted Stevens Olympic and 
Amateur Sports Act). Pursuant to the Act, we also represent the United States to the 
International Sportn Federation for the sport. We are also the Disabled Sports 
Organization for disabled sailing in the United States . 

Among our resporu;ibilities under the Act, we must serve as the coordinating body for 
amateur athletic activity in the sport, exercise jurisdiction over international amateur 
athletic competition conducted in the United States, conduct amateur athletic competition 
(including national championships) within the United States, recommend to the United 
States Olympic cornmittee those individuals who should represent the United States in 
the Olympic, Paral:1mpic, and Pan American Games, and develop interest and 
participation in the sport throughout the United States. 

It has come to our attention only within the past two days that a proposal exists to create 
an island in South San Diego Bay, ysing materials from the dredging of facilities to 
accommodate aircraft carriers elsewhere in San Diego Bay. While we support the Navy's 
efforts to accommodate its fleet, we understand that creation of the proposed island is 
based upon the assumption that it will have no adverse effect upon recreational boating in 
South San Diego Bay. I write to inform you that such an assumption is significantly 
incorrect. 

For many years, the South San Diego Bay venue has been used not only for local, but for 
national and internntional sailing competition for both adults and youth. The venue offers 
a superb, flat water, safe haven fa!, youth sailing, even when sailing in the ocean a half 
mile away might constitute unacceptable hazards . 

\\SER VER_B\TXH\GOVERNMT\SDBay-ltr-J.doc 
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Ms. Sara Wan 
March 30, 2000 
Page2 

In met, the South Sun Diego llay venue was selected by US SAILING as one of the 
original sites for our Junior Olympic program three years ago, and we expect to return to 
the site within the next two years. US SAILING has also considered the venue as a 
possible site for several other national championships over the next few years. In 
addition, the Flying Dutchman class (a former Olympic class) has already scheduled its 
world championship to be held there in 2002. Moreover, at least three of our member 
clubs regularly use that venue as their primary sailing (and racing) growtds. 

Construction of an island in the planned location would eliminate the space used as part 
of the race course w~ea in the South Bay, and effecf:ively eliminate the South San Diego 
Bay as a prospectiVt! site for such national and interilational events. 

We trust that the ab:>ve information is useful in determining whether, in fact, there is a 
previously unidentified adverse impact upon recreational boating in that area. 

Sincerely, 

\~
~=:~t: Director 

Cc: James P. Muldoo~ President 
US SAILING 

Hon. Brian Bilbray 
U.S. Congress 
1011 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Jan Smith 
California S·tate Lands 
Commissior. .. 
100 Howe, Buite #1 OOS 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

Capt. Robert: L. Phillips, CEC, USN 
Commanding Officer 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command 
1220 Pacific Coast Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

\\SERVER._B\TxmGOVEIU.MT\SDBiy-111'-l.doc 

Mr. John Robertus 
Director. 
California Regional Water Quality 
Board 
9771 Clairmont Mesa Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92124-1324 

Mr. Dan Wilkens 
San Diego Unified Port District 
3165 Pacific Coast Highway 
San Diego, CA 92110 

Mr. Larry Simon 
California Coastal Commission 
46 Fremont Street, #2000 
San Fra.ncisco, CA 941 OS 

Mr. Paul Thayer 
Executive Officer 
California State Lands 
Commission 
100 Howe. Suite #lOOS 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

• 

• 

• 
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lAW OFFICES OF 

WILLIAM J, MAXAM 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

404 camino Del Alo South, Suite GO$ 
San Olega, California 021 08 

Misc.e 
April 5, 2000 \\,' 

Ms.Sar~ 
Chairman 

\ .' 

California Coastal Commission 
46 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Teleph~>n•. (619) ~;!G-8666 
Lo119 Distance - (800) 78101-7811 

F .. - (818) 220-8788 

Re: San Diego Bay In-fill Proposal By U.S. Navy/37 Acre Mud Island 

Dear Ms. Wan: 

APR () 7 2000 

I am oppposed to the proposed referred action requested by the Navy. I believe that no 
adequate notice was given to current users of the area allowing fair comment to be made 
to the Coastal Commission. I request that the Commission reopen the issue and that the 
Navy be directed to stop any in-fill activities until resolution occurs. 

As a resident of Coronado Cays, the only waterfront community on San Diego bay, for 
over 25 years and of Coronado for over 30 years as well as being a retired Navy Reserve 
officer stationed from time-to-time at the U.S. Naval Amphibious Base Coronado, I have 
intimate knowledge of what south San Diego bay is and is not used for. 

In the mid-80s the Amphibious Base designated a "security zone" around the three water 
sides of the base. They placed and, in part, maintained said zone by use of a few orange 
buoys being anchored in the general area. They have never patrolled said area 011 a 
regular basis and in all the years of said zone's existence I have never seen the Navy run 
off boaters of any type that were in or traversing said area unless they had active 
helicopter, "Seabee" barge or Seal Team!UDT training or operations going on. 

However, because the sailboat racing community in San Diego was concemed that this 
new zone might require exclusion of their activities which had for over 100 years used 
the waters in said area, they met with the Navy and through the City of Coronado gained 
written assurance that sail training, youth instruction, competitive events, etc. cou]d 
continue in said area. The Navy set up a number to call ahead oftime if an event was 
expected to possibly interfere primarily to assure both parties of maintenance of a safe 
area for all. That phone number was apparently abandoned by the Navy in the late 80's 
or early 90's because there never were any problems. 

I have been involved as a member of Coronado Yacht Club in organizing and runniug 
sailing races in the area since the mid·80s and more recently, since 1991 until present, 
heavily involved in organizing sailing events involving children ofboth a non-racing and 
racing nature in the physical area that is threatened. 

(((' California 

I' I: 
I' 
I I 

L
i .. --

• 



I 
!' Ms. Sara Wan 

I April 5, 2000 
1 Page 2 

•
can leU you that my junior sailors have us~d that area at least 35 times per year for the 
ast 8 years. I can tell you that I have tried to call the Amphibious Base contact number 

without success (because it was disconnected) at least 4 times to coordinate use of the 
area. I can tell you that I have tried to communicate through the .. Duty Office" at the 
Amphibious Base several times in the 1993-1995 time.frame to coordinate use and was 
told each time that they were not sure what I was talking about but tbat. .. "it was not a 
problcmn ... and on two occasions I was told that they would call me back if it were. 
They never called back. 

Attached to this letter you will find a copy of my letter to the Commanding Officer of the 
Amphibious Base dated January 25, 1995 requesting help with a large national High 
School regatta I was the Co-chairman of. The scope of the regatta was above the 
ordinary and Captain Kelly was able to provide us with everything asked for. We sailed 
two successful multi-day regattas exactly where the Navy now wants to put the mud 
island. 

In fact, the current barge anchored in the area in support ofthe Military Olympics was 
put there after seeing the success we had with exactly the same type ofbargc being used 
for our two events. 

• 
Attached also are two more letters. One is from Captain Kelly, dated June 24, 1997 in 
response to my request letter of May 20, 1997 wherein he again extended his cotumand•s 
support and hospitality for yet two more junior events that were held in the same physical 
area that will be rendered unusable to sailboats if the mud island is created. 

• 

1 understand that one part of the Navy claims that the Navy knew nothing about this area 
being used for regular sailing training and competitions. I suggest that the record is clear 
that the Commanding Officer of the Amphibious Base knew about it. You cannot get 
much higher up the command ladder than the CO. 

Additionally, I know that the Amphibious Base's Morale Welfare and Recreation 
Departments have routinely been advised and sometimes involved in support of our 
junior sailing activities in the area in question. 

About safety: The area in question is not able to be duplicated for sailing safety anywhere 
else on the west coast because it is the only place where a clear sea breeze comes in 
without dangerous wind caused "chop" due to the wind coming almost always from the 
west aver the wave action blockage provided by the Silver Strand. Kids in small boats are 
normally safe there. They are not sailing in the shipping channel nor are they competing 
with water skiers, etc. because those activities are nonnally in other designated areas of 
the bay. That is why we use it all the time. 

Please look over the article from the May 1998 High School Team racing championship 
regatta. That was the third national High School regatta held in the area in as many 
years . 



Ms. Sara Wan 
Apfil S, 2000 
Page 3 

What the Navy should do is what they have done before: Run their dredge spoils pipe 
over the Silver Strand and fill the beach side of the Strand ·Or· add a few feet of height to 
half or so of the area designated for the T em birds -or- create the mud island in the new 
Federal Protective Species Preserve area between Chula Vista. and Coronado Cays. 

l see it this way. It's like comparing a freeway to a country road. There may not be too 
many users as on a freeway -but a country road is just as important to the few people 
who do use it as to the freeway users. 

The sailors take their time, disturb nothing, get where they are going and, frankly, with 
the large percentage of South San Diego Bay now devoted to Navy use, active shipping 
channel use, Protected Species (use), anchorages and other restricted uses it leaves the 
adult and junior sailors without a safe enjoyable place to be if37 acres of the useable bay 
is turned into a '"mud island". 

A balance between compatible recreational uses and the Navy's needs must be 
maintained. I believe that a rehearing of the use issue needs to be granted. 

I would be willing to attend your meeting and give testimony to the above under penalty 
of perjury. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerel ~ _ _ _ 

/' "Uf-/1'~ A--

William J. Maxam 
WJM:ry 

• 

• 

• 



Raymond A. Hedrick 
12982 Caminito Pointe del Ma; 

Del Mar, CA 92014 

• (858) 509·9029 

June 1, 2000 

Mr. Patrick Kruer 
Commissioner 
State of California 
California Coastal Commission 
2445 5th A venue, Suite 400 
San Diego, CA 9210 l 

Re: U.S. Navv Creation of37 acre mud island (Navy Project 700-A) 

Dear Commissioner Kruer, 

The U.S. Navy is finalizing plans to deposit 534,000 cubic yards of sand in South San Diego Bay, the result of its 
proposed dredging activities to create berths for two additional aircraft carriers to be based at North Island Naval 
Air Station. Their discarded by-product will create a permanent 3 7 -acre mud island in the heart of San Diego's 
must precious resource. As a ardent supporter of the ·military, I need not question the Navy's need to distribute 
their resources as deemed necessary, only their wholly insensitive implementation. 

~ developing their dredging plans, the Navy appears to have done so with disregard to the rights and concerns of 
~e governmental leaders, residents and visitors of San Diego, not to mention the mission of the California Coastal 

Commission to preserve and protect California's rapidly diminishing coastal resources. 

• 

Once the true extent of the Navy plans became apparent to the public, significant concerns have been expressed 
by a broad spectrum of groups and concerned citizens. Particularly focused concern has been expressed by 
members of the San Diego sailing community. However, the newspaper articles which have covered these recent 
revelations, focussed solely on the impact to sailing on San Diego Bay. While this impact on sailing alone is 
indeed troubling, the negative impacts transcend the sailing issue. The Navy's plans are profoundly objectionable 
on so many different levels. 

With this letter, I have included correspondence and exhibits prepared by Dennis Case of the San Diego Yacht 
Club and others, which. represent a comprehensive analysis of the background to and ramifications of the mud 
island creation. It is my wish not to restate what has already been written and/or submitted to the Coastal 
Commission but to merely highlight some specious points made over the last several months with some additional 
thoughts of my own. 

1. The Navy's proposal irreversibly changes a restricted use to an exclusive use of the U.S. Navy. The 
terms of the Navy's restricted use designation allowed for the continued use by the sailing community and 
the residents of San Diego. Creation of the mud island will create a defacto exclusion zone, to be used solely 
by the Navy removing the area permanently from the public domain. 

An abstract of a letter to the Coastal Commission from Bill Maxam gives some more background: 

In the mid-80s the Amphibious Base designated a "security zone" around the three water sides of 
the base. They placed and, in part, maintained said zone by use of a few orange buoys being 
anchored in the general area. They have never patrolled said area on a regular basis and in ali the 
years of said zone's existence I have never seen the Navy run off boaters of any type that were in or 
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traversing said area unless they had active helicopter, "Seabee" barge or Seal Teanll UDT 
training or operations going on. 

However, because the sailboat racing community in San Diego was concerned that this new zone 
might require exclusion of their activities which had for over 100 years used the waters in said 
area, they met with the Navy and through the City of Coronado gained written assurance that sail 
training, youth instruction, competitive events, etc. could continue in said area. The Navy set up a 
number to call ahead of time if an event was expected to possibly interfere primarily to assure both 
parties of maintenance of a safe area for all. That phone number was apparently abandoned by the 
Navy in the late 80's or early 90's because there never were any problems. · 

I have been involved as a member of Coronado Yacht Club in organizing and running sailing races 
in the area since the mid-80s and more recently, since 1991 until present, heavily involved in 
organizing sailing events involving children of both a non-racing and racing nature in the physical 
area that is threatened 

I can tell you that my junior sailors have used that area at least 35 times per year for the past 8 
years. I can tell you that I have tried to call the Amphibious Base contact number without success 
(because it was disconnected) at least 4 times to coordinate use of the area. I can iell you that I 
have tried to communicate through the "Duty Office" at the Amphibious Base several times in the 
1993-/995 timeframe to coordinate use and was told each time that they were not sure what !was 
talking about but that ... "it was not a problem'~ .. and on two occasions I was told that they would 
call me back if it were. They never called back. 

Also: 
The Navy does not have authority to control or restrict public access, general transit, or 
recreational use of the "Restricted Zone" other that those activities listed 

(Ref Fed Registry 1984 Vol. 49, No.246, Page 49453). 

2. The public notice of the mud island proposal was worded in a misleading manner which would not 
invite public concern or comment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's public notice did not state that 
dredged material will be used to fill in San Diego Bay, creating a 37 acre mud island. It did however twice 
state the description of work as follows: 

"At the NAB Coronado, approximately 534,100 cubic yards of sand would be placed over 
approximately 37 acres to create intertidal I sub tidal habitat". 

Instead of depositing the material "at the NAB" the Navy is actually depositing the material in San Diego 
Bay on state tidelands not on the Navy Base. Instead of placing the material "over 37 acres" it is creating a 
37 acre island in San Diego Bay where one never existed. · 

3. According to the FEIS for the Navy Project 700-A, multiple sampling procedures and methods used 
indicate that the area to be dredged contains contaminants, toxic substances and ammunition. If 
allowed to proceed, this mud island could pose significant risks to anyone who might venture near these 
shallow waters. 

4. The land areas under these navigable waters belongs to the State of California and the citizens 
Californi~ not the US Navy nor the US Government. To date, the California State Lands Commission has 
not deeded this land to the Federal Government, or approved its use for this project dump site. The 
assumption by the Navy and the NMFS that the "Restricted Waters" around NAB Coronado belong to the US 
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EIS is based on this and other invalid assumptions. 

• 

5. The creation of mud island will eliminate the premier sailing venue in the West Coast impacting both 
international world class events and junior sailing programs. When one thinks of San Diego, its affiliation 
with sailing often come first to mind. There is a reason that San Diego give rise disproportionately to world 
class, Olympic and Americas Cup champions: This South Bay venue is the only one on the west coast that 
provides the strength of the unrestricted sea breeze while providing a barrier (the Silver Strand) from the · 
swells and chop that these persistent sea breezes can cause. These cond.itions not only attract sailors from 
around the world to compete in the hundreds of races held in this venue each year but these.conditions also 
provide a safe and spirited environment for our junior sailors aspiring to become Olympic champions or the 
next Dennis Conner. 

Any portion of the bay north of the Coronado Bridge resemble the S/805 merge at rush hour. More and more 
commercial traffic is competing for diminishing space. On any given weekend, the north bay is full of cruise 
ships, military traffic, taxi's, ferries, sail boats and jet skiers making it virtually impossible to stage any kind 
of organized event. 

The loss of this south bay venue would mean the loss of countless regional, national and international events 
as evidenced by the following excerpt from a letter from Dennis Case to the California Coastal Commission. 

The South San Diego Bay is a premier sailboat racing venue known around the world. The World 
Championship of the International fleet called the Flying Dutchman is scheduled for South Bay in 
2002. These large international fleets are the pinnacle of the sport. They can choose where they 
want to sail and host yacht clubs are honored to be selected. This fleet has not raced a Worlds in 
North America in 20 years. They have asked to race in South Bay and the Coronado Yacht Club 
was honored to accept. If the 37 acre mud island is completed this regatta which will attract 
competitors from around the world will be cancelled and South Bay will be lost to the world as a 
premier racing site. 

This important issue is not just about sailing. It is about protecting our environment, preserving a region's 
precious resources and its identity, the rights of a city and state over the Federal Government to dictate how and 
when its land shall be used and it is about full and forthcoming disclosure to the state's residents and most 
importantly, to those e~powered and entrusted to protect our coastal lands. 

I respectfully submit this letter so that you may further consider this important issue so that other more 
immanently viable alternatives can be considered 

Sincerely, 

!:?-cA C.ll--
Raymond A. Hedrick 
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Rogers, John T 
Subject: Cronology of an Enhancement Site 
How the Enhancement Site came to be ........ .. 

~ 
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1. Navy determines dredge material is suitable for "beneficial use" under 
the California Coastal Act (CCA) and Clean water Act (CWA) Criteria. 

COASTAl COi•AMISSIOt\! 

2. Navy consults with ACOE, NMFS, USFWS, and COFG to determine best use of 
material. Agencies cite an 84% loss of Intertidal habitat and 40% loss of 
subtidal habitat in San Diego Bay since 1850. AgenCies direct Navy to 
consider an inbay enhancement project 

3. Navy uses three criteria to site enhancement project 1. It meets the 
"beneficial use" clause of the CCA and CWA Sec. 404. b.1. requirements. 2. 
It is separate from shore to deter access with regard to ordnance. 3. It 
is constructed in either Navy owned or Navy controlled (restricted) waters 
to insure safety. 

4. Navy seeks input from the Technical Oversite Committee (TOC) for the 
Integrated San Diego Bay Natural Resources Management Plan to ensure that 
the design is consistent with the spirit and intent of the plan, CWA, and 
CCA 

5. Crit~ria for site selection lead to NAB restricted waters due to low 
energy hydrology which reduces erosion and it~ proximity to existing 
endangered species/eelgrass habitat Navy conducts analysis on hydrology 
and Navy/non Navy usage and operations and environmental constraints. 

6. The TOC provides the Navy With a intertidal/subtidal option that Is 
acceptable to all agencies If the Navy can insure a minimum of 6 acres of 
intertidal at completion. 

7. The ACOE and CCC concur with this use and Navy designs the enhancement 
site per the Agency's and TOC recommendations. 

Note: The TOC is made up of ACOE, NMFS, CDFG, USFWS. Navy, Coast 
Guard,RWQCB, Port of San Diego, Friends of South San Diogo Bay, Zoological 
Society, Environmental Trust, and Scripps Institute. 

---····-"'"""·--· .. ···~---------

14 

(((' California 

• 



05/05/00 FRI 12:23 FAX 6195322518 NAT/CULT RES. SWDIV 

• 

• 

• 

Response to Dennis Case Letter of March 23. 2000 

1. The EIS is fundamentally flawed by stating there is no recreational users 
impact. 

The EIS in fact states that there is some impact to recreational boating from dredging 
and dredged material disposal, but that it. is tess than significant. See for example pages 
3.14-3 and 3.14-4 of the EIS, Volume 1. The Navy has also examined the new 
information supplied after the close of the comment period by Mr. Case and others as to 
the recreational boating issue and found that it does not change the conclusion set out in 
the EIS and the ROD. Examination of the issues has included dialogue at several 
meetings between the interested parties and high level Navy personnel to ascertain the 
facts and to seek to understand the positions of the interested parties. 

2. Placement of the "Mud Island" will significantly reduce existing race courses. 

We assume Mr. Case is referring to a figure labeled attachment #1. That figure is not 
accurate. The Navy has plotted the information supplied by Mr. Case to scale on 
accur~:e charts, and found veiJI minimt:~l potential interference with the area used for 
racing per Mr. Case. See slides 2 and 4 of the Navy's 514100 presentation, where the 
larger Arc intersects a comer of the enhancement area. We believe that this minor 
potential problem could be solved by shifting the course's starting point slightly to the 
southeast to accommodate a course of sufficient length. 

Notvvithstanding the foregoing fact, the Navy has proposed to pull the enhancement area 
profile back as far as it believes possible without risking reopening its NEPA and Coastal 
Consistency processes. The design shown at slides 5 and 6 uses a rock dike to 
maintain a steeper grade. This allows the enhancement area footprint to be reduced so 
that it no longer conflicts w;th any potential race course described in Mr. Case's letter. 

3. Will the Navy enlarge existing "exclusion zone"? 

The N.·wy has no plans to request an expansion of the restricted area. 

4. The desirability for South Bay as a recreational sailing location will be 
significantly reduced which will negatively impact the occupancy and rent rates at 
South Bay Marinas will be able to charge. 

As outlined above, there is no evidence that recreational sailing will be significantly 
affected. Moreover. the enhancement of the biological health of the bay could have 
indirect positive effects of an economic nature. 

5. The 37-acre site will have a net effect due to erosion of a solid landfill of 100 
acres or more . 

The Navy anticipates some erosion at the sife OV€'' time as ~ result of wind wave.q_ This 
will not increase the overall footprint but simply reduce the upper elevations. An7.fysis 
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conducted using the San Diego Bay hydrodynamic model developed by the San Diego 
Super Computer Center and Naval Research and Development showed that the current 
velocities at the site are minimal and the creation of the site would not lead to excessive 
scouring or erosion. This will be validated by a five.year study documenting potential 
sediment transport from the site. 

6. The plac;ement plan of using hydraulic pipe Will result in an underwater 
footprint significantly larger than 37 ac;res. 

Material to be used Is sandy and has the ability to hold a 5:1 slope when deposited 
hydraulically. Therefore, the contractor should have no problems meeting our 
specifications of a 10:1 to 20:1 slope thus confining the total footprint to 37 areas or less. 
The latest proposal by the Navy would limit the footprint to approximately 21 acres. 

7. Relocation of sailboat racing to another location is not an available option. 

The Navy believes that the South Bay regatta area and the proposed enhancement site 
can coexist very satisfactorily. . 

8 & 9. San Diego Bay is home to a large number of sailboat races. 

Comment noted. 

10. Has the navy considered alternative locations for sediment disposal? 

Iii 003 
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The FEIS addressed two options for disposal, ocean disposal and at LA-5 and disposal • 
at the enhancement site. The Navy considered beach nourishment; however, th6: Navy 
is not proposing to place the dredged material on or offshore of area beaches due to the 
risk of munitions and unexploded ordnance in the sediments. While sediment tesUng 
and surveys did not indicate presence of munitions, the Navy believes that a risk still 
exists that once dredging commences, munitions and ordnance that pose a severe and 
potentially life-threatening danger to the public will be uncovered at the dredge site. 
During dredging and disposal operations, the Navy will screen out all foreign materials 
greater than three inches in diameter. However, the Navy believes that munitions as 
small as 5/16" in diameter may be located in the sediments, and further states that it is 
unable to screen the dredged materials to a degree specified as necessary by the Navy 
to guarantee public safety on area beaches. Ordnance, even on the larger end of what 
has been found in previous dredging projects, is highly mobile in the nearshore. No 
assurance can be made that ordnance will not move from the nearshore to the beach. 

Due to risk of munitions from beach nourishment the only other feasible option (apart 
from enhancement) Is ocean disposal. Based on the grain size analysis and sediment 
testing, all of the proposed 534,000 cubic yards of dredged sediment are suitab/8 for 
unconfined ocean disposal at the EPA ... approved offshore disposal site LA-5, located five 
miles southwest of Point Loma. The site is used regularly for disposal of dredged 
material generated from San Diego Bay. Where material has passed Green Boolc 
standards and is otherwise unsuitable for beach disposal or other beneficial uses, ocean 
disposal is the least damaging feasible disposal altematlve. However, the Navy has 
determined that disposal at LA-5 is not tt1e least damaging alternative due to the ability 
to use the dredged materials to enhance San Diego Bay intertidal and subtidal habitat • 

IO 



05/05/00 FRI 12:24 FAX 6195322518 NAT/CULT REs.'""sWDIV 

• 

• 

• 

offshore of the NAB. Therefore, the Navy is not proposing the disposal of any of the 
dredged sediments from this project at the LA-5 disposal site, except for potential 
oversized material greater than 3 inches primarily rock cobbles. 

Reference in the letter to land disposal atop prior dredged material north of the Navy 
Yacht Club San Diego is not clear as to location. 

11. The yachting community has recently become aware of this island. Public 
hearings have been made a mockery on this issue. 

The Navy and regulatory agencies have diligently notified the public of the project 
through published notices, hearings, direct mailings to interested parties and document 
reviews. They have scrupulously complied with the letter of legal requirements and 
sincerely endeavored to comply with the underlying intent. Here is a summary of public 
involvement: · 

a. EIS. The Navy first undertook the planning effort for these decisions on 
December 3, 1996, when it published a Notice of Intent (NO/) to prepare an 
Environmental Impact statement in the Federal Register. A public scoping meeting was 
held in each of the following locations: Bremerton. Washington; Everett, Washington; 
Pearl City, Hawaii; and Coronado, California. A Notice of A vail ability (NOA) for the Draft 
EIS (DEIS) was published in the Federal Register on August 28, 1998_ Public hearings 
were held on the DEJS in the same four locations as the scoping meetings and in San 
Diego, CA. Approximately 317 individuals, agencies, and organizations submitted 
comments on the DEIS during the 75 day public comment period All oral and written 
comments were considered in the preparation of the Final EIS (FE/SJ_ The NOA for the 
FEJS was published in the Federal Register on July 9, 1999. In addition, public notices 
and news releases noting the availability of the FIEIS and draft Final Clean Air Act (CAA) 
Confo:mity Determination were published in local and regional newspapers beginning on 
July 10, 1999. The F£1$ documented in detailthe proposed enhancement site ar,d its 
impacts. The DON received approximately 60 public comment letters on the FE/~ 
during a 6()..day public review period. Notices were sent to the following groups with an 
interest in recreational boating and/or navigation: U.S_ Coast Guard, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Boating and Waterways, State Lands Commission, 
California Coastal Commission, California Department of Parks and Recreation, San 
Diego Unified Port District, City of San Diego, City of Coronado, and San Diego Harbor 
Safety Committee. 

b_ California Coastal Commission. The California Coastal Commission hflld 
three hearings regarding the Navy's consistency determination for the project_ The first 
meeting was held on October 13, 1999 in Oceanside, the second meeting was held on 
December 8, 1999 in San Rafael, and the third meeting was held on February 15, 2000 
in San Diego. All public notices included a staff recommendation report and were sent 
to the same mailing list as used for the FEIS. The staff recommendation report included 
maps showing the location of the enhancement site. 

c. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) 
sent out a public notice in mid-November. The public comment period extended from 
November 24 to December 24, 1999. The notice included maps and descriptions of the 
enhancement site. The USAGE used their own general mailing list for San Diego 
County. This list included the U.S. Coast Guard, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
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Administration, California Coastal Commission, State Lands CommiSSion, City of San 
Diego, City of Coronado, Coronado Yacht Club and 7he Log Newspapers (San Diego)". 

d. California Regional Water Quality Control Board. A public notice requesting 
public input was published and sent to the same mal7ing list as the FIEfS on July 9. 1999. 
The directed interested parties to the FBS for details on the project. The notice was 
published in the San Diego Union-Tribune and on the Regional Boards web site; 
!ltt.P:/Iwww.swrcb.ca.aovl-rwacb9. A notice of a public hearing was published on March 
10, 2000. The special meeting of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Is 
scheduled for April 26, 2000 to hear oral comments on the proposal to adopt the NEPA 
document for CEQA compliance. 

1Z. A Navy representative speaker at the San Diego Yacht Club did not address 
in detail the habitat enhancement site. 

The request was for a broad overview of the construction aspects of the CVN 
Homeporting. We do not have a written script of what was presented. 

13. The ACOE public notice does not state that dradged material will be used to 
fill San Diego Bay. It uses misleading terms such as "enhancement project". 

At the direction of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
California Department of Fish and Game, and the Technical Oversight Committee for the 
San Diego Bay Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, the Navy cooperatively 
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designed the enhancement site to meet specific objectives. The objectives were to • 
restore intertidaVsubtidal habitat that has been greatly reduced since the tum of the 
century and to provide forage opportunities for the federally endangered least tern and 
westem snOINY plover. These objectives constitute restoration and enhancement of the 
biological productiVIty of San Diego Bay, within the meaning of the California Coastal 
Act. Therefore, the term "enhancement siteH is an accurate description of the project 
under the California Coastal Act, NEPA, and Section 404.b. 1 of the Clean Water Act. 

14. Request to reopen public hearings on this issue. 

The Navy believes that there has been sufficient opportunity for the yachting community 
to communicate their concerns to the Commission and staff. The Navy does not believe 
that these concerns warrant the reopening of the Federal Consistency Process before 
the Commission. 

• 
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