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Addendum 
 
 
July 8, 2014 
 
To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 
 
From: California Coastal Commission 
 San Diego Staff 
 
Subject: Addendum to Item 18b, Coastal Commission Permit Application  
 #PMP-6-PSD-14-0002-6 (Port of San Diego), for the Commission 

Meeting of July 9, 2014. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Staff recommends the following changes be made to the above-referenced staff report. 
Language to be added is underlined and language to be deleted is struck out.  
 

1. The first paragraph of page 2 shall be corrected as follows: 
 
One of the possible three hotels proposed for development at this time is being sought by 
Sunroad Marina Partners, LP. The proposed Sunroad hotel would be situated at the east 
end of Harbor Island. Sunroad Resort Marina currently has a 50 year lease with the 
District for a 600-slip marina on East Harbor Island that will expire in 2037. The proposed 
Sunroad hotel would be built on the same leasehold and operate in conjunction with the 
marina and includes a 175-room, four-story limited service hotel with ancillary meeting 
and fitness space, common areas, an exterior pool, and surface parking on East Harbor 
Island. The hotel would replace an existing locker building and parking spaces, with the 
existing marina offices to remain. The marina locker building would be reconstructed west 
of the 175-room hotel. 
 
 

2. The second paragraph of page 6 shall be corrected as follows: 
 

The proposed amendment was the subject of an Environmental Impact Report under the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  The Environmental Impact Report and the 
proposed master plan amendment were subject to public review and hearing and was were 
adopted by the Board of Port Commissioners on March 4, 2014 as Resolutions #2014-
52 and #2014-53, respectively.   
 
 

3. The first paragraph of page 8 shall be corrected as follows: 
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In December 2009, the Port District prepared a Draft EIR for a PMPA for a Sunroad 
Harbor Island Hotel project proposed to replace the existing marina locker building  with a 
175 room four-story limited service hotel on a site currently leased to Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP, located east of the hotel site evaluated in the 1990 PEIR.  In 2011, a lawsuit 
was filed which claimed the Final EIR was inadequate with respect to analyzing the 
potential impacts of the development of multiple hotels. In August 2012, the Port District 
certifies an Environmental Impact Report for the East Harbor Island that addresses the 
identified concerns and finalized revisions in July 2013. Additional analysis was 
completed in 2013 and on March 4th, 2014, the Port District passed Resolution 2014-52 to 
certify the Revised Final EIR and Resolution 2014-53 to approve the proposed PMPA and 
accompanying July 2013 Revisions to the EIR. 
 
 

4. The second paragraph of page 8 shall be corrected as follows: 
 

No changes to land or water use designations are proposed. 
 
[…] 
 

adding language to the introductory Planning District 2 text that indicates that as 
each hotel development on Harbor Island is developed or redeveloped it will: (1) 
prepare and implement a public access plan; (2) provide or participate in shuttle 
service to and from the airport and expand the Port’s bayside shuttle system; (3) 
prepare a parking management program; and (4) provide public access and view 
corridors in between structures and conform to bulk and scale requirements on 
East Harbor Island and (5) provide lower cost visitor serving accommodations or 
an in lieu fee contribution for such units; 

 
 

5. The last paragraph of page 16 shall be corrected as follows: 
 
Further to the west, it only requires the promenade be constructed concurrent with 
hotel redevelopment. Across Harbor Island Drive to the south, the PMPA requires 
construction on the bayward side of the Island Prime restaurant only if the restaurant 
changes the footprint along with demolition of more than 50% of exterior walls. 
 

6. Starting on the last paragraph on page 17, continuing on to page 18, the following 
revisions shall be made: 

 
Based on the above, an argument could be made that the entire bayside public promenade 
should be constructed concurrent with development of the first hotel development.  As 
proposed, the PMPA assures the promenade will be located bayward of all the 
development on the Sunroad Marina Resort and new hotel leasehold prior to occupancy.  
However, the proposed amendment does not require only requires that the promenade be 
extended westward and/or constructed concurrent with adjacent leasehold with any 
leasehold development or redevelopment. or change in lease. As proposed, the text only 
requires the promenade in connection with future hotel development. It does not include 
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language to ensure a continuous pathway is constructed to mitigate for the significant 
impact of hotel development on the entire public’s ability to use public trust resources. 
This might not occur for many years, and would thus could delay the construction of a 
continuous pathway indefinitely, resulting in insufficient mitigation for the project’s 
impacts on public trust resources that must be provided under the California Constitution, 
Section 4 of Article X. 
 
 

7. The second paragraph of page 22 shall be corrected as follows: 
 

Commission staff has suggested incorporating the following language in the PMPA to 
ensure the provision of additional lower-cost overnight accommodations within the 
vicinity on the PMPA site or within the vicinity through a future PMPA in order to 
mitigate coastal resource impacts caused by the proposed hotel development on East 
Harbor Island: 
 

A minimum of one-third (166 units) of the new 500 hotel rooms on East Harbor 
Island will be lower-cost overnight accommodations. As a special condition of the 
coastal development permit for any hotel development, redevelopment or change 
in lease that adds hotel rooms to East Harbor Island, the hotel developer will 
develop or designate its fair-share of on-site or off-site lower-cost overnight 
accommodations or pay an in-lieu fee based on a study conducted by the District 
that will designate the location and timeframe for construction of lower-cost 
accommodations within or adjacent to the District. An alternate location for the 
lower cost overnight accommodations required in this subarea may be considered 
through a future OMOA PMPA, pursuant to the results of the study.  

 
 

8. The first paragraph of page 23 shall be corrected as follows:  
 
To determine the adequacy of the proposed parking supply to accommodate the projected 
demand associated with the proposed PMPA, parking demand was calculated based on the 
Port District’s Tideland Parking Guidelines (2001) using Port District parking rates 
developed specifically for the South Embarcadero Harbor Island. 
 
 

9. The third paragraph of page 23 shall be corrected as follows: 
 
Prior to the demolition or removal of any parking spaces in the existing west marina 
parking lot which are required for the shared parking of the existing marina and the 
proposed 175-room hotel; the project applicant will be required to submit to the Port 
District for review a Parking Management Plan that provides adequate parking. 
 
 

10. The first paragraph of  page 24 shall be corrected as follows: 
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The summer of 2012 saw the first implementation of a summer season shuttle system for 
the Embarcadero region. The Port has reported that the program was extremely successful, 
and plans are underway to expand both the range and duration of the project. The Port 
District, through this PMPA, is specifically committing to implementation of a low coast 
bayside shuttle that will serve the project area and the surrounding region expanding the 
Port District bayside shuttle system to serve Harbor Island, to ensure that long term public 
access is preserved and enhanced. The proposed language establishes specifically that the 
shuttle will be in operation by the time the hotel expansion is open. 
 
 
 
 
 
(G:\Reports\Port\PMPA #46 PMP-6-PSD-14-0002-6 Sunroad Stf Rpt addendum.docx) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO AREA 

7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-4421 

(619) 767-2370 W18a June 26, 2014 

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PERSONS 

FROM: SHERIL YN SARB, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
DEBORAH LEE, DISTRICT MANAGER, SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
ALEXANDER LLERANDI, COASTAL PLANNER, SD COAST DISTRICT 

SUBJECT:STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON CITY OF SAN DIEGO LCP AMENDMENT 
No. LCP-6-CCP-14 -0606-1 (Centre City Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone) for 
Commission Meeting of July 9-11, 2014 

SYNOPSIS 

The subject LCP implementation plan amendment was submitted and filed as complete 
on April29, 2014. It is one of two unrelated LCP amendments from the City of San 
Diego that constitute the City's first submittal for this calendar year. The other LCP 
amendment (LCP-6-LJS-14-060-1) in the submittal deals with the proposed seasonal 
closure ofthe Children's Pool during the harbor seal pupping season. As a whole, the 
LCP amendment submittal affects both the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation 
Plan (IP) components of the City's certified LCP. At the June 2014 Commission hearing, 
a one year time extension was granted by the Commission on the Children's Pool LCP 
amendment. The Children's Pool LCP amendment is scheduled for Coastal Commission 
review in August 2014. Absent Commission action at the July hearing, for the subject 
matter, a time extension for this item would be necessary. 

SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST 

The City has adopted code amendments to the Centre City Planned District Ordinance 
(PDO) to create a six-block Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone (IBOZ) to the east and south­
east of the existing Solar Turbines industrial facility in the northern section of the Little 
Italy neighborhood of downtown San Diego. Specifically, the proposed 12-acre overlay 
zone runs north-south between Laurel Street and Grape Street (1 ,900 feet), and east-west 
between Pacific Highway and Kettner Boulevard (530 feet, excluding the southeastern­
most block). The proposed overlay zone would prohibit uses deemed incompatible with 
the neighboring Solar Turbines industrial use, defined in the proposed amendment as 
"sensitive receptors," which includes residential, educational facilities (kindergarten 
through twelfth grade), child care facilities, hospitals, intermediate care facilities, and 
nursing facilities. Commercial uses, such as visitor serving commercial, retail, and hotels, 
that are called for in the certified Downtown Community Plan would still be permitted. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

For the City of San Diego's Local Coastal Program (LCP), the Land Development Code 
(LDC) constitutes the primary element of the City's certified implementation plan and it 
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represents an integrating feature for the multiple community plan/land use planning areas. 
Within the LDC are PDO' s, which are specific zoning regulations that, while still 
meeting the policies of the Land Use Plan (LUP), are applicable only in a specific 
community. The proposed code amendments will implement the IBOZ to the east and 
southeast of the existing Solar Turbines industrial facility, prohibiting "sensitive 
receptor" uses such as residential, educational facilities (kindergarten through twelfth 
grade), child care facilities, hospitals, intermediate care facilities, and nursing facilities 
within 650 feet of Solar Turbines. 

Currently, the certified Downtown Community Plan, within which the area of the 
proposed IBOZ falls , designates the northern five blocks as Mixed Commercial and the 
one southernmost block as Employment/Residential Mixed-Use. The Mixed Commercial 
land use category is described in the Downtown Community Plan as accommodating a 
diverse array of uses, including residential, artist ' s studios and live/work spaces, hotels, 
offices, research and development, retail and allowing continuing operation of existing 
services and industrial uses - including light industrial and repair, warehousing and 
distribution, transportation, and communication services. The Employment/ Residential 
Mixed-Use land use category permits a variety of uses, including office, residential, 
hotel, research and development, educational and medical facilities. Thus, the proposed 
amendment would prohibit artist living spaces and residential use in the five Mixed 
Commercial blocks and residential, primary educational facilities , and many medical 
facilities in the single block of Employment/Residential Mixed-Use within the IBOZ. 

Under the Coastal Act, visitor-serving uses which serve as an amenity to support coastal 
visitors and activate a coastal destination are seen as priorities in coastal neighborhoods 
such as Little Italy. Each of the City's certified community plans/LUPs contain 
provisions that encourage and support visitor-serving uses. Little Italy has a strong 
pedestrian-oriented atmosphere, and the proposed amendment will not prohibit any 
visitor-serving uses. The proposed code amendments do not modify any of the otherwise 
required development standards, such as parking or landscaping. Therefore, the proposed 
amendment can be found consistent with the City ' s certified Downtown Community Plan 
and no adverse impacts to any coastal resources, including public access, are anticipated. 
Staff therefore recommends the Commission approve the proposed LCP amendment as 
submitted. 

The appropriate resolution and motion may be found on Page 5. The findings for 
approval of the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted also begin on Page 5. 

BACKGROUND 

The City's first Implementation Plan (IP) was certified in 1988, and the City assumed 
permit authority shortly thereafter. The IP consisted of portions of the City's Municipal 
Code, along with a number of Planned District Ordinances (PDOs) and Council Policies. 
Late in 1999, the Commission effectively certified the City's Land Development Code 
(LDC) that includes Chapters 11 through 14 of the municipal code. It replaced the first 
IP in its entirety and went into effect in the coastal zone on January 1, 2000. The 
Commission has certified many IP amendments since 2000. 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Further information on the City of San Diego LCP Amendment No. LCP-6-CCP-14-
0606-1 may be obtained from Alexander Llerandi, Coastal Planner, at (619) 767-2370. 
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PART I. OVERVIEW 

A. LCP HISTORY 

The City of San Diego has a long history of involvement with the community planning 
process; as a result, in 1977, the City requested that the Coastal Commission permit 
segmentation of its Land Use Plan (LUP) into twelve parts in order to have the LCP 
process conform, to the maximum extent feasible, with the City's various community 
plan boundaries. In the intervening years, the City has intermittently submitted all of its 
LUP segments, which are all presently certified, in whole or in part. 

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

Since effective certification of the City's LCP, there have been numerous major and 
minor amendments processed. These have included everything from land use revisions 
in several segments, to the rezoning of single properties, and to modifications of citywide 
ordinances. In November 1999, the Commission certified the City ' s Land Development 
Code (LDC), and associated documents, as the City's IP, replacing the original IP 
adopted in 1988. The LDC became effective in January, 2000. 

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

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

C. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires local governments to provide the public with 
maximum opportunities to participate in the development of the LCP amendment prior to 
its submittal to the Commission for review. The City has held Planning Commission and 
City Council meetings with regard to the subject amendment request. All of those local 
hearings were duly noticed to the public. Notice of the subject amendment has been 
distributed to all known interested parties. 
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PART II. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SUBMITTAL- RESOLUTIONS 

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

I. MOTION: I move that the Commission reject the Implementation Program 
Amendment for the City of San Diego No. LCP-6-CCP-14-0606-
1 as submitted. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF CERTIFICATION AS SUBMITTED: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in certification of the 
Implementation Program Amendment as submitted and the adoption of the following 
resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of 
the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT 
AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program Amendment for the City 
of San Diego as submitted and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the 
Implementation Program Amendment conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the 
provisions of the certified Land Use Plans, and certification of the Implementation 
Program Amendment will meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been 
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the Implementation 
Program Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives 
or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on 
the environment that will result from certification of the Implementation Program, as 
amended. 

PART III. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed code amendments will implement the six-block IBOZ to the east and 
southeast of the existing Solar Turbines industrial facility, prohibiting "sensitive 
receptor" uses such as residential, educational facilities (kindergarten through twelfth 
grade), child care facilities, hospitals, intermediate care facilities, and nursing facilities in 
the five blocks of Mixed Commercial and the one southernmost block of 
Employment/Residential Mixed-Use. 
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B. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 

The standard of review for LCP implementation submittals or amendments is their 
consistency with and ability to carry out the provisions of the certified LUP. The 
proposed amendment to the certified LCP would prohibit "sensitive receptor" uses such 
as residential, educational facilities (kindergarten through twelfth grade), child care 
facilities, hospitals, intermediate care facilities, and nursing facilities in the five blocks of 
Mixed Commercial designated properties and the one southernmost block of 
Employment/Residential Mixed-Use designated properties. No visitor serving 
commercial uses would be prohibited in the IBOZ. Thus, other uses called for in the 
Downtown Community Plan for those zones, such as hotels, retail, and research and 
development, would still be permitted. The purpose of these regulations is to ensure that 
incompatible uses are not introduced in proximity to existing industrial uses, such as the 
Solar Turbines industrial facility. 

Under the Coastal Act, visitor-serving uses, such as overnight accommodations, 
restaurants, and retail , serve as an amenity to support coastal visitors and activate a 
coastal destination and are viewed as a land use priority. The certified Downtown 
Community Plan encourages such uses, especially at street level, so as to foster a 
pedestrian-oriented atmosphere that is already strongly present in the Little Italy 
neighborhood. 

Section 3.1-G-1 through 3 of the Downtown Community Plan lists the goals of the LUP: 

Provide a land use and development framework to guide downtown's evolution as 
a premier regional and global center of commerce, residence, arts, education, 
and recreation. 

Provide for an overall balance of uses - employment, residential, cultural, 
government, and destination - as well as a full compendium of amenities and 
services. 

Allow service and support commercial uses- such as small hospitals, produce 
markets that serve restaurants, and repair shops - in specific locations to ensure 
availability of essential services within downtown. 

The proposed code amendments still allow the above goals of the plan to be met both by 
limiting its impact to 6 blocks and by still allowing the overall intent of a mixed pattern 
of development to occur. The amendments do not modify any of the otherwise required 
development standards, such as parking or landscaping. The California Air Resources 
Board recommends a I ,000 foot buffer from industrial uses, and this recommendation is 
echoed in the City's General Plan which, while uncertified, is applicable throughout the 
City. Because the proposed IBOZ is 635 feet at its widest point, the buffer area could 
have potentially encapsulated much more of the Little Italy neighborhood. However, by 
limiting the buffer zone ' s reach to the reasonable minimum necessary to avoid impacts 
from incompatible uses, the City's action still achieves its goals while avoiding overly 
broad and restrictive impacts. Therefore, the proposed amendment can be found 
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consistent with the City ' s certified Downtown Community Plan (LUP) and no adverse 
impacts to any coastal resources, including public access, are anticipated. The 
Commission therefore approves the proposed LCP amendment as submitted. 

PART IV. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

Section 21080.9 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempts local 
government from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in 
connection with its local coastal program. The Coastal Commission and the 
Commission's LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources 
Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process. Thus, under CEQA Section 
21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each 
LCP. 

Nevertheless, the Commission is required in an LCP submittal or, as in this case, an LCP 
amendment submittal , to find that the LCP, or LCP, as amended, does conform to CEQA 
provisions. At the local level , the City found that the environmental review completed at 
the time of the original adoption of the Land Development Code remained valid and 
sufficient. The City concluded that the proposed amendment would not result in a 
substantially changed project, would not result in new impacts or changed circumstances 
that would require a new environmental document. In the case of the subject LCP 
amendment request, the Commission also finds that approval of the LCP amendment, as 
submitted, would not result in significant environmental impacts under the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that there 
are no feasible alternatives under the meaning of CEQA which would reduce the 
potential for any impacts which have not been explored and the LCP amendment, as 
submitted, can be supported. 

(G:\San Diego\LCPs\City of San Diego\ SD LCPA No. LCP·6-CCP- 14-0606- I (Centre City Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone) stfrpt.doc) 
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NEW LANGUAGE: Double Underline 

§156.0302 

§156.0307 

ORDINANCE NUMBER 0-_ _____ (NEW SERIES) 

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE --------

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 6, 
DIVISION 3 OF THE SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE BY 
AMENDING SECTIONS 156.0302 AND 156.0307 AND 
FIGURE C, RELATING TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN 
INDUSTRIAL BUFFER OVERLAY DISTRICT IN THE 
CENTRE CITY PLANNED DISTRICT. 

Definitions 

The following definitions apply to this Article. Where not otherwise specified, the 

definitions found in Chapter 11 , Article 3, Division I of the Land Development 

Code shall apply. Each word or phrase that is defined in this Division or in 

Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1 of the Land Development Code appears in the 

text in italicized letters. 

Active commercial uses through Senior housing or senior unit [No change in text.] 

Sensitive receptor means any ofthe following land uses : residentiaL educational 

facilities for kindergarten to grade 12. child care facilities. hospitals. intermediate 

care facilities. and nursing facilities . 

Setback through Urban open space [No change in text.] 

Land Use Districts 

Twelve land use districts, shown in Figure B, define geographic areas tha-pt...;;a-.re.._ ______ _ 

EXHIBIT NO. 1 
subject to specific land use classifications. In addition, twelve overlay dit--- A- P-PL_I_C_A_T_I_O_N_ N_O_._ 
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shown in Figures C, D, and F, establish areas where additional requirements 

apply. Permitted land use classifications within each land use district are shown 

on Table 156-0308-A. Specific requirements for minimum and maximum 

percentages of active commercial uses on the ground:floor along street frontages 

are provided. 

(a) [No change in text.] 

(b) Overlay Districts 

The following Overlay Districts apply as illustrated in Figures C, D, and 

F: 

(1) through (12) [No change in text.] 

ill), Industrial Buffer Overlay CIB) . This overlay district establishes a 

buffer zone to protect industrial lands by minimizing potential land 

use incompatibilities that could result from proximity to sensitive 

receptors. Sensitive receptors are prohibited within the IB Overlay 

District. 
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      W18b   June 27, 2014 
 
 
 
 
TO:  COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PERSONS 
 
FROM: SHERILYN SARB, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
 DEBORAH LEE, DISTRICT MANAGER, SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
 AMANDA SACKETT, COASTAL PROGRAM ANALYST, SAN DIEGO COAST 

DISTRICT 
 
SUBJECT: Staff Recommendation on San Diego Unified Port District Port Master Plan 

Amendment No. 46 (PMP-6-PSD-14-0002-6) East Harbor Island.  For 
Commission consideration and possible action at the Meeting of July 9-11, 2014.   

              
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff is recommending denial of the Port Master Plan Amendment (PMPA) as submitted, 
due to  its inconsistency with the public access and recreation policies of the  Coastal Act 
that protect and encourage lower-cost visitor and public recreational opportunities.  Since 
the PMPA was originally submitted, Commission and Port staff have worked to make 
significant revisions to the PMPA to address the potential impacts to public access and 
coastal resources associated with redevelopment of this subarea, East Harbor Island.  
However, two key elements remain where our staffs were not able to reach agreement 
and therefore, the staff recommendation is denial.  Those two elements address protection 
of opportunities to provide lower cost overnight accommodations within the Port District 
and timing of completion of the bayside public promenade within the subarea.   
 
The existing Port Master Plan (PMP) includes a high quality hotel of up to 500 rooms on  
Subarea 23 of East Harbor Island. The amendment would allow development of two or 
three hotels of not more than 500 rooms, rather than a single 500-room hotel. The 
amendment would revise the text of the Precise Plan for Harbor Island Planning District 2  
to change the 500-room hotel to allow up to three hotels in two areas, with a combined 
total of no more than 500 rooms, as well as include road and traffic circle realignment. It 
would also revise the Project List to add a 175-room hotel –referred to as Sunroad hotel- 
and up to two additional hotels and the land use acreage table to reflect proposed changes 
to the commercial recreation, promenade, open space and street use designations. The 
Port Master Plan amendment (PMPA) is seeking full development of Subarea 23 at this 
time; therefore, specificity is needed in this PMPA to guide the future proposals for 
development and to protect coastal resources and public access. 
 



 
Port Master Plan Amendment #46 
Page 2 
 
 
One of the possible three hotels proposed for development at this time is being sought by 
Sunroad Marina Partners, LP. The proposed Sunroad hotel would be situated at the east 
end of Harbor Island. Sunroad Resort Marina currently has a 50 year lease with the 
District for a 600-slip marina on East Harbor Island that will expire in 2037. The 
proposed Sunroad hotel would be built on the same leasehold and operate in conjunction 
with the marina and includes a 175-room, four-story limited service hotel with ancillary 
meeting and fitness space, common areas, an exterior pool, and surface parking on East 
Harbor Island. The hotel would replace an existing locker building and parking spaces, 
with the existing marina offices to remain.  
 
Staff at the Coastal Commission and the Port of San Diego has reached agreement on 
proposed PMPA text language on several topics that affect coastal resources. The PMPA 
addresses parking management to protect public access and recreational opportunities and 
requires participation in the Port’s shuttle system and the provision of activating uses. 
The Port will build upon and maintain alternate transit opportunities in conjunction with 
the City of San Diego and the San Diego Metropolitan Transit System to supplement 
existing transit services and provide a convenient and seamless alternate transit system 
for the public and patrons alike. Furthermore, the hotels will be constructed to protect 
public visual resources and would be required to conform to bulk and scale limits such 
that building envelopes would not exceed seventy percent (70%) of each project site. The 
PMPA includes a requirement for public access corridors in between hotel buildings to 
protect coastal access and visual resources to the scenic Harbor Island East Basin and 
City of San Diego skyline. 
 
However, there remains significant discrepancy between Coastal Commission and Port  
staff on two key aspects including the provision of on-site low cost visitor serving 
amenities and the timing of the construction of the public promenade. The PMPA does 
not adequately protect coastal access and the right of access on public tidelands. All of 
East Harbor Island is subject to the reservation of public trust rights for the public to 
access the waters in the port’s jurisdiction, due to their location on State tidelands. East 
Harbor Island remains inaccessible and existing development precludes easy shoreline 
access and in some places directly obstructs it. Specifically, the PMPA does not 
sufficiently address the need for the provision of lower-cost overnight accommodations.  
The nature of the proposed hotel is a moderate to high cost hotel; therefore, the net 
impact on the public trust resource will be that a majority of the public wouldn’t be able 
to afford to use a majority of the site for public trust purposes because most of the site 
will only be available to paying guests of the hotel.  
 
The proposed PMPA anticipates construction of up to three hotels within the subject 
Subarea 23, but does not include any specific requirement for the provision of lower-cost 
accommodations in the subarea.  The plan language acknowledges the hotel developer(s) 
must contribute a fair-share of on-site or off-site lower cost visitor accommodations or 
pay an in-lieu fee based on a study conducted by the District; however, the study has not 
been completed, and the policy does not establish or identify the number of affordable 
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units needed to meet public demand, or the potential location and timeframe for 
development of lower cost accommodations elsewhere within the Port District. The 
language proposed in this PMPA would be similar to that required in PMPA approved by 
the Commission in the recent Hilton Hotel addition associated with the convention center 
expansion; however, reliance on this language has not resulted in the actual provision of 
additional lower cost overnight accommodations within the Port District jurisdiction.  
 
In January 2009, the Coastal Commission originally required that the Lane Field 
development participate in a hostel program to create actual units within the Port District, 
however, in February 2013 the program was discontinued and replaced with an in-lieu fee 
that has not resulted in the creation of additional lower cost units within or adjacent to the 
Port District. There is an increasing need for lower cost overnight accommodations 
within the Port District in the form of a specific program that will result in units as 
opposed to deferred collection of in-lieu fees. The subject subarea and proposed 
development is on public tidelands and is a potential location for lower cost overnight 
accommodations.   
 
Staff is recommending denial of the PMPA because it does not include policy language 
that either reserves a portion of this subarea for lower cost hotel units or identifies an 
alternative location where such lower cost accommodations will be developed to which 
the in-lieu fees may apply.  The Port as landowner is in the position to control 
development within the leaseholds in a manner that assures a range of affordability in 
overnight accommodations will be provided within the District consistent with the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.    
 
As provided in the revised submittal, the proposed amendment includes the provision of a 
public promenade as a public recreational amenity and to address the public shoreline 
access impacts that the proposed hotel developments would have on the subarea. The 
existing promenade goes along Harbor Island Drive, is routed inland around the Island 
Prime Restaurant and will be continued bayward of the approved restaurant to be 
constructed at the easternmost parcel of the subarea. The promenade is proposed to 
continue from the restaurant along the proposed Sunroad hotel on the bayward side of all 
structures and will temporarily be constructed on the bayward side of the existing 
Sunroad Resort Marina pool and locker building.   
 
However, the PMPA language does not require that the remainder of the promenade be 
constructed concurrent with any leasehold redevelopment or changes in lease and 
requires the promenade to be constructed on the bayward side of the Island Prime 
restaurant only if there is demolition of more than 50% of exterior walls and a change in 
footprint; thus, allowing the entire restaurant to be reconstructed in the existing footprint, 
without provision of the bayside accessway. This could delay the construction of a 
continuous pathway indefinitely, resulting in insufficient public shoreline access. Future 
hotel developments will be required to construct a bayside public promenade upon site 
development or redevelopment yet there are currently no proposals for development for 
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the additional hotel room allotment provided in the PMPA. The majority of the shoreline 
at East Harbor Island, a public trust land, is currently inaccessible for the public and an 
indefinite delay in the construction of the public promenade will result in significant 
coastal resource impacts.   
The appropriate motion and resolution can be found on Page 3.  The findings for 

denial of the amendment as submitted begin on Page 5. 

             
 
Port Master Plan Amendment Procedure.  California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Section 13636 calls for port master plan amendments to be certified in the same manner 
as provided in Section 30714 of the Coastal Act for certification of port master plans.  
Section 13628 of the Regulations states that, upon the determination of the Executive 
Director that the master plan amendment and accompanying materials required by 
Section 13628(a) are sufficient, the master plan amendment shall be deemed submitted to 
the Commission for purposes of Section 30714 of the Coastal Act.  
 
The subject amendment was deemed submitted on April 18, 2014.  Within 90 days after 
this submittal date, the Commission, after public hearing, shall certify or reject the 
amendment, in whole or in part.  If the Commission fails to take action on the amendment 
submittal within the 90-day period, the proposed amendment is deemed certified.  The 
date by which the Commission must take action, absent a waiver by the Port District of 
the 90-day period, is July 17th, 2014.  
 
Section 30700 of the Coastal Act states that Chapter 8 shall govern those portions of the 
San Diego Unified Port District located within the coastal zone, excluding any wetland, 
estuary, or existing recreation area indicated in Part IV of the Coastal Plan.  The entire 
water area under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Diego is covered by Chapter 3 
policies because San Diego Bay is mapped as an estuary and wetland in Part IV of the 
Coastal Plan, and on the maps adopted by the Commission pursuant to Section 30710 of 
the Act.  The attached amendment reflects the Port’s proposal.  
             
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

I. PORT MASTER PLAN SUBMITTAL - RESOLUTIONS 

 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolution and findings.  The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff 
recommendation are provided just prior to the resolution. 
 
RESOLUTION I (Resolution to deny certification of Port of San Diego Master Plan 

Amendment No. 46) 
 
MOTION I 
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 I move that the Commission certify the Port Master Plan Amendment No. 46 as 

submitted by the port. 
 
 Staff Recommendation 

 
 Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in rejection of the 

port master plan amendment and adoption of the following resolution and findings. 
The motion to certify passes only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 

 
 Resolution I 

 

 Deny Certification of Amendment 

 
 The Commission hereby denies certification to San Diego Unified Port District 

Master Plan Amendment No. PMP-6-PSD-14-0002-6 and finds, for the reasons 
discussed below, that the amended Port Master Plan does not conform with or carry 
out the policies of Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act. Nor would 
certification of the amendment meet the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the amendment. 

 
II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 

 
 The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
 A. Previous Commission Action.  The Commission certified the San Diego 
Unified Port District Master Plan on October 14, 1980.  The Commission has reviewed 
45 amendments since that date.   
 
 B. Contents of Port Master Plan Amendments.  California Code of Regulations 
Title 14, Section 13656 calls for port master plan amendments to be certified in the same 
manner as port master plans.  Section 30711 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that a port 
master plan shall include all the following: 
 
 (1) The proposed uses of land and water areas, where known. 
 
 (2) The proposed design and location of port land areas, water areas, berthing, and 

navigation ways and systems intended to serve commercial traffic within the area 
of jurisdiction of the port governing body.   

 
 (3) An estimate of the effect of development on habitat areas and the marine 

environment, a review of existing water quality, habitat areas, and quantitative 
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and qualitative biological inventories, and proposals to minimize and mitigate 
any substantial adverse impact.   

 
 (4) Proposed projects listed as appealable in Section 30715 in sufficient detail to be 

able to determine their consistency with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing 
with Section 30200) of this division. 

 
 (5) Provisions for adequate public hearings and public participation in port planning 

and development decisions. 
 
The Commission finds that the proposed port master plan amendment does not conform 
with the provisions of Section 30711 of the Coastal Act.  The proposed changes in land 
and water uses do not contain sufficient detail in the port master plan submittal for the 
Commission to make a determination of the proposed amendment's consistency with the 
Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
The proposed amendment was the subject of an Environmental Impact Report under the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  The Environmental Impact Report and the 
proposed master plan amendment were subject to public review and hearing and was 
adopted by the Board of Port Commissioners on March 4, 2014 as Resolution #2014-52.   
 
 C.  Standard of Review.  Section 30710 states that Chapter 8 shall govern those 
portions of the San Diego Unified Port District, excluding any wetland, estuary, or 
existing recreation area indicated in Part IV of the Coastal Plan. The entire water area 
under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Diego is covered by Chapter 3 policies because 
San Diego Bay is mapped as an estuary and wetland in Part IV of the Coastal Plan, and 
on the maps adopted by the Commission pursuant to Section 30710 of the Act. Sections 
30714 and 30716 of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall certify a PMPA 
if it conforms with and carries out the policies of Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act or, if there 
is a portion of the proposed PMPA that is appealable to the Commission pursuant to 
section 30715 of the Coastal Act, then that portion of the PMPA must also be consistent 
with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Pursuant to section 30715(a)(4) of the Coastal 
Act, a port-approved hotel, motel or shopping facility not principally devoted to the sale 
of commercial goods utilized for water-oriented purposes is appealable to the 
Commission.  The proposed amendment involves changes to the text and project list of 
the Lindbergh Field/ Harbor Island Planning District 2. The proposed Sunroad and future 
hotel developments are appealable to the Commission and thus, that portion of the 
proposed PMPA must be consistent with Chapter 8 and Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act. 
 
 D.  Summary of Proposed Plan Amendment/History.  
 

1. Project Setting 
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The PMPA will apply to Harbor Island, which is located in the southern portion of San 
Diego County at the northern end of San Diego Bay (See Exhibit 1). East Harbor Island 
is designated as Subarea 23 of the Lindbergh Field/Harbor Island Planning District in the 
current PMP. Existing development within Subarea 23 include the Island Prime 
restaurant and the site of the approved Reuben E. Lee restaurant reconstruction project at 
the east end of East Harbor Island. The Sunroad Marina and commercial recreational uses 
associated with the marina facility include a marina, office, pool and parking lots are 
located north and west of the restaurants. Harbor Island Drive terminates in a traffic 
circle located in the eastern portion of the Subarea 23. The westernmost portion of East 
Harbor Island contains a parking lot that is currently used to park overflow rental cars 
and was formerly used as employee parking for the San Diego International Airport.  
 
The proposed Sunroad Project includes a 175-room, four-story limited service hotel with 
ancillary meeting and fitness space, common areas, an exterior pool, and surface parking 
on east Harbor Island. The proposed hotel would be similar in quality and amenities to a 
Courtyard by Marriot or a Hilton Garden Inn. The proposed development would be 
located on the east end of the existing Sunroad marina leasehold and would replace an 
existing locker building and parking spaces, with the existing marina offices to remain. 
Sunroad Marina currently has a 50 year lease with the District for a 600-slip marina on 
Harbor Island that will expire in 2037. The proposed Sunroad hotel would be built on the 
same leasehold and operate in conjunction with the marina. 

 
The Sunroad Project site and proposed future project sites are designated for visitor 
serving commercial uses and the area surrounding the site is developed with urban uses 
including the Sheraton to the west of the proposed future sites and the Sunroad Marina 
located on east Harbor Island. 
 

2. History 

In 1990 the Coastal Commission approved a Port Master Plan to allow: (1) the 
development of a resort-oriented, first class hotel of 400 to 500 guest rooms on Harbor 
Island, including restaurants, cocktail lounges, meeting and conference rooms, recreation 
facilities, such as swimming pool and tennis course, on-site parking and extensive 
landscaping; (2) the incorporation of 1.24 acres of adjacent land into the proposed hotel 
site; (3) the replacement of the main Harbor Island Drive traffic circle with a modified 
“T” intersection; and (4) the upgrading of sewer capacity to accommodate the proposed 
hotel development. The proposed hotel was to be located on approximately 7.56 acres of 
the westernmost portion of East Harbor Island. The 1990 Programmatic Environment 
Impact Report (PEIR) concluded that significant environmental impacts could occur 
associated with Traffic/Circulation/Parking, Visual Quality, and Endangered Species 
(California Least Tern) from the PMPA, but all impacts would be mitigated to below a 
level of significance with the recommended mitigation measures. The hotel project was 
evaluated in 1990 but never constructed.  
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In December 2009, the Port District prepared a Draft EIR for a PMPA for a Sunroad 
Harbor Island Hotel project proposed to replace the existing marina locker building  with 
a 175 room four-story limited service hotel on a site currently leased to Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP, located east of the hotel site evaluated in the 1990 PEIR.  In 2011, a lawsuit 
was filed which claimed the Final EIR was inadequate with respect to analyzing the 
potential impacts of the development of multiple hotels. In August 2012, the Port District 
certified an Environmental Impact Report for the East Harbor Island that addressed the 
identified concerns and finalized revisions in July 2013. On March 4th, 2014, the Port 
District passed Resolution 2015-52 to certify the proposed PMPA and accompanying 
July 2013 Revisions to the EIR. 
 

3. Amendment Description 

The proposed Port Master Plan Amendment (PMPA) for the Sunroad hotel project 
involves changes under the Port District’s Harbor Island Planning District 2 Precise Plan 
text and map (Exhibits 4 and 5), land use tables and project list. No changes to land or 
water use designations are proposed. There are five major components to the project: 
demolition of an existing marina locker room building, construction of Sunroad hotel 
project, realignment of traffic circle and public utilities, future construction of up to two 
hotels and the construction of a continuous public promenade. 
 
The PMP Amendment would include the following: 

 updating the Precise Plan map; 
 updating the Lindbergh Field/Harbor Island Planning District 2 project list to 

change the 500-room hotel to no more than three hotels with a cumulative total of 
500 rooms on two sites and include the traffic circle/road realignment; 

 updating the land use acreage tables within the PMP to reflect increased 
promenade acreage, decreased street acreage, reduced open space acreage, and 
increased commercial recreation acreage; and 

 adding language to the introductory Planning District 2 text that indicates that as 
each hotel development on Harbor Island is developed or redeveloped it will: (1) 
prepare and implement a public access plan; (2) provide or participate in shuttle 
service to and from the airport and expand the Port’s bayside shuttle system; (3) 
prepare a parking management program; (4) provide public access and view 
corridors in between structures and conform to bulk and scale requirements and 
(5) provide lower cost visitor serving accommodations or an in lieu fee 
contribution for such units. 

 
Sunroad Hotel Project 

 
The hotel referenced in the existing certified PMP was proposed for the westernmost 
parcel of East Harbor Island (the parcel located west of the proposed 175-room hotel 
site). This parcel was previously used by San Diego International Airport (SDIA) for 
employee parking and is currently temporarily used to park overflow rental cars at the 
present time. Although the proposed project generally includes those uses outlined in this 
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description, the PMP would need to be amended to allow multiple hotels, including the 
proposed 175-room hotel project, on a broader area of East Harbor Island. The portion of 
the  175-room hotel project site that the hotel would be constructed on, as well as other 
areas within East Harbor Island where other hotels could occur, already has the proper 
land use designation for a hotel use—Commercial Recreation. The proposed changes to 
the traffic circle and roadway also warrant an amendment to the PMP and are part of the 
proposed 175-room hotel project. 
 
The proposed 175-room hotel project involves the partial redevelopment of one 
leasehold, which is currently leased by Sunroad Marina Partners, LP, located at 955 
Harbor Island Drive. This leasehold is currently developed with a marina, support 
buildings, and surface parking. The proposed redevelopment would only affect the land 
side of this leasehold.  
 
The proposed 175-room hotel project includes the following physical changes to East 
Harbor Island: 

 demolition of one existing locker building and parking lot east of the existing 
marina building; 

 construction of a limited service 4-story hotel with a maximum of 175 rooms, 
fitness; 

 limited meeting space (approximately 8,000 square feet), and common areas; 
 reduction of the traffic circle and realignment of the road and leasehold lines; 
 reconfiguration of existing paved areas as necessary to accommodate ingress and 

egress to the hotel and surface parking; 
 enhanced public access along the Harbor Island East Basin; and 
 realignment of existing sewer, water, and utility lines. 

 
The floor area of the proposed 175-room hotel would total approximately 117,000 square 
feet and include a maximum of 175 rooms, fitness and meeting space, and common areas. 
The meeting rooms would facilitate functions and conferences for guests. The 175 rooms, 
which would make up approximately 94,000 square feet of the hotel, would be 
distributed over four floors. The height of the structure is proposed to be approximately 
65 feet. Architectural details and fenestrations may cause the maximum building height 
to reach 75 feet. The maximum height approved by the Federal Aviation Administration 
and San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission for the proposed 175-room hotel 
project is 86 feet above mean sea level in order to accommodate features such as a flag 
pole.  
 
Fitness and meeting rooms would total approximately 8,000 square feet. Common 
areas—including exterior features such as the pool and spa—would total approximately 
15,000 square feet of the proposed 175-room hotel site. Specific lighting plans have not 
been developed. However, the structure is proposed to be lit at night for security and 
aesthetic purposes. All lighting will be consistent with the City of San Diego Outdoor 
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Lighting Regulations. The landscape improvements currently proposed as part of the 175-
room hotel project are conceptual. A detailed landscape plan would be prepared for 
review and approval of the Port District prior to construction of the hotel. Certain mature 
and scenic trees would be incorporated into the exterior design of the hotel and common 
areas. 
 
Following construction, the number of parking spaces within the vicinity of the proposed 
175-room hotel would be reduced from 568 to 457. The proposed 175-room hotel project 
would include a total of 457 parking spaces for shared use with the hotel and marina 
guests. To accommodate the hotel and parking, lots immediately west and east of the 
hotel, 111 parking spaces of the existing 291-space lot currently located east of the 
marina building would be eliminated. A 72-space parking lot would be located east of the 
proposed 175-room hotel, and a 101-space lot would be located west of the proposed 
175-room hotel. An additional 7 parking spaces would be located near the front entrance 
of the hotel. The configuration of the spaces in the existing 277-space lot west of the 
existing marina building may be modified as a part of the proposed 175-room hotel. 
However, the number of spaces in the existing 277-space lot would not be reduced. The 
existing 306-space parking area located east of the 175-room hotel project site is not a 
part of the proposed 175-room hotel. The existing parking available on the proposed 175-
room hotel site is part of the leasehold and is utilized for marina use. Public parking in 
the vicinity of the project site is located on the southern side of Harbor Island Drive and 
will not be affected by the proposed 175-room hotel. The approved restaurant to be 
constructed at 880 Harbor Island Drive will include 10 public parking spaces with 
signage.  
 
As part of the 175-room hotel project, the traffic circle would be reconfigured to 
accommodate the ingress and egress of the hotel and a realignment of the easternmost 
portion of Harbor Island Drive. The section of Harbor Island Drive located immediately 
south of the proposed 175-room hotel would be realigned. Harbor Island Drive would be 
reduced in width by approximately 12 feet by removing one of the two westbound lanes 
for a total distance of approximately 370 feet. The number of lanes in the vicinity of the 
hotel would be reduced from four to three, and would accommodate visitors to the hotel 
and maintain access to and from the Island Prime and Reuben E. Lee restaurants. 
Emergency access and fire lanes would be provided. Emergency vehicles would be able 
to access fire lanes in the 101-space lot west of the hotel. 
 
Operation of the proposed 175-room hotel would increase demands on existing 
infrastructure systems including water supply and wastewater treatment. Water and sewer 
pipelines currently extend through the site of the proposed 175-room hotel. The Project 
Utility Plan for the 175-room hotel proposes that certain existing facilities be removed 
and new facilities would be placed underneath Harbor Island Drive. Water and sewer 
pipelines serving the proposed 175- room hotel would be connected with the realigned 
water and wastewater lines within Harbor Island Drive. Electrical, gas, telephone 
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connections, and a storm drain system serving the hotel are also proposed to be located 
beneath Harbor Island Drive.  
 
Demolition associated with the proposed 175-room hotel would involve removal of one 
existing locker building and the existing parking lot located east of the marina building. 
Construction of the proposed 175-room hotel would occur in a single phase. Construction 
would involve excavation of approximately 10,000 cubic yards of material. The 
excavated material would be used on site or would be disposed of at an offsite landfill. 
The construction period is expected to be 15 to18 months in duration. The construction 
staging area would be on the proposed 175-room hotel project site, east of the marina 
building and west of the proposed hotel footprint. During construction, the 277-space 
parking lot located west of the marina building would be available for marina use. The 
existing public parking spaces along East Harbor Island Drive would remain available for 
public use during construction. The foundation of the proposed hotel would be 
constructed using stone columns or Helical Earth Anchor Technology (HEAT anchors). 
The proposed 175-room hotel would not utilize pile driving. 
 
Future Hotels 

 

The proposed PMPA would not involve a land use change to accommodate the total 
allotment of 500 rooms by way of two or three hotels. The PMPA already has the proper 
land use designation to accommodate hotel use. All subsequent development projects 
(i.e., the 325 hotel rooms remaining from the originally allowed 500 hotel rooms) 
proposed as a result of the PMP Amendment would require additional project-level 
environmental analysis to ensure any unidentified impacts are addressed.  
 
Exhibit 2, The Existing Port Master Plan Planning District 2 Precise Plan Showing 

Possible Locations for Proposed Hotels, shows the location of the proposed 175-room 
hotel and the location where up to two additional hotels could occur within the East 
Harbor Island Subarea. The potential locations where hotels can be located are limited to 
the western portion of East Harbor Island due to seismic faulting in the eastern portion of 
the subarea. In light of the location of the proposed 175-room Sunroad Harbor Island 
Hotel and geologic constraints on the eastern portion of the PMP area, the development 
of up to two additional hotels could only occur within the surface parking areas located 
west of the existing marina office. 
 
The Port District has not received a proposal to develop any of the remaining 325 hotel 
rooms that would be allowed on East Harbor Island under the proposed PMP 
Amendment. The location where future potential hotels would be located under the 
PMPA is presently occupied by surface parking lots. All of the existing parking lots 
would have to be demolished to allow construction of the additional hotels allowed under 
the proposed PMPA.  
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Because no site specific proposal for the development of additional hotel(s) has been 
received, the EIR assumes that the hotel development allowed by the PMPA would 
consist of either (a) one additional hotel in the locations shown in Exhibit 3, providing up 
to 325 rooms and ancillary facilities in a structure up to 10 stories in height; or (b) two 
additional hotels developed in the location shown in Exhibit 4 with 325 rooms and 
ancillary facilities equally distributed between the hotels with surface parking.  
 
The PMPA would require future hotel developments to include activating uses such as 
restaurants, outdoor seating and dining areas and retail shops open to the public would be 
integrated into the development of future hotels to maximize public recreation 
opportunities. The activating uses will allow the public to circulate through and around 
the site to utilize all elements of the site. Additionally, in order to reduce the bulk and 
scale of the hotel structures, building envelopes will not exceed seventy percent of each 
project site, not including ancillary uses. 
 

Promenade 

 
The existing promenade along the southern side of Harbor Island Drive will be extended 
to the eastern portion of East Harbor Island and along the Harbor Island East Basin 
frontage. The promenade will provide pedestrian access around East Harbor Island and 
will connect the hotel developments, marina, and restaurants to the rest of Harbor Island. 
The promenade will be located to provide views of the San Diego Bay, the downtown 
San Diego skyline and the Harbor Island East basin.  
 
As proposed by the Port in the revised submittal, completion of the public bayside 
promenade will be required  by the Port   in conjunction with leasehold redevelopment 
along the site of that redevelopment. On each hotel project site, the shoreline promenade 
will be a minimum of 10-feet wide and that respective portion must be fully completed 
prior to the completion of any new structure requiring the issuance of a final Certificate 
of Occupancy on that hotel project site. The promenade will include connections across 
the hotel project sites to the public sidewalk adjacent to the north side of Harbor Island 
Drive. At the Sunroad Resort Marina, the 10-foot wide promenade will be continued on 
the shoreline side of the marina office and west locker buildings when the cumulative 
redevelopment of the marina office and west locker buildings exceeds demolition of more 
than 50% of the exterior walls and substantial structural components. 
 
Any hotel project on the Sunroad Resort Marina leasehold that is developed before the 
cumulative marina office and west locker buildings redevelopment will provide bayside 
pedestrian public access along the length of the marina leasehold.  Within the marina’s 
existing swimming pool enclosure and bayward of the west locker buildings, the 
walkway may be reduced to a minimum 5-foot wide shoreline public promenade which 
will also be created and open for public use prior to the issuance of a final Certificate of 
Occupancy for that hotel project. Pedestrian access would also be available adjacent to 
the hotel building to provide access to Harbor Island Drive. Additional public access 
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enhancements include landscaping, benches, and signage adjacent to the pathways 
identifying the promenade as open to the public. 
 
With anticipated hotel development, the entire promenade will be located immediately 
adjacent to the shoreline except at the east end of the peninsula where it moves inland 
briefly due to an existing restaurant structure (Island Prime). As proposed,  only when the 
cumulative redevelopment of the restaurant structures exceeds demolition and relocation 
of more than 50% of the exterior walls (excluding maintenance and repairs) so as to 
change the footprint, will the promenade  be relocated adjacent to the shoreline.  
 
Public access and other path-finding signage, as well as signage identifying that the 
promenade is open to the public will be placed at strategic locations throughout East 
Harbor Island to guide guests and visitors to and from public use areas, restaurants, and 
other facilities. 
 
 E.  Findings for Consistency with Chapter 3/Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act 

 
The following Coastal Act policies are relevant and applicable: 
 
 1.  Public Recreation/ Coastal Access 
 

The following Coastal Act policies are relevant and applicable: 
 

Section 30210 
 
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs 
and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural 
resource areas from overuse. 
 
Section 30211 
 
Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use 
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
 
Section 30212 
 
 (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 
 
 (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of 
fragile coastal resources, 
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 (2) adequate access exists nearby, or,  
 
 [...] 
 
Section 30213 
 
 Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred. 
  
Section 30220 
 
  Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily 
be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 
 
Section 30221 
 
 Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational 
use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is 
already adequately provided for in the area. 

 

Section 30708 
 

All port-related development shall be located, designed, and constructed 
so as to: 
[…] 
 (d) Provide for other beneficial uses consistent with the public trust, 
including, but not limited to, recreation and wildlife habitat uses, to the extent 
feasible. 

 
 
Section 30252 
 
 The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit 
service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential 
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) 
providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate 
parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with 
public transportation…. 
 
Section 30253 
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New development shall do all of the following: […] 

 
(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. […] 

 
Public Access and Activating uses 

 
Coastal Commission and the Port of San Diego staff have reached agreement on 
proposed PMPA text language on several topics that affect coastal resources. The 
proposed PMPA provides for the creation of a public promenade and requires future hotel 
developments to include activating uses for the public as part of development in order to 
enhance public recreational opportunities. The activating uses would include restaurants, 
food service, gift shops, benches, etc. As proposed, this area would be more accessible to 
the general public than the existing uses and will allow for some new public recreational 
opportunities and interaction with a public promenade.  
 
Individual public access plans will be prepared concurrent with the coastal development 
permit applications and implemented for each hotel development on East Harbor Island 
as a special condition of the hotel’s coastal development permit for development or 
redevelopment projects.  The public access plans will include information on signage, 
amenities, and public information to inform and invite the public to and around Harbor 
Island and downtown San Diego.   
 
All hotel developments on Harbor Island will provide or participate in shuttle service to 
and from the airport and will provide information regarding other transit opportunities. 
The District’s bayside shuttle system will be expanded to serve Harbor Island and will be 
in operation to serve the future hotel development on East Harbor Island and will operate 
in coordination with the City of San Diego and the San Diego Metropolitan Transit 
Center. 
 
However, Coastal Commission and Port of San Diego staff did not reach agreement on 
two key aspects addressed in the PMPA including the timing of the construction of the 
public promenade and the provision of on-site lower cost visitor serving accommodations 
or development of such facilities at an alternative location within the Port District. 
 

Public promenade 

 
The Commission is vested with the authority to assure that it acts in a manner consistent 
with section 30210 of the Coastal Act which requires the Commission to carry “out the 
requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution” and provide for 
maximum access and recreational opportunities for all people. Section 4 of Article X of 
the California Constitution provides the following: 
 

No individual, partnership, or corporation, claiming or possessing the frontage or 
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tidal lands of a harbor, bay, inlet, estuary, or other navigable water in this State, 
shall be permitted to exclude the right of way to such water whenever it is 
required for any public purpose, nor to destroy or obstruct the free navigation of 
such water; and the Legislature shall enact such laws as will give the most liberal 
construction to this provision, so that access to the navigable waters of this State 
shall be always attainable for the people thereof.  
 

This section merges the common law public trust doctrine with the California 
Constitution. (See Personal Watercraft Coalition v. Marin County Board of Supervisors 
(2002) 100 Cal.App.4th 129, 144-145.) The Legislature, in furthering the goals of Article 
X, section 4 of the Constitution, enacted section 30210 of the Coastal Act to ensure the 
public can always attain access to navigable waters for recreational purposes. As such, 
through this legislative mandate, the Commission is charged with the duty of ensuring 
that proposed development is consistent with Section 30210 of the Coastal Act, and by 
extension, the public trust doctrine. Therefore, the Commission has the authority to 
review the proposed PMPA’s consistency with the public trust doctrine. 
 
The proposed amendment includes the provision of a public promenade as a public 
recreational amenity and to address the public shoreline access impacts that the proposed 
hotel developments would have on the subarea. The language in the PMPA does not 
specify timing on the completion of a continuous pathway, however, and only requires 
the hotel developments to construct the promenade as hotel leaseholds are developed and 
redeveloped.  
 
The promenade is proposed to continue from the restaurants located at the east end of the 
subarea along the proposed Sunroad hotel on the bayward side of all structures and will 
be constructed on the bayward side of the existing Sunroad marina pool and locker 
building.  Further to the west, it only requires the promenade be constructed concurrent 
with hotel redevelopment. Across Harbor Drive to the south, the PMPA requires 
construction on the bayward side of the Island Prime restaurant only if the restaurant 
changes the footprint along with demolition of more than 50% of exterior walls. As 
proposed, the text requires that hotel developments construct the promenade prior to 
occupancy. This could delay the construction of a continuous pathway indefinitely, 
resulting in insufficient public shoreline access; currently; there are no proposals for 
development for the additional hotel room allotment provided in the PMPA. The majority 
of the shoreline at East Harbor Island, which is public trust land, is currently inaccessible 
for the public and an indefinite delay in the construction of the public promenade will 
result in significant coastal resource impacts. 
 
State Lands Commission’s (SLC) Public Trust Doctrine statement1 states that “uses that 
do not accommodate, promote, foster or enhance the statewide public’s need for essential 

                                                      
1
 http://www.slc.ca.gov/About_The_CSLC/Public_Trust/Public_Trust_Doctrine.pdf 



 
Port Master Plan Amendment #46 
Page 17 
 
 
commercial services or their enjoyment [of] tidelands are not appropriate uses for public 
trust lands.” (SLC Public Trust Doctrine statement, p. 7) It goes further, stating that such 
uses that are not appropriate for public trust lands “include commercial installations that 
could easily be sited on uplands.” (Ibid.) While SLC and case law hold that a hotel may 
be an appropriate commercial public trust use, “the essential trust purposes have always 
been, and remain, water related, and the essential obligation of the state is to manage the 
tidelands in order to implement and facilitate those trust purposes for all of the people of 
the state.” (Ibid.) Further, the public trust doctrine, as codified in the California 
Constitution, Article X, section 4, does not “prevent the state from preferring one trust 
use over another….[nor] preclude the [Coastal] Commission from considering commerce 
as well as recreational and environmental needs in carrying out the public trust doctrine.”  
(Carstens v. California Coastal Commission (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 277, 289.)  
 
Here, since all of the parcels leased by Sunroad are subject to the same reservation of 
public trust rights for the public to access the waters in the port’s jurisdiction due to their 
location on public trust lands, the construction of a moderate to high-cost hotel over one 
of the parcels that significantly limits a majority of the public from enjoying the public 
trust lands upon which the hotel is sited is a significant enough impact on the public’s 
ability to use the entire parcel to access the water, such that it warrants the requirement to 
improve the shoreline with an accessway along the subject parcel and the adjacent car 
rental parcels. The use of an entire parcel for a commercial purpose that isn’t related to 
Port activities, and which could be sited in the uplands outside of public trust lands, while 
not entirely inconsistent with the public trust doctrine, is nonetheless not the highest 
priority use of public trust lands.  Considering the cost of the overnight accommodations 
will be moderate to high-cost, only certain portions of the hotel development will likely 
be available to all the public while a majority of the finished project will be reserved for 
paying customers only. While it may be open for all the public, in reality only a very 
small percentage of the overall public will be able to pay to stay there and a vast majority 
of the public will be able to use only a small part of the site (i.e. the lobby area) free of 
charge. Thus, the net impact on the public trust resource will be that a majority of the 
public wouldn’t be able to afford to use a majority of the hotel site for public trust 
purposes.  Given that, the portion of the project that is effectively unavailable to all 
people is inconsistent with the public trust doctrine, it would impact the public’s right to 
use the public trust property and must be mitigated through the construction of the 
promenade to access the waters of the state that is open to all and free of charge. 
 
Based on the above, an argument could be made that the entire bayside public promenade 
should be constructed concurrent with development of the first hotel development.  As 
proposed, the PMPA assures the promenade will be located bayward of all the 
development on the Sunroad Marina Resort and new hotel leasehold prior to occupancy.  
However, the proposed amendment does not require that the promenade be extended 
westward and/or constructed concurrent with any leasehold redevelopment or change in 
lease. As proposed, the text only requires the promenade in connection with future hotel 
development. It does not include language to ensure a continuous pathway is constructed 
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to mitigate for the significant impact of hotel development on the entire public’s ability to 
use public trust resources. This could delay the construction of a continuous pathway 
indefinitely, resulting in insufficient mitigation for the project’s impacts on public trust 
resources that must be provided under the California Constitution, Section 4 of Article X. 
 
Staff had suggested text language that indicates completion of the public bayside 
promenade shall be required or provided by the Port as soon as possible or in conjunction 
with any leasehold redevelopment or change in lease.  It is possible the rental car 
leaseholds could be renegotiated to allow some other interim use prior to hotel 
redevelopment of the parcel.  The Commission finds the PMPA should acknowledge 
completion of the bayside public promenade should occur at that time, and not be delayed 
until a yet unknown hotel development is occupied.   
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed port master plan amendment does not 
conform to the provisions of Section 30711 of the Coastal Act.  The proposed changes in 
land and water uses do not contain sufficient detail in the port master plan submittal for 
the Commission to make a determination of the proposed amendment's consistency with 
the Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
Lower-cost overnight accommodations 

 
The Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide for public access to and 
along the coast, and to provide lower-cost recreational facilities, particularly in new 
development projects.  The proposed PMPA does not include any specific requirement 
for the provision of lower-cost accommodations on-site or in the subarea and does not 
meet the requirements of Section 30213. The proposed hotel developments will be 
located on public trust land and, as discussed above, the existing development pattern 
precludes easy shoreline access and in some places directly obstructs it which will be 
partially mitigated through construction of a bayside pedestrian promenade. In addition, 
the PMPA does not sufficiently address the need for the provision of lower-cost 
overnight accommodations. The nature of the proposed hotel is a moderate to high cost 
hotel; therefore, the net impact on the public trust resource will be that a majority of the 
public wouldn’t be able to afford to use a majority of the site for public trust purposes 
because most of the site will only be available to paying guests of the hotel.  
 
The proposed PMPA anticipates construction of up to three hotels within the subject 
Subarea 23, but does not include any specific requirement for the provision of lower-cost 
accommodations in the subarea.  The plan language acknowledges the hotel developer(s) 
must contribute a fair-share of on-site or off-site lower cost visitor accommodations or 
pay an in-lieu fee based on a study conducted by the District; however, the study has not 
been completed, and the policy does not establish any identification of the number of 
affordable units needed to meet public demand, or potential location and timeframe for 
development of lower cost accommodations within the Port District. The Port’s provision 
on lower-cost accommodations is predicated on a plan that has not been completed and it 
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includes the option for payment of in-lieu fees which could still defer the ultimate 
provision of lower-cost accommodations.  
 
The language proposed in this PMPA would be similar of that required in the recent 
PMPA for the convention center expansion which included an addition to the Hilton 
Hotel. The PMPA text is: 
 

As a special condition of the coastal development permit for any hotel 
development or redevelopment that adds hotel rooms to Harbor Island, the hotel 
developer or redeveloper will develop or designate its fair share of on-site or off-
site lower cost visitor accommodations or pay an in-lieu fee based on a study 
conducted by the District.   

 
However, the Commission finds that inclusion of this language has not resulted in the 
actual provision of additional lower-cost overnight accommodations within the Port 
District jurisdiction.  In addition, the proposed PMPA provides an opportunity for one of 
the proposed hotels to potentially be a lower cost accommodation.   
 
In January 2009, the Coastal Commission, in permit A-6-PSD-08-4/A-6-PSD-08-101, 
originally required that the Lane Field development participate in a hostel program to 
create actual units within the Port District. The Commission made the following findings 
in the Staff Report: 
 

As proposed by the applicant and approved by the Board of Port Commissioners 
as part of the required public access program, the applicant will work with the 
Port District to design and construct a non-profit hostel on Port controlled land, 
funding half of the construction costs. The hostel operator would have to provide 
a matching grant for the rest of the construction costs, and the land value of the 
hostel site would be the Port’s contribution to the project.  
  
The minimum number of lower cost units proposed to be constructed was derived 
from the Commission's past practice of requiring a mitigation fee based on a 
percentage of the number of high-cost hotel units being constructed. Although the 
Commission prefers the actual provision of lower-cost accommodations in 
conjunction with projects, where necessary, the Commission has used in-lieu fees 
to provide lower-cost opportunities. For example, for Oceanside LCPA #1-07 
(Downtown District), the Commission approved a requirement that a fee be paid 
per hotel room for 25% of the total quantity of proposed new units that are not 
lower cost. The subject development is for 800 hotel rooms, thus, the Commission 
would typically require that a mitigation fee be assessed for 25% (200) of the 
rooms, to offset the cost of constructing new lower cost accommodations.  
  
However, hostels often have varying room sizes than can accommodate different  
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numbers of people. So rather than assume that construction of 200 lower-cost 
units would be the most appropriate amount of mitigation, the applicant has 
proposed constructing a hostel with a minimum of 400 beds (200 hotel rooms 
would typically have 400 beds). The applicant has indicated that approximately 
133 hostel rooms would accommodate 400 beds and thus be equivalent to 
providing 200 new units.  
 
The plan acknowledges that developing a new hostel will take several years to  
implement, requiring a development program, a suitable site, entitlements under 
CEQA and the Port Master Plan, and design and construction. However, a strict 
timetable for meeting particular project goals is included in the plan. For example, 
prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant must enter into 
a memorandum of understanding or other legal arrangement with a qualified 
nonprofit hostel operator establishing the requirements and responsibilities 
contained in the Public Access Plan.  
  
Within twelve months from issuance of the coastal development permit for the 
project, the applicant must identify one or more sites in conjunction with the Port 
and the hostel operator and complete an appropriate site feasibility analysis. 
Within six (6) months from completion of Task #1, the applicant must negotiate 
an agreement with the Port to establish a development program and an entitlement 
process for an approximately 133 unit hostel. And so on, until construction of a 
hostel commences.  
  
If the milestones are not met on time, the Port must notify the Executive Director, 
and the Executive Director may at that time require the applicant to pay a fee in 
lieu of construction, consisting of $30,000 for 25% of the units being, having been 
and to be constructed on Lane Field ($6,000,000 total). The Commission required 
a similar in-lieu fee for the conversion of a 130-unit hotel (not yet constructed) 
located on the bluffs in Encinitas to a 100-unit condo-hotel, with 30 units required 
to remain as traditional hotel units (6-92-203-A4/KSL), and for the Surfer’s Point 
Resort development in Encinitas (#A-6-ENC-07-51). The $30,000 fee amount 
was established based on figures provided to the Commission by San Diego 
Hostelling International USA (Hostelling International is a non-profit 
organization with more than 4,000 hostels in over 60 countries, including  
two in San Diego), in an October 26, 2007 letter. The figures provided by HI are 
based on two models for a 100-bed, 15,000 sq. ft. hostel facility in the Coastal 
Zone.  
  
To ensure that mitigation funds would be available in the event the hostel 
program is not executed, prior to execution of the lease with the Port District, a 
bond or other financial instrument acceptable to the Port must be executed to 
ensure the fee amount, including any interest that would have accrued since 
issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, is paid.  
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If the hostel planning and design milestones are not met on time, the Executive 
Director also has the option of granting a time extension. The applicant could also 
apply for an amendment for a revised affordable accommodations proposal. Thus, 
in all cases, the Commission can be assured that a hostel will be built, a mitigation 
fee will be paid, or they will have the opportunity to review a revised proposal to 
ensure all impacts are fully mitigated. Special Condition #3 requires 
implementation of the Public Access Program.   
 
To further ensure that the hostel will be constructed in the area most impacted by 
the proposed high-end hotel, Special Condition #4 requires that the location of the 
hostel be on Port Tidelands within the City of San Diego. Construction of the 
hostel will require a coastal development permit appealable to the Commission, 
and potentially a Port Master Plan Amendment, ensuring that the Commission 
will have oversight authority over the development. 
 
The proposed program is expected to establish an on-going program and 
mechanism for the development of lower-cost units that future high-end 
development projects on Port Tidelands will be able to participate in. If the 
appraised value of the hostel exceeds the Coastal Commission’s typical fee of 
$30,000 for 25% of higher cost units constructed, any excess value can be 
credited to a Port "bank" to be applied to future Port projects. Those projects 
could pay an additional mitigation fee to offset the remaining impacts, or  
develop a similar program to establish low-cost overnight accommodations.  
 
The proposed program is expected to establish an on-going program and 
mechanism for the development of lower-cost units that future high-end 
development projects on Port Tidelands will be able to participate in. If the 
appraised value of the hostel exceeds the Coastal Commission’s typical fee of 
$30,000 for 25% of higher cost units constructed, any excess value can be 
credited to a Port "bank" to be applied to future Port projects. Those projects 
could pay an additional mitigation fee to offset the remaining impacts, or  
develop a similar program to establish low-cost overnight accommodations.  
 

 
However, in February 2013 the program was discontinued and replaced with an in-lieu 
fee that has not resulted in the creation of additional lower cost units with or adjacent to 
the Port District. There is an increasing need for lower-cost overnight accommodations 
within the Port District in the form of a specific program that will result in units as 
opposed to deferred collection of in lieu fees. The subject subarea and proposed 
development is on public tidelands and is a potential location for lower-cost overnight 
accommodations.   
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Staff is recommending denial of the PMPA because it does not include policy language 
that either reserves a portion of this subarea for lower cost hotel units or identifies an 
alternative location where such lower cost accommodations will be developed to which 
the in-lieu fees may apply.  The Port as landowner is in the position to control 
development within the leaseholds in a manner that assures a range of affordability in 
overnight accommodations will be provided within the District consistent with the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
 
 Commission staff has suggested incorporating the following language in the PMPA to 
ensure the provision of additional lower-cost overnight accommodations within the 
vicinity in order to mitigate coastal resource impacts caused by the proposed hotel 
development on East Harbor Island: 
 

A minimum of one-third (166 units) of the new 500 hotel rooms on East Harbor 
Island will be lower-cost overnight accommodations. As a special condition of the 
coastal development permit for any hotel development, redevelopment or change 
in lease that adds hotel rooms to East Harbor Island, the hotel developer will 
develop or designate its fair-share of on-site or off-site lower-cost overnight 
accommodations or pay an in-lieu fee based on a study conducted by the District 
that will designate the location and timeframe for construction of lower-cost 
accommodations within or adjacent to the District. An alternate location for the 
lower cost overnight accommodations required in this subarea may be considered 
through a future OMOA, pursuant to the results of the study.  

 
However, Port staff has indicated there is not adequate direction from the Port Board to 
accept such language and incorporate it into the revised PMPA submittal.  The 
Commission finds that, as submitted, the proposed port master plan amendment does not 
conform with the provisions of Section 30711 of the Coastal Act .  The proposed changes 
in land and water uses do not contain sufficient detail in the port master plan submittal for 
the Commission to make a determination of the proposed amendment's consistency with 
the Section 30213 of the Coastal Act.   
 
Parking/ Transit 

 
In evaluating the impact the proposed development will have on coastal access, it is 
important to keep several factors in mind. Redevelopment efforts often present challenges 
with regard to parking, traffic, and circulation patterns. The Coastal Act supports the 
construction of new development in existing developed areas to decrease sprawl and 
impacts to open space. Development in these locations will be designed to take advantage 
of existing mass-transit opportunities, and to supplement existing facilities with new 
alternate transit systems.  
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To determine the adequacy of the proposed parking supply to accommodate the projected 
demand associated with the proposed PMPA, parking demand was calculated based on 
the Port District’s Tideland Parking Guidelines (2001) using Port District parking rates 
developed specifically for the South Embarcadero. Although these guidelines are not part 
of the certified Port Master Plan, the ratios used are within the range of parking ratios 
commonly approved for coastal cities in San Diego County. In addition, the EIR for the 
PMPA includes a parking study looking specifically at peak parking demand for the 
hotels under various circumstances. Under both standards, even with the removal of 111 
parking spaces, the 381 parking spaces for the Sunroad hotel and the surface area 
available for the future hotels should be sufficient to meet the demand for parking at 
Subarea 23. 
 
While the Sunroad Project would remove 111 existing marina parking spaces, based on a 
parking analysis conducted by traffic consultants Linscott Law and Greenspan; the 
leasehold is currently over parked and the project will contain adequate surface parking 
for both hotel and marina. The parking study conducted for the Sunroad Project 
concluded that the shared requirement would be 381 parking spaces, less than the 
proposed 457 spaces and 568 existing spaces. The traffic circle and the underlying 
utilities will be realigned to accommodate the Sunroad hotel project. In order to increase 
public parking, the Sunroad hotel will include 5 public parking spaces with adequate 
signage.  
 
Prior to the approval of a coastal development permit for future hotel development on a 
hotel on the existing west marina parking lot, the design of the proposed hotel 
development will be required to provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the 
Port District parking guidelines for the proposed hotel development and for the shared 
parking requirement of the existing marina and the proposed 175-room hotel. Prior to the 
demolition or removal of parking spaces; the project applicant will be required to submit 
to the Port District for review a Parking Management Plan that provides adequate 
parking. 
 
Future hotel(s) would need to provide the required number of parking spaces based on 
how many rooms are proposed for each hotel. Additional parking may be required 
depending on the types and sizes of ancillary uses proposed for the future hotel(s). The 
future development of two approximately four-story hotels in this area will be required to 
provide adequate on-site parking. The PMPA also requires that in combination, future 
hotel development includes a minimum of 10 public parking spaces with adequate 
signage. Because public parking is not provided or allowed in the existing marina parking 
lot, future hotel development in this area would improve public parking space options in 
the area.  
 
The summer of 2012 saw the first implementation of a summer season shuttle system for 
the Embarcadero region. The Port has reported that the program was extremely 
successful, and plans are underway to expand both the range and duration of the project. 
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The Port District, through this PMPA, is specifically committing to implementation of a 
low-cost bayside shuttle that will serve the project area and the surrounding region, to 
ensure that long term public access is preserved and enhanced. The proposed language 
establishes specifically that the shuttle will be in operation by the time the hotel 
expansion is open. 
 
 

 2.  Visual Resources 

 
Section 30251 
 
 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas.... 

 
Section 30251 requires permitted development to be sited and designed to protect views 
to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. Ideally, all new major redevelopment 
of existing structures in the Harbor Island planning region, particularly on public 
tidelands, should enhance and restore views to and along the ocean, but at a minimum, 
new projects should minimize impacts to visual resources. In addition to the importance 
of protecting existing views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, the visual 
protection policies of the Coastal Act require development to be sited and designed to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
 
As proposed, the development permitted through the PMPA would have a significant 
effect on public views and the visual character of the area as seen from Harbor Drive, 
both positive and negative.  As described above, the amendment will allow up to three 
new hotel buildings and includes a substantial expansion and improvement to the public 
promenade.  The construction of several hotel buildings raises concerns regarding the 
compatibility of the bulk and scale of the proposed structure with the surrounding 
pedestrian orientation and the current blockage of public views along Harbor Drive to the 
city front skyline view. 
 
Public views to the bay from the East Harbor Island region are considerably expansive, 
although various structures blocking views along this segment of the shoreline have 
arisen, including the Island Prime restaurant and the construction of a new land-side 
restaurant at 880 Harbor Drive. The on-going pressure to develop new and expanded 
structures that incrementally encroach upon the remaining public views to the bay and 
skyline is a challenge the Port and Commission must address on San Diego’s historic 
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tidelands. Under these circumstances, it is particularly important that all new shoreline 
development be sited and designed to restore and enhance the visual quality of the area. 
The views that exist on East Harbor Island are a valuable public resource and the 
development of the subarea must maintain views to the marina, boat masts and city 
skyline by avoiding the creation of a wall of structures. In order to reduce the bulk and 
scale of the hotel structures and preserve public views or the basin and skyline views 
available, the building envelopes will not exceed seventy percent of each project site, not 
including ancillary uses. 
 
The Port has asserted that the project will not significantly compromise existing views in 
the surrounding area. The development that would be permitted in the PMPA would not 
be located in a designated scenic view corridor and would not obstruct a protected view 
of the ocean or downtown skyline from or through the project sites. Viewing 
opportunities are available along Harbor Island Drive. The Sunroad hotel project is 
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area and consistent with 
patterns of development. 
 
Additionally, public access corridors that provide views will be located between hotel 
structures to allow visual and physical access and connectivity to the Harbor Island East 
Basin, San Diego Bay, and Harbor Island Drive.  These public accessways will be kept 
free of obstructions. Public accessways may include public activation amenities such as 
benches, lighting, signage, parking, and landscaping and these amenities shall not be 
considered obstructions.   
 
Conclusion 

 
Thus, as proposed, this area will indeed be more accessible to the general public than the 
existing conditions, however substantial unmitigated impacts exist with regards to the 
construction of a continuous public walkway along the shoreline and the provision of 
lower-cost overnight visitor serving accommodations. Therefore, as proposed, the 
impacts to public recreation associated with the proposed PMPA cannot be found 
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 of 
the Coastal Act. The Commission therefore cannot support the proposed PMPA for East 
Harbor Island. 
 
 
 F.  Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
The proposed amendment was the subject of an Environmental Impact Report under 
CEQA. The EIR was subject to public review and hearing and was adopted by the Board 
of Port Commissioners. The Port of San Diego is the lead agency  for purposes of 
CEQA. In the final EIR the Port identified that even after adopting all feasible mitigation 
measures, there would be significant unavoidable environmental impacts on direct and 
cumulative Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) resulting from the 
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primary responding fire station being above its workload capacity, and cumulative 
Transportation, Traffic, and Parking (Traffic) impacts resulting from the Project’s 
incremental contribution to Project area intersections and roadway segments. 
 
The Port determined that specific economic, social, and other benefits of the proposed 
project outweigh the project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects.  In making this 
determination, the Port made statements of overriding considerations. For example, the 
Port identified the following overriding considerations: that the project would increase 
employment opportunities, create new and improved public access and shoreline 
enhancements in the Project area, stimulate economic growth for the Port, the City of San 
Diego, and the overall region, and provide a benefit to the community by incorporating 
energy conservation and sustainability features into its design and construction that will 
provide energy and water efficiency equivalent to 15% in excess of standards required by 
Title 24 of the California Code of Building Regulations. Therefore, the Port determined 
that the benefits of the project outweigh its significant environmental impacts, and 
therefore, such impacts are considered acceptable. 
 
However, the Commission has found that the PMPA cannot be found in conformance 
with Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 policies of the Coastal Act due to the potential for 
significant adverse impacts to the environment of the coastal zone, including the potential 
to result in significant individual or cumulative impacts to public access and recreation in 
the coastal zone. There are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
as described above which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which 
the amendment may have on the environment Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
PMPA is inconsistent with the California Environmental Quality Act.  
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Resolution of Approval 

California Coastal Commission 






	W18b-7-2014-a1.pdf
	W18b-67-2014ADD.pdf
	W #18b





