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REsoLuTioN Numier R-__ 310348
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A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANDIEGO *'ﬂi"} \.i ’
ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL PLAN AND e
MISSION BEACH PRECISE PLAN, AND LOCAL COASTAL

PROGRAM NO, 1283303 FOR MISSION BEACH RES [DENCI:S .

PROJECT NO.366139.

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE___APR 11 2016

WHEREAS, on April 11,2016, the City Cotncil of the City of San Diego held a public.

ihcarihgt_fﬁr ﬂm--puufp‘ﬂse of considering an amendment to _the;G-ena{ral le and the Mission Beach

Precise Plan, and Local Coastal Program; and

WHEREAS, MB9 OWNER, LLC, a Delaware LumteclebﬂltyCompany,requeslcd an’

Aamendment t0 the General Plan and the Mission Beach Precisé Plan and Local Coastal Program
-tti:ff:fEﬂef«Sfignatefﬂla-Sitc from Institutional & Public and Semi-Public Facilities fn the ngemi Plan-
1o *Residential’ and from*Schoolin the Mission Beach Prédise Plan fo *Résidentidl’ use at 36

dwelling imits per acre (du/ac); and

WHEREAS, the site is located at 818 Santa Barbara Place, the 1,88-acres sité is legally-

described as: Parcel 2: Lots A through O, inclusive in Block 112 of Mission Beach, in the City of
‘S Diego, County of San Diego; State of California, acdording to Map thergof No. 1651; filed

in the Office’of the County Recorder of San Diego' County, December 14, 1914; and Parcel 3:

Lots A through L, inclusive in Block 115 of Mission Beach, in the City.of San Dicgo, County of

San Diego, State of California; according to Map thereof N6. 1651, filed in the Office of the
County Recorder of San Diego County, December 14,1914; together with said portion Dfma
dlley-and street hereby closed and deseribed by an unrecorded resolution ordéring work No..

75861 and




Document No, RR-

(R-2016-457)

‘WHEREAS, the Planning Cominission of the City of San Diego found ihe proposed

-amendment consistent with the Géneral Plan; and

WHEREAS, under Charter section 280(a)(2) this resohition is riot subject to veio by the

Mayor because this matter requires the City Council to act as a quasi-judicial body and wherea
‘piiblic hiearing was required by law implicating due process rights of individuals affected by the
decision and where the Council was required by law to consider evidence at the hearing-and to

‘make legal findings based on the evidence presented; and

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of San Diego has considered all maps; exliibits, and

“written documents contained in the file for this project on record inl the City of San Diegd, and

‘has considered the oral presentations given at the public hearing; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of Sén Dicgo, that it adopts the

simerdmmients to the General Plan; a copy of which is on file in the office of the Gity Clerkas

’3 13 48 _, find the Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal

‘
SR

Program, a copy of which is on file in the office of the City Clerk as Docurhent No..

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED; that the Couiicil adopts and ameridment 16 thé General: °

“Plan for the Eil'ity--nf‘sanﬂiego“ to incorporate the above axnend'éd{i plan

the City Council's decision r»égixiras,zéméﬁdﬁm g,“}ﬁiﬁe Cmfs Local Coastal Program. As azesult,

-PAGE?2 OF3-



R-2016:457)

these amendments will not liscome effective in the Coastal Zone uitil the Coastal Commission

uniconditionally cértifies the Local Coastal Program amendment.

APPROVED: JAN I. GOLDSMITH, City Attorney

By QIMON ﬂn\  IhoMoo
ShannmnMThumag
Deputy City Attomey

SMTuals:
03/04/2016
'Or.DeptDSD

P



| Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego 'on APR 11 2016 , by the following vate:

/)  Councilmerthers Yeas  Nays NotPresent  Recused
Sherri Lightier
Lorie Zapf
Todd Gloria
Myrile Cole
Mark Kersey.
Chris Cate
Scott Sherman.
David Alvarez
Maiti Emerald -
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Date of fnal passage___ APR 11 2018

, (Please note; When'a resaluhon i¢ approved By the Mayor, thé date of final passage is the dafe the
Q approvad resolition was“'mmrned to the Office of the City Clerk)

ez,
S
T

i

AUTHENTICATED BY: Mayor of The Gity of San Diego, Califoria

(Seal)

Office:of the Gity Clerk, San Digo, California:

| (| Resolution Numbsr R 310348
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HISTORY

Mission Beach is built entirely upon a sand bar created by joint action of the San Diego River
and the Pacific Ocean. Because of the difficulties in developing on sand, Mission Beach

"developed later than its neighbors, Pacific Beach and Ocean Beach. A subdivision syndicate

composed of the Rife Brothers, George L. Barney and John F. Forwards, Jr., made some of
the first improvements to Mission Beach, including the bridge connecting Mission Beach
with Ocean Beach.

In 1914, encouraged by the success of land sales in nearby Ocean Beach and Pacific Beach,
John D. Spreckles offered lots for sale with George L. Barney acting as a general agent.
Starting in 1916, J.M. Asher built a tent city, a large swimming pool, a bay front pier and a
bathhouse. Activity in the beach community soon encouraged the transit company to extend
the streetcar line from Ocean Beachi to Mission Beach. The tent city continued to prosper and
was an attraction until about 1922. At that time the City of San Diego’s new health code
resulted in the removal of non-permanent dwellings. Before they disappeared, however,
petmanent houses began to spring up in Mission Beach.

In 1925, in order to stimulate real estate sales and to increase the income of the electric
railway which he owned, John D. Spreckles built the present Mission Beach amusement
center, now called Belmont Park, at a cost of about $4,000,000. San Diegains flocked to the
beach and the center maintained its popularity. At the death of John Spreckles, his
organization granted the entire amusement center to the City of San Die go for the enjoyment
of its people Eventually, at the urging of the Mission Beach Civic Organization and other

“clvic groups, California made Mission Bay a stafe park. Lafer, San Diego took over the area

from the state, recognizing the recreational potential of the bay. This was the beginning of
Mission Bay Park which was opened in September, 1949.

The removal of the rail line and the bridge to Ocean Beach and the development of West
Mission Bay Drive through the park resulted in the circulation system that Mission Beach has
today. The last decade has seen the beginning of a change in the character of the residential
buildings in the community from small cottages to apartments,

The situation of Mission Beach makes it one of the most unique recreational areas in San
Diego. In spite of its location between the bay and the ocean, Mission Beach has not
transformed from a residential to a recreational community.

In 2013, the School Board for the San Diego Unified School District declared the site of
the former Mission Beach Elementary School site as swrplus property and put it up for

sale and redevelopment. Asa result, the property will be redeveloped for residential use

consistent with the City of San Diego’s General Plan and the prior underlying residential

zoning. A portion of the site will continue to provide for recreation activities through the
provision of a population-based pocket park.






















COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT

The quality of community facilities relates directly to the quality of life. Such facilities as-
- scheels; libraries, parks, police; fire protection, health care and utilities play an integral part
in the day to-day activity patterns of people,

Ideally, General Plan standards can be applied to determine community facility needs.
Mission Beach, however, is a uiique community with unique problems. Therefore, typical
general Plan standards are difficult to apply. The results of applying normal standards to
Mission Beach would be an unrealistic assessment of actual community needs. These
-facilities, then, must be carefully evaluated in terms of identifying specific needs and
providing reasonable solutions. The following community facilities element of the Plan
contains a brief assessment, goals and proposals for each type of commumty facility serving
" Mission Beach,

eaaérezﬁaﬁal—aetwmes—

Situated-on-only-twe-acres-of landfour of the-thirteon classzooms i the-schoel faeility are-
pre-Field-Aotand;-consequently, must-be-vasated-by-Faly- 19754 erder to et Steteof-
Califerain-carthquake standards-Dusing the 107273 school year the schoolhad an-
eﬂmﬂmeﬁt—ef—&ppreaﬁm&te}y 130—smden‘mmgméesrlﬂﬂéefg&ﬁ e&’elafeugh—sax%ﬂh%

&&e&%ﬂ%ﬁbﬁﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁﬂ'&ﬂﬁ%&—eﬁk@ﬁﬁeﬂ Beaeh%lema}taﬁqﬁtheydesﬁed—sreeeaé—
semeﬂaéﬁ%m%mﬁ%%%ek&ﬁeﬁép%mﬂeh%}ﬁh&emmb%ge}%w
problems; hasted-the School Board-to-terminate-the-elementary-oducationfunction-Two-
poals-ofthe Planrelate directly to-thisdssue—One-eallsforavar ity types-to-live-dn
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PARKS AND RECREATION

Park and recreation facilities immediately adjacent to Mission Beach are among the finest in
California, with Mission Bay Park on the east and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The areais
a haven for all forms of water-related and outdoor activity. In addition, the City of San Diego
operates a community recreation center located on the bay side on Santa Clara Point, The
City also owns the land which is leased to Belmont Amusement Park. The expiration date of
that lease is January 31, 1974. Almost all existing recreational facilities adjacent to Mission
Beach are in the form of beaches and marinas. There is only a minimum amount of
landscaped park land in the community, most of which is related to Mission Bay Park.
Almost all recreational facilities in Mission Beach are intended for use primarily by the
weekend and summer visitor, and secondarily by the resident.

The development of the former Mission Beach Elementary School site at the northeast
corner of Mission Boulevard and Santa Barbara Place includes a population based pocket
park, approximately 0.201 acres for passive recreational use.

GOALS

» The preservation of all existing open space in Mission Beach, including the beaches and
recreational facilities adjacent to the beaches.

= The integration of usable public open space into the developed portion of the community.

- =e~The accommodation of visitors tothe beach-without creating am adverse impact upon the
residents of Mission Beach.

Because Mission Beach is adjacent
to Mission Bay Park, and because it
has so much beach area, it is
virtually impossible to apply
normal standards for park
development. While there is no lack
of park and recreational facilities in
quantity, there certainly is in type,
especially passive landscaped areas
for the resident. The compactness
of Mission Beach creates a demand
for usable open.space almost-ona ..
lot-by-lot basis. Small mini-parks
scattered throughout the community
could provide areas for recreational
purposes and for open space.
Linkages between the bay and the ocean could further provide for needed open space and
activity areas not related to the beach.

Thie regreational petential Is rather obvisos,

Because of the extremely high value of property, public acquisition.of land for parks and
open space is highly unlikely. The possibility A?GE consolidation of lots combined with alley






style of the original Plunge building has been duplicated in the existing development to
maintain the historic flavor of the park. The Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style of
the original Plunge building should be used for any future development within Mission
Beach Park. This architectural style should remain an important element of Mission Beach
Park. Any future plan for the site should ensure that the facility will not have a negative
impact upon Mission Beach in terms of noise, traffic, parking or intensity of development
and use. The parking ares on the Migsion Beach Park site cutrently containg 804 parking
spaces. An additional 1,106 spaces are located across Mission Boulevard adjacent to Bonita
Cove,

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

= That all beaches and open space in the conumuuty remain accessible to the public, and be
suitably. maintained.

= That consideration be given to the development of small public mml—paﬂcs throughout
Mission Beach in conjunetion wnh lot consolidation efforts.

"+ That the ends of Places and a portion of the school’s playground be developed into
landscaped mini- parks if and when possible.

= That the establishment of pedestrian linkages between the ocean and the bay at the Places
be 1mt1ated when and where feas1ble

» .That a means be devised to distribute beach users thraughout the entire length of beaches... oo T

= That the Mission Beach Park Landscape Development plan provide an overall
development plan for the park to ensure adequate public access thl ough the entire park
area.

= That the Plunge and main podl room within the reconstructed Plunge building be retained,
remain in service, and be available for public use.

. = That the Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style of the original plunge building be
.maintained as an important architectural slement of Mission Beach Park.

~ That upon completion of the term of the city lease, future development of Mission Beach
Park berestricted to public and recreation uses and shall not include commercial nses
excopt within the Plunge building, Until the term of the lease, and any expiration rights
conferred by the lease, is completed, the Council-approved and vested dsvelopment plan.

shall guide the development of the site.
= That a portion of Mission Beach Park, adjacent to Mission Boulevard and away from

Ocean Front Walk, continue in use as a suitable landscaped parking reservoir with
consideration given to eventual development of a low-tise parking structure on the site.

50 -












IV, LOCATING AND PLANNING NEW DEVELOPMENT

Plan Reference and Further Specificity on Local Coaétal Program

In the Park and Recreation portion of the Public Facilities Eloment, it is recognized that small
mini-parks, scattered throughout the community, could provide areas for recreational
purposes and for open space. The Plan recognizes that “special consideration should be given
to closing Places where possible, between the north—south alley and the waterfront ih order to
create mini-parks.”

In the Transportation Element, the Plan stresses that “one of the most monumental problems
in Mission Beach at present is the lack of adequate parking. This situation exists for
residential, commercial and recreational uses.”

PLAN GOALS

* “The preservation of all existing open space in Mission Beach, including the beaches and
recreational facilities adjacent to the beaches.” (Page 46)

= “The integration of usable pubhc open space into the developed pottion of the
community.” (Page 46)

= “The accommodation of visitars to the beach without creating an adverse 1mpact upon the
res1dents of MlSSlOH Beach » (Page 46)

= “The provision of increased residential, commercial and recreatlonal parking in order to
reduce the serious deficit that presently exists.” (Page 65)

= “Thie provision of increased parking in order to reduce the serious deficit, that ‘prescntly
exists.” (Page 12)

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

e “That all beaches and open space in the com.mumty remnain accessible to the public and be
suitably maintained.” (Page 49)

= “That consideration be given to the development of small public mini-parks throughout
Mission Beach in conjunction with lot consolidation efforts.” (Page 49)

» “That the ends of Places sand a pomon of the school’s playground be developed into g
landscaped mini- parks 1f fand when posslble " (Page 49)

= “That the establishment of pedestrian llnlcaggis between the ocean and the bay at the Places
be initiated when and where feasible.” (Page 49)

= “That existing residential structures be encouraged to increase off-street parking where
feasible, including the usge of existing spaces presently in some other use.” (Page 69)

- 11



» “That new neighborhood commercial development prowde a minimum number of off-
street parking spaces where feas1blc ” (Page 69)

-» “That new hotel or motel facilities provide one off-street parking space for each unit.”
- (Page 69)

" = “That parking reservoirs adjacent to Mission Beach be provided in order to accommodate
the veh1cles of beach users.” (Page 69)

In order to properly develop 1mplementat10n techniqués and ordinances designed to reinforce
.the goals and objectives of the Plan in relation to the specificity required by the Coastal Act
Local Coastal Program, the following additional information and implementation techniques

-are proposed:

| = That the ends of places and a portion of the school playgrounds be developed into mini-
parks, provided that such developments shall not have adverse affect on the availability

of pubhc park]ng or access to pnvate parking,

Z12.



Locating and Planning New Development

"_ _.ﬂ"[Formatted: Indent: Hanging: 0.25", Right;

12. The policy calling for mini-park development of Place-ends shall be modified as follows: 0.04" Line spacing: At least 27.5 pt

That the ends of Places and the- a partion of the school playground be developed into
landsoaped mini-Parks if and whete possible. '

Visual Resources and Social Communities

+ 13. A plan policy shall be added as follows:

Views to and along the shoreline from public areas shall be protected from blockage by
development and/or vegetation,

14. The lot consolidation policies of the land use plan shall be amplified by the addition of
the following: B '

The maximum mumber of dwelling units per structure shall be four,
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Place from the population-based park consideration to dilute the public-use interest benefit
amenity available to the community for the loss of public-use (school) land, by claiming it is not
part of the Community Plan Amendment process.

The Mission Beach con  1nity continues to support a usable neighborhood  k on the 24 ~~=~
parcel at 825 Santa Barbara Place that is being excluded from this process. ...e park should be
of sufficient dimensions (length and width) to provide usable areas for a variety of future
activities and needs to be configured so that all required park acreage is contiguous and not
divided by vehicular alleys. A usable and safe urban-designed neighborhood pocket park is
essential to Mission Beach residents for open space in a highly-dense and compact community.

Residents of Mission Beach have devoted substantial time and resources to planning, with
architectural assistance, the creation of a .34-acre urban-designed nei; ** * ' o " with
amenities suitable for our community on the 27 ~cre 825 Santa The
proposed neighborhood pocket park would be surrounded by three (3) public thoroughfares —
Mission Boulevard, Santa Barbara Place, and Jamaica Court alley, and a fence would enclose the
park with gated-entrances/exits along Santa Barbara Place and Jamaica Court alley. [See:
Exhibit 9 attached hereto and incorporated herewith.] This ?* ~~-~ =~=~~1 js5 easily visible and
accessible to the community and can be seen by law enforcement trom the surrounding three (3)
public roads. Moreover, it provides convenient and easy perimeter access for maintenance.

Issue 3:

e The inclusion of the proposed courts and alleys under private ownership, with
public access easement granted for pass through. The courts and alleys of Mission
Beach serve as main access ways and view corridors for the public in Mission Beach.
Nowhere else in the community are the courts and places privately-ow1 . The
placement of the courts and alleys under private ownership, even with a related
public easement, increases the likelihood of improper control or cessation of public
pass-through between the community and nearby coastal resources.

There is not another private alley or court in Mission Beach. To make these private alleys is a
further deviation from the character of the community. The abandonment of this public asset is
without precedent in the Mission Beach community. This proposed development creates two (2)
private driveways and a private walkway for Jersey Court that are being used to increase the size
of the lots to build larger square footage str~* =~ thow awn ollaeoad g gur PDO, which is
contained in the Land Development Code. Larger units invite additional occupancy, which in
turn brings increased impacts on traffic, parking and beach access.

Further, any easement for public access over the private property is deficient and is always
subject to legal challenge at any time by property owners becoming impatient with the “public
use” of their “private alleys.” What stops a future San Diego City Council fr  gating the alleys
and courts in future years? Denial of continued public access to Mission Bay will always be at
risk. The alleys and walkways of Mission Beach should be totally unencumbered by any current
and potential future restrictions.

mbppb.appeal.coastalcommission.lcp.amendment.hearing.MayZ2017 Page 6




Issue 4:
e Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Progr: Addendum Amenc :nt

The MBPP was created in 1974 and is the predecessor document to the creation of the Mission
Beach Planned District Ordinance (PDO), which became part of the San Diego Municipal Code
on January 2, 1979. We have attached as Exhibit 10 our modifications to the Mission Beach
Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum Amendment document filed herein.

Our 1974 MBPP contains a very complete history of Mission Beach. Our Board values that
aspect of this historical document and takes exception to the Applicant’s proposed Addendum
Amendment to the MBPP, which deletes all discussion of the “Schools " history at pages 43-44,
in the Table of Contents, and under “Community Facilities Elements” at pi : 43. Our Board
would like to retain the background discussion under “Schools” at pages 43-44, and retain the
references to “Schools " in the Table of Contents and under “Community Facilities Elements” at
page 43 for historical purpose in the MBPP document. We have made these proposed changes
and reinserted the historical picture back into the MBPP document. [See: Exhibit 10.]

In addition, under the “History” section at page 5, we deleted the Applicant’s last paragraph
regarding the sale of the Mission Beach Elementary School property and added it to the
reinserted “Schools” discussion at the beginning of that section at page 43. Also, we inserted a
new proposed paragraph at page 43 after the above-referenced paragraph for clarification as
follows:

“The Mission Beach Precise Plan is both an historical narrative of

Mission Beach and the predecessor planning document for the creation

of the Mission Beach Planned District Ordinance, which has governed

development in Mission Beach since January 2, 1979. To maintain the

historical significance of this Precise Plan, the following history of the

Mission Beach Elementary School has been retained in its entirety

herein without change.”

Further, we added proposed wording under the “Parks and Recreation” section at page 46 to
reflect that the former “School Use” of the Mission Beach Elementary School site will provide a
neighborhood park as follows:

“The development of the former Mission Beach Elementary School
site will include a neighborhood population-based park. Its exact size
and location have yet to be determined.”

We have made other minor changes to the Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal
Program Addendum Amendment. Some of our suggestions are exactly in ag :ment with the
Applicant’s proposal and some of our suggestions may deviate to a small extent. All changes,
except the wording for the school discussion, have been made in red.

mbppb.appeal.coastalcommission.lcp.amendment.hearing.MayZu1/ rage /
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Mission Beach is built entirely upon a sand bar created by joint action of the San Diego Ri
and the Pacific Ocean. Because of the difficulties in developing on sand, Mission Beach
developed later than its neighbors, Pacific Beach and Ocean Beach. A subdivision syndicate
composed of the Rife Brothers, George L. Barney and John F. Forwards, Jr., made some of
the first improvements to Mission Beach, including the bridge connecting Mission Beach
with Ocean Beach.

In 1914, encouraged by the success of land sales in nearby Ocean Beach and Pacific Beach,
John D. Spreckles offered lots for sale with George L. Barney acting as a general agent.

arting in 1916, J.M. Asher built a tent city, a large swimming pool, a bay front pier and a
bathhouse. Activity in the beach community soon encouraged the transit company to extend
the streetcar line from Ocean Beach to Mission Beach. The tent city continued to prosper and
was an attraction until about 1922. At that time the City of San Diego's new health code
resulted in the removal of non-permanent dwellings. Before they disappeared, however,
permanent houses began to spring up in Mission Beach.

In 1925, in order to stimulate real estate sales and to increase the income of the electric
railway which he owned, John D. Spreckles built the present Mission Beach amusement
center, now called Belmont Park, at a cost of about $4,000,000. San Diegans flocked to the
beach and the center maintained its popularity. At the death of John Spreckles, his
organization granted the entire amusement center to the City of San Diego for the enjoyment
of its people. Eventually, at the urging of the Mission Beach Civic Organization and other
civic groups, California made Mission Bay a state park. Later, San Diego took over the area
from the state, recognizing the recreational potential of the bay. This was the beginning of
Mission Bay Park which was opened in September, 1949.

The removal of the rail line and the bridge to Ocean Beach and the development of West
Mission Bay Drive through the park resulted in the circulation system that Mission Beach has
today. The last decade has seen the beginning of a change in the character of the residential
buildings in the community from small cottages to apartments.

The situation of Mission Beach makes it one of the most unique recreational areas in San
Diego. In spite of its location between the bay and the ocean, Mission Beach has not
transformed from a residential to a recreational community.
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Farnum Elementary instead of Mission Beach Elementary if they desired . Second,

some students in Mission Beach attend private schools. The exact breakdown by category is
unknown. During the past few years, decreasing enrollment at Mission Beach Elementary
School raised concern over the future of the facility. This, compounded by financial
problems, has led the School Board to terminate the elementary education function, Two
goals of the Plan relate directly to this issue. One calls for a variety of f  ly types to live in
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Mission Beach while the other calls
for the promotion of an
economically balanced con  1nity.
The community at present contains a
proportionally low percent : of
families with children and an even
smaller percentage of lower income
families with children. The
elementary school is ofextreme
importance if these types of
families are to be attracted to
Mission Beach. The | nary,_
consideration made by these types
or families in choosing a place to
live is the existence of a convenient
The young wilt find an education but neighborhood elementary school.
not in Mission Beach without a school.
While itis a goal of the Plan to attract families with children to Mission Beach, it is
impossible to predict the actual numerical increase that might occur, or when it might
happen. The Plan does project an eventual population in Mission Beach of about 8,000. This
increase of one third over the present 6,000 residents could result in an eventual yield of as many as
450 elementary age students if the current resident student ratio exists in the future. Any incre :in
this ratio would result in a proportional increase in the number of students. An elementary age
student population of a size sufficient to warrant a small elementary school facility in Mission
Beach exists at present. The number of students could increase in the future, although the rate of
the increase will depend on the ability of the con  mity toa  :t families with small children.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

+ That the Mission Beach Elementary School be reopened as an elementary educational
facility at its present location.

= That the attendance district for Mission Beach Elementary School be coterminous with the
northern boundary of the Mission Beach community (Pacific Beach Drive).
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Park and recreation facilities immediately adjacent to Mission Beach are among the finest in
California. with Mission Bay Park on the east and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The areais
ahaven for all forms of water-related and outdoor activity. In addition the City of San Diego
operates a community recreation center located on the bay side on Santa Clara Point. The
City also owns the fand which is leased to Belmont Amusement Park. The expiration datc of
that lease is January 31. 1974. Almost all existing recreational facilities adjacent to Mission
Beach are in the form of beaches and marinas. There is only @ minimum amount of
landscaped park land in the community. most of which is related to Mission Bay Park.
Almost all recreational facilities in Mission Beach are intended for use primarily by the
weekend and summer visitor. and secondarily by the resident.

GOALS

= The preservation of all existing open space in Mission Beach. including the beaches and
recreational facilities adjacent to the beaches.

= The integration of usable public open space into the developed portion of the community .

« The accommodation of visitors to the beach without creating an adverse impact u pon the
residents of Mission Beach.

Because Mission Beach is adjacent
to Mission Bay Park. and because it
has so much beach area. it is
virtually impossible to apply normal
standards for park development.
While there is no lack of park and
recreational facilities in quantity,
there certainly is in type. especially
passive landscaped areas for the
resident. The compactness of
Mission Beach creates a demand for
usable open space almost on a lot-
by-lot basis. Small mini-park s
scattered throughout the community
could provide arcas tor recreational
purposes and for open space.
[Linkages between the bay and the ocean could further provide for needed open spacc and activity
areas not related to the beach.

Therecreational potentialisratherobvious.

Because of the extremely high value of property. public acquisition of land for parks and
open space is highly unlikely. The possibility of consolidation of lots combined with alley
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closing some of the Places and converting them to pedestrian malls provides a further
opportunity for the penetration of usable open space into the community. Special
noncidacatinn chanld he aiven ta clacino Placec where nocsible. hetween the north-south

integrate usable open Space 1Mo NE ACVCLOPEU PULLIGIH U1 IVEISIOH DLALit, 1L 65 (eeUBi v
that other park and recreation activities citywide are much higher on the priority list for
spending. The Santa Clara Point facilities and the proposed Bonita Cove and Mission Point
facilities do provide landscaped playground activities. Should such concepts as those
discussed herein become feasible. however every attempt should be made to carry them out.
Means of gaining such improvements from the private sector throu gh assessment districts or
trade-offs ot some kind (such as floor arca ratio bonuses) should be explored.

THEBEACH

There are approximately four million square feet of excellent sandy beach adjacent to the
Mission Beach community. ranging in width from 50 to 200 feet. These beaches are among
the most popular and heavily used in the City. It is anticipated that the demand for use of
those beaches will continue to increasce. Consequently. provisions must be made to
accommodate this demand without a resultant adverse impact upon the community.

The most critical problem created by this high demand for beach usc relates to parking. At
present. there is an extreme lack of parking even for residents of the community. Beach users
generally concentrate adjacent to parking lots and the intensity of use ot the beach decreases
as the distance from available parking increases. Another beach related problem is that of
maintenance. During period s of heavy usc. especially. trash piles up on both the beach and on
private property adjacent to the beach. Until pcople stop littering. increased receptacles and
maintenance will be necessary. Beach crosion is another problem. Action of the water on the
beach causes a natural depletion of sand. The beaches are currently replenished with sand on a
periodic basis. Consideration should be given to a permanent solution through the study of
underwater groins and breakwater as outlined in the City of San Diego's Ocean I:dge report.

Mission Beach Park (Belmont Park)

The City of San Diego owns a parcel ot land approximately 17 acres in size between Mission
Boulevard and the ocean. south ot Ventura Place. known as Mission Beach Park. At present.
approximately 6.5 acres in the northern half of the site are to be leased to a private interest
for construction of a commercial center and recreation park. Although the original Plunge
building has not been preserved. the reconstructed pool room and the pool. which has been
preserved. will be retained for use by the public. In addition. the park development and
design conform to the original Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style of the Plunge and
roller rink buildings. The Big Dipper Roller Coaster has been leased for restoration and
aperation. The southern portion of the park. developed by the City in 1982, has been retained
as a public parking lot and passive-use park. Public restroom facilities are also available in
this area.
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style of the original Plunge building has been duplicated in the existing development to
maintain the historic flavor of the park . The Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style of
the original Plunge building should be used for any future development within Mission
Beach Park. This architectural style should remain an important clement of Mission Beach Park.
Any future plan forthe site should ensure that the facility will not have a negative impact
upon Mission Beach in terms of noise. traftic. parking or intensity of development and use.
The parking arca on the Mission Beach Park site currently contains 804 parking spaces. An
additional 1.106 spaces arc located across Mission Boulevard adjacent to Bonita Cove.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

That all beaches and open space in the community remain accessible to the public. and be
suitably maintained.

« That consideration be given to the development of small public mini-parks throughout
Mission Beach in conjunction with lot consolidation efforts.

= That the ends of Places anc he schoo be developed into landscaped mini-
parks if and when possible.

= That the establishment of pedestrian linkages between the ocean and the bay at the Places
be initiated when and where feasible.

= That a means be devised to distribute beach users throughout the entire length of beaches.

e That the Mission Beach Park Landscape Development plan provide an overall
development plan for the park to ensure adequate public access through the entire park
area.

= That the Plunge and main pool room within the reconstructed Plunge building be retained.
remain in service. and be available for public vse.

= That the Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style of the original plunge building be
maintained as an important architectural clement of Mission Beach Park.

= That upon completion of the term of the city lease, tuture development of Mission Beach
Park be restricted to public and recreation uses and shall not include commercial uses
except within the Plunge building. Until the term of the lease. and any expiration rights
conferred by the lease. is completed. the Council-approved and vested development plan
shall guide the development of the site.

= That a portion of Mission Beach Park, adjacent to Mission Boulevard and away from

Ocean Front Walk. continue in use as a suilable landscaped parking reservoir with
consideration given to eventual development of a low-rise parking structure on the site.
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PROPOSED CAPITAL IMPROVE MENT PROJECTS

Froject

I. Develop mini-parks

2. Reduce through

S.oincrease parking on
Mission Boulevard.

4. Reduce existing
curb cuts on Mission
Boultevard.

5. Reduee purking

along Mission
Boulevard.

6. Deovelop beach user
parking.

7. Widen Occan Front
Walk.

3. Build bikewas s.

Descripuon

Convert the stubs of selected Places adjacent to Bayside Walk and Ocean
Front Walk into mini-parks

Change directional signing in the vicinity of Mission Beach to discourage
throueh traltic.

COOrdInate curd CULS. TOUUIIE Z0IUS. THEC Y UTAES @i vy e

Yo viaes

to more efficienthy ase on-street parking.

I3IOCK O1T SCICCICA ALY CPCHTIES MWL UL PLAUIC U7 Gujuai i is s

i order to reduce opening into Mission Boulevard.

Remon e on-street parking at such a time when ofi=street parhing is
sufticient to accommodate the needs ol the residents.

FrovIde Parking FesCryvoirs, pOSSIUD, SUULCLUICS. 10T T QULcuic o o

persons wishing to use the beach.

Widen the boardwalk on existing right-of-way of the present ~ide valk in

e Boaee mredate poaestrins cind baet cols

SUFPC DIKCW AN S UTTUUREIUUL IVIIND UL 100U I SN S Ca b fraitins ses 2 vemsas~

Beach with Mission Bay Park vie West Vission Bay Drive.
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Ongoing

Short-range

Short-range

Long-range

Short-range



MISSIONBErA(C'H

racCISE PLAN
LOCAL COAS 1AL
PROGRAM ADDENDUM



Plan Reference and Further Specificity on Local Coastal Program

In the Park and Recreation portion of the Public Facilities Element. it is recognized that small
mini-parks. scattered throughout the community could provide areas for recreational
purposes and for open space. The Plan recognizes that "special consideration should be given
to closing Places where possible. between the north-south alley and the waterfront in order to
create  mini-parks.”

[n the Transportation Element. the Plan stresses that "one of the most monumental problems
in Mission Beach at present is the lack of adequate parking. This situation exists for
residential. commercial and recreational uses.”

PLAN GOALS

e "Thepreservation of'all existing open space in Mission Beach. including the beaches and
recreational facilitics adjacent to the beaches."(Page 46)

e "The integration of usable public open space into the developed portion of the
community."(Page 46)

= "The accommodation of visitors to the beach without creating an adverse impact upon the
residents of Mission Beach."(Page 46)

ey

e "theprovision of increased residential. commercial and recreational parking inorder to
reduce the scerious deficit that presently exists."(Page 65)

e "The provision of increased parking in order to reduce the serious deficit. that presently
exists."(Page 12)

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

» "Thatall beaches and open space in the community remain accessible to the public and be
suitably maintained."(Page 49)

e "That consideration be given to the development of small public mini-parks throughout
Mission Beach in conjunction with fot consolidation efforts.”(Page 49)

= "That the ends of Places. and he schoo se developed into landscaped
mini-parks if and when possible. (rage4v)

« "That the establishment of pedestrian linkages between the ocean and the bay at the Places
be initiated when and where feasible." (Page 49)

= "That existing residential structures be encouraged to increase off-street parking where
feasible. including the use of existing spaces presently in some other use.” (Page 69)
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« "That new neighborhood commercial development provide a minimum number ofoff-
street parking spaces where feasible." (Page 69)

= “"That new hotel or motel facilities provide one oft-strect parking space for each unit."
(Page 69)

= "That parking reservoirs adjacent to Mission Beach be provided in order to accommodate
the vehicles of beach users.”" (Page 69)

In order to properly develop implementation techniques and ordinances designed to reinforee
the goals and objectives of the Plan in relation to the specificity required by the Coastal Act
Local Coastal Program. the following additional information and implementation techniqgues
are proposed:

» That the ends of places anc schoo se developed into mini-

parks. provided that such developments shail not have adverse affect on the
availability of public parking oraccess to private parking.
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Locating and Planning New Development

12. The policy calling for mini-park development of Place-ends shall be modified as follows:

Visual Resources and Social Communities

13. A plan policy shall be addced as follows:

Views to and along the shoreline from public areas shall be protected from blockage by
development and/or vegetation.

14. The lot consolidation policies of the land use plan shall be amplified by the addition of
the following:

The maximum number of dwelling units per structure shall be four.



EXTRA LOT SQUARE FOOTAGE USING CENTERLINE OF RIGHTS OF WAY
AS USABLE PROPERTY LINE- 9651 SQ. FT.

BUILDING BULK/SQUARE FOOTAGE INCREASE USING F.AR.

'] UNIT 4 UNITS 4 UNITS 5 UNITS WITH INCREASED LOT SIZE- 5476 SQ. FT.
1862 U/A 57..'.7; U/A 57.5|.U/A 2395 U/A
2,392 Sq ft 4674 59, ft 4667 Sq ft 3,209 Sq ft ’|2 UN]TS NOTE: ALL LOT DATA REFLECTS STANDARD LOT SIZE ( NO RIGHTS OF WAY OR EASEMENTS

FAR- 2652 SQ. FT. FAR- 5141 5Q. FT. FAR- 5134 SQ. FT. FAR- 3640. SQ. FT.

ARE INCLUDED.

1 -
\ S UNITS S UNITS 4 UNITS
' 7 |
| 25 U/A 574 UIA 56I.8 U/A
3,724 Sq ft 5490 Sq ft 509194 ft 10 UNITS
\ FAR- 4096 SQ. FT. FAR- 2839 SQ. FT. FAR- 5280 MAX. SQ. FT.
7 & 9 10
—
1
| |
' S UNITS 2 UNITS S UNITS 2 UNITS S UNITS 13 UNITS
\ 56 U/A 33 U/A 375 U/IA 23 U/A 37.7 UIA
3,633 Sq ft 2,637 Sq, ft 3487 Sq ft 2,632 Sq, ft 3,463 Sq ft

FAR- 3996 SQ. FT.

FAR-2901 5Q. FT.

FAR- 2635 SQ. FT.

FAR-2895 SQ. FT.

FAR- 38609 SQ. FT.

16 UNITS

11 12 15 14 15
‘ \
1
Y‘ S UNITS S UNITS S UNITS S UNITS 4 UNTS
1
' 574 U/A 37.5 U/IA 274 U/IA 37.5 U/IA 57I U/A
\ 3494 Sq ft 3,900 Sq ft 3495 Sq ft 3,902 5q ft 5075 .Sq ft
FAR- 3643 SQ. FT. FAR- 5820 SQ. FT. FAR- 5643 SQ. FT. FAR- 38652 SQ. FT. FAR- 5280 MAX. SQ. FT.
1
1
1
1
\ 16 17 16 19 20 21
1
1
LOT AREA AND DENSITY STANDARD LOT SIZE AND PROFPERTY

SCALE: 1"=20’

TOTAL-S1UNITS

LINE LOCATION- NOT INCLUDING C.L. OF
RICGHTS OF WAY OR EASEMENTS

PROPOSED EXTRA LOT AREA USING PROFPERTY
LINES TO RIGHTS OF WAY OR EASEMENTS CENTERLINE



LOT & BUILDING DATA- saer

LOT/#UNIT LOT DATA DENSITY (36.3% MAX.) F.AR. (MAX 1) BUILDING SIZE
STANDARD PROPOSED DIFFERENCE STANDARD PROPOSED STANDARD PROPOSED DIFFERENCE STANDARD PROPOSED DIFFERENCE
LOT SIZE LOT SIZE ALLOWED SIZE SIZE
1/1 2392 2602 210 182 16.866 2632 2862 230 2632 2313 0)
2 — 2338 2639 301 372 33 2572 2903 33 2572 2640 68
4 4674 5276 602 37.3 33 5141 5804 662 5141 5280 129
3 — 2336 2637 301 37.3 33 2569 2901 33 2569 2640 71
4 — 2334 2635 301 373 66) 2568 2900 332 2568 2640 72
4 4667 5269 602 573 53 5134 5798 664 5134 5280 146
5 2333 2634 301 37.3 33 2566 2898 332 2566 2640 74
6/3 3309 3915 606 395 33 3640 4307 667 3640 4307 667
713 3724 4400 676 35 30 4096 4840 744 4096 4337 D41
813 3490 4166 676 37 4 31.3 3839 4583 744 3839 4337 496
9 D364 2822 458 36.8 30.8 2600 3104 504 2600 2640 40
€| 5091 5964 873 342 292 5600 6560 260 5600 5280
10 2727 3142 415 32 28 3000 3456 456 3000 2640 9)
/3 3633 4309 676 36 30.% 3996 4740 744 3996 4337 341
12/2 2637 3150 513 33 276 2901 3464 563 2901 313 212
13/3 3487 4168 681 375 31.3 3635 4584 749 3835 4337 502
14/2 2632 3148 516 5%, 276 2895 3463 568 2895 3113 218
15/3 3463 4252 789 377 30.7 3809 4677 868 3809 4307 496
16/3 3494 3944 450 37 4 5%) 3643 4339 496 3843 4337 494
1713 3500 3950 450 37.3 33 3850 4346 496 3850 4337 487
18/3 3493 3943 450 37 4 33 5643 4338 495 3843 4337 494
19/3 3502 3952 450 37.3 5%) 3852 4349 497 3852 4337 485
20— 2391 2653 A02 A7 A 2586 2919 AAA 2566 2640 B4
4 5078 5509 431 343 316 5586 6062 476 5586 5280
21 — 2727 2856 129 32 305 3000 3143 143 3000 2640 o)
TOTALS- 9651 10623 5476
EXAMFLE CALCULATIONS USING LOT &
LOT SIZE DENSITY FLOOR AREA RATIO MAX. BUILDING SIZE COMPARISON

STANDARD= PROFPOSED- EASEMENTS, RIGHTS OF WAY
STANDARD= 4166 - (45 X 19) = 4166- 675= 3491

STANDARD= (42560/ STANDARD LOT SIZE) X # OF UNITS
(4226015491 X 3 =1247 X 3 = 574 UNITS/ACRE

PROPOSED= (42560/ FPROPOSED LOT SIZE) X # OF UNITS
(42260/4166) X 3 = 1045 X & = 31.53 UNITS/ACRE

STANDARD= STANDARD LOT SIZE X 11
3491 X 11 = 28629
PROFPOSED= PROFOSED X 11
4166 X 11=4582

PROFPOSED BUILDING SIZE - STANDARD ALLOWED BUILDING SIZE
4337- 5659= 495 SQ. FT. OVERSIZED

NOTE:

STANDARD- BASED ON PRECISE PLAN AND PDO REQUIREMENT OF MAXIMUM
DENSITY OF 36 UNITS PER NET RESIDENTIAL ACRE
NET RESIDENTIAL ACRE DENSITY- STREETS, ALLEY'S, COURTS,
PARKS, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EASEMENTS, RIGHTS OF WAY EXCLUDED FROM CALCULATIONS.
EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT SUBJECT TO DENSITY REQUIREMENTS.
LOT SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE EASEMENTS OR RIGHTS OF WAY
TABLE 1513-03A- MINMUM LOT STANDARDS
SEC 1215.0304- G-1- FAR 11

MISSION BEACH FPRECISE PLAN/ P.D.O. STANDARDS COMFLIANCE MATRIX
LOTS/ # OFUNITS | +1|283 4| 465-4| 6-3|7-3 | &-3|9810-4| -3 |12-2|13-3 |14-2 |15-3 |16- 3| 17- 3 | 18- 3|19- 3| 20821 4
L Lot size | @ @ 0|0 @ @)
% DENSITY | @ @) @ 0|0 @ @
\% FAR. | @ ) )
)

s
NOTE:

FOR A LOT TO BE PRECISE PLAN AND FPDO COMPLIANT
THERE MUST BE A @ ALL 3 BOXES
ONLY LOTS 1, 9&10, AND 20&21 ARE COMPLIANT



April 13,2017

Response to graphic and lot & building data summary submitted to Coastal
Commission staff by individuals from the Mission Beach Planning Group

The calculations and conclusions in the opponents’ submittal are all based on the
understanding described in the following reference (from page 2 of their submittal):

“STANDARD- BASED ON PRECISE PLAN AND PDO REQUIREMENT OF MAXIMUM DENSITY OF 36
UNITS PER NET RESIDENTIAL ACRE NET RESIDENTIAL ACRE DENSITY- STREETS, ALLEYS, COURTS,
PARKS, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EASEMENTS, RIGHTS OF WAY EXCLUDED FROM CALCULATIONS.
EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT SUBJECT TO DENSITY REQUIREMENTS. LOT SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE
EASEMENTS OR RIGHTS OF WAY TABLE 1513-03A- MINIMUM LOT STANDARDS SEC 1513.0304- G-1 -
FAR1.1”

However, there is a fundamental error in the description above. The City of San
Diego does not calculate F.A.R. and density on a lot-by-lot basis. F.A.R. and density
are calculated on a project-wide basis. Even if the court and alleys were made public
and not included in the total, the F.A.R. and densities in both the originally proposed
project and the revised project fall below the maximums allowed in the City (see
tables below).

According to the San Diego Municipal Code:

e Floor Area Ratio (FAR) means the numerical value obtained by dividing the
gross floor area of the buildings on a premises by the total area of the premises
on which the buildings are located. (“Premises” means an area of land with its
structures that, because of its unity of use, is regarded as the smallest
conveyable unit.)

e “Density” means the relationship between the number of dwelling units
existing or permitted on a premises and the area of the premises. (Again
“[p]remises” means an area of land with its structures that, because of its unity
of use, is regarded as the smallest conveyable unit.)

Furthermore, the above quotation from the opponents’ submittal is not accurately
portrayed from the PDO:

Section 1513.0304(a)(1), states that “...one dwelling unit shall be allowed, including
lodging and boarding units, per 1,200 square feet of lot area; except as follows: (1) a



single R-S lot of 2,000 to 2,400 square feet shall be entitled to a maximum of 2 dwelling
units.”

Based on this exemption, the minimum lot size doesn’t have to be 2,400 square feet in
order to have 2 units; the lot can be as small as 2,000 sf.

Also, the PDO includes the following:

Section 1513.0304(b): “...the minimum lot standards as shown in Table 1513-03A [the
table cited above by the opposition] apply except that any lot as defined in Land
Development Code Section 113.0103 that meets the criteria for being a legal lot under
Section 113.0237 and which does not comply in all respects with the minimum lot
dimension specified in Table 1513-03A, may be used in accordance with the regulations
of the applicable zone.”

In Section 113.0103, it defines a lot as being a parcel or area of land established by
plat, subdivision, or other legal mean and instructs the reader to refer to Section
113.0237 for additional info on determining a lot. Then in Section 113.0237, it states
that a lot is a parcel on a final map recorded after December 5, 1954.

In summary, this means that approval of our tentative and final map creates a legal
lot, and per Section 1513.0304(b), the lots don’t have to comply with the minimum
lot dimensions in the Table. In other words, the 80’ dimension is not absolute.

Therefore, the chart submitted by the opponents should be revised as follows to
show full compliance with all standards: lot size, density and F.A.R..

Mission Beach Precise Plan/P.D.0O. Standards Compliance Matrix - Originally
Proposed Project

Lots/# | 1-1 | 2&3 | 4&5 | 6-3 | 7-3 | 8-3 | 9&1 | 11- | 12- | 13- | 14- | 15- | 16- | 17- | 18- | 19- | 20&2

of units -4 -4 0-4 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 1-4

ot 9 0ol0o|0e|e @@ @@ @ @@ e|® @

size

Densit |© @& @€ @ © & e o o e o o o o o o °
y

FAR @ @ @@ @ @ @ e e o e o o o o o o o




Mission Beach Precise Plan/P.D.0. Standards Compliance Matrix -Revised Project as
per the staff recommendation

Lots/# 1-1 | 2&3 | 4&5 | 6-3 | 7-3 | 8-3 | 9&1 11- | 12- | 13- | 14- | 15- | 16- | 17- | 18- | 19- | 20&2
of units 4| -4 0-4 |3 |2 |3 |2 |3 |3 |3 |3 |3 |14
Lot e @ ®e & @& e @ e o6 © & © o e o o
size

Densit | © |®© @6 @ &6 &6 © e © © & & & & o o o

y

F.A.R. @ 0 (O] e & @ @ ® & © © & & & o & o

Another important fact to note when considering the lot and building data is that the
original Spreckles subdivision was designed and plotted with lots that were 80’ deep.
These lots were separated with public alleys and courts that were 16’ and 10’ wide
respectively. The City of San Diego required this project to increase the width of the

two alleys that traverse the project from 16’ to 20°. Only if the full width of these

oversized alleys were dedicated as public rights-of-way would the depths of the lots
be reduced from the standard 80’ to 78’. If the alleys were simply dedicated with the

standard 16’ width dimensions, the lots would maintain their standard 80’ depth

dimensions. The City of San Diego did not require this added dedication.
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