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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

 

 
July 2, 2019 
 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Email: PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 

SENT VIA EMAIL 
 
 
Re:  Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) 
 
 
To whom it may concern: 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission/CPUC) has jurisdiction over railroad and 
light rail transit crossings (rail crossings) in California. CPUC ensures that rail crossings are safely 
designed, constructed, and maintained.  The Commission’s Rail Crossings and Engineering Branch 
reviewed the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU), prepared by the San Diego 
Unified Port District.  Please consider the comments below regarding rail crossings. 
 
South Embarcadero Subdistrict 
 

 
Excerpt from Figure PD3.1 - 2019 aerial of Embarcadero Planning District (page 158) 

 
On page 170, PD3.56, states:  

“Coordinate with the adjacent jurisdiction to determine the feasibility of closing Market Street 
between Harbor Drive and Columbia Street, and providing a pedestrian scramble or 
roundabout at the Harbor Drive/Market Street intersection” 

 
Comment: CPUC staff would support the closure of this short segment of Market Street.  A railroad 
crossing of multiple tracks is located along Market Street between Harbor Drive and Columbia 
Street.  The closure of this short segment may help improve pedestrian and motorist safety at this 
location. 
 

 



Port of San Diego - Port Master Plan Update  
July 2, 2019 
Page 2 

 
On page 178, Figure PD3.11, shows a concept for “Harbor Drive Mobility Mode Relationships”, 
including motorists, pedestrians, bicycles and trains within the South Embarcadero Subdistrict 
 

 
Figure PD3.11 - Harbor Drive Mobility Mode Relationships (page 178) 

 
Comment: Remove the sidewalk and the bike lane shown along the right side of the figure.  That 
conceptual alignment of the sidewalk and bike lane is not consistent with the current design of the 
rail crossings in the South Embarcadero Subdistrict between Market Street and Park Boulevard.  
The conceptual alignment conflicts with the project notice filed by the San Diego Unified Port 
District in the Notice of Exemption identified by State Clearinghouse Number 2018088581.  The 
conceptual alignment may also conflict with authorized designs of railroad crossings in the 
Embarcadero Subdistrict.  
 
The four existing rail crossings and one future rail crossing along this segment of Harbor Drive are 
summarized in Appendix A: Rail crossings within or adjacent to the South Embarcadero Subdistrict.  
Projects in recent years have implemented improvements at the four existing crossings. 

 
Harbor Drive Industrial Subdistrict 
 

 
Excerpt from Figure PD4.1 - 2019 aerial of Working Waterfront Planning District (page 190) 
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On page 193, PD 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 discuss coordination and collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions 
and other entities regarding aspects of parking, transit, circulation and safety.  These issues relate 
to concerns at the railroad crossings within or adjacent to the Harbor Drive Industrial Subdistrict. 

 
PD4.2 Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions to identify potential off-Tidelands public parking 
locations, which may include mobility hub(s), that could address the parking demands for 
the Working Waterfront occupants, tenants, and permittees. 
 
PD4.3 Collaborate and partner with other entities, such as agencies, employers, operators, 
occupants, tenants, and permittees to identify and implement multi-modal improvements 
and coordinated strategies for: 

a. Enhanced freight movement to, from, and along the I-5 and I-15 corridors; 
b. Optimized freight facilities and logistics; 
c. Flexible transit and parking solutions for employees and users; 
d. Improved passenger vehicle circulation; and 
e. Increased pedestrian and bicycle safety in the area. 

 
PD4.4 Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions to enhance all pedestrian and bicycle 
crossings, including to and from Barrio Logan Trolley Station and to and from Cesar 
Chavez Park, to increase safety and prioritize active transportation users… 

 
Comment:  Consider adding an additional policy specifically addressing rail crossings in this 
subdistrict: 

“Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions to enhance the railroad crossings, including nearby 
traffic signals and pedestrian routes, to increase safety of both motorists and pedestrians at 
the railroad corridor.” 

 
Suggestions for the focus of enhancements is summarized in Appendix B: Rail crossings within or 
adjacent to the Harbor Drive Industrial Subdistrict. 
 
The Harbor Drive Industrial Subdistrict has a high level of motorist and pedestrian traffic, and a high 
demand for parking near Harbor Drive and railroad tracks between approximately Cesar Chavez 
Boulevard and 32nd Street.  There is a need for better long-term planning to reduce a variety of 
potential conflicts near the railroad crossings related to congestion, truck movements, pedestrians, 
bicycles, and parking.  Increases in railroad traffic, truck traffic, or employment by local industries 
could result in potential impacts at the railroad crossings and adjacent intersections. 
 
Cesar Chavez Park Subdistrict 
 
On Page 196, PD4.19 discusses public access near Cesar Chavez park: 

PD4.19 “Partner with transportation authority agencies and rail owners and operators to 
facilitate linkages from Cesar Chavez Park to the Barrio Logan Trolley Station, where 
feasible.” 

 
Comment: As part of such a ‘linkage’, pedestrian safety should specifically be considered at the 
railroad crossing of BNSF Railway tracks and Cesar Chavez Parkway (DOT# 026882V). 
 
National City Bayfront Planning District 
 
Page 201 states: 
 

“The National City Bayfront Planning District, the project often referred to as the “National 
City Balanced Plan” has just issued its Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) that covers an area near the southern end of this planning district. 
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The current Port Master Plan National City Bayfront (PD5) Planning District text and Precise 
Plan is included as Appendix C for reference.” 

 
The current plan should be updated to more accurately identify current railroad alignments and 
railroads involved.  As shown in Appendix C of the PMPU, it does not accurately show the location 
of current tracks (Figures 15 and 16).  The discussion of railroad service does not accurately 
describe the current railroads (it refers to past railroads AT&SF, Southern Pacific, and MTDB). 
 
There are many railroad crossings within the National City Bayfront Planning District that should be 
considered as part of the long-term planning process.  Also, CPUC sent comments dated January 
31, 2019 regarding SCH 2018121054 (refer to Appendix C of this letter). 
 
Railroad crossing safety 
 
Consider establishing policies in the PMPU addressing rail crossing safety in districts which include 
railroad crossings, including: 

• South Embarcadero Subdistrict,  

• Harbor Drive Industrial Subdistrict, and  

• National City Bayfront Planning District. 
 
Policies could help to address long term safety improvements at railroad crossings through: 

• removal of unnecessary tracks and associated traffic control devices,  

• construction of grade separations or roadway closure,  

• addition or upgrade of railroad crossing warning devices, signs, and markings, 

• addition or upgrade of traffic signals at or near railroad crossings, and 

• upgrades to the width, slope, surface, and channelization of pedestrian and bicycle routes 
across railroad tracks. 

 
The construction or modification of public rail crossings requires authorization from the CPUC.  
Please contact Rail Crossings and Engineering Branch to discuss potential safety impacts or 
concerns at crossings.  More information can be found at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/crossings. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 310-9807. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
 

 

Kevin Schumacher 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings and Engineering Branch 
Rail Safety Division 
 

  

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/crossings


Appendix A: Rail crossings within or adjacent to the South Embarcadero Subdistrict 
 

DOT# Street Name Railroad 

026875K Market Street BNSF and MTS/SDAE 

026935S Front Street BNSF and MTS/SDAE 

026877Y First Avenue BNSF and MTS/SDAE 

026878F Fifth Avenue BNSF and MTS/SDAE 

(future) 
967242T 

Park Boulevard BNSF and MTS/SDAE 

 
 

  



Appendix B: Rail crossings within or adjacent to the Harbor Drive Industrial Subdistrict 
 

DOT# Street Name Railroad Potential focus of 
enhancements 

026882V Cesar Chavez Parkway (west 
of Harbor Drive) 

BNSF Pedestrians/bicycles at track 

661798L Cesar Chavez Parkway 
(adjacent Harbor Drive) 

MTS/SDAE Traffic signal timing 

026886X Belt Street (north of Sampson) BNSF Sign and marking maintenance 
 

026887E Sampson Street (adjacent Belt 
Street) 

BNSF Pedestrians/bicycles at track 
Parking too close to tracks 
Truck movements 
 

661800K Sampson Street (adjacent 
Harbor Drive) 

MTS/SDAE Traffic signal timing 
Pedestrians/bicycles at track 
 

661801S Schley Street (adjacent Harbor 
Drive) 

MTS/SDAE Traffic signal timing 
HazMat truck movements 
Parking access near tracks 
 

026889T Harbor Drive (between Schley 
and 28th) 

BNSF Pedestrians/bicycles at track 

026890M 28th Street (adjacent Harbor 
Drive) 

BNSF Traffic signal timing 
Vehicles stopped on tracks 
Parking access near tracks 
Pedestrians/bicycles at track  
 

661802Y 28th Street (adjacent station) MTS/SDAE (see above) 

026893H Parking lot (between 28th and 
32nd, adjacent Harbor Drive) 

BNSF Traffic signal timing 
Parking access near tracks 
 

966266D Parking lot (between 28th and 
32nd, within lot) 

MTS/SDAE Parking access near tracks 
 

 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C: 
 

CPUC comment letter of January 31, 2019 regarding  
National City Bayfront Projects and Plan Amendment  

(SCH# 2018121054) 



 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

 

January 31, 2019 
 
Anna Buzaitis 
San Diego Unified Port District 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101 

 

Sent by email to:  abuzaiti@portofsandiego.org 

 

 
Re:  National City Bayfront Projects and Plan Amendment  

SCH 2018121054 ––  Notice of Preparation 
 
  
 
Dear Ms. Buzaitis: 
 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission/CPUC) has jurisdiction over rail crossings 
(crossings) in California. CPUC ensures that crossings are safely designed, constructed, and 
maintained.  The Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Branch (RCEB) is in receipt of the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed National City Bayfront Projects and Plan Amendment. 
San Diego Unified Port District (District) is the lead agency. 
 
The District proposes amendments to the District’s PMP and the City’s General Plan, Local Coastal 
Program, Harbor District Specific Area Plan, Land Use Code, and Bicycle Master Plan. These 
changes would accommodate construction and operation of hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
tourist/visitor-serving commercial development. The Pasha Rail Improvement Component would 
include construction and operation of a rail connector track and storage track. In addition, the Pasha 
Road Closures Component would include closure of Tidelands Avenue between Bay Marina Drive 
and West 32nd Street as well as West 28th Street between Tidelands Avenue and Quay Avenue, 
and redesignation of the area of the area from Street to Marine-Related Industrial in the District’s 
PMP. The City Plan Amendments would amend the Bicycle Master Plan to reflect the realignment 
of the Bayshore Bikeway. 
 
The segment of Tidelands Avenue between Bay Marina Drive and West 32nd Street currently 
contains the Tidelands Avenue north of 32nd Street crossing (CPUC No. 002-273.47-C, DOT No. 
026127N) of the BNSF tracks. The additional rail connector track along the newly aligned Bay 
Marina Drive would also cross the current alignment of Tidelands Avenue at (or near) this crossing. 
RCEB requests clarification on the closure of this segment of street in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR). The District may consider working with BNSF to close this crossing when the 
highway is closed. Closure of the crossing would entail removal of crossing surfaces and warning 
devices. 
 
The NOP indicates improvements to the Bayshore Bikeway. The proposed alternative routes would 
involve modifications to the approaches of the following crossings: 

• 19 St crossing (CPUC No. 002-272.85, DOT No. 026902E) 
• 19th St E/O Tidelands crossing (CPUC No. 002-272.87-C, DOT No. 026908V) 
• Tidelands (N of 19th St crossing (CPUC No. 002-272.80-C, DOT No. 026125A)  
• Civic Center Dr (CPUC No. 002-272.50, DOT No. 026901X) 

In planning the bikeway route, the District should consider safety improvements to railroad 
crossings along the route such as addition or upgrade of crossing warning devices. Pedestrian and 

 



Anna Buzaitis 

SCH 2018121054 

January 31, 2019  

 

bicycle routes should be designed to clearly prohibit and discourage unauthorized access 
(trespassing) onto the tracks, except at authorized crossings. 
 
Construction or modification of public crossings requires authorization from the Commission.  RCEB 
representatives are available to discuss any potential safety impacts or concerns at crossings.  
Please continue to keep RCEB informed of the project’s development.  More information can be 
found at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/crossings. 

 
If you have any questions, please contact Matt Cervantes at (213) 266-4716, or mci@cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 Matt Cervantes 

Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Branch 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
CC: State Clearinghouse, state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 
 Tiera Adams, BNSF, tiera.adams@bnsf.com 
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CITY OF CORONADO
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

RICHARD BAILEY

1825 STRAND WAY • CORONADO, CA 92 1 18 • (619) 522-7320 • RBAILEY@CORONADO.CA.US

July 24, 2019

Port of San Diego
Attn: Planning Department
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Comments on the Discussion Draflt of the Port Master Plan Update -2019

To Whom It May Concern:

The City Council of the City of Coronado has authorized me to sign this letter on behalf of the full
City Council.

The City ofCoronado appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Discussion Draft of the
Port Master Plan Update (PMPU). The City encourages development on Port properties in a balanced
manner that preserves their unique open space and recreation potential while permitting new
economically viable coastal dependent commercial/recreation uses; moreover, the City desires to
ensure that the plan would not have a negative impact on existing Coronado residents, facilities or
infrastructure.

Coronado is primarily a residential community and the fundamental goal of its General Plan is "to
preserve and improve Coronado as a beautiful, pleasant residential community in which to live, work,
shop, and pursue leisure-time activities. " The PMPU needs to emphasize the surrounding residential
character of Coronado and rethink what is and is not compatible with this existing residential
community. In the late 1970s, as the Port was beginning to prepare its plans for the Port Tidelands, the
City of Coronado and its residents worked cooperatively with the Port to ensure Coronado maintained
its charm and residential community character. The resultant Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the City and the Port provided Coronado residents peace of mind while development of the
Port Tidelands in Coronado was pursued. Additionally, the Coronado City Council adopted a Tidelands
Overlay Zone that laid out how Coronado expected development of these areas to proceed, and much
of that was incorporated into the current Port Master Plan, including a 40-foot height limit.
Unfortunately, it appears that many of the items contained within the MOU and the Tidelands Overlay
Zone have not been included in the discussion draft of this P1S4PU which is unacceptable to the City of
Coronado.
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The City ofCoronado's comments on the Discussion Draft of the PMPU are as follows in no particular
order:

• In 1979, the Board of Port Commissioners and the Coronado City Council each adopted
identical resolutions, Resolution 79-338 and Resolution 5909, respectively, approving a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Port and the City of Coronado
highlighting agreed upon planning principles and development guidelines for the Coronado
Bayfront area (see attached). These agreed upon planning principles and development
standards were created to respect Coronado's needs and residential character, open space
requirements and traffic problems, while being consistent with the Port District's primary
purposes and duties as a trustee of public land. However, it seems many of the planning
principles in the approved MOU have been eliminated from the PMPU, including a 40-foot
height limit and a traffic circulation plan that would minimize the use of residential streets. The
City ofCoronado strongly advocates that these negotiated and mutually-agreed upon planning
principles contained in the 40-year longstanding MOU be incorporated into the PMPU as they
were put in place to protect the existing residential neighborhood and mitigate negative impacts
resulting from activities on Port lands.

Multiple sections of the PMPU state that the height of new development should be compatible
but does not need to conform with the adjacent jurisdiction standards. The City ofCoronado
Municipal Code has a maximum height limit of 40 feet for all of Planning District 10, and the
majority of Planning District 9 has a height limit of 35 feet. Additionally, the existing Port
Master Plan has a height limit of 40 feet for the Coronado Bayfront Planning District. The City
ofCoronado requests that the existing height limits found in the City's Municipal Code as well
as the existing Port Master Plan be maintained in the PMPU to continue providing certainty to
existing development and to residents regarding the types and height of future development to
be expected.

Standard PD9.3 requires all structural improvements that solely benefit the Coronado Cays be
paid for by the residents or structural improvements that partially benefit the residents include
a fair-share contribution by the residents upon the creation of a fee program. It does not seem
appropriate for the Port to choose to make improvements then force existing property owners
to pay for those improvements. This standard should be removed from the PMPU.

Standard PD9.14 calls for programmed uses and special events to occur at Grand Caribe
Shoreline Park. While the City does support the expansion of Grand Caribe Shoreline Park to
North Grand Caribe Isle, it does not believe having programmed uses or special events is
complimentary to natural open space and sensitive coastal resource areas, and requests that no
programmed uses or special events be allowed at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park without
approval of the City ofCoronado.

Figure PD9.3 identifies various water and land use areas, including navigation corridors. The
City requests that the Port take responsibility to maintain these navigation corridors and dredge
where necessary, such as in the identified navigation corridor adjacent to South Caribe Isle.
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The PMPU calls for up to 360 net new hotel rooms within the Crowne Isle Subdistrict, which
is the location of the existing Loews Resort. The City believes that no more than 250 net new
hotel rooms could be accommodated while still being compatible with the current surrounding
uses. We, therefore, request that the number of hotel rooms in the Crowne Isle Subdistrict be
revised to no more than 250 net new hotel rooms with associated meeting space.

The PMPU discusses potential reconfiguration or increase/decrease in vessel slips in the South
Coronado Subdistrict on page 237. The City would like the Port to acknowledge that any
expansion or change would require an equal partnership with the City of Coronado,
recognizing the City is not a private development entity, and that no additional boat slips be
provided beyond the existing bulkhead line in Glorietta Bay.

The Planning District Characteristics for Planning District 10 focus on "visitor-serving" and
"attracting visitors" but fails to recognize the existing adjacent residents. The PMPU should be
revised to not only focus on visitors, but also on adjacent residents. Planning District 1
recognizes that it is adjacent to a residential neighborhood and we would ask for the same with
Planning Districts 9 and 10.

Standard PD10.12 discusses introducing a Local Gateway Mobility Hub near the Ferry
Landing with wayfinding signage. Coronado discourages any additional unnecessary signage
within its jurisdiction, and already provides wayfinding signage throughout the City that
includes the Ferry Landing.

The City supports the concept of a Gateway Mobility Hub provided the Mobility Hub is not
used to justify non-tidelands dependent uses such as additional high-density housing in the
City.

Standard PD10.17 calls for new development to establish a promenade and a landscape buffer
setback of 20 feet. The desire of the City, as contained in our Municipal Code, calls for a 30-
foot public accessway and requests that the PMPU be revised to require a 30-foot-wide public
accessway. This is due to the heavy congestion experienced along the Bayshore Bikeway
within the Ferry Landing, which we believe may be the most congested area of the entire
Bayshore Bikeway.

Should there be any modifications to the streetscape in the North Coronado Bayfront
Subdistrict, Coronado requests that sidewalk width and tour bus parking be addressed. The
sidewalks are often impacted by pedestrians, cyclists, and leisure activities including the riding
of surreys, and the area would benefit from wider sidewalks. Additionally, providing a location
for tour buses to unload and park should also be explored.
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Standard PD10.19 allows for additional hotel rooms at the existing hotel facility directly north
ofTidelands Park (Marriott), and the document later states up to 350 net new rooms be allowed,
but it is unclear if this is limited to the existing hotel site or if it also includes the Ferry Landing.
The City ofCoronado's Municipal Code caps the number of hotel rooms in the North Coronado
Bayfront Subdistrict at 300, and requests that the PMPU be revised to align with the City
standards. The City believes that an additional 350 hotel rooms is not compatible and will
unduly impact an area surrounded by residential properties and is already impacted by
significant daily traffic, and requests that these additional hotel rooms be removed from the
PMPU.

Standard PD 10.20 allows for a mix of commercial uses and hotel development adjacent to the
water-based transfer point, but it does not identify which of the two water-based transfer points
it is referencing. Please specify.

Standard PD 10.25 calls to establish a continuous pathway around Glorietta Bay. The City has
significant concerns with introducing a continuous pathway around Glorietta Bay as there is
an existing golf course that would expose people on the pathway to errant golf balls which is a
major safety concern. A pathway around the Bayside of the golf course would also require
security fencing to be placed along the path, which would impact views and potentially limit
public access. Additionally, the pathway should be allowed on the inland portion of the existing
location of the Coronado Yacht Club. Please include such language in this standard and update
the language found in Standard PD 10.17 b. to read "this standard does not apply to the
shoreline around the golf course or the Coronado Yacht Club where public access can be
provided on the inland portion of the golf course and yacht club for safety reasons.";;

The City would like its previous suggestions regarding the existing boat anchorage adjacent to
Tidelands Park, including that a dinghy dock/tie-up location be provided, be incorporated into
the PMPU.

The PMPU should recognize parking, and parking rates, in the context of adjacent and
neighboring land uses. If the Port or its tenants set parking rates higher than nearby locations,
motorists will migrate to the less expensive areas outside of the Port's jurisdiction, and thus
negatively impact Coronado's residentially zoned areas. Parking should be free and open to
the public.

The City would like the PMPU to encourage maintaining, enhancing and expanding existing
ferry service to and from Coronado with additional financing from the Port, including ferry
service for Navy personnel to traverse the Bay to and from North Island. This would further
various policies found in the PMPU, including Mobility policies 2.3, 2.9 and 2.11, as well
Water and Land Use Policy 3.1.
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The City would also encourage multiple forms of water-based transport servicing Coronado
and the greater Bay consistent with the Port Act. We believe the Port should avoid exclusive
rights agreements with any one water-based transportation provider to encourage competition
and service options, and to potentially analyze having public agencies monitor and control
these services.

Coronado encourages the Port to enter into a services agreement with member jurisdictions to
maintain open spaces and parks, including Tidelands Park and Grand Caribe Park.
Additionally, the Wildlife Refuge Parking lot in or near Planning District 7 serves mainly those
interested in the wildlife refuge or the Bayshore Bikeway, not the City of Coronado, and the
Port should look to take over the amenable lease and ongoing maintenance. These would
improve the efficiency of maintenance efforts and provide positive environmental
enhancements including reduction in vehicle travel and maintenance as well as fuel
consumption.

The PMPU should define policies related to the maintenance of storm drain outfalls on Port
property.

The PMPU should be explicit with regard to health and safety provisions related to alcohol,
cannabis, and tobacco use, sales, and/or limits on Port property. Coronado requests that such
provisions for Port Districts 9 and 10 mirror or be consistent with those found in the Coronado
Municipal Code.

In an effort to increase links between different modes of transportation around the Bay, the
City would like to enter into discussions, and ultimately a financial agreement, to assist the
City in providing its Free Summer Shuttle service connecting the Ferry Landing to the rest of
Coronado, and potentially expanding the service year-round. It is our understanding that the
Port participates in bus service along Harbor Drive and Coronado would also request to receive
that benefit.

One of the PMPU goals is to create a vibrant, internationally acclaimed waterfront and
Economics Policy 2.1 calls for providing a variety of commercial recreation opportunities
including cultural uses and performance venues. The City recently completed a comprehensive,
year-long study to assess arts and culture in Coronado that identified building a new community
arts and cultural center as a top priority. Depending on other factors, the City believes the Ferry
Landing could be an appropriate site for such a facility and would urge the Port to not preclude
some type of cultural arts center at that location.

The PMPU shall explicitly state that Recreation Open Space designated areas, including
Tidelands Park, shall not allow for commercial activity such as mobile food vendors.
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The City notes that the Coronado Golf Course land has been reclassified from 'Golf Course'
to 'Commercial Recreation' and requests that that land use classification be maintained as
Golf Course.' The Coronado Golf Course has existed in its current location prior to the
establishment of the Port of San Diego; it is the only existing golf course located on Port
Tidelands; and is a desirable feature that should be maintained for residents and visitors of
Coronado. Should the Port decline to maintain the 'Golf Course' Land Use classification and

change it to 'Commercial Recreation,' Coronado would like there to be a hierarchy of specific
use types within the PMPU identifying a golf course as having priority over other uses under
the Commercial Recreation land use classification.

Again, we want to reiterate that Coronado is principally a built-out residential community that is
already experiencing significant impacts to our infrastructure, including parking and traffic impacts.
The items highlighted above threaten what many people, residents and visitors, enjoy about Coronado
and our comments should be reviewed within that context, and incorporated into the next draft of the
PMPU. A portion of the Port's Mission Statement is to provide community benefit through a balanced
approach, but we believe that balanced approach is lacking within the Coronado Planning Districts.
The PMPU in its current form would introduce more traffic, increase parking impacts, and focus more
on visitors at the expense of existing Coronado residents. Our comments above, including the agreed
upon planning principles and development standards found in the MOU and within the City's Tideland
Overlay Zone, will help the Port draft a plan that advances its goals while giving consideration to
Coronado and its residents.

Thank you in advance for addressing these comments before the next iteration of the plan is released.
The City of Coronado looks forward to staying involved and working with the Port of San Diego on
this project.

Sincerely,

Richard Bailey
Mayor

RB/jb
Attachments

ec: City Council
City Manager Blair King
City Attorney Johanna Canlas
Director of Community Development Rich Grunow
Senior Planner Jesse Brown
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Mr. Donll Wn'ght, Chairman
California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Wright:

Herein are transmitted copies of the Resolutions adopting a
Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Coronado and
the San Diego Unified Port District, pertaining to the planned
development of tidelands under the Port District's control
located in Coronado.

The Memorandum culminates an effort by the City and the Port
to the suggestion by the California Coastal Commission that
a resolution of the planning issues in the area be pursued.
This was one of the recommendations that came out of the
informal review of the Port's Master Plan before the State
Commission, and we are pleased to be able to inform you of
the progress achieved to date.

Yours truly,

DLNrtn" DON L. NAY

ec: Michael Fischer, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

Tom Crandatl, Executive Director
San Diego Coast Regional Commission

Ray Silver, City Manager
City of Coronado
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CITY OF CDRDNADD

1825 STRAND WAY
CDRDNADD. CA. 9211B

CITY HALL
C7141435-221

January 2, 1980

\

Mr. Miles D. Bowler,
Chairman
Board of Port Commissioners
P.O. Box 488
San Diego, Ca., 92112

Dear Miles:

Regarding #14 of the Memorandvun of Understanding, the City
understood from the December 17th City/Port Committee meet-
ing that item #14 of the MOU would include these words:

"Reference attached diagrams illustrating the
current review process."

and that the diagrams prepared by Port Staff would be attached.
Thanks for the rewrite. Please advise re above.

A copy of Resolution No. 5909 adopted the 19th of December, 1979
is enclosed.

Sincerely,

C-. Patrick Callahan
Mayor

CPC:ad

Ends.



fr-

CITY OF CDRDNADD

1825 STRAND WAY
CORONADa. CA. <i21 1

CITY HALL
C7143 43S-Z21 }

January 2, 1980

Hr. Miles D. Bowler, Chairman
Board of Port Commissioners
San Diego Unified Port District
P. 0. Box 488
San Diego, Ca., 92112

Dear Miles:

In an adjourned meeting December 19, 1979, the CoronadoCity Council adopted Resolution No. 5909 approving theMemorandum of Understanding between the City of Coronado
and the San Diego Unified Port District.
The City wishes to express appreciation to you andCommissioner Bernice Leyton for your dedication to thecooperative result. The Port Staff's support of thecommittee's meetings is also gratefully acknowledged.
Adoption of Resolution No. 5909 is accompanied byCoronado's awareness of mutual benefits to be realized
from proposed development of Coronado's tidelands.Beautification, shoreline access, piiblic aunenities such asplaying fields, parks, paths and open space, accommodationsfor fishermen, resident and visitor-serving facilities, allwith measures to mitigate negative enviroranental impacts,are expected to enhance the economical, physical and social
health of the City as well as the Port.
The City/Port Understanding will be a key factor inpreserving and enhancing the City's unique character. Thecouncil will be endeavoring to balance and coordinate ourlocal coastal plan with these considerations in mind.
Best wishes for a prosperous 1980:
Sincerely,

^)^'.
C. Patrick Callahan
Mayor

CPC:ad



Re Meinorandum of Understanding ]
]

Between the City of Coronado and J
]

San Diego Unified Port District . . . ]
]

RESOLUTION 79-338

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado (Coronado) and the San Diego

Unified Port District (Port District) have been directed by the California

State Coastal Commission to seek to resolve planning issues regarding

uses for 53 acres of Coronado Tidelands: and

WHEREAS, Coronado and the Port District have adopted a

stated purpose to develop a mutually agreeable plan that is both respect-

ful of Coronado's needs and residential character, open space requirements

and traffic problems, and consistent with the port District's primary pur-

poses and duties as a trustee of public land; and
1.1

WHEREAS, the Coronado/Port District Committee's meetings
;'

have been open to the public and allowed for public participation by writ-

ten comment; and

WHEREAS, the attached Coronado Bayfront Memorandum of

Understanding describes the planning principles developed as an initial

step toward the accomplishment of the Coronado/Port District Committee's

shared purpose of developing a mutually agreeable plan, NOW, THERE-

FORE,



BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Port Commissioners

of the San Diego Unified port District that said Board hereby approves

the Meinorandum of Understanding attached hereto.

ADOPTED this 18th day of December ,1979

Presented By: DON L. NAY. Port Director

Approved:

By

/ ASSIS:^;^y/T DIEECTOE

JOSEPH D. PATELLO, Port Attorney

.^^^^
^

sw

12/19/79



CERTIFICATION OF VOTE

Passed uid adopted by the Board of Port CommlsslonerB of the Ban Diego Unified Port District on
December 18, 1979 _ , by the /ollowlne vote:

CommIsslonerB

Mile* D. Bowler

Ben Cohen

Phil Creaser

Bernice Leyton

Lorenx H. RueUe

Alou E. Smith

L. H. Wolfsheimer

AUTHENTICATED BY:

Veaa Nay Excuaed

@ C D
D D

D D

D D

D D

D C

D D D

. ^ ).^^)

Abaent

c

c

D
c

c
c
c

^-:/?- //7L^—--^-7...
Ch&Jrman of The Board of Port Commissioners

Abstained

c
c:

D
c
c
c
n

By

(SEAL)

WILLIAM R. HUNT
Clerk of the SanDieeo UniHed Port District

>^].-U^/yy>^^7'^/^^ ./^.
//Deputy Clerk

e-

I.

Office of (he Clerk of The San Dieco LniHed Port District

XXaiX»XK/Resolulion Number. 7Q.^^R

Adopted __ nprpmhpr 1R. 1Q7Q

Publication date

Effective date

Recorded on niJcrofilm roll number



( RESOLUTION NO.^of

A RESOLUTION OF APPROVING A MEMORANDUM OF
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE CITY OF CORONADO
AND THE SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado and the San Diego Unified
Port District have been directed by the California State
Coastal Commission to seek to resolve planning issues regard-
ing uses for 53 acres of Coronado Tidelands; and

WHEREAS, the City and the Port have adopted a stated
purpose to develop a mutually agreeable plan that is both
respectful of Coronado's needs and residential character, open
space requirements &nd traffic problems, and consistent with
the Port District's primary purposes and duties as trustee of
public land; and

WHEREAS, the City/Port Committee's meetings have been
open to the public, and allowed for public participation by
written comment; and

WHEREAS, the attached inemorandum describes the planning
principles as the initial step toward the accomplishroent of
the City/Port Committee's shared purpose of developing the
mutually agreeable plan:

NOW, THEREFORI:, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council
of the City of Coronado does hereby approve the Memorandum of
Agreement attached hereto.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of
Coronado, Californis, this 19th day of December, 1979, by the
following vote, to-wit:

AYES: Bottomley, Hardy, Herron and Mayor Callahan
NAYS: Adams

ABSENT: None

^T^atrick Callahan, Mayor of the
City of Coronado, California

ATTEST:

I

I

I

I

t

Ann Davis, Deputy City Clerk



CORONADO BAYFRONT

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

PURPOSE:

This memorandum provides a written synopsis of the background, planning
efforts and mutually agreed to development guidelines for about 53 acres of Port
District ti'delands in Coronado.

INTRODUCTION:

The Port District has been updating its Master Plan to bring it into
confonnance with the California Coastal Act of 1976. Precise plans have been
developed in each of the mne Planning Districts within the Port's jurisdiction
to provide specific and detailed inforrnati'on on long range development. As these
plans are developed and adopted, they become part of the Port Master Plan.

In March, 1978, a draft report on alternative plans for Coronado ti'de-
lands was sent to the City Council. All of the alternatives included provision
for a 15-acre park which had been agreed to by the Port and the City in April,
1977. The transmi'ttal letter on the report noted that the plans were put
together to facilitate discussion, that it was unli'kely that any one would be
adopted "as is", and that features of the various alternative plans could be
used to form a composite plan. The City Planning Commission reviewed the Plan
Alternatives Report on April 11, 1978. On April 14, 1978, a presentation on the
Plan Alternatives was made to the City Council.

The City Council on May 4. 1978. appointed a citizens Land Use Committee
to review ti'delands development proposals, and communicated to the Port its
interest in concurrent planning. Subsequent to the formation of the committee
and at the request of the City Council, discussion of Coronado planning alter-
natives by the Board of Port Commissioners was postponed several times, additional
information was provided, and an environmental impact study was completed.

In September, 1978, the City was notified that It was desirable to pro-
ceed with the submission of a Plan to the Coastal Commission and that one of the
Plan AUernatives would be submitted unless a more definitive response was pre-
sented. The Draft Port Master Plan underwent informal review In January, 1979,
before both the Regional and the State Coastal Commissions. As a result of this
informal review, the Port District was encouraged to continue to work with the
City to resolve Issues and to seek an agreement on a plan.

Following a joint meeting of the Coronado City Council and the Board
of Port Commissioners of the San Diego Unified Port District on March 13, 1979,
an ad hoc conm'ttee composed of two City Council members and two Port ConTnis-
sioners was established. The committee was charged with developing a mutually
agreeable plan to recommend to the Port Commission and the City Council regard-
ing the development of the 53-acre ti'deland segment of the Port District Master
Plan. The City/Port Conm'ttee has met 12 times in publicly attended workshops,

1



and received and revtewec fttten correspondence and plan
citizens.

ALLOCATION FORMULA:

ncepts from Coronado

The general concept providing the foundation for planning purposes is
based on a di'vis'fon of the 53-acre land site Into two equal allocations for
commercial uses and for open space, park and recreation uses.

The area allocated to the proposed loop road, located on the north side
of the San Di'ego-Coronado Bridge right-of-way, is considered part of the
allocation for open space and park development.

The total street right-of-way area located on tidelands, except for the
loop road, will be equally assigned to the major use groups or subtracted
from the total area. The shoreline wi'11 be maintained for pedestrian
access where feasible.

Marine related uses will be retained and expanded.

A wide array of visitor serving facilities will be introduced.

Provision will be made for direct traffic ingress and egress to the
tidelands.

Tidelands development. Including pedestrian access, parks, recreation
activities and facilities (especially playing fields), and taking into
account Development Standards which will integrate open space into all
commercial development, should favor open space. Development proposals
which emphasize open space will be encouraged.

PLANNING PRINCIPLES:

1. The San Diego Unified Port District will build and provide for the maintenance
of all parks and playing fields.

2. Playing field development wi'11 •include structures to acconnodate maintenance
equipment storage and restrooms.

No permanent structures other than restrooms will be placed on the playing
fields. Temporary structures and fencing necessary for seasonal sports may
be placed in the park during the appropriate season. Responsibility for
the construction, placement and removal of playing field structures will be
borne by the City of Coronado and/or the user groups.

3. Shoreline paths and fishing floats or piers wi'11 be incorporated to the
extent feas-Icle in the development.

4. The City wi11 provide police and fire protection.

5. Development will comply with the City's 40-foot height limit.

6. The City will drop consideration of the 11-acre parcel as
ti'on plant location.

water redaroa-

7. Ttdelands development w111 be designed to rmninn'ze increases In traffic
impact.

2



8. In cooperation witt ie City, the Port w^11 develop traffic circulation
plan for the tldelands to minimize the use of residential streets, and
will bear Its construction and maintenance costs.

9. The District will construct and maintain the roads on ti'delands. The District
will not finance or construct the loop road under the bridge, but will
allocate land for such use.

10. Transbay ferry service for entertainment purposes will be suggested to
prospective developers.

11. A village shuttle service (between the development area and central Coronado
and the beach area) for convenience, traffic mitigation and entertainment
win be suggested to prospective developers.

12. There will be no consideration of the concept of a major convention center.

13. Commercial development will be emphasized which supports and complements
commercial recreational activities on tidelands.

14. The Coronado City Council shall have an adequate opportunity to review all
solicitations for proposals, development proposals, and any modifica-
tl'ons to them prior to approval by the Board of Port Conm'ssioners.

^
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AGENCY                                                                                                                                                                                           GAVIN NEWSOM,  Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO AREA 

7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 

SAN  DIEGO,  CA    92108-4421   

(619)  767-2370  

         July 31, 2019 
 
 
 
Board of Port Commissioners 
San Diego Unified Port District 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
 
Re:  Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft Comments 
 
 
Dear Chairman Bonelli and Commissioners:  

Coastal Commission (Commission) staff appreciates the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft for the San Diego Unified 
Port District (Port), which was received by our San Diego District Office on April 25, 
2019.  Commission staff has reviewed the Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft 
(PMPU), dated April 2019, which consists of a complete replacement of the certified Port 
Master Plan (PMP), except for the National City Bayfront and Chula Vista Bayfront 
planning districts, and has provided preliminary comments to Port staff at four 
coordination meetings on May 16, June 21, July 1, and July 22 of this year. The subject 
letter memorializes these comments on the PMPU and includes recommendations to 
ensure the plan’s consistency with the Coastal Act.  

California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 13636 calls for port master plan 
amendments to be certified in the same manner as port master plans. Section 30711 of the 
Coastal Act (Pub. Resources Code, Div. 20) states, in part, that a port master plan shall 
include all of the following: (1) the proposed uses of land and water areas, where known; 
(2) the projected 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 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 the Coastal Act; and (5) 
provisions for adequate public hearings and public participation in port planning and 
development decisions. Section 30711 further requires a port master plan to contain 
information in sufficient detail to allow the Commission to determine its adequacy and 
conformity with the Coastal Act.  Section 30700 of the Coastal Act 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 governed 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 
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the Act.  Section 30714 provides that the Commission shall certify a PMP if it conforms 
with and carries out the policies of Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act or, where a PMP 
provides for any of the developments listed as appealable to the Commission pursuant to 
Section 30715 of the Coastal Act, then that portion of the PMP must also be consistent 
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Section 30716 requires that an 
amendment to a PMP meet the same standards of review.  

Finally, a unique provision with the review of Port Master Plans, and any subsequent 
amendments, is that the Commission may not adopt suggested modifications to them, as 
is provided for in the review of local coastal programs. (§ 30714.) Therefore, port master 
plans and subsequent amendments must be either approved or denied as submitted. Thus, 
it is critical that our offices continue to closely coordinate throughout the PMPU process 
to ensure the final plan is consistent with Chapter 8, and where applicable Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act.   

PROVISIONS FOR ADEQUATE PUBLIC HEARINGS AND PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION IN PORT PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DECISIONS 

As identified above, Section 30711 of the Coastal Act requires Port Master Plans to 
contain provisions for adequate public hearings and public participation in Port planning 
and development decisions. The PMPU does not currently contain provisions for public 
hearings and public participation in Port planning and development decisions and should 
be revised to include the provisions specified in the certified PMP and updated as 
appropriate in order to provide the public with information regarding public participation 
opportunities.  
  
LACK OF SPECIFICITY TO PROTECT COASTAL RESOURCES 

Commission staff is very concerned with the PMPU’s lack of sufficient specificity to 
adequately protect coastal resources. The currently certified PMP describes, in far more 
detail, existing conditions and future development envisioned for each planning district; 
however, the PMPU does not carry forward an adequate level of detail. Further, the 
project lists in each planning district do not contain adequate details to determine whether 
the appealable projects are consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, as 
required by Section 30711 of the Coastal Act. For example, it is unclear where specific 
projects are proposed or what comprise the projects. Additional details will be needed to 
ensure appealable projects’ consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Given the 
number of questions raised between our offices based on the present level of detail, any 
less specificity is going to raise questions over time. Please review the most recent PMP 
amendments approved by the Commission for examples of the level of detail expected in 
the planning district text and project lists. 

In addition, the PMPU fails to include non-appealable projects in the project lists. 
Historically, both appealable and non-appealable projects have been listed in the certified 
PMP. In fact, the certified PMP states: “A listing of development projects, covering both 
appealable and non-appealable categories, is provided in the discussion for each of the 
nine Planning Districts.” Other ports in California ( Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long 
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Beach) also list both appealable and non-appealable projects in their PMPs, although 
appealable projects may be listed in greater detail than non-appealable projects, in order 
to be able to determine their consistency with Chapter 3, as required by Section 
30711(a)(4). However, Section 30711(b) requires that a PMP contain information in 
sufficient detail to allow the Commission to determine its adequacy and conformity with 
Chapter 8. The Commission has interpreted this to mean that information on non-
appealable projects is also required to be included in a PMP in order to ensure those 
projects are consistent with Chapter 8. In addition, Section 30718 states: “For 
developments approved by the commission in a certified master plan, but not appealable 
under the provisions of this chapter, the port governing body shall forward all 
environmental impact reports and negative declarations prepared pursuant to the 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (commencing with Section 21000) or any 
environmental impact statements prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.) to the commission in a timely manner for 
comment.” Although certain categories of development may not be appealable to the 
Commission, they must still be approved by the Commission in the certified PMP.  In 
order for the Commission to approve non-appealable developments, they must be 
included in the PMP.     

Many non-appealable projects are listed in the certified PMP, including most recently the 
Convention Center expansion (Convention Center Phase III) and the Bayside 
Performance Park.  The Port amended the PMP in both cases to add these non-appealable 
projects to the project list and include associated information in the text of the planning 
district to ensure that the projects were consistent with Chapter 8. As part of this process, 
both the Commission and the public had the opportunity to review these projects and 
participate in a public hearing before development decisions were made. Therefore, the 
Port must continue to list both appealable and non-appealable projects in the PMPU in 
order to be consistent with Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act.   

In addition, the description of appealable projects in each planning district is unclear and 
confusing. This description should be revised to clarify what development categories are 
appealable pursuant to Section 30715. Commission staff appreciates the fact that 
restaurant space is identified as appealable, based on Dispute Resolution No. 6-17-0146-
EDD, and that should be retained in the revised description.  

CHAPTER 3 BAYWIDE ELEMENTS VERSUS CHAPTER 4 STANDARDS  

Section 2.2.1 of the PMPU states: “The Port Master Plan does not require a development 
to meet every goal or policy in the baywide elements. If, when all aspects of the 
development are considered, substantial evidence supports a finding that the development 
will further the objectives of the Port Master Plan and the baywide elements, it may be 
deemed in conformity with the Port Master Plan. Planning districts include specific 
standards for developments within them. Substantial conformity with planning district 
standards is mandatory for any developments within such planning district.” In summary, 
development must support the objectives of the PMP but not necessarily be strictly 
consistent with all policies in the baywide elements; whereas it must be consistent with 
the standards in Chapter 4 of the PMPU. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=PRC&division=13.&title=&part=&chapter=&article=
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/
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Chapter 3 of the PMPU includes goals and policies for important baywide elements, 
including ecology, economy, environmental justice, safety and resiliency, mobility, and 
water and land use which are not included in the individual planning districts. These 
baywide policies should be made mandatory or included in the Chapter 4 planning 
districts for which they apply in order to ensure consistency with the Coastal Act.  

AFFIRMATIVE LANGUAGE 

In general, stronger language is needed throughout the PMPU to protect, encourage, and 
provide for priority uses and coastal resources, including commercial fishing, recreational 
boating facilities, public access and recreation, biological resources, visual resources, and 
lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities.  
 
LOWER COST VISITOR-SERVING OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATIONS 

Based on 2017 data, less than 3% of the overnight accommodations within the Port are 
considered to be lower cost (237 RV sites at the Chula Vista RV Resort). As such, there 
is an immediate need to increase the stock of lower cost overnight accommodations 
within the Port, especially given its location on public tidelands. The PMPU process is 
the perfect opportunity to develop a policy to protect, encourage, and provide lower cost 
overnight accommodations within the Port, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30213 
and 30221. In addition, the PMPU should include a policy that formalizes the current 
requirement to pay an in-lieu fee equivalent to 25 percent of the number of higher cost 
hotel rooms, if lower cost overnight accommodations are not included as part of a 
project; however, the Commission always prefers actual development rather than 
collection of monies. Finally, Commission staff appreciates that the Port is pursuing two 
projects to increase lower cost overnight accommodations (up to 1000 beds in the Pacific 
Highway Corridor Subdistrict and up to 500 beds in Planning Area 3 of the North 
Embarcadero Subdistrict); however, the PMPU should identify and preserve other 
potential sites or planning districts where lower cost overnight accommodations could be 
developed over the next 30 years.    
 
LAND AND WATER USE ACREAGES 

At our coordination meetings with Port staff on the PMPU, we have requested an account 
and explanation of the change in acreages between the certified PMP and the PMPU. 
Please provide this information so the proposed changes in land and water uses can be 
more clearly identified and analyzed.  In addition, land and water use acreages for 
priority uses should be maintained or expanded as part of the PMPU, and accompanied 
by a detailed explanation for such determinations.   
 
2.2.2 USE DESIGNATIONS  

This section identifies that additional uses that are currently not listed as primary uses or 
secondary uses may be included if compatible, similar in character, and an allowed 
Public Trust use. Before our office can endorse this, we must understand and the PMPU 
should identify the permit process for approving non-listed uses.  
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2.2.3 DEFINING THE LINE BETWEEN LAND AND WATER  

Tidal Zone – The averages to determine the Mean Higher High Water line and the Mean 
Lower Low Water line should be calculated using the most current National Tidal Datum 
Epoch and measured by the geographically closest tide station.   

Pier and Platform Rule – The existing PMP designates some large piers as land; however, 
Commission staff is concerned that the PMPU continues this designation for piers and 
platforms over one-quarter acres. Piers and platforms are located over water and should 
be designated as water uses. Alternatively, the Port could create a third designation for 
structures over water and include associated development standards for their repair and 
maintenance. However, this office has concerns about expanded occupation and fill of 
open water for a variety of environmental and planning issues. In particular, expanded 
platforms and/or cantilevered promenades, especially in light of sea level rise, should not 
be allowed to overbuild or move development towards the bay on Port leaseholds.   

2.2.5 PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENTS  

Section 2.2.5 states: “Amendments to the Plan must be adopted by the BPC and certified 
by the CCC in a manner consistent with Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act and the District’s 
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) regulations.” However, 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.1 In addition, Section 30711(a)(4) 
of the Coastal Act requires a port master plan to include “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.” As 
such, the PMPU should identify that the policies of Chapter 3 provide the standard of 
review for the parts of a PMPA located in the mapped wetland, estuary, or existing 
recreation area, and for appealable projects. We also recommend that a map of the 
wetlands, estuaries, and existing recreation areas be provided in the PMPU for clarity.  

2.2.6 NONCONFORMING USES AND STRUCTURES  

The “Purpose” section identifies that legal nonconforming uses and structures may be 
repaired and maintained, within appropriate parameters that address potential impacts to 
public health, safety and welfare.  Public access should also be a consideration in 
determining whether repair and maintenance is appropriate.   

The definition of “Intensification of Use” should be revised as follows: “Any change or 
expansion of a use which will result in an increase in occupancy above permitted levels; 
an increase in production output or throughput, if there is a permit limit on said output or 
throughput; a need for additional parking; or any other change or expansion that is likely 

                                                 
1 “Coastal Plan” means the California Coastal Zone Conservation Plan prepared and adopted by the 
California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission and submitted to the Governor and the Legislature on 
December 1, 1975, pursuant to the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972 (commencing with 
Section 27000). (§ 30102.) 
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to result in a new or increased significant environmental or substantial coastal resource 
impact. 

The definition of “Major Redevelopment or Reconstruction” should be more detailed and 
include a definition of replacement (including demolition, renovation, reinforcement, or 
other type of alteration), as well as identify that replacement may be calculated by linear 
feet, surface area, volume, or weight. In addition, an initial date to calculate cumulative 
redevelopment should be identified (e.g., January 1, 1977 for the Coastal Act or 
certification of the original PMP). Finally, using 50% or more of a development site as a 
parameter for cumulative redevelopment has been a challenge in past Port projects; thus, 
Commission staff recommends using 50% increase or more in gross floor area.   

CHAPTER 3: ELEMENTS 

In general, the PMPU should include implementation measures for all applicable policies 
in each element, such as was included in the Mobility Element.  

 
3.1 Ecology 

General comments:  

It should be clearly identified that all port-related developments shall be located, 
designed, and constructed so as to minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts 
pursuant to Section 30708(a) of the Coastal Act.  In addition, it should be clear that the 
Chapter 3 policies are the standard of review for appealable developments and projects 
located within an estuary, wetland or existing recreation area. Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act provides specific policies related to the protection of the marine environment and 
biological resources, including Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, 30235, 30236, and 30240.  

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above.  

1. Ecology Goal 1. Add a policy that identifies ecologically-sensitive lighting 
should be used. Lighting located adjacent to sensitive habitat areas and above 
water should be the minimum necessary, shielded, directed downwards, be on a 
sensor, and be a minimal color temperature.   

2. Ecology 1.1. “Protection, conservation, restoration, and enhancement of coastal 
wetlands and nearshore habitats, and sensitive coastal flora and fauna species is a 
priority shall be required.” 

3. Ecology 1.2. It is unclear what type of major redevelopment or new development 
would be permitted on natural open space areas and/or sensitive coastal habitats, 
including wetlands and nearshore habitats. While major redevelopment or new 
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development may be allowed adjacent to these areas or habitats with sufficient 
ecological buffers, only certain limited uses are permitted within environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas, pursuant to Section 30240. Please clarify that only 
resource dependent uses are allowed within environmentally sensitive areas 
pursuant to Section 30240 and diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, 
wetlands, or lakes is limited to certain uses where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures 
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, pursuant to 
Section 30233. Also, for subsection a: “Be coordinated, sited, and designed to 
avoid impacts where feasible, or legally required. If infeasible, or no legal 
prohibition exists, minimize and mitigate impacts, in the following order of 
preference: on-site; elsewhere in the Bay; or in other areas with the same 
habitat(s) watershed in the Coastal Zone…” Subsection c should also identify the 
criteria when restoration or enhancement would be required.    

4. Ecology 1.4. Identify a minimum ecological buffer size.    

5. Ecology 1.6. Mitigation banks throughout the Coastal Zone should be consistent 
and held to similar standards. As such, the Port should either include the 
appropriate mitigation ratios in the PMPU and include rules that will govern how 
the mitigation bank operates or, alternatively and to provide flexibility, require 
coordination with and approval by the Executive Director of the Coastal 
Commission of mitigation ratios and mitigation credit releases. Commission staff 
would not support the use of mitigation credits for non-coastal development.  “In 
cooperation with federal, state, and regional resource agencies, the District may 
create mitigation banks within its jurisdiction, in-lieu fee programs, habitat, 
shading and fill credit programs, and/or other conservation or restoration 
mechanisms, to provide compensatory mitigation opportunities. With respect to 
future and existing credits, priority shall first be given to District-initiated 
development, then coastal-dependent development, development with public 
benefits, and if warranted, non-coastal development, all of which must be within 
the District. Credits derived from restoration or enhancement of tidally influenced 
habitat will only be used to mitigate impacts to tidally-influenced waters or 
wetlands.  With respect to credits provided to projects outside the District, the 
same preference as outlined above shall be followed in addition to all other 
applicable rules and requirements governing the subject mitigation bank. 
However, credits will only be provided to projects within the Coastal Zone.  If 
such credit programs are formed, as part of the application process to use such 
credits, third party applicants must demonstrate: that they have used good faith 
efforts to minimize the need for mitigation credits by reducing project impacts, 
and, to the extent practical, mitigate within the same development site. After 
demonstration of such, third party applicants shall pay a market rate fee for use of 
credits. BPC approval is required for the right to use any of the credits.” 

6. Ecology 1.7. “Where feasible, rRequire the use of drought-tolerant California 
native species and/or non-invasive plant species to fulfill landscaping 
requirements in proposed major redevelopments or developments.” This edit 
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would identify that plants native to the development site or non-invasive plants 
must be used. In addition, this policy should be revised to clarify that drought-
tolerant native species are required adjacent to wetlands, estuaries, and other 
sensitive habitat areas.   

7. Ecology Goal 2. Commission staff previously reviewed an earlier draft with 
specific standards related to water quality. These standards should be included in 
the PMPU with our edits incorporated. A policy requiring pumpout facilities at 
marinas should also be added to protect water quality.  

 
3.2 Economics 

General comments:  

Chapter 3 policies are the standard of review for appealable developments and projects 
located within an estuary, wetland or existing recreation area, and provide specific 
policies related to economics, including Section 30234 which recognizes of the economic 
importance of fishing activities and requires those uses to be protected. 

Comments on specific policies: 

1. Economics 1.15. “Promote and support the District’s commercial fishing history 
industry and longevity as a priority coastal-dependent use and economic 
contributor to the District, the region, and California through such efforts as joint 
public-private marketing, fishing- related festivals, or other special events.” 

2. Economics 1.17. “Promote and support the District’s sportfishing history industry 
as a priority coastal-dependent use and economic contributor to the District, the 
region, and California through such efforts as joint public-private marketing, 
fishing- related festivals, or other special events.” 

3. Economics 2.4. Please clarify what activities would be supported. Activities that 
would disrupt commercial fishing operations should be discouraged.  

4. Economics 2.5. A similar policy to support the expansion of commercial fishing 
should be added.  

 
3.3 Environmental Justice 

General comments:  

Section 30604 of the Public Resources Code also allows the issuing agency of a coastal 
development permit to consider environmental justice (EJ), or the equitable distribution 
of environmental benefits throughout the state.  

Use of terms. Commission staff encourages the use of stronger language such as 
“equitable access” in references about access/programs described as being “for all 
communities” to ensure it is clear that different options and approaches for different 



 
July 31, 2019 
Page 9 
 
 
communities will need to be prioritized to achieve equitable outcomes. This sort of 
framing is also consistent with the Commission’s Environmental Justice policy2. In 
addition, we recommend defining the term “disadvantaged communities” (i.e. term refers 
to the Portside Communities, Port Border Tidelines Communities, and other marginalized 
communities). Because the term disadvantaged communities has been defined in state 
law by SB 535 (de Leon), this clarification would avoid confusion. 

Sea level rise. Climate change and sea level rise hazards will have disproportionate 
impacts on communities with the least capacity to adapt and may exacerbate existing 
environmental injustices and cumulative impacts from other environmental hazards. 
Commission staff encourages the Port to include goals and policies that recognize this 
relationship between sea level rise and disadvantaged communities. 

Habitat and public health. “Public health and the health of natural ecosystems are 
inextricably intertwined, ecological impacts are felt first by disadvantaged and at-risk 
communities, and there is no environmental justice without a healthy environment3”. We 
encourage the Port to include goals and policies that recognize this relationship between 
habitat and public health and work towards restoring the public’s access to healthy 
ecosystems, especially in communities such as Barrio Logan, National City, and Imperial 
Beach which have historically been overburdened by pollution and lack of access to 
healthy ecosystems.  

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. 

1. EJ Goal 1.  Add policy language that identifies that the conversion of lower or 
moderate cost facilities to high cost facilities is an EJ issue, and commit to no net 
loss of lower cost facilities in EJ communities.  

2. EJ Goal 4.  Add policy language that specifies that the Port should work with EJ 
communities to identify mitigation measures for projects that impact those 
communities.  

3. EJ 2.5. Please clarify what is meant by “transition zones” and provide a minimum 
transition zone width. 

 

                                                 
2 https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/env-justice/CCC_EJ_Policy_FINAL.pdf. Adopted March 8, 2019  
3 California Coastal Commission Environmental Justice Policy. Adopted March 8, 2019  

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/env-justice/CCC_EJ_Policy_FINAL.pdf
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3.4 Safety & Resiliency 

General comments:  
 
Sea level rise and public trust resources. The first page of the Safety & Resiliency 
chapter states, “The District prioritizes safety and resiliency from natural and human-
caused hazards to provide continuity of service for the Public Trust uses, and the safety of 
users within the District” (emphasis added). Commission staff suggests that once the 
Port’s sea level rise vulnerability assessment is finalized and submitted to the State Lands 
Commission per AB 691, that the Port add additional policies as necessary to address 
anticipated impacts of sea level rise (SLR) upon public trust resources, and to ensure the 
continued service for public trust uses in the face of SLR.   
 
Appealable versus non-appealable development. All development in ports must 
conform to Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act. In addition, Section 30715 of the Coastal Act 
provides a specific subset of development types that must conform to Chapter 3 policies 
in addition to Chapter 8 policies. These are often called non-appealable and appealable 
development types, respectively. Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act provides specific policies 
related to coastal hazards and SLR, including Sections 30253 and 30235 as well as many 
other resource protection policies. 

Currently, the policies in the Safety & Resiliency chapter do not distinguish between 
appealable and non-appealable development; rather, the chapter provides policies on 
other groups of development types (see additional comment on this topic below). To 
carry out Sections 30714 and 30715 of the Coastal Act, the policies of this chapter should 
first distinguish between appealable development that must also conform to Chapter 3 in 
addition to Chapter 8, and non-appealable development that must only conform to 
Chapter 8.  

For appealable development, a policy should be added clarifying that new development 
shall be sited to assure safety and stability and not require shoreline protective devices, 
consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The language of this policy could read: 

New development shall be sited to avoid hazards, taking into account predicted 
sea level rise, including groundwater changes, over the anticipated life of the 
development. If hazards cannot be completely avoided, then development shall be 
sited and designed to protect coastal resources and minimize risks to life and 
property to the maximum extent feasible. New development that is not coastal-
dependent shall assure stability and structural integrity of the development 
without reliance on shoreline protective devices that substantially alter natural 
landforms or otherwise harm coastal resources in a manner inconsistent with 
PMP policies or Coastal Act public access policies, and not contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area.   

Another policy should state that, for appealable development, approvable shoreline 
protective devices must be consistent with Section 30235 – i.e., shoreline protective 
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devices are approvable for certain development, but must be the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative, and must mitigate unavoidable resource impacts – and 
other resource protection policies of Chapter 3.  

Adding these new suggested policies would change the context of some of the existing 
policies in the PMPU, so those policies should be edited to ensure they make sense 
alongside the new suggested policies mentioned above. For example, Policy SR 2.5 states 
that “maintenance, including reconstruction and expansion, of shoreline protection is 
allowed for coastal-dependent uses, critical infrastructure, and public access;” and while 
coastal-dependent uses are one of the development types with an affirmative right to 
shoreline protection in Section 30235, the appealable development types to which Section 
30235 does not apply should be sited to be safe without reliance on shoreline protection, 
per Section 30253 of the Coastal Act (see additional comment on this topic below). 
Additionally, Policy SR 2.8 states that if managed retreat is not feasible along 
unprotected portions of the shoreline, protection or accommodation should be used; 
however, it should also be noted that if development is appealable, it would also be 
subject to the policies that carry out Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, which may impact the 
types of strategies that can be used – i.e., whether or not shoreline protection is 
approvable.   

Prioritization of protection, accommodation, and retreat. Several of the policies in the 
Safety & Resiliency chapter prioritize protection over accommodation and managed 
retreat (i.e., SR 2.3, 2.6, 2.8). However, these policies set up a potential inconsistency 
with both Chapter 8 and Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, which support the identification 
and use of the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative.  

In the case of appealable development to which Section 30235 applies, a shoreline 
protective device would be approved only if it is the least environmentally damaging 
feasible alternative. Projects to which Section 30253 applies would site development to 
be safe from shoreline hazards without the use of shoreline protective devices, through 
measures such as setbacks.  

In the case of non-appealable development, Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act requires that 
development minimize substantial environmental impacts (Section 30708(a)), which 
again may lead to the identification of less environmentally damaging alternatives than 
shoreline protection. One well known potential impact of shoreline protective devices is 
their negative effect on habitats that lie seaward of the device; therefore, shoreline 
protection would have to be examined against Section 30708(a), and feasible alternatives 
to shoreline protection should be evaluated as well.  

In summary, Policies SR 2.3, 2.6, and 2.8 should be edited for consistency with the 
applicable Chapter 3 and 8 policies described above, rather than prioritizing adaptation 
strategy types outright.  

Coastal-dependent uses, critical infrastructure, and public accessways. The Safety & 
Resiliency chapter binds together coastal-dependent uses, critical infrastructure, and 
public accessways as a group of development types and refers to them in several policies 
(SR 2.3-2.7). Together, these five policies state that coastal-dependent uses, critical 
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infrastructure, and public accessways should employ protection strategies first, and then 
look to accommodation; additionally, they are excluded from a policy that lists managed 
retreat as the third option for adaptation, as well as from a policy that prioritizes 
living/soft shorelines as an alternative to shoreline protection.  

As stated above, the Coastal Act supports the identification and use of the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative, so Policies SR 2.3-2.7 should be edited to 
be consistent with this requirement. Additionally, more detail is needed in these policies 
to specify how each of these three development types is treated within the Coastal Act; 
specifically: 

• Coastal-dependent uses. Appealable coastal-dependent uses are subject to Section 
30235 of the Coastal Act, which gives such uses an affirmative right to shoreline 
protection when the protection is the least environmentally damaging feasible 
alternative and when coastal resource impacts are mitigated. Policies 2.3-2.7 should 
be edited so that they apply the missing content of Coastal Act Section 30235 to 
appealable development.  

• Accessways. Appealable coastal accessways (e.g., roads or highways which are not 
principally for internal circulation within the port boundaries) may or may not be 
considered coastal-dependent. However, in any case, shoreline protection can only be 
allowed where it is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative.  

• Critical infrastructure. Some, but not necessarily all, critical infrastructure is 
coastal-dependent. Proposed shoreline protection for appealable critical infrastructure 
(e.g., development for the storage, transmission, and processing of gas and crude oil; 
waste water treatment facilities, roads or highways which are not principally for 
internal circulation within the port boundaries; oil refineries; petrochemical 
production plants), would have to be found consistent with Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act in order to be approved. Proposed protection for non-appealable 
development would have to be found consistent with Section 30708(a).   

Flooding and inundation. Many of the policies in the Safety & Resiliency chapter refer 
to flooding and inundation, but they do not explicitly state that SLR-influenced flooding 
and inundation are included. For clarity, the chapter should state that wherever coastal 
hazards are mentioned in policy language, it includes not only present-day hazards but 
also hazards as they are influenced by SLR over the lifetime of the development (e.g., 
typically 75-100 years for commercial development) to which the policy applies. 

Other hazard types. In addition to flooding and inundation, shoreline erosion, 
groundwater rise, and salt water intrusion should be included as other potential hazards 
which may increase as sea levels rise. These hazards should be included in the policies 
that refer to flooding and inundation. In addition, the PMPU should identify the location 
of known fault lines and include policies regarding development adjacent to fault lines.  
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Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. 

1. SR 1.3. “Design coastal accessways to promote maximum feasible, safe public 
access…” 

2. SR Goal 2 Overview. The Flooding subsection discusses how SLR may 
influence intensity and duration of coastal flooding events. This or another 
background section should discuss the other hazards associated with SLR, 
including increased height and extent of inundation, groundwater rise, saltwater 
intrusion, and shoreline erosion.  

3. Goal 2. All development potentially exposed to current or future hazards, 
including hazards related to SLR, should be given proper notice about their 
potential exposure. Consider adding a policy that requires lessees to assume the 
risk of developing in areas subject to current and/or future coastal hazards.  

4. SR 2.1. “…over the economic life of the structure or facility (typically 75-100 
years for commercial development; and typically longer for infrastructure).” 

5. SR 2.4. Mitigation for unavoidable adverse impacts to coastal resources should 
also be required. 

6. SR 2.5. “Repair and maintenance, including reconstruction and expansion, of 
shoreline protection is allowed for…” 

7. SR 2.7. Living shorelines should be prioritized where feasible for all development 
types. The draft policy excludes coastal-dependent development, critical 
infrastructure, and public accessways from this policy, but it is appropriate to 
consider whether living shorelines are viable adaptation strategies for these 
development types as well. 

8. SR 3.2. This policy should reference “best available science” instead of “science-
guided methods.” 

9. SR 3.3. Additional detail should be included in this policy to specify the 
requirements of a site-specific hazard report, including the following elements: 

• Multiple SLR scenarios associated with the proposed projects anticipated 
development life (typically 75-100 years for most commercial 
development, and typically longer for infrastructure) should be analyzed, 
including those recommended by the current best available science and 
guidance. Currently, the best available science is summarized in the 2018 
Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance and the Ocean 
Protection Council 2018 State of California Sea Level Rise Guidance.  

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/slr/guidance/2018/0_Full_2018AdoptedSLRGuidanceUpdate.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/slr/guidance/2018/0_Full_2018AdoptedSLRGuidanceUpdate.pdf
http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/agenda_items/20180314/Item3_Exhibit-A_OPC_SLR_Guidance-rd3.pdf
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• The analysis should include all relevant SLR-related hazards, including 
inundation, flooding associated with storms of various return periods 
including a 100-year storm, wave runup, shoreline erosion, groundwater 
rise, and saltwater intrusion.  

• The study should identify threshold SLR amounts that could lead to 
impacts, such as the amount of SLR that could lead to overtopping of the 
proposed development. 

• For appealable development subject to Section 30253, which requires 
development to not rely on shoreline protective devices, the analysis 
should be performed as if any existing shoreline protective devices do not 
exist. 

• Studies should be prepared by a licensed civil engineer with experience in 
coastal processes. 

10. SR Goal 4. Commission staff suggest including a policy calling for coordination 
with local government planning departments on Local Coastal Program updates, 
including as they address safety, coastal hazards, and SLR. 

11. SR 4.4. Commission staff suggest identifying SLR specifically within this policy. 
The draft policy refers to “natural climate conditions” and “natural and human-
caused hazards,” but those terms may not convey that SLR is included in those 
categories. 

 
3.5 Mobility 

General comments:  

Chapter 3 policies are the standard of review for appealable developments and projects 
located within an estuary, wetland or existing recreation area, and provide specific 
policies related to mobility, including Sections 30212, 30212.5, 30224, and 30252.  

Marinas. The mobility section encourages the expansion of boat slips and berthing 
opportunities. However, the Port should evaluate whether there is a need for new marinas 
within the Port district and, if so, establish criteria for their development that would result 
in additional opportunities for public access (e.g., including public memberships, 
requiring a range of slip sizes, etc.). In addition, new development should minimize the 
increase in water coverage baywide by focusing any expansion of recreational slips in 
existing marinas, as opposed to constructing new marinas.  

Connections to the Airport. The PMPU should include policy language, specific to the 
San Diego International Airport, that encourages collaboration with transportation 
agencies, authorities, and adjacent jurisdictions to establish new connections to the 
airport, including the development of an intermodal transit center. 
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Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. 

1. Mobility Goal 1. This goal could be strengthened by clarifying that the primary 
intent is to maintain, enhance, and expand coastal public access via multiple travel 
modes.  

2. Mobility 1.0. Add a policy within this element that requires new developments to 
provide a certain number of public parking spaces for coastal access.  

3. Mobility Overview. The following policies implement this goal, but do not apply 
where implementation is infeasible due to geographic or site constraints, and/or 
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or protection of sensitive 
coastal resources. These edits ensure consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. In addition, there should be more detailed parameters regarding when access 
restrictions would be appropriate for safety or military security needs. 

4. Mobility 1.1. Please clarify that this policy is not meant to prioritize private piers, 
docks, slips, moorings, anchorages, and platforms.  

5. Mobility 1.4. Please clarify that 100 percent continuity and connectivity of the 
waterside promenade through the District should be pursued, including as part of 
redevelopment.  

6. Mobility 2.2. Please clarify that wayfinding signage would be non-digital and 
non-commercialized.  

7. Mobility 2.4. This policy should clarify that expansion of boat slips and berthing 
opportunities is encouraged within existing marinas.  

8. Mobility 2.7. “Seek opportunities to sStrengthen connections to adjacent 
jurisdictions and regional facilities, across all modes of travel, where feasible. 

9. Mobility 2.9. Please also include a policy that would require all leaseholds to 
develop a transportation demand management program to reduce dependence on 
single-occupancy vehicles.  

10. 3.2. Implementation Strategies. “…Spaces should ideally be situated within 
walking distance of the uses it serves or be served by a shuttle…” In addition, 
require the fund from the fee program to be used to offset parking impacts (e.g., 
shuttle program, off-site parking reservoir, etc.) and cap the number of parking 
spaces that can be reduced by the fee.  

11. Mobility 3.7. Implementation Strategies. “Allow for maintenance and slip 
modifications of existing recreational marinas to support changes to waterside 
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facilities and boating needs while still maintaining a range of slip sizes.” The 
policy could also require a minimum percentage of slips for small boats be 
maintained.   

12. Mobility 3.8. Although a portion of a development’s parking requirements may 
be reduced by payment of a parking impact fee, a parking impact fee should not 
be allowed to satisfy all of a development’s parking requirements.   

13. Mobility Goal 3. Add a policy encouraging shared use parking arrangements.   

 
3.6 Water & Land Use 

General comments:  

Chapter 3 policies are the standard of review for appealable developments and projects 
located within an estuary, wetland or existing recreation area, and provide specific 
policies related to land and water use, including Sections 30213, 30230, and 30255, as 
well as many other resource protection policies.  

Wetlands and Estuaries. The Wetland and Estuary water use designations of the 
certified PMP have been replaced with a water use designation of Conservation/Intertidal 
in the PMPU. However, the Conservation/Intertidal water use description is vague and 
lacks the protections provided for in the Wetland and Estuary water use designations 
which limit allowable uses in wetlands to restoration, nature study, or similar resource 
dependent activities and allowable uses in estuaries to boating facilities, intake and 
outfall lines, restoration work, nature study, aquaculture, or resource-dependent activities. 
Note that Commission staff would not support reducing the protections given to wetlands 
or estuaries and, as such, these water uses should be included in the PMPU (as described 
in the certified PMP) or the Conservation/Intertidal water use designation description 
should be modified to be consistent with the Wetland water use designation which is the 
most protective.   

Aquaculture. The PMPU promotes a large expansion of aquaculture uses within the bay 
and ocean. Policy language should be included that allows only native species in 
aquaculture projects in order to prevent impacts to bay habitats and native populations 
that could occur as a result of the naturalization of non-native species. We also strongly 
support the use of third party, independent monitoring to assess impacts to habitat and 
native species that may occur as a result of increased aquaculture, as monitoring and self-
reporting carried out by applicants or project proponents can raise questions about bias, 
transparency, and the defensibility of the results. In addition, please note that the PMPU 
definition of aquaculture is inconsistent with the definition contained in the Coastal Act 
and should be revised to identify that aquaculture does not include species of ornamental 
marine or freshwater plants and animals not utilized for human consumption or bait 
purposes that are maintained in closed systems for personal, pet industry, or hobby 
purposes (see comment under Appendix A Definitions below).  
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Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. 

1. WLU 1.1. “Provide continuous shoreline public access unless it is infeasible due 
to geographic or site constraints and/or inconsistent with public safety, military 
security needs, or protection of sensitive coastal resources or as otherwise 
specified in the subdistrict.” In addition, there should be more detailed parameters 
regarding when public access restrictions would be appropriate for safety or 
military security needs. 

2. WLU 1.3. “Allow Reserve land for visitor-serving amenities and recreational 
facilities near or adjacent to the shoreline.” 

3. Visual Access. Add a policy that developments should not distract from views of 
the bay and ocean, including advertisements, neon signage, digital ads, and 
lighting that is above that necessary for security or safety.  

4. WLU 1.9. Delete or clarify the types of recreational facilities that have priority 
over other lower-cost visitor facilities.  

5. WLU 1.12. “Encourage new overnight accommodations that offer a range of 
affordability  room types and, where appropriate, are intrinsically lower cost.”  

6. Lower-Cost Visitor Serving and Recreational Facilities. Add a policy that 
encourages an increase in the stock of lower-cost overnight accommodations, 
including micro-hotels/motels, hostels, yurts, cabins, and tent sites. Consider 
identifying a specific goal as part of this policy (e.g., 15-25% of total stock within 
the Port, minimum acreage, or minimum quantity of beds/rooms).    

7. WLU 1.13. “In addition to overnight accommodations, Aappealable development 
shall protect, encourage and, where feasible, provide its fair share of lower-cost 
visitor and recreational facilities to enhance the public’s enjoyment of the Bay.” 
In addition, fair share should be defined (e.g., 25% of cost of development or 
square feet of development, etc.). 

8. WLU 1.13.c. This section should be revised to clarify that waterside lower-cost 
facilities may count towards an appealable development’s contribution of lower-
cost visitor and recreational facilities, which is a separate requirement that is in 
addition to the requirement to provide lower cost overnight accommodations as 
part of the development (or pay an in-lieu fee).  

9. WLU 1.13.e. “…However, factors such as lower-cost amenities, product types of 
motels and hotels and other intrinsically lower-cost overnight accommodations, 
such as micro-hotels/motels, hostels, yurts, cabins, and tent sites, and RV parks, 
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may be considered.” RV parks are not always lower-cost, as the price to own, 
rent, operate, maintain, and park RVs are often high.    

10. WLU 2.3. Add minimum requirements for softscape and landscape features. This 
policy could also be strengthened by adding a minimum requirement for green 
space (e.g., lawn space that is not landscaped and can be used for picnics, sports 
games, etc.) 

11. WLU 2.5. Add a definition for public amenities that includes examples, including 
but not limited to, restrooms, benches, picnic tables, water fountains, etc.) 

12. WLU 2.6.a. “Public parks shall be publicly accessible for a minimum 
ofapproximately 85 percent of the year.” Please also identify the minimum 
number or percentage of weekend days during the peak summer months 
(Memorial Day to Labor Day) the parks will be publicly accessible and not 
dedicated to serial temporary events.  

13. WLU 3.2. This policy should be strengthened to require maintenance, protection, 
and enhancement of existing public boat launch facilities. Has the Port analyzed 
the demand/utilization of its boat launches? If additional facilities are needed, 
note any areas within the Port where a new public boat launch facility could be 
added.  

14. WLU 3.3. Please add minimum standards to identify the range of slip sizes (i.e., 
percent of small slips, define “small slips”). 

15. Baywide General Development. Please add a policy here or in one of the 
elements regarding limiting increases in water coverage and only allowing 
projects with additional water coverage if environmental impacts are avoided or 
minimized and mitigated.   

16. WLU 4.6. “Design and implement major redevelopment and new development to 
orient provide open space toward the Bay and, where feasible, directly adjacent to 
the Bay. This policy should be revised in each of the planning districts as well.   

17. WLU 4.9. Building height standards should be identified here or in each planning 
district.  

18. WLU 4.10. Delete. Cantilevered or floating walkways maybe allowed only for 
coastal-dependent uses, such as commercial fishing.  

19. WLU 4.23. “Allow for Promote the redevelopment and intensification of 
Commercial Fishing and Sportfishing designations to enhance economic 
feasibility.” 

20. Allowable Uses. Secondary Uses. “…Secondary Uses shall be sited in a manner 
that reserves functional ground floor water/shoreline frontage and coastal 
accessway frontage for primary uses.” In addition, please provide additional 
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language to identify that no expansion of secondary uses will occur when primary 
uses are thriving.  

21. Table 3.6.2: Water Uses. Remove Aquaculture as a secondary use in 
Commercial Fishing. Revise allowable uses in Conservation/Intertidal to allow 
Aquaculture as a secondary use and remove Blue Technology as an allowable use. 
Revise Recreational Berthing to remove Food Service/Restaurant as an allowable 
use and allow Overnight Accommodations as a secondary use only. Remove Blue 
Technology as a secondary use in Sportsfishing Berthing. It is unclear why Spill 
Response Services would be a secondary use for Commercial Fishing, but not for 
Recreational Berthing and Sportsfishing Berthing.  

22. Water Use Table – Notes. Delete Note 1. The Shelter Island Planning District 
should have the same requirements as the Embarcadero Planning District (Note 
3). We are aware that the existing CDP for Driscoll’s Wharf does allow non-
commercial fishing vessels to temporarily berth subject to termination upon 72-
hour notice; however, it is our understanding that this method has historically 
failed to ensure access is provided to commercial fishing boats when needed. As 
such, we strongly recommend that the PMPU set forth new requirements for 
Shelter Island that are consistent with the rest of the San Diego Bay. Note 2 
should be revised to clarify that avoidance and mitigation are necessary in all 
water uses; Aquaculture and Blue Technology uses may be allowed, but only 
where environmental impacts are avoided or minimized and mitigated.   

23. Table 3.6.3: Land Uses. In Commercial Fishing, do not allow Food 
Service/Restaurant as a secondary use or Bulk Liquid Handling, Bunkering, 
Storage, and Pipelines as a primary use. In Maritime Services and Industrial, 
allow Aquaculture and Blue Technology as secondary uses only. In Recreation 
Open Space, allow Aquatic Center as a Secondary Use and do not allow 
Aquaculture and Marine Education and Training. In Sportsfishing, allow Food 
Service/Restaurant as secondary uses only. Allow Public Beaches as a secondary 
use only in Commercial Recreation and clarify that public beaches are open and 
free to the general public. In Recreation Open Space, allow Performance Feature 
or Venue as a secondary use only; do not allow Storage or Vessel/Sailing School.  

24. Land Use Table – Notes. For Note 1, clarify that food service/restaurant is 
allowed if it does not conflict with sportsfishing. Delete Note 2, since aquaculture 
is not a use that is compatible with commercial fishing.  

25. Water and Land Use Considerations. Reference the associated standard.  

26. Baywide Standards:  

• 5.d. Delete. Major attractions should be compatible with the size, scale, 
and design of surrounding development.  

• 7.c. Revise to allow only 900 square feet of enclosed space per pavilion, 
consistent with Shake Shack.  
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• 7.g. Revise to clarify outdoor seating shall be available to the general 
public. 

• 8. Revise to identify “wayfinding programs” and not “wayfinding 
systems.” Delete “large-scale” from 8.c.  

• 11. Revise to require recreation open space be publicly accessible a 
minimum of 85 percent of the year.  

• 13.a. Explain why staff believes a 2:1 ratio should be used to satisfy 
Recreation Open Space requirements. Commission staff recommends 
consideration of a higher ratio.  In addition, the acceptance of rooftop open 
space should be evaluated and allowed on a case by case basis.  

• 14.a. “…The following features may be located within Accessway 
Corridors, View Corridor Extensions, and Scenic Vista Areas, provided 
they maintain adequate access and do not significantlyfully obstruct 
views:…” Identify that ticket booths would not be allowed.  

• 14.c. Identify the appropriate canopy height.  

• 16. Identify the baywide minimum promenade dimensions and building 
setbacks.  

• 17. Delete. 

• 18.a. Identify the minimum landscape buffer width.  

• 18.b. This provision minimizes the intent of a landscape buffer; any 
development intrusions into the buffer should be minor and limited to 25% 
of the buffer width. In addition, intrusions should be evaluated and 
allowed on a project specific basis. 

• 18.c. “This open space may not count towards any applicable minimum 
recreation open space for a subdistrict or planning area.” It should be 
clarified that this may be allowable on a project specific basis, and may 
not apply baywide.  

 
CHAPTER 4: PLANNING DISTRICTS 

General comments 

1. Please explain how the number of activating features were chosen for each 
district. 

2. In several instances, the language “at the appropriate time” is used. Please include 
more detailed parameters throughout to identify the appropriate time.  
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Shelter Island (PD 1) 

General comments:  

Protection of the boat launch facility and small water craft landings. Language 
should be included that describes the boat launch facility and small water craft landings 
in this district. In addition, policy language should be added to protect these amenities.   

Parking. Commission staff is concerned with the number of policies that seem to suggest 
parking would be removed from this district, as parking in and around Shelter Island 
today is heavily utilized. In addition, many visitors to Shelter Island recreate by boating, 
fishing, and picnicking, all of which would likely require a car to park, even in the future. 
While we appreciate policies that would connect the Port’s shuttle to the district, the Port 
should provide adequate parking for the general public, including boat trailers. Although 
the existing parking reservoir may be reconfigured, an equivalent amount of public 
parking should be provided. In addition, the parking lot directly adjacent to the boat 
launch should be protected in its current configuration to provide convenient parking for 
boat trailers and others utilizing the launch as an access point into the bay.     

Encroachments. Commission staff continues to be concerned with the number and 
extent of encroachments of private residential properties along the Bessemer trail. 
Specifically, many homes have landscaping that extends into Port tidelands and in many 
cases either blocks access through the tidelands or gives the appearance the land is 
private. The PMPU should include a mechanism for removal of the encroachments in the 
near-term, especially given the erosion already occurring on the trail, in order for the trail 
to be relocated landward and continue to provide access to the public.   

Houseboats. Residential uses of boats are not traditional uses encouraged by the public 
trust and do not appear to be an allowable use under Section 87 of the Port Act. The 
PMPU should include a baywide policy that establishes that boats may not be used as 
private residences.  

La Playa Piers. Commission staff supports the removal of the docks and piers in La 
Playa, except of the La Playa Yacht Club pier, within two years of certification of the 
PMPU. Alternatively, if the Port wishes to retain the piers, the piers (including their 
docks) should be available for public use at all times. Either action would be consistent 
with the Commission’s action on the certification of the PMP in 1982 that required: “The 
Board of Port Commissioners shall not renew the existing leases on the five privately 
owned piers in the La Playa and adjacent Kellogg Beach areas that extend out from the 
tidelands into the yacht Basin near Shelter Island. At the termination of the existing 
leases in 1986 the Board of Port Commissioners shall either: a) make the piers available 
for public use; or b) cause them to be removed. Any piers retained which create a severe 
impediment to lateral shoreline access shall be modified to correct this situation. Signs 
indicating availability for public use shall be posted on any piers retained.” However, 
Commission staff does not support the retention of the piers with the existing public 
access restrictions (i.e., the Nichols Street pier is entirely private and the other four piers 
contain private docks).   
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Marine Uses in Planning Area 1. Commission staff does not support a reduction, 
removal, or reconfiguration of the Marine Sales and Services land use designation as 
proposed in Planning Area 1. Marine Sales and Services are coastal dependent uses and 
should be located directly adjacent to the areas they serve. Therefore, please maintain the 
existing Marine Sales and Services land use designation along both sides of Shelter 
Island Drive in the certified PMP.  

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 1.9 and 1.10. Commission staff supports these policies and believes they 
should be incorporated baywide. A policy should be added that addresses legal 
encroachments, including that they should not impede public access or create the 
impression of private land, and that encroachments should be phased out in the 
near-term.   

2. PD 1.13. In subsection b, revise the requirement for accessway corridors to 
provide an accessway corridor every 1000 ft. In subsection d, many of the 
subdistricts use 65 percent visual porosity instead of 50 percent; 65 percent visual 
porosity should be a baywide minimum to protect coastal views.     

3. PD 1.25. This is an appealable project description and not a policy. More detailed 
policy language regarding this project should be included here.  

4. PD 1.30. “No new private residential or quasi-private residential/public piers or 
docks are permitted.” 

5. PD 1.32. The La Playa Trail is already experiencing erosion: “The La Playa Trail 
shall be protected for the benefit of natural resources and public coastal access. In 
the event erosion occurs, tThe La Playa Trail shall be maintained, and if feasible, 
allow for relocation of the trail and relocated landward towards the District’s 
jurisdictional boundary as erosion occurs.” 

6. PD 1.37. “Enhance the Talbot Street trailhead, with activating features such as 
additional seating, public art, and shade structures, while still protecting public 
views. 

7. PD 1.43. Commission staff supports this policy and requests that the policy also 
identify that the promenade would extend across the yacht club parcel as well.   

8. PD1.53. Delete “potential” to strengthen language.  
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9. PD 1.62. Delete and replace with a policy consistent with the Embarcadero 
Planning District requirements.  

 
Harbor Island (PD 2) 

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 2.2. Revise the requirement for accessway corridors to provide an accessway 
corridor at least every 1000 ft.   

2. PD 2.11. Commission staff supports this policy and recommends that this be a 
baywide policy to protect public views and access.   

3. East Harbor Island Planning Area. In order to avoid confusion in the future, 
“approximately” should be deleted from the Recreation Open Space requirement 
of 12.4 acres.   

4. PD 2.33. Commission staff supports this policy and requests that this policy be 
included in other planning districts.  

5. PD 2.48. “Allow for Encourage the development of lower cost overnight 
accommodations with a mix of commercial uses within the Commercial 
Recreation land use designation near the District’s Administration Building.” 

6. Appealable Projects Pacific Highway Corridor Subdistrict. Identify that the 
1000 new beds would be lower-cost.  

 
Embarcadero (PD 3) 

General comments:  

Commercial Fishing. Strengthen language related to commercial fishing under Planning 
District Characteristics to be consistent with Section 30234 of the Coastal Act which 
requires that facilities serving the commercial fishing industry be protected and, where 
feasible, upgraded and does not allow a reduction of existing commercial fishing harbor 
space unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists or adequate substitute space 
has been provided.    

Offices. Offices are only allowed for uses permitted by the public trust doctrine. This 
should be clarified by adding a definition of office.    
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G Street Mole. Given that commercial fishing uses are proposed to be relocated to G 
Street Mole, the specific land uses for that area should be designated as part of the PMPU 
to ensure they are compatible and complementary to commercial fishing. Therefore, the 
currently proposed Planning Area should not include the G Street Mole. Commission 
staff recommends that a larger portion of the mole be designated for commercial fishing 
in order to provide adequate turnarounds and a buffer for the commercial fishing 
facilities. In addition, access to and from the mole is already constrained, and the ability 
of fishermen to easily access the site should not be further obstructed by allowing a 
variety of uses or intensifying the mole beyond its current operations.  

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 3.9. The PMPU should identify specific limits on temporary activities and 
experimental programming. Both terms should also be defined.  

2. PD 3.12. Bike lanes on roads should not qualify as Recreation Open Space, since 
bike lanes are part of roadways/streets. 

3. PD 3.18. Identify building height limits.   

4. PD 3.19. Clarify how maintaining the architectural scale and height consistent 
with existing adjacent development would occur (e.g., structural stepbacks, 
setbacks, buffers, etc.). 

5. PD 3.22 and 3.25 Regional Mobility Hubs. Identify the anticipated timeline for 
implementation of mobility hubs, potential locations, and how parking would 
conform with what is being replaced. Also, PD 3.22 should be revised to allow 
mobility hubs within one-quarter to one-half mile walking distance of major 
attractions, given that this area is currently served by a summer shuttle, FRED 
shuttle, trolley service, etc. 

6. PD 3.25. Include this policy as a baywide Element and reference the first coastal 
roadway instead of Harbor Drive.  

7. PD 3.28. Only temporary activating features should be located on the pier, and 
not permanent pavilions. Soft surfaces should be green space and not include 
decomposed granite.  

8. PD 3.29. Additional hotel rooms should be listed as a project. More detailed 
policy language related to a hotel expansion should be identified here.   
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9. PD 3.31. This policy references utilization of the Grape Street Piers for 
commercial fishing, but the water area is shown as industrial berthing. Please 
clarify.  

10. PD 3.39. The development of a Local Gateway Mobility Hub is not an adequate 
trigger for removing parking and converting Navy Pier to a public park. Please 
refer to the commitments detailed in the certified PMP, as well as in the 
associated lease agreement and CDP, and develop a more immediate timeline for 
relocation of parking and construction of the park. The current use of Navy Pier 
for parking is unpermitted and is considered a violation. The resolution of this 
violation should be prioritized by both the Port and the U.S.S. Midway Museum 
as part of the PMPU process, or sooner. Any interim solution should maximize 
recreation open space; the proposal for a minimum of one-acre is not adequate.  

11. PD 3.42. The conversion of Navy Pier to a park is mitigation for the visual 
resource impacts of the Midway and elevated overlooks would further obstruct 
views of the bay; therefore, please delete this policy. In addition, a high-level 
view of the Bay already exists from the adjacent Midway.    

12. Figure PD 3.5. Revise to remove the cantilevered promenade.  

13. PD 3.46. Office space should not be included in a Regional Mobility hub. 

14. PD 3.54. This policy should be modified to require Bayfront circulator stops. 

15. PD 3.59. Delete.  Cantilevered areas should be evaluated on a case by case basis 
and only considered for coastal-dependent uses. If cantilevered areas are 
determined to be appropriate, they should not count towards required Commercial 
Fishing land use acreage.    

16. PD 3.61. How much existing recreation open space is there within the subdistrict 
in the certified PMP? The PMPU should avoid any net loss of recreation open 
space.  

17. PD 3.64. “On the G Street Mole, bayside physical and visual access should be 
provided where feasible. If such access is infeasible, emphasis shall be placed on 
visual access. Current blockage of 37 percent is permitted to remain, but total 
visual blockage shall not exceed 50 percent and only if the increase in view 
blockage is to further enable the Commercial Fishing land use.” Clarify whether 
the 50 percent blockage was determined based on a site-specific analysis of the 
commercial fishing facilities proposed to be relocated on G Street Mole. For 
example, if the additional commercial fishing facilities would only result in a 5 
percent increase in view blockage, this policy should be revised to not exceed 42 
percent, instead of 50 percent.  

18. PD 3.65.a. The certified PMP identifies there are 5.4 acres of Commercial Fishing 
designated land areas in the Embarcadero planning district, which should be 
maintained and protected. According to discussions with Port staff, the amount of 
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land designated for Commercial Fishing is smaller than that figure due to a GIS 
error. Please provide an accounting and identify how Commercial Fishing areas 
will be maintained and protected.   

19. PD 3.65.b. Remove aquaculture and restaurants as an allowable secondary use, 
since these uses are not compatible with commercial fishing.  In addition, add 
turnaround areas for commercial fish trucks.  

20. PD 3.66. Sportsfishing berthing should not be allowed off the G Street Mole since 
there is not adequate space for landside support operations for both commercial 
fishing and sportsfishing. Thus, this policy should be deleted.  

21. PD 3.69. Identify limits to programming. How does the proposed 5 acre open 
space area compare to the existing contiguous park space in this subdistrict? 

22. PD 3.74. Delete. Commission staff does not support cantilevered promenades. 
Development should be moving landward, not seaward.   

23. PD 3.87. Revise this policy to include more specificity, as included in the existing 
PMP. Provisions should include those related to public access, sea level rise, 
lighting, maximum capacity and event restrictions, improvements to the 
remainder of the park, and mitigation for the loss of park space.  

24. Table PD 3.2.  Identify the amount of rooftop open space and clarify that this 
number includes only the area approved for the Convention Center. Note that 
Commission staff continues to have reservations regarding the utility and function 
of rooftop open space. Based on preliminary calculations, approximately 63.9 
acres of Recreation Open Space is provided for in the certified PMP compared to 
58.8 acres in the PMPU. Please clarify how much Recreation Open Space is 
included in the certified PMP compared to what is proposed in the PMPU; no net 
loss of Recreation Open Space would be supported.  

 
 
Working Waterfront (PD 4) 

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. Planning District Characteristics. Identify that priority uses take precedent over 
aquaculture and blue technology.  

2. PD 4.3. Clarify that parking should occur on-site or at a dedicated offsite parking 
reservoirs so that parking at Cesar Chavez Park is maintained for park users.  
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3. PD4.11. Although shoreline protection may be allowed for coastal-dependent 
uses, for appealable projects, the shoreline protective device must be consistent 
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (i.e., must be the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative, must mitigate unavoidable 
resource impacts, etc.) and approvals of shoreline protection devices for non-
appealable development must be consistent with Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act 
which requires that development minimize substantial environmental impacts 
(Section 30708(a)), which again may lead to the identification of a less 
environmentally damaging alternative to shoreline protection.   

4. PD 4.18. “Protect Cesar Chavez Park and the Cesar Chavez Pedestrian Pier from 
temporary coastal flooding and inundation through adaptive shoreline strategies 
such as continued maintenance and enhancement repair of existing shoreline 
protection.” 

5. PD 4.19. “Partner with transportation authority agencies and rail owners and 
operators to facilitate linkages from Cesar Chavez Park to the Barrio Logan 
Trolley Station, where feasible.” 

6. PD 4.23. We strongly support this policy and recommend it is included as a 
baywide policy.  

7. PD 4.24. Revise terms to be consistent with defined “activating commercial 
features” and “activating recreational features.” 

 
National City Bayfront (PD 5) 

General comments:  

This planning district should be incorporated into the PMPU to avoid future confusion 
and to ensure consistency.  

 
Chula Vista Bayfront (PD 6) 

General comments:  

This planning district should be incorporated into the PMPU to avoid future confusion 
and to ensure consistency.  

 
South Bay (PD 7) 

General comments:  

Incorporation of Parcel A, B, C, and Pond 20. The Port is currently preparing an EIR 
for the Pond 20 parcel and three adjacent parcels (Parcel A to the west of Pond 20, Parcel 
B to the south, and Parcel C to the east), to consider future land use designations as well 
as analyzing the establishment of a mitigation bank on the Pond 20 parcel. Port staff has 
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indicated that the EIR will analyze the potential for ‘Commercial Recreation’ and 
‘Wetlands’ designations for Parcel C, including the site near the Imperial Sands Mobile 
Home Park, which is currently used as parking by residents. Public access to the site 
should be considered as part of any future development projects. Commission staff 
encourages the Port to incorporate these plans into the PMPU process in order to provide 
a comprehensive update, especially as it relates to the provision of additional public 
access to the coast.   

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should also be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 7.4. Consider including a map in the appendix showing the alignment of the 
Bayshore Bikeway.  

 
Imperial Beach Oceanfront (PD 8) 

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should also be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 8.1. Please evaluate whether the 150-foot-wide pier safety zone on either side 
of the pier is required and needed, or if it could be reduced in width.  

2. PD 8.5. “Maintain and improve public access to the shoreline, oceanfront, and 
Imperial Beach Municipal Pier through wayfinding signage, safe accessways, and 
adequate lighting that is environmentally sensitive.” [e.g. minimum necessary, 
shielded, directed downwards, be on a sensor, and be a minimal color 
temperature] 

3. PD 8.14. Clarify the timing of redevelopment of the Palm Avenue and Elkwood 
Avenue parking lots. An equivalent number of public parking spaces should be 
provided for prior to or concurrent with the redevelopment of these lots.   

4. PD 8.16. Add a policy that identifies that continuous public access along the 
exterior perimeter of the pier will be maintained. In addition, add a policy that 
prohibits additional restaurants on the pier.  
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Silver Strand (PD 9) 

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should also be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 9.18. Commission staff supports the development of public restroom facilities 
at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. This policy should be revised to clarify that the 
restroom facilities will be developed concurrently with expansion of the park.  

 
Coronado Bayfront (PD 10) 

Comments on specific policies: 

Please note that the general comments discussed in the sections above are relevant to 
many of the policies in this chapter. Incorporating those comments may require specific 
edits to several of the policies. The comments listed below are separate from and in 
addition to the general comments above. It should also be noted that many of the same 
policies occur in multiple planning districts; in order to avoid redundancy, these changes 
are recommended to the same policies in the other planning districts.   

1. PD 10.1. “Allow for Provide water access for a variety of vessels, including but 
not limited to kayaks, water taxis, ferries, transient boating use, and pleasure 
craft.” 

2. PD 10.16. Commission staff supports this policy and requests similar policies in 
other planning districts.  

3. PD 10.17. Revise to be consistent with the language in the certified PMP which 
does not preclude public access to the shoreline around the golf course. In 
addition, the promenade should be extended as part of major redevelopment and 
new development to provide a continuous waterfront promenade, including along 
the golf course, as well as the Coronado Yacht Club. Figure PD10.3 should be 
revised to include walkways extending along the shoreline in these areas.   
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APPENDIX A DEFINITIONS 
 
Please add the following definitions:  
 
Public or General Public. Include identification that the general public does not include 
paying customers.  

Fill. Consistent with the Coastal Act, “Fill” means earth or any other substance or 
material, including pilings placed for the purposes of erecting structures thereon, placed 
in a submerged area. (§ 30108.2) 

Please revise the following definitions:  
 
Activating Features. Pavilions should be separated out of the definition of “Activating 
Features” and defined separately with limits on the size and number of pavilions allowed.  

Aquaculture. The definition in the PMPU is not consistent with the definition under the 
Coastal Act and includes other uses that are not considered aquaculture and are therefore 
not priority uses under the Coastal Act. As such, the definition should be revised to 
maintain consistency with Section 30100.2 of the Coastal Act:  

"Aquaculture" means a form of agriculture as defined in Section 17 of the Fish 
and Game Code. Aquaculture products are agricultural products, and 
aquaculture facilities and land uses shall be treated as agricultural facilities and 
land uses in all planning and permit-issuing decisions governed by this division. 

Note that Section 17 of the Fish and Game Code defines aquaculture:  

“Aquaculture” means that form of agriculture devoted to the propagation, 
cultivation, maintenance, and harvesting of aquatic plants and animals in marine, 
brackish, and fresh water. “Aquaculture” does not include species of ornamental 
marine or freshwater plants and animals not utilized for human consumption or 
bait purposes that are maintained in closed systems for personal, pet industry, or 
hobby purposes, however, these species continue to be regulated under Chapter 2 
(commencing with Section 2116) of Division 3.[emphasis added] 

Best Available Science. The definition should identify that the most up-to-date 
projections should be used. 

Blue Technology. Revise to clarify that only coastal-dependent uses and activities are 
allowed. Warehouse-type space with ancillary offices to conduct applied research, 
equipment development, scientific testing and research, software development, and other 
similar activities are not necessarily coastal-dependent, since they do not require to be 
sited on or adjacent to the Bay to be able to function.    

Development or New Development. Revise to clarify that development is “in or under 
water” consistent with Section 30106 of the Coastal Act.  
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District Tidelands or Tidelands. Revise to clarify that acquired tidelands and exchanged 
lands are considered District Tidelands, and subject to the District’s permitting 
jurisdiction after being incorporated into the certified PMP through a PMP amendment. 

Ecological Buffer. Minimum ecological buffers should be identified.  Typically, a 
wetland buffer is a minimum of 100 ft. and a riparian or upland habitat buffer is a 
minimum of 50 ft.   

Living Shorelines. The definition should be revised to clarify that Living Shoreline 
projects are not one of the allowed uses within Conservation/Intertidal areas. Given that a 
pilot project for a living shoreline is currently being pursued in a Conservation/Intertidal 
area, we recommend that this project be added to the project list for that planning district 
and that specific provisions are included in the PMPU to ensure the project’s consistency 
with Chapters 3 and 8 of the Coastal Act.    

Lower Cost Visitor and Recreational Facilities. Revise the section on public art, 
museums or exhibits to clarify that entry is free or lower-cost. Remove the following 
phrase from the definition: “overnight accommodations with kitchenettes, free Wi-Fi, 
free or reduced cost breakfast, and free parking” since these factors do not mean that the 
facility is lower-cost. Add a definition of Lower Cost Overnight Accommodations that 
includes accommodations that are intrinsically lower cost, such as micro-hotels/motels, 
hostels, yurts, cabins, and tent campsites. 

Major Redevelopment or Construction. The PMPU should identify the date that the 
cumulative demolition, modification, renovation, retrofit, or replacement begins as the 
effective date of the Coastal Act (January 1, 1977) and include gross square floor area as 
a standard for the 50% as it relates to structures. In addition, the PMPU should include 
examples of what “modification” and “replacement” could mean.   

Marine Education and Training. Revise to identify that these training programs will be 
state or federal government technical training.  

Overnight Accommodations. Clarify why the Port has referenced the 180 day limitation 
since timeshares and fractional ownerships were not found to be consistent with the 
public trust.  

Mitigation Banking. “A wetland, stream, or other aquatic resource area that has been 
restored, established, enhanced, or (in certain circumstances) preserved for providing 
compensation for unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources permitted under Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act, the Coastal Act, or a similar other applicable state or local 
wetland regulation. A mitigation bank may be created when a government agency, 
corporation, nonprofit organization, or other entity undertakes these activities under a 
formal agreement with a regulatory agency.” Identify what “in certain circumstances” 
would include.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed update to 
the Port Master Plan. Please note that these comments have been submitted on the part of 
staff and the Commission itself would be the ultimate decision-making body. These 



 
July 31, 2019 
Page 32 
 
 
comments are based on our initial review and are not binding; the Commission and staff 
may have further comments or identify additional issues over time.  We look forward to 
continuing our coordination with Port staff to update the Port Master Plan in a manner 
that is consistent with the Coastal Act. If you have any questions or require further 
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me at the above office.   

 

      Sincerely, 

      Melody Lasiter  
      Coastal Program Analyst 

California Coastal Commission  
 

 

 

CC (via email): 

Lesley Nishihira, San Diego Unified Port District 
Anna Buzaitis, San Diego Unified Port District 
Karl Schwing, California Coastal Commission  
Deborah Lee, California Coastal Commission 
Kanani Leslie, California Coastal Commission  
 
 
 
 









 

 

 
July 31, 2019 
 
 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
(via e-mail to: PMPU@portofsandiego.org) 
 
SUBJECT: DISCUSSION DRAFT, PORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
Thank you for providing the San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) an opportunity to provide 
comment on the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU). As the transit operator for central, eastern, and 
southern San Diego County, MTS shares an interest in long-range development activity in and around 
the San Diego Bay and the Port’s tidelands jurisdiction. 
 
MTS currently operates numerous local bus, Rapid bus, and light rail services in or near the Port’s area 
of jurisdiction, connecting the Port with the greater San Diego region. These include the Blue and Line 
Trolleys along the east side of the bay and numerous bus routes stretching from the Shelter Island area 
through downtown and the South Bay and up to Coronado. As part of our agency’s planning efforts, 
new additional transit services and expansions of existing transit services are being considered in the 
Port’s planning area, and we appreciate this opportunity to collaborate looking forward. 
 
MTS has reviewed the Discussion Draft of the PMPU, and has the following general comments, 
applicable to general strategies and all individual Port subdistrict plans: 
 

• As part of the our Elevate SD planning process, MTS is evaluating possibilities for extending 
new transit options, such as the Trolley, to the airport. With this in mind, since any project would 
likely be constructed at least partially in Port jurisdiction, we request that the Port maintain 
flexibility in how future transit guideway and infrastructure could be accommodated along the 
North Harbor Drive corridor. 

 
• Figure 3.5.3 within the Mobility Element on page 85 highlights a number of potential water 

transit routes, transfer points, and mobility hubs. We would request that this Mobility Network 
map be treated as a flexible, conceptual map that allows for future adjustments to water transit 
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routes, land-side transit connections, and mobility hub sites in order to leverage connections 
with any changes to the regional transit network that may occur in the future. 
 

• Mobility Goal Element 3.6 on page 87 calls for the development and implementation of curbside 
management strategies along key high-volume corridors within the Port’s jurisdiction, with 
highlighted strategies underneath this element seeking to “better organize and improve parking 
demand and public access” by appropriately balancing uses between public transit, passenger 
loading pick-up/drop-off, short term parking, commercial loading, and tour bus staging. In order 
to maximize the ability of the Port’s curbs and roadways to accommodate the greatest number 
of people rather than the greatest number of vehicles, we request that the Port place the highest 
priority on providing curb space for public transit. 
 

• The PMPU document makes many references to designated public transit lanes throughout the 
document. MTS is enthusiastically supportive of these efforts to dedicate right-of-way to transit 
operations, and we would also encourage the Port to include additional transit priority elements 
such as transit signal priority (TSP) and queue jump/queue bypass lanes within the document 
as measures that can improve the movement of transit vehicles throughout the Port’s 
jurisdiction. 
 

• A Waterfront/Bayfront Circulator service is referenced in the Planning District plans for Shelter 
Island, Harbor Island, and the Embarcadero. MTS is happy to support public transportation 
along the Bayfront, and requests that the Port include measures to coordinate with us through 
development of the Circulator program to maximize regional transit connectivity. 

 
Thank you again for your attention, and we welcome the opportunity for our agencies to work together 
in the future. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Denis Desmond 
Director of Planning 
 
L-PORT_PMPU_MTS-Comments_DDESMOND 20190726 
 
DD:pc 
 
Cc: Sharon Cooney, Peter Casellini, Rodrigo Carrasco 
 
 



 
 
 

 

July 31, 2019 
In reply refer to: 

Jhaas: CW-255177 
Port of San Diego  
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway  
San Diego, CA, 92101 
 
Submitted via email only: PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 
 
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan Update Discussion Draft 
 
 
Planning Department, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master 
Plan Update (PMPU).  The Port District and the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Diego Region (San Diego Water Board) share common legislative mandates to 
protect the integrity of San Diego Bay waters for safe and sustainable human and wildlife uses.  
 
San Diego Bay has always been important to our mission. In recognition of its regional 
importance, the San Diego Water Board adopted a Healthy Waters Strategy for San Diego Bay 
in 2015. And, on August 14, 2019 staff will provide an update to the Board on the progress of 
that Strategy.  We intend to highlight collaborative efforts between Port District and Water Board 
staff to assess the Bay’s waters and habitats, and to remediate sediment contamination that is 
affecting the ability of the Bay’s waters to support fishing and wildlife beneficial uses.  
 
First, we reiterate the attached comments we provided in April 2017 on the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) Draft Environmental Impact Report for the PMPU.  Our following comments 
on the current PMPU Discussion Draft are structured around those April 2017 comments on the 
NOP.  Together the two sets of comments are intended to advance a collaborative approach to 
carrying out our joint responsibility of Bay stewardship. 
 
Evaluation of Water Quality 
 
Just as the Discussion Draft recognizes the importance of water and habitat monitoring and 
assessment to make informed management decisions in the future, it should use existing 
assessments to set planning policies now.  The Discussion Draft does not reference or seem to 
make use of any of the numerous water quality and habitat monitoring and assessment 
activities carried out by the District and other parties. Doing so could assist planning efforts for -
ecological, economic, environmental justice, and other goals and priorities.  
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For instance, as part of Economics Policy 3.4, which calls for farming of marine species, the 
Plan should recognize and emphasize that aquaculture is heavily dependent upon clean water 
and sediment. Existing data could be used to define areas that need to be remediated prior to 
such economic development. 
 
Similarly, the same approach would benefit Environmental Justice Policy 2.4, which calls to 
maintain existing and promote more fishable water opportunities for all, including access for 
subsistence anglers.  
 
Increasing Ecological Integrity 
 
The Port District expresses great vision and leadership for identifying its first goal as “Ecology 
Goal 1: Conserve, protect, restore, and/or enhance biologically diverse ecosystems.” The 
policies to implement Ecology Goal 1 should be expanded to clearly promote opportunities for 
increasing ecological integrity outside of the two (of 10) Planning Districts with proposed 
Conservation / Intertidal water uses.  As written, the Discussion Draft suggests that Ecology 
Goal 1 only applies to those two districts and that all other Bay waters are irrelevant to achieving 
the Goal. As a result, the PMPU misses opportunities to improve the resiliency and diversity of 
the Bay’s aquatic ecosystems throughout all the District’s jurisdiction. 
 
Relatedly, the policies should be supported by maps that clarify which areas the District 
considers important ecological areas to achieve this goal. As written, the only guidance is found 
in the areas designated as Conservation / Intertidal on the Planning District maps. Subjective 
interpretations by different interests will complicate efforts to achieve Ecology goals bay wide. 
 
In addition, the Plan should identify, where appropriate, how or whether the other goals, 
policies, and planning standards could affect or be affected by this goal. Absent such 
discussion, the goal will be much more difficult to achieve because land and water use 
proposals are less likely to understand how to achieve the Ecology goals and are thus 
disincentivized from integrating creative solutions at the onset of planning.  
 
As an example, Economics Policy 3.6 is to explore and promote the development of habitat 
mitigation banks to offset potential development impacts. The PMPU could, but does not, 
identify areas within each planning district that could serve as mitigation banks, areas that 
should not be impacted by development, or areas that should be restored from impacts from 
prior and existing developments. Therefore, the message of this policy is that any impact to 
habitat or ecological integrity can be offset, which weakens the Goal and if contrary to the 
District’s intentions should be clarified.  
 
Climate Change Adaptation Planning 
 
Just as the Discussion Draft outlines several climate change planning and adaptation policies 
for resilient land-based structures, it should outline policies to ensure resiliency of the Bay’s 
aquatic ecosystems.  PMPU Ecology Goal 1, for example, will only be achieved by recognizing 
potential effects of climate change on the Bay’s habitat diversity. The PMPU could include 
policies to ensure that the tidelands can accommodate the needs of the diverse habitats to 
thrive under likely climate scenarios. 
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Other Comments 
 
The phrase “where feasible” should be removed from Ecology Policy 2.2, which states 
“Redevelopment, major redevelopment, and new development, where feasible, shall remediate 
and not result in further degradation of land and sediment quality or expose adjacent 
communities to significant land- and sediment-based environmental contamination.”  The Policy 
should recognize that it is always feasible to take steps to protect human health and the 
environment, even if it may not be feasible to completely remove the source of pollution or 
contamination. Further, the current language conflicts with the expectation for marine sediments 
in Ecology Policy 2.3, which requires parties to remediate Bay sediment contamination. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the PMPU Discussion Draft document. If you have 
related questions, please contact me at Jeremy.Haas@waterboards.ca.gov or 619-521-3009. 
 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
 
JEREMY HAAS 
Environmental Program Manager 
Healthy Waters Branch 
San Diego Water Board 
 
Attachment:  Notice of Preparation Comment Letter, April 28, 2017 
 
 
cc:   Karen Holman, Philip Gibbons, SDUPD 
 David Barker, Kelly Dorsey, San Diego Water Board 

mailto:Jeremy.Haas@waterboards.ca.gov


 
 
 

 

HENRY ABARBANEL, PH.D., CHAIR     DAVID GIBSON, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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 RECYCLED PAPER 

April 28, 2017  
 
San Diego Unified Port District 
Planning and Green Port 
Attn: Mayra Medel 
Via email:  
mmedel@portofsandiego.org 
 

In reply refer to / attn: 
Jhaas: 255177 

 
Subject: Notice of Preparation Draft EIR for the Port Master Plan Update 
 
Ms. Medel, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on preparation of the San Diego Unified Port 
District’s Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).  The Port District and the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (San Diego Water Board) share common legislative 
mandates (the San Diego Unified Port District Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act, respectively) to protect the integrity of San Diego Bay waters for safe and sustainable 
human and wildlife uses.  
 
In recognition of the regional importance of San Diego Bay, the San Diego Water Board has 
adopted and is implementing a Healthy Waters Strategy for San Diego Bay1 with the assistance 
of the Port District and other community partners.  Together our two organizations have 
cultivated a strong and productive relationship toward that objective, and in that vein we now 
offer the following comments on the PMPU. 
 
Assistance evaluating water quality 
The San Diego Water Board stands ready to provide the Port District with assistance evaluating 
potential effects to water quality and associated beneficial uses. The CEQA checklist findings 
reasonably anticipate potentially significant impacts to water quality and associated beneficial 
uses from potential land and water use changes resulting from the PMPU.  In an effort to 
optimize our own efforts, we have recently, with assistance from Port District staff, begun 
comprehensive assessments of water quality conditions for areas within the Bay that support 
key beneficial uses, including fish and shellfish consumption, contact and non-contact 
recreation, and habitats and ecosystems.2 
 
For instance, numerous studies, have demonstrated that areas in San Diego Bay with relatively 
poor circulation and high exposure to chemical inputs (such as marinas with high concentrations 
of vessels) will accumulate pollutants in sediments, and possibly the water column, at levels that 
adversely affect marine organisms and are unlikely to be amenable to traditional mitigation 
measures.  Such knowledge should be used to effectively guide PMPU planning decisions. 

                                                
1 The Strategy is available at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/sdbay_strategy/  

2 For more information, please see http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/key_areas/  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/sdbay_strategy/
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/key_areas/


Ms. Mayra Medel 
PMPU Scoping Comments - 2 - April 28, 2017 
 
 
Increase ecological integrity 
The PMPU should seek to increase the integrity of the Bay’s ecosystems and maintain their 
diversity. Instead of gaging each Port function independently, the PMPU should seek to 
evaluate alternatives that would measurably increase ecosystem integrity. 
 
For example, since eelgrass beds and intertidal habitats play crucial roles in the life history of 
several Bay sportfish species, such as halibut, spiny lobster, spotted sand bass, improving 
habitat integrity also improves commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing opportunities. 
 
Additionally, in order to assess potential impacts to biological resources, the PMPU should also 
identify and characterize the current and anticipated habitats in tidal and subtidal areas within 
each proposed planning district. The descriptions in the scoping document are of limited utility in 
this regard because they identify existing and planned development uses, but omit information 
on the adjacent habitat and ecosystems. 
 
Incorporate climate change adaptation planning 
The PMPU and evaluation of potential impacts should rely on the most recent scientific 
estimates of sea level rise from the State of California Ocean Protection Council.3  Sea level rise 
and associated effects on storm surges threaten water quality and associated human and 
wildlife beneficial uses and health.  Of particular concern for public health are exposure to 
damaged wastewater pipes that could spill sewage into the Bay and exposure to contaminants 
in soils mobilized by high water levels.  Of particular concern to habitats and ecosystems is the 
need to allow shallow and intertidal habitats to migrate landward as sea levels rise. Alternatives 
that provide for migration of intertidal habitats may be the only way to preserve their existence 
under projected climate change scenarios. 
 
Accordingly, the PMPU’s proposed Resiliency and Safety Element should (1) identify vulnerable 
structures, infrastructure, and habitat types; and (2) specify adaptation strategies that lead to the 
removal of major threats to public health and allow for habitat diversity under the most likely 
range of climate change scenarios.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping document.  If you have further 
questions, please contact me at Jeremy.Haas@waterboards.ca.gov or 619-521-3009. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
JEREMY HAAS 
Environmental Program Manager 
Healthy Waters Branch 
San Diego Water Board 

 
cc:  David Barker, Surface Waters Protection Branch 
 Julie Chan, Groundwater Protection Branch 
 Karen Holman, SDUPD  

                                                
3 Available at http://www.opc.ca.gov/2017/04/ocean-protection-council-science-advisory-team-working-group-
releases-report-on-sea-level-rise-science/  

mailto:Jeremy.Haas@waterboards.ca.gov
http://www.opc.ca.gov/2017/04/ocean-protection-council-science-advisory-team-working-group-releases-report-on-sea-level-rise-science/
http://www.opc.ca.gov/2017/04/ocean-protection-council-science-advisory-team-working-group-releases-report-on-sea-level-rise-science/
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From: Lesley Nishihira
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FW: Staff comment on PMPU Discussion Draft

From: Vissman, Sandy <sandy_vissman@fws.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:55 PM 
To: Lesley Nishihira <lnishihi@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Staff comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

Good afternoon, Lesley, 

As I mentioned in my previous emails, our comment letter is still under review, and it looks like it will not get out by COB 
today. 

I wanted to provide you some staff level input on the discussion draft prior to the close of the public comment 
period.  Thank you very much for the opportunity to provide input on the Discussion Draft.  Your considerable effort is 
evident in the document, which is attractive and seems to have accomplished many of the intended goals for flexibility, 
economic sustainability, etc.   

I have reviewed the discussion draft, and recommend that more background information pertaining to sea level rise and 
the ecology of San Diego Bay (the Bay), be added, as well as additional measures that will facilitate future 
restoration/enhancement/protection of habitat in and around the Bay.  For example, an LCP typically includes maps and 
definitions of Ecologically Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA).  Although the plan expresses some intent to place different 
trust resources/uses on equal footing, there is not enough detail or mention of the natural resources or areas where 
they may be protected to facilitate implementation.   The conservation element should be woven throughout the 
document, presented as an option in all planning districts, with more planning district-level details about where 
enhancement might occur.  The Ecology Goals should include goals for proactively pursuing grant funding for 
restoration, for restoring and augmenting habitat, for encouraging habitat augmentation, where compatible, within Port 
leases.  The Discussion Draft does reflect the Port's intent to minimize additional impacts, to the extent possible, but 
given the extent of modification and habitat loss in San Diego Bay, a more proactive approach that would increase 
terrestrial and marine habitats is warranted.  The Port is in an excellent position to facilitate and protect habitat in the 
future with this plan.   

I expect that you will receive the Fish and Wildlife Service comments in the coming week or two.  I hope that we will be 
able to discuss some of the suggestions for incorporation into a revised draft PMPU. 

Thanks Lesley, I look forward to talking to you soon! 

Sandy    

--  
Sandy Vissman 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
2177 Salk Avenue 
Carlsbad, California 92008 
 
(760) 431-9440 extension 274 
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June 25, 2019 
 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attention: Planning Department 
Via Email PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft 
of the Port Master Plan update. 
 
Throughout its existence, the San Diego Yacht Club has evolved from a small 
gathering of boating enthusiasts joining together in 1886 to a world-renowned 
yachting community with 5,279 members and family recognized for its success in 
bay sailing, ocean racing, predicted log racing, cruising, angling, and its support of 
youth programs at all levels. Competitions have ranged from major national and 
world championships to the Lipton Cup, from junior regattas to the Olympics, and 
from classic yachts to the America’s Cup. Training and racing programs are available 
for adults as well as juniors (members and non-members). The Club also has 
substantial community involvement with programs supporting the military (Military 
Appreciation Nights weekly throughout the summer, Operation: Holiday Helping 
Hand, and Warrior Sailing Camp programs), and local and national charitable causes 
(Sailing Heals, Sail Fest – both bringing some joy to adults and children dealing with 
serious medical challenges). 
 
San Diego Yacht Club moved to its current location on Point Loma (Western Shelter 
Island Subdistrict of Planning District 1) in 1934 and built the iconic clubhouse in 
1963, which has been continuously upgraded since. San Diego Yacht Club is 
consistently ranked among the top five yacht clubs in the nation and is recognized 
by the Club Leadership Forum as one of the finest facilities of its kind in the world. 
 
In our position as a long-term Port tenant in good standing, we are pleased to offer 
the following comments and observations on the Port Master Plan update. 
 
Regards, 

 
Jerelyn Biehl 
Commodore 

  

1011 Anchorage Lane 
San Diego, CA  92106-3005 
 
Bus 619/221-8400 
Fax 619/224-3059 
www.sdyc.org 
 
 
 
Commodore 
Jerelyn W. Biehl 
 
Vice Commodore 
Brian D. Thomas 
 
Rear Commodore 
Michael A. Morton, Jr. 
 
Directors 
Jeffrey N. Tadder 
Jack R. Leer 
Albert C. Pleskus 
Steve J. Malowney 
Allison C Bell, Ph.D. 
 
 
Jr. Staff Commodore 
Michael J. Dorgan 
 

mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
http://clubleadersforum.com/pcoa/the-2016-lists/top-20-yacht-clubs-2016/
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San Diego Yacht Club Comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update 
 
Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 
Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 
SDYC opposes these six proposals on the basis they are likely to substantially increase traffic congestion in the 
area: 
● Scott Street is the primary alternative route to Rosecrans Street. Narrowing Scott Street will exacerbate 

already critical traffic delays along Rosecrans Street, which is the result of continuing residential and 
commercial development on Point Loma plus activity at the naval installations. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 693 hotel rooms in the West Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 
1300 more rooms to a planned total of 1993 (nearly tripling the total), will add substantial new traffic 
congestion on all local roads and additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 397 hotel rooms in the East Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 
300 more rooms to a planned total of 697 will add substantial new traffic congestion on all local roads and 
additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

Also, the relaxation of building heights that would be required to achieve this increase in hotel rooms would 
drastically change the character of Shelter Island and the surrounding community. 
 
 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina 
SDYC opposes the inclusion of a Promenade or Walkway between the landside facilities of the club and the 
marina. This public access would be infeasible for several reasons: 
● The current design of the clubhouse includes a deck that already extends over the water 
● The club currently utilizes four cranes at two separate locations to launch boats, that are critical to daily 

sailing activities and without which SDYC could not host the many regional, national and international 
championship races and regattas that occur many times during a year.  These cranes cross over the 
land/water boundary and would create a public safety hazard. 

● Security would be impossible to maintain without the installation of substantial fencing or other obstacles, 
frustrating the whole point of the public access. 

● Note on page 126 under Standards, “The following standards apply to all water and land development and 
improvement within the Shelter Island Planning District, unless it is infeasible due to geographic or site 
constraints and/or inconsistent with public safety, security, or protection of sensitive coastal resources.” 

 
 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to 

Rosecrans St 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 (page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane 
SDYC is supportive of the existing La Playa Trail and appreciates the Port’s intent to maintain it and its unique 
character. The trail currently connects to the intersection of Talbot St and Anchorage Lane at the western 
corner of our leasehold. The current space along our leasehold on Anchorage Lane from the curb to our 
fenceline, including our landscaped set back, is typically 12 feet or more. To increase the width of the walkway 
beyond the existing would impinge on existing facilities and not materially improve the walkway experience. 
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Planning District Character (page 125) 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.126 (page 130) Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 
Shelter Island Planning Area, PD1.50 (page 132) Intensify/Reconfigure Marine Sales and Services 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.63 (page 133) Encourage Marine Sales and Services Land Uses 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.65 (page 133) Allow Additional Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 

and Harbor Drive 
Appealable Projects, Table PD1.1 (pages 134 and 135) 70,000 net new sf (West) and 20,000 net new sf (East) 

of non-water oriented retail 
The text of the paragraph titled Planning District Character states, “Shelter Island has historical ties to the 
boating and fishing community and is representative of how Public Trust uses can be integrated and add value 
to one another.” A key aspect of this are the commercial marine businesses on Shelter Island, which provide 
important support to the robust boating population of well over 2500 large boats in slips, plus probably an 
equal or larger number of smaller boats stored on land in the area or brought to Shelter Island and launched at 
the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. The seven references above both tout this important use, and potentially 
threaten it by expanding other commercial uses. SDYC strongly supports the Marine Sales and Services Land 
Uses to support the vibrant marine business and recreational environment. 
 
This issue also relates to the previously raised congestion concerns. If marine sales and services are not 
available in close proximity to boating use, travel to those resources will be increasingly necessary increasing 
the traffic along the two primary routes in and out of Shelter Island, Scott Street and Rosecrans St. 
 
 
Sequence Standards, PD1.44 (page 132) Reconfigure Anchorage Lane to create a larger development Parcel 
SDYC currently has a TUOP for a waterfront area currently used for boat storage (the area that formerly was 
the site of the famous North Sails Company). This is important storage capacity for the club, but it does not 
need to be waterfront. If Anchorage Lane were to be reconfigured, the club’s needs could be met adjacent to 
our current leasehold, but off the water, to free this for other development. 
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CORONADO VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
CORONADO COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

July 1, 2019 

By Email (PMPU@portofsandiego.org) and U.S. Mail 
Garry J. Bonelli, Chairman 
Unified Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Objections to Port’s Proposed Master Plan – North Coronado 

Dear Chairman Bonelli and Unified Port Commissioners: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan of the Unified Port of San 
Diego (the “Plan”) for the North Coronado Subdistrict (the “Ferry Landing”).  

Summary of Objections 

 Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado is primarily a residential 
neighborhood entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development. 

 The Plan proposes to materially and permanently destroy the Bay and coastal areas. 
 The Plan will irreparably burden Coronado’s infrastructure serving City residents. 
 The Plan will inhibit access to coastal recreational and other resources. 

The Port proposes profound changes to the character, charm and habitability of the Ferry 
Landing neighborhood.1 It would appear that the Port is the sole proponent of the Plan and that 
the uniform and unified opposition to it informs and most importantly drives the next steps in 
this process – which is the withdrawal of the Plan in its entirety and its replacement with a plan 
that is responsive to the objections of Coronado residents that are outlined below. 

Basis of Objections 

We object to the Plan because it poses (a) a material detrimental impact to the health and 
welfare and living environment of Coronado residents, and in particular to the residents of the 
Ferry Landing neighborhood; (b) enduring and permanent damage to our diminishing and fragile 
environment and eco-systems encompassing the area; (c) threats to Coronado’s existing City 
infrastructure, which currently inadequately supports existing density; and (d) interference with 
access to the Bay and the recreational activities associated with unrestricted Bay access. 

1 A review of the comments at the period’s midpoint (45 days) reflects only negative views of the Plan for Coronado 
(see May 29, 2019 letter from Sandra and Michael Combs noting the detriment to the homeowners/resident of 
Coronado given the primarily residential nature of the Ferry Landing property). 
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A. The Ferry Landing is a Residential Neighborhood and the Plan will Materially and 
Detrimentally Impact the Health, Safety and Welfare of its Residents 

The Plan uses the word “residential” 18 times. Not once does it use this word to describe 
the Coronado neighborhood where more than 2,000 Coronado citizens reside and make their 
homes.2

In fact, the Ferry Landing stands alone among the properties the Port manages in trust for 
the public as primarily and uniquely a residential neighborhood. That the Port neglects this fact 
entirely in the Plan is significant and reflects the Port’s profound tone-deafness regarding the 
character of the Ferry Landing neighborhood and the City of Coronado. 

Indeed, the focus of the Plan is on “visitor-serving” uses.3 Despite the fact that thousands 
of Coronado residents call this neighborhood their home, the Port proposes to erect a 300 room 
hotel at the neighborhood’s center as a Coronado anchor for the Port’s key and overriding goal – 
revenue. There is not a single mention of the impact of such a significant development on the 
daily lives of Coronado residents, nor the consequences of increased associated foot and vehicle 
traffic, the derivative environmental impact and by-products thereof, the transit of large vehicles 
needed to service this massive development (heavy construction equipment, and the daily and 
repeated transit of tractor trailers and refrigerated trucks), foot and vehicle traffic associated with 
tourists and service personnel needed to sustain such a massive development and other intangible 
effects that a large transient population would create and burden on electrical, water and public 
safety systems, as well as other public hazards (noise pollution, crime, and health issues, such as 
those associated with other tourist-dependent areas such as Gaslamp, Little Italy and elsewhere). 

In the introduction to the City of Coronado’s General Land Use Plan (the “City Plan”), 
which was adopted in 1986 and last revised in 2003, it is noted: 

It is the fundamental goal of the Coronado City Council and the function of the 
City’s “General Plan Policy Document” to preserve and improve Coronado 
primarily as a beautiful, pleasant residential community in which to live, work, 
shop and pursue leisure-time activities.4

Unsurprisingly, the City Plan does not permit, anticipate or support any hotel 
development in the subject area beyond the long-standing existing hotels. This sensible 
conclusion is further supported by the City Plan’s mission that the “residential character and 

2 No less than 2,000 Coronado residents live in the Ferry Landing neighborhood based upon SANDAG’s accepted 
statistical use of 2.37 people per household (2018 density numbers)  The following residential developments are 
directly impacted by the Plan: Coronado Landing (92 units), Coronado Point (184 units), Regatta Bay (22 units), 
The Village in Coronado (12 units), City View (11 units), Crownview (8 units), Coronado Village Association (23 
units) and Broadstone by the Bay: (541 units).  This population estimate does not include any of the private homes 
in the immediate vicinity of Orange Avenue below 3rd Street, and B, C and D Avenues near 1st Street and 2nd Streets, 
areas that are equally susceptible to the Plan’s adverse impact.  See the following for updated SANDAG statistical 
data: (http://datasurfer.sandag.org/download/sandag_estimate_2018_zip_92118.pdf). 
3 Master Plan, p. 14. 
4 City of Coronado Land Use Policy dated as of 2003 (Introductory Statement) (emphasis in original). 
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village ambiance of the City should be maintained and enhanced.”5 The Port’s plans also violate 
the City of Coronado’s Sustainability policy, which requires as a guiding public mission that all 
development within the City minimize the ecological footprint through conserving energy, 
providing efficient and sustainable transportation options, conserving water, and maintaining a 
healthy and extensive urban forest.6

The Port pays ostensible lip service to its obligations as steward of the Ferry Landing 
property under the “Doctrine of Public Trust” – which obligates the Port to maintain the property 
for the benefit of “the people” – not for the Port’s self-interest.  The Plan as currently formulated 
profoundly violates the public trust as it entirely disregards the residents of the City of Coronado.   

B. The Plan Ignores the Impact of Development on our Environment  

The Port acknowledges in the Plan that higher concentrations of air, water and noise 
pollution create public health burdens.7  In fact, the Port Commissioner recognized at a meeting 
with certain Ferry Landing residents on March 5, 2019 that the rising water level in San Diego 
Bay is a “significant problem”. But the Plan neglects to address these issues in their entirety – 
and likewise fails to acknowledge the earthquake faults running from the Embarcadero under the 
Bay to the City of Coronado. 8

In addition, the continued flooding problem on 1st Street, for which the City of Coronado 
and the Port each assess blame on the other, has resulted in significant beach erosion, particularly 
on the waterfront between the Il Fornaio and Pehoe’s restaurants. The flooding damage from 
2018 and 2019 to the beachfront and adjoining boardwalk remains unrepaired as of today, 
presumably as a result of the cross-assessment of blame and liability (a stalemate equally 
harming humans and the environment).  Any further development along the waterfront will 
invariably lead to significant additional erosion and damage (and the failure to accept blame and 
its consequence: the remediation of the problem). The constant flow of garbage along the 
persistent flooding “flow zone” from 1st Street into the Bay will only worsen with any further 
development – let alone the massive complex the Port has proposed in its Plan. 

In fact, the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that was prepared previously only for 
the vacant lot next to Il Fornaio (a much more limited but equally objectionable development) 
concludes that there would be an average of 100 tractor trailer round trip loads each day for a 
lesser scale development. The exhaust and dirt from these trailers alone will only further tax the 
roads and environment.  It is equally noteworthy that the limited EIR did not even mention the 
significant flooding concern and did not even map a single drainage pipe on the property (at least 
five of which empty directly into the Bay).  

Any additional development not only threatens the mammals, fish, waterfowl and other 
organisms that support our eco-system and environment, but also directly jeopardizes the human 
residents and homes in the immediately adjacent neighborhood. 

5 City of Coronado Land Use Policy, Land Use Goals, No. 3. 
6 See City of Coronado Sustainability Statement (located at www.coronado.ca.us [Sustainability Statement]). 
7 Master Plan, Overview at p. 64. 
8 See Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation (https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app). 
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But this environmental impact – which will far outlast any immediate financial boon to 
the Port – is neither acknowledged nor mentioned. 

C. The Plan Threatens Coronado’s Burdened Infrastructure  

The City of Coronado is very different in 2019 than the small, residents-only, nearly 
landlocked City in 1962 when the Ferry Landing property was ceded to the Port to manage for 
the public trust.  The opening of the Coronado Bay Bridge in 1969 encouraged increased tourism 
and development. The more recently increased use of the local military bases and the service 
people who serve us there have heavily impacted City streets. By way of example, as of today, 
base traffic impacts A Avenue as it is used as a shortcut from 3rd Street to 1st Street, which causes 
significant congestion, pollution and noise. Existing foot and vehicle traffic associated with 
tourism has also burdened City streets and police, fire and public safety assets. The markedly 
increased commercial development in the neighborhood has impacted the area in very significant 
ways.  The City currently struggles to maintain this delicate balance with existing infrastructure. 

In response to the State’s recent suggestion that the City of Coronado must build 
additional affordable housing, Coronado’s Mayor responded that the City cannot afford any
additional population density. In fact, Mayor Bailey characterized the proposed requirement that 
Coronado build 1200 to 1800 additional housing as catastrophic.9 Undoubtedly, an entirely 
transient hotel guest population creates far more significant burdens in exchange for a limited 
occupancy tax – and by definition, tourists have zero investment in our community. 

The more recent burdens on Coronado’s infrastructure is best illustrated by the series of 
flooding events that began on December 6, 2018, and continued through the wet winter of 2019. 
Several area homes along 1st Street were severely damaged by this flooding (which also impacted 
the un-repaired beachfront mentioned above).  The City has been aware for many years that rain 
events, even minimal ones, pose significant flooding threats to this neighborhood. Indeed, prior 
to each rain storm, the City posts “subject to flooding signs” at the intersection of A Avenue and 
1st Street to warn drivers and pedestrians of the threat. Yet, to date, the City has not undertaken 
any efforts to mitigate this problem. Instead, the City blames the Port for maintaining faulty 
storm drainage collection systems on 1st Street between A and B Avenues. The City and Port 
continue to be aware that during certain tidal periods, this area is “compromised” with flooding 
consequences. Yet the Port’s response to this problem is to propose a massive tourist-centered 
complex that will undoubtedly exacerbate the problem and further burden City residents. 

The rapidly aging infrastructure also places incalculable burdens on the sewer and 
electrical infrastructure which will not support the predicted 14% population increase in the next 
20 years10 – this population increase comes with no further buildable land – in other words, our 
population will continue to grow and become more dense, but there will be no place for people to 
live.  The proposal to build transient and tourist-focused housing on the current open space is 
objectionable and unsupportable on its face. 

9 G. Solis, Union Tribune, “Coronado Warns that State Housing Goals Will be Catastrophic,” May 18, 2019. 
10 Preliminary 2050 Regional Growth Forecast (www.sandag.org). 
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D. Inhibiting Coastal Access and Recreation 

Finally, but equally as important as the other considerations noted above, the Plan 
proposes to replace publicly available existing open and recreational space with space limited to 
transient hotel guests (and paid parking facilities). As noted in the Plan,11 the Coronado Bayfront 
Planning District is a “recreational jewel” providing “strong public access to the shoreline, 
coastal-dependent activities and passive and active open space.”12

The California Coastal Act emphasizes the importance of protecting such areas: “Coastal 
areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland 
water areas shall be protected for such uses.”13  The California Coastal Commission, which is 
charged with protecting and enhancing California’s coast, is primarily charged with ensuring that 
the coast is not walled off to casual and regular public recreation uses. 

The Ferry Landing property is currently used on a daily basis by the general public to 
access the Bay for recreational purposes: it is a launch point for watersports, such as stand-up 
and prone paddleboarding, kayaking, swimming, and kite surfing. Anglers also make use of the 
property on a daily basis.  The Ferry Landing is inarguably the locus of regular public 
recreational activity.  

The fact that this land is also adjacent to multiple parking areas facilitates the enjoyment 
and use of the beach adjacent to the lot because of the ease of unloading watercraft from vehicles 
and the short distance required to load the watercraft into the water from the small beach that 
abuts the lot.   The public also currently uses the parking area not only for recreational purposes, 
but as a parking area to enjoy the scenic Bay views without having to leave their vehicles.   

The sheltered water of the Bay and the launch points from the Ferry Landing provide 
unique access to these water-oriented activities which attract the public from all over San Diego.  
In fact, there is not a single access point like the Ferry Landing in Coronado.  The Plan will both 
frustrate and inhibit recreational access to the Bay and will discourage the public (except paying 
hotel guests) from engaging in water-oriented activities in the area.  

Access to the Bay for recreational activities should be encouraged, not hindered, and 
should not be predicated on one’s ability to patronize a hotel or restaurant in order to enjoy the 
Bay. Removing access to an important coastal resource by limiting the parking and erecting 
multiple massive structures will undeniably result in such limitations.  

11 Master Plan, page 231. 
12 This statement is of course entirely inconsistent with the statement made by one of the current leaseholders for the 
Ferry Landing in the FEIR, which was presented to and approved by the Port, that the Ferry Landing is “not a scenic 
resource.” (Second Amendment to the Final EIR for the Boatyard Plan Amendment: The Wharf Development 
Project, p. 17).  This statement also does not square with the statements made by the Port Commissioner at the 
September 21, 2018 Coronado City Council that the City views from the Ferry Landing were “among the best in the 
County.” The scenic nature of this property is not dependent on its use. 
13 Pub. Res. Code § 30220.   
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Conclusion and Citizens’ Proposal  

While the citizens on whose behalf this letter is written firmly object to any new Ferry 
Landing development, we support and encourage better maintenance and the modest remodeling 
and modernization of the area. We believe any future leaseholders must maintain the charm and 
beauty of the Site, which requires intensive maintenance to address the extensive tourist traffic. 
A refreshed remodel of the Site should include a change in leasehold management to one that is 
better equipped to maintain both these minimal standards and the charm – and to achieve 
“understated elegance”. We also encourage the continued maintenance of modest-cost dining 
alternatives, such as the existing KFC and Burger King franchises and other local affordable 
establishments (Spiros, Village Pizza), which give residents, tourists and existing employees and 
military personnel and their families affordable dining options. 

We firmly oppose any new construction or alteration of the existing site to ensure its 
continued recreational use and quiet character. Toward this end, in addition to the modest 
remodel and refresh of the current buildings, we propose that, following a permanent solution to 
the flooding issues that plague the neighborhood,  (a) the beaches be refreshed with sand and 
maintained, (b) the current dirt lot next to Il Fornaio be replaced with drought-tolerant 
landscaping (DG or sand), with benches and picnic tables or other seating options, as well as a 
fresh water supply for the convenience of anglers; and (c) the existing free parking be preserved 
so that paddleboarders and individuals wishing to launch small watercraft from the site continue 
to be accommodated.  

Our beautiful Bay and coast are precious and limited resources. They should not be 
developed in a manner that impacts the access of the public, threatens our environment, and 
disregards the individuals who call this neighborhood home.  

Submitted on behalf of the following Coronado City residents to whom currently sign on to this 
letter or do so in the future: 

The Coronado Village Homeowners Association  
The Coronado Coastal Conservancy 

By:________________________ 
Jennifer B. Rubin 
(jbrubin89@gmail.com) 

cc: Melody Lasiter, California Coastal Commission 
Mayor Richard Bailey 
Coronado City Council 

Very truly yours,

Jennifer B. Rubin
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From: Jeri Hickman <search4u@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 2:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: North Coronado Planning District
Attachments: 7-1-19 Coronado Objection to Master Plan.pdf

The Regatta Bay Owners Association RBOA (22 units) hereby joins in the objection to the Port Proposed Master Plan set 
forth in the July 1, 2019 letter to the Port from the Coronado Village Homeowners Association. 

Dated: July 14th, 2019 
By: President, Robert Campbell, Regatta Bay Owners Association 
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CORONADO VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
CORONADO COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

July 1, 2019 

By Email (PMPU@portofsandiego.org) and U.S. Mail 
Garry J. Bonelli, Chairman 
Unified Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Objections to Port’s Proposed Master Plan – North Coronado 

Dear Chairman Bonelli and Unified Port Commissioners: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan of the Unified Port of San 
Diego (the “Plan”) for the North Coronado Subdistrict (the “Ferry Landing”).  

Summary of Objections 

 Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado is primarily a residential 
neighborhood entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development. 

 The Plan proposes to materially and permanently destroy the Bay and coastal areas. 
 The Plan will irreparably burden Coronado’s infrastructure serving City residents. 
 The Plan will inhibit access to coastal recreational and other resources. 

The Port proposes profound changes to the character, charm and habitability of the Ferry 
Landing neighborhood.1 It would appear that the Port is the sole proponent of the Plan and that 
the uniform and unified opposition to it informs and most importantly drives the next steps in 
this process – which is the withdrawal of the Plan in its entirety and its replacement with a plan 
that is responsive to the objections of Coronado residents that are outlined below. 

Basis of Objections 

We object to the Plan because it poses (a) a material detrimental impact to the health and 
welfare and living environment of Coronado residents, and in particular to the residents of the 
Ferry Landing neighborhood; (b) enduring and permanent damage to our diminishing and fragile 
environment and eco-systems encompassing the area; (c) threats to Coronado’s existing City 
infrastructure, which currently inadequately supports existing density; and (d) interference with 
access to the Bay and the recreational activities associated with unrestricted Bay access. 

1 A review of the comments at the period’s midpoint (45 days) reflects only negative views of the Plan for Coronado 
(see May 29, 2019 letter from Sandra and Michael Combs noting the detriment to the homeowners/resident of 
Coronado given the primarily residential nature of the Ferry Landing property). 
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A. The Ferry Landing is a Residential Neighborhood and the Plan will Materially and 
Detrimentally Impact the Health, Safety and Welfare of its Residents 

The Plan uses the word “residential” 18 times. Not once does it use this word to describe 
the Coronado neighborhood where more than 2,000 Coronado citizens reside and make their 
homes.2

In fact, the Ferry Landing stands alone among the properties the Port manages in trust for 
the public as primarily and uniquely a residential neighborhood. That the Port neglects this fact 
entirely in the Plan is significant and reflects the Port’s profound tone-deafness regarding the 
character of the Ferry Landing neighborhood and the City of Coronado. 

Indeed, the focus of the Plan is on “visitor-serving” uses.3 Despite the fact that thousands 
of Coronado residents call this neighborhood their home, the Port proposes to erect a 300 room 
hotel at the neighborhood’s center as a Coronado anchor for the Port’s key and overriding goal – 
revenue. There is not a single mention of the impact of such a significant development on the 
daily lives of Coronado residents, nor the consequences of increased associated foot and vehicle 
traffic, the derivative environmental impact and by-products thereof, the transit of large vehicles 
needed to service this massive development (heavy construction equipment, and the daily and 
repeated transit of tractor trailers and refrigerated trucks), foot and vehicle traffic associated with 
tourists and service personnel needed to sustain such a massive development and other intangible 
effects that a large transient population would create and burden on electrical, water and public 
safety systems, as well as other public hazards (noise pollution, crime, and health issues, such as 
those associated with other tourist-dependent areas such as Gaslamp, Little Italy and elsewhere). 

In the introduction to the City of Coronado’s General Land Use Plan (the “City Plan”), 
which was adopted in 1986 and last revised in 2003, it is noted: 

It is the fundamental goal of the Coronado City Council and the function of the 
City’s “General Plan Policy Document” to preserve and improve Coronado 
primarily as a beautiful, pleasant residential community in which to live, work, 
shop and pursue leisure-time activities.4

Unsurprisingly, the City Plan does not permit, anticipate or support any hotel 
development in the subject area beyond the long-standing existing hotels. This sensible 
conclusion is further supported by the City Plan’s mission that the “residential character and 

2 No less than 2,000 Coronado residents live in the Ferry Landing neighborhood based upon SANDAG’s accepted 
statistical use of 2.37 people per household (2018 density numbers)  The following residential developments are 
directly impacted by the Plan: Coronado Landing (92 units), Coronado Point (184 units), Regatta Bay (22 units), 
The Village in Coronado (12 units), City View (11 units), Crownview (8 units), Coronado Village Association (23 
units) and Broadstone by the Bay: (541 units).  This population estimate does not include any of the private homes 
in the immediate vicinity of Orange Avenue below 3rd Street, and B, C and D Avenues near 1st Street and 2nd Streets, 
areas that are equally susceptible to the Plan’s adverse impact.  See the following for updated SANDAG statistical 
data: (http://datasurfer.sandag.org/download/sandag_estimate_2018_zip_92118.pdf). 
3 Master Plan, p. 14. 
4 City of Coronado Land Use Policy dated as of 2003 (Introductory Statement) (emphasis in original). 
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village ambiance of the City should be maintained and enhanced.”5 The Port’s plans also violate 
the City of Coronado’s Sustainability policy, which requires as a guiding public mission that all 
development within the City minimize the ecological footprint through conserving energy, 
providing efficient and sustainable transportation options, conserving water, and maintaining a 
healthy and extensive urban forest.6

The Port pays ostensible lip service to its obligations as steward of the Ferry Landing 
property under the “Doctrine of Public Trust” – which obligates the Port to maintain the property 
for the benefit of “the people” – not for the Port’s self-interest.  The Plan as currently formulated 
profoundly violates the public trust as it entirely disregards the residents of the City of Coronado.   

B. The Plan Ignores the Impact of Development on our Environment  

The Port acknowledges in the Plan that higher concentrations of air, water and noise 
pollution create public health burdens.7  In fact, the Port Commissioner recognized at a meeting 
with certain Ferry Landing residents on March 5, 2019 that the rising water level in San Diego 
Bay is a “significant problem”. But the Plan neglects to address these issues in their entirety – 
and likewise fails to acknowledge the earthquake faults running from the Embarcadero under the 
Bay to the City of Coronado. 8

In addition, the continued flooding problem on 1st Street, for which the City of Coronado 
and the Port each assess blame on the other, has resulted in significant beach erosion, particularly 
on the waterfront between the Il Fornaio and Pehoe’s restaurants. The flooding damage from 
2018 and 2019 to the beachfront and adjoining boardwalk remains unrepaired as of today, 
presumably as a result of the cross-assessment of blame and liability (a stalemate equally 
harming humans and the environment).  Any further development along the waterfront will 
invariably lead to significant additional erosion and damage (and the failure to accept blame and 
its consequence: the remediation of the problem). The constant flow of garbage along the 
persistent flooding “flow zone” from 1st Street into the Bay will only worsen with any further 
development – let alone the massive complex the Port has proposed in its Plan. 

In fact, the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that was prepared previously only for 
the vacant lot next to Il Fornaio (a much more limited but equally objectionable development) 
concludes that there would be an average of 100 tractor trailer round trip loads each day for a 
lesser scale development. The exhaust and dirt from these trailers alone will only further tax the 
roads and environment.  It is equally noteworthy that the limited EIR did not even mention the 
significant flooding concern and did not even map a single drainage pipe on the property (at least 
five of which empty directly into the Bay).  

Any additional development not only threatens the mammals, fish, waterfowl and other 
organisms that support our eco-system and environment, but also directly jeopardizes the human 
residents and homes in the immediately adjacent neighborhood. 

5 City of Coronado Land Use Policy, Land Use Goals, No. 3. 
6 See City of Coronado Sustainability Statement (located at www.coronado.ca.us [Sustainability Statement]). 
7 Master Plan, Overview at p. 64. 
8 See Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation (https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app). 
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But this environmental impact – which will far outlast any immediate financial boon to 
the Port – is neither acknowledged nor mentioned. 

C. The Plan Threatens Coronado’s Burdened Infrastructure  

The City of Coronado is very different in 2019 than the small, residents-only, nearly 
landlocked City in 1962 when the Ferry Landing property was ceded to the Port to manage for 
the public trust.  The opening of the Coronado Bay Bridge in 1969 encouraged increased tourism 
and development. The more recently increased use of the local military bases and the service 
people who serve us there have heavily impacted City streets. By way of example, as of today, 
base traffic impacts A Avenue as it is used as a shortcut from 3rd Street to 1st Street, which causes 
significant congestion, pollution and noise. Existing foot and vehicle traffic associated with 
tourism has also burdened City streets and police, fire and public safety assets. The markedly 
increased commercial development in the neighborhood has impacted the area in very significant 
ways.  The City currently struggles to maintain this delicate balance with existing infrastructure. 

In response to the State’s recent suggestion that the City of Coronado must build 
additional affordable housing, Coronado’s Mayor responded that the City cannot afford any
additional population density. In fact, Mayor Bailey characterized the proposed requirement that 
Coronado build 1200 to 1800 additional housing as catastrophic.9 Undoubtedly, an entirely 
transient hotel guest population creates far more significant burdens in exchange for a limited 
occupancy tax – and by definition, tourists have zero investment in our community. 

The more recent burdens on Coronado’s infrastructure is best illustrated by the series of 
flooding events that began on December 6, 2018, and continued through the wet winter of 2019. 
Several area homes along 1st Street were severely damaged by this flooding (which also impacted 
the un-repaired beachfront mentioned above).  The City has been aware for many years that rain 
events, even minimal ones, pose significant flooding threats to this neighborhood. Indeed, prior 
to each rain storm, the City posts “subject to flooding signs” at the intersection of A Avenue and 
1st Street to warn drivers and pedestrians of the threat. Yet, to date, the City has not undertaken 
any efforts to mitigate this problem. Instead, the City blames the Port for maintaining faulty 
storm drainage collection systems on 1st Street between A and B Avenues. The City and Port 
continue to be aware that during certain tidal periods, this area is “compromised” with flooding 
consequences. Yet the Port’s response to this problem is to propose a massive tourist-centered 
complex that will undoubtedly exacerbate the problem and further burden City residents. 

The rapidly aging infrastructure also places incalculable burdens on the sewer and 
electrical infrastructure which will not support the predicted 14% population increase in the next 
20 years10 – this population increase comes with no further buildable land – in other words, our 
population will continue to grow and become more dense, but there will be no place for people to 
live.  The proposal to build transient and tourist-focused housing on the current open space is 
objectionable and unsupportable on its face. 

9 G. Solis, Union Tribune, “Coronado Warns that State Housing Goals Will be Catastrophic,” May 18, 2019. 
10 Preliminary 2050 Regional Growth Forecast (www.sandag.org). 
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D. Inhibiting Coastal Access and Recreation 

Finally, but equally as important as the other considerations noted above, the Plan 
proposes to replace publicly available existing open and recreational space with space limited to 
transient hotel guests (and paid parking facilities). As noted in the Plan,11 the Coronado Bayfront 
Planning District is a “recreational jewel” providing “strong public access to the shoreline, 
coastal-dependent activities and passive and active open space.”12

The California Coastal Act emphasizes the importance of protecting such areas: “Coastal 
areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland 
water areas shall be protected for such uses.”13  The California Coastal Commission, which is 
charged with protecting and enhancing California’s coast, is primarily charged with ensuring that 
the coast is not walled off to casual and regular public recreation uses. 

The Ferry Landing property is currently used on a daily basis by the general public to 
access the Bay for recreational purposes: it is a launch point for watersports, such as stand-up 
and prone paddleboarding, kayaking, swimming, and kite surfing. Anglers also make use of the 
property on a daily basis.  The Ferry Landing is inarguably the locus of regular public 
recreational activity.  

The fact that this land is also adjacent to multiple parking areas facilitates the enjoyment 
and use of the beach adjacent to the lot because of the ease of unloading watercraft from vehicles 
and the short distance required to load the watercraft into the water from the small beach that 
abuts the lot.   The public also currently uses the parking area not only for recreational purposes, 
but as a parking area to enjoy the scenic Bay views without having to leave their vehicles.   

The sheltered water of the Bay and the launch points from the Ferry Landing provide 
unique access to these water-oriented activities which attract the public from all over San Diego.  
In fact, there is not a single access point like the Ferry Landing in Coronado.  The Plan will both 
frustrate and inhibit recreational access to the Bay and will discourage the public (except paying 
hotel guests) from engaging in water-oriented activities in the area.  

Access to the Bay for recreational activities should be encouraged, not hindered, and 
should not be predicated on one’s ability to patronize a hotel or restaurant in order to enjoy the 
Bay. Removing access to an important coastal resource by limiting the parking and erecting 
multiple massive structures will undeniably result in such limitations.  

11 Master Plan, page 231. 
12 This statement is of course entirely inconsistent with the statement made by one of the current leaseholders for the 
Ferry Landing in the FEIR, which was presented to and approved by the Port, that the Ferry Landing is “not a scenic 
resource.” (Second Amendment to the Final EIR for the Boatyard Plan Amendment: The Wharf Development 
Project, p. 17).  This statement also does not square with the statements made by the Port Commissioner at the 
September 21, 2018 Coronado City Council that the City views from the Ferry Landing were “among the best in the 
County.” The scenic nature of this property is not dependent on its use. 
13 Pub. Res. Code § 30220.   
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Conclusion and Citizens’ Proposal  

While the citizens on whose behalf this letter is written firmly object to any new Ferry 
Landing development, we support and encourage better maintenance and the modest remodeling 
and modernization of the area. We believe any future leaseholders must maintain the charm and 
beauty of the Site, which requires intensive maintenance to address the extensive tourist traffic. 
A refreshed remodel of the Site should include a change in leasehold management to one that is 
better equipped to maintain both these minimal standards and the charm – and to achieve 
“understated elegance”. We also encourage the continued maintenance of modest-cost dining 
alternatives, such as the existing KFC and Burger King franchises and other local affordable 
establishments (Spiros, Village Pizza), which give residents, tourists and existing employees and 
military personnel and their families affordable dining options. 

We firmly oppose any new construction or alteration of the existing site to ensure its 
continued recreational use and quiet character. Toward this end, in addition to the modest 
remodel and refresh of the current buildings, we propose that, following a permanent solution to 
the flooding issues that plague the neighborhood,  (a) the beaches be refreshed with sand and 
maintained, (b) the current dirt lot next to Il Fornaio be replaced with drought-tolerant 
landscaping (DG or sand), with benches and picnic tables or other seating options, as well as a 
fresh water supply for the convenience of anglers; and (c) the existing free parking be preserved 
so that paddleboarders and individuals wishing to launch small watercraft from the site continue 
to be accommodated.  

Our beautiful Bay and coast are precious and limited resources. They should not be 
developed in a manner that impacts the access of the public, threatens our environment, and 
disregards the individuals who call this neighborhood home.  

Submitted on behalf of the following Coronado City residents to whom currently sign on to this 
letter or do so in the future: 

The Coronado Village Homeowners Association  
The Coronado Coastal Conservancy 

By:________________________ 
Jennifer B. Rubin 
(jbrubin89@gmail.com) 

cc: Melody Lasiter, California Coastal Commission 
Mayor Richard Bailey 
Coronado City Council 

Very truly yours,

Jennifer B. Rubin
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From: Ferri Landin <cpsfc@san.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 10:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: rbailey@coronado.ca.us; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; wbenzian@coronado.ca.us; 

mdonovan@coronado.ca.us; mheinze@coronado.ca.us; cm@coronado.ca.us
Subject: Response to the Unified Port's Proposed Master Plan
Attachments: Ferry Landing Upgrade - Legacy Team Proposal July 2019.pdf

July 16, 2019 

To:    Commissioner Bonelli 

Re:    Response to the Unified Port's Proposed Master Plan ‐ Redevelopment of the Ferry Landing Site 

Please see attached a written response to the Port's PMPU, specifically as it applies to the redevelopment of the 
Coronado Ferry Landing site. 

Submitted for your consideration is a proposal to engage a "legacy team" comprised of local architects, designers, 
developers, property management professionals and persons with environmental quality expertise, to participate in a 
coordinated effort with the Port and City officials to create a Plan for redevelopment of the Ferry Landing site which 
would be a true legacy for Coronado. 

The team's mission / objective is to "Preserve the legacy of the Coronado Ferry Landing for the benefit of the public as 
well as future generations." 

This proposal has been submitted to the designated email address provided by the Port, and which has been mailed via 
U.S. mail on today's date. 

Respectfully, 

Linda ‐ for Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative (CPSFC) 

Mailing address:  114 C Avenue #296, Coronado, CA 92118 

Attachment 

CC:  Coronado Mayor Richard Bailey, City Council Members, City Manager 



Re:  Response to Port’s PMPU as it applies to the Coronado Ferry Landing Site

Legacy Team Proposal

July 2019

CONCEPT / OBJECTIVE

“Preserve the legacy of the Coronado Ferry Landing for the benefit of the public as well as 
future generations.”

• Engage local architects, designers, developers, property management professionals and 
persons with  environmental quality expertise to participate in a coordinated effort with the Port 
and City officials, to  create a Plan for redevelopment of the Ferry Landing site which would reflect
a true legacy for Coronado.

• Ensure that local residents have the primary voice and role in any redevelopment effort.

KEY POINTS

 Land Use

• In the introduction to the City of Coronado’s General Land Use Plan, which was adopted in 
1986 and last revised in 2003, it is noted:

• “It is the fundamental goal of the Coronado City Council and function of the City’s 
‘General Plan Policy Document’ to preserve and improve Coronado primarily as a 
beautiful, pleasant residential community in which to live, work, shop and pursue 
leisure-time activities.”

Reasonable Planning and Development Not Over-Development

• The Coronado community firmly supports and encourages better maintenance and the modest 
remodeling and modernization of the Ferry Landing property.  We believe any future leaseholders 
must maintain the charm and beauty of the Site, which requires intensive maintenance to address
the extensive tourist traffic.

•  A refreshed remodel of the Site should include a change in leasehold management to one that is 
better equipped to maintain both these minimal standards and the charm – and to achieve 
“understated elegance.”

• Further, we also encourage the continued maintenance of modest-cost dining alternatives, such 
as the existing KFC and Burger King franchises and other local affordable establishments 
(Spiros, Village Pizza), which give residents, tourists and existing employees and military 
personnel and their families affordable dining options.

CONCLUSION

Our beautiful Bay and coast are precious and limited resources. They should not be developed in a 
manner that impacts the access of the public, threatens our environment, and disregards the individuals 
who call this unique coastal  community home.

ENDORSED BY:

Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative (CPSFC) – Email: CPSFC@san.rr.com

Coronado Coastal Conservancy
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San Diego Unified Port District 

ATTN:  Planning Department 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA  92101 

PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

 

SUBJ:  San Diego Port Tenants Association’s input on the Port Master Plan Update 

“Discussion Draft” 

 

TO:  San Diego Unified Port District - Planning Department 

 

       The San Diego Port Tenants Association was formed in 1989 and represents an 

association of 800 businesses and industries doing business on the Port tidelands.   The 

SDPTA members provide 44,300 jobs, $5.6 billion in economic output and represent a 

significant majority of the Port’s annual revenue.   The SDPTA is dedicated to enhancing 

trade, commerce and tourism while protecting the environment. 

 

      The SDPTA has been actively engaged in the Port Master Plan Update process and 

has hosted five Port Master Planning Discussion workshops which included most of our 

Port Master-Lease Holders.  The SDPTA reached out to tenants in each of the following 

Planning Districts:  District 1 (Shelter Island); District 2 (Harbor Island); District 3 

(Embarcadero); District 4 (Working Waterfront); District 9 (Silver Strand); and District 

10 (Coronado Bayfront).   The attached documents reflect more than 250 hours of 

discussions among tenants and the issues and opinions that were expressed, along with a 

listing of the tenants that participated in those meetings.   

 

     The SDPTA Board of Directors has conducted a thorough review of the PMPU. While 

some of our Board members had mixed opinions about certain topics, the SDPTA is 

offering the following recommendations based on the unanimous support or unanimous 

opposition by our Board of Directors. 

 

1.  The SDPTA supports expanding Dock and Dine and water transportation hubs 

throughout San Diego Bay in connection with Mobility Hubs but only if there is 

no net-loss of parking.  Furthermore, the SDPTA believes that the Port should be 

financially responsible for building the infrastructure for the mobility hubs and 

would oppose the Port imposing impact fees on its tenants to build these 

facilities. 

 

2.  The SDPTA supports regular sand replenishment at our beaches. 

 

 

mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
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3. The SDPTA supports increased density as well as easing height limitations for tenant leaseholds 

which would enable tenants to meet future business conditions.  However, the SDPTA expresses 

concern about the increase in the maximum number of hotel rooms identified in Planning District 

1 and look forward to the impact analysis under CEQA to ensure that there are no unmitigable 

environmental impacts including but not limited to parking and traffic. 

 

4. The SDPTA supports step downs for water access in all districts except for Planning District 4 

(Working Waterfront) based on safety considerations, especially for children. There is an 

abundance of other locations around the Bay to provide a safer step downs for water access. 

 

5. The SDPTA supports the proposal to provide contiguous promenades in each Planning District as 

appropriate to accommodate the anticipated pedestrian uses. The SDPTA opposes the mandatory 

promenade widths, setbacks, and arbitrary view corridors in each Planning District if not physically 

possible, financially feasible, or if disruptive to the operations of the leasehold business.  In 

addition, there is a significant safety concern if such a requirement is imposed on certain leaseholds, 

such as boat yards or yacht clubs. 

 

6. The SDPTA opposes the narrowing of Scott Street in Planning District 1.   Scott Street is a main 

artery for people in Point Loma to access the airport or downtown.   Without this critical 4-lane 

road, this traffic demand would default to Rosecrans Street which currently is heavily impacted 

during peak demand periods.   The SDPTA has recently observed that when road work was 

constructed on Scott Street resulting in the closure of one lane, the traffic on Rosecrans Street was 

significantly impacted resulting in slow to not-moving traffic conditions during peak hours.   Scott 

Street, as a 4-lane road, is critical in keeping traffic on Rosecrans Street flowing in both directions 

throughout the day for the benefit of the people who live, work, and recreate in Point Loma, 

including Shelter Island. 

 

7. The SDPTA opposes the narrowing of Harbor Island Drive to two lanes due to the traffic delays 

for the public, tenant deliveries and emergency vehicles. However, SDPTA does not oppose 

narrowing Harbor Island Drive to three lanes. 

 

8. The SDPTA opposes any proposal on Shelter Island and Harbor Island that will result in a net-loss 

of parking spaces. Therefore, the SDPTA opposes diagonal parking on Shelter Island and Harbor 

Island and the addition of bike lanes if these proposals result in a net loss of parking spaces.   The 

SDPTA believes that current parking is not adequate in Shelter Island and Harbor Island and that 

additional parking spaces will be required to serve the public in the future. 
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9. The SDPTA opposes the removal of the public-private piers and docks along La Playa Path.   

Furthermore, the SDPTA support maintaining the width of the path but suggests incorporating 

signage or other deterrents to be incorporated into the draft plan to prevent bicycle usage on the 

path.  

 

10. The SDPTA opposes the Sportfishing Water designation located at the G Street Mole in Planning 

District 3.  Sportfishing charter operations require an adjacent landside designation for loading 

sportfishing gear, provisioning for the boats, and for unloading gear and fish after the charter 

operations.  The Sportfishing Landside designation cannot be accommodated at the G Street Mole 

location based on the proposed PMPU.  As a result, the Sportfishing Water designation at the G 

Street Mole would present significant challenges to having a viable Commercial Fishing Operation.   

 

11. The SDPTA opposes the current PMPU proposal concerning the secondary land uses for 

Commercial Fishing Baywide because it is too restrictive and is counter to PMPU plan to increase 

flexibility of land uses. The SDPTA is in full support of protecting Commercial Fishing.  In the 

event that the land use designation for Commercial Fishing is not supported by the demand for 

Commercial Fishing in the future, the SDPTA would propose this land area be used for Maritime 

use as a Secondary Use.  

 

12. The Port has been reaching out to many of its stakeholders and constituents regarding Commercial 

Fishing.  The SDPTA opposes designating one group to the exclusion of all other groups. The 

SDPTA opposes the administrative process that is described on Page 111 in the PMPU which 

specifically refers to the San Diego Fisherman’s Working Group (SDFWG).  Furthermore, the 

SDPTA opposes any advocacy groups involvement in the negotiations involving the Port, the 

Master Tenant, and any users as it pertains to the Master Plan. It is more appropriate for the Port to 

set an administrative process through a Port Policy instead of the Master Plan. 

 

13. The SDPTA supports the Port updating its current parking ordinance which has not been revised in 

many years.   The SDPTA strongly suggests that the Port review and adopt the most recent revisions 

made by the City of San Diego to its parking ordinance prior to the Port’s preliminary approval of 

the PMPU. 
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The SDPTA expresses significant concern about the following:  

 

A. Maritime growth and deep-water berthing have always been a high priority of the Port and an 

important part of the Port Act. While the PMPU provides for the expansions of visitor serving and retail 

businesses, the PMPU is silent on expanding the critically important maritime operations. 

B. PMPU should revert Commercial Recreation uses in Chula Vista back to their original use of Marine 

Industrial that are currently operating as Marine Industrial. This will ensure those water dependent 

maritime uses are allowed to continue beyond the termination of the existing lease.  

C. The SDPTA has supported the PMPU process goals from the beginning. As the Board of Port 

Commissioners stated from the outset, one of the major goals is to have a general plan which will not 

require as many Port Master Plan Amendments over the coming decades. The SDPTA is concerned 

that the excessive specificity in some of the requirements will actually conflict with this major goal 

rather than support it. 

 

The SDPTA Board of Directors would like to thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide 

important tenant input on the “PMPU Discussion Draft”.   

 

Sincerely on behalf of the San Diego Port Tenants Association Board of Directors,  

 

 

        

    

Frank Plant   John Laun   Sharon Cloward 

Chairman   Vice Chairman   President 

 

Attachments: 

A. Port Tenant input on PMPU Discussion Draft 

B. SDPTA Membership 

 

Cc: Port Chairman Garry Bonelli and Board of Port Commissioners 

 Port President, Randa Coniglio 

 Port General Counsel, Tom Russell 



PLANNING DISTRICT 1 - SHELTER ISLAND PMPU TENANT INPUT 

 
 

1 | P a g e  

 

Support 

PD1.11: Unanimous vote in support of sand replenishment and nourishment projects to maintain 

and enhance beach areas at Kellogg Beach and Shoreline Park.   

PD1.25: Majority vote in support of adding hotel rooms to existing leaseholds.  There was 

discussion and concerns expressed about impacts of traffic congestion with the additional hotel 

rooms.    

PD1.45: Unanimous vote in support of providing a local gateway mobility hub in the planning 

area with an integrated water-based transfer point.  Tenants are supportive of “dock and dines” 

throughout the bay and they believe the Port should be responsible for this public development. 

PD1.47: Unanimous vote in support of introducing an activation feature at the intersection of 

Anchorage Lane and Shelter Island Drive to provide access to the water and celebrate the Maritime 

industry through visual access to the existing marina. 

PD1.55: Unanimous vote in support of a connecting Mobility Hub along North Harbor Drive 

integrated with existing transient docking and water base transfer point if paid for by the Port of 

San Diego and not the developer. Port’s Action: To develop a sequence steps to identify which 

party (Port, developer or shared), will pay for the mobility hub.  

PD1.60: Unanimous vote in support of maintenance and slip modifications of existing recreational 

marinas to support changes to the waterside facilities and boating needs.  

PD1.62: Unanimous vote in support of non-commercial fishing vessels temporarily berthing in a 

Commercial Fishing Berthing water use designation subject to termination upon 72-hour notice 

when a commercial fishing vessel desires to berth and there is otherwise not available capacity. 

PD1.65:  Majority vote in support of additional retail and restaurant space at existing restaurant 

facilities.  Need further clarification: Is this new retail and associated restaurant space in 

Commercial Recreation Space? 

 

Opposition 

PD1.1:  Unanimous vote in opposition of narrowing Scott Street to two lanes in order to implement 

a multi-use pathway.  Scott Street is a main artery for people in Point Loma to go to the airport 

and downtown.   We have witnessed firsthand, when there was roadwork taken place on Scott 

Street, the impacts to Rosecrans was significant and traffic was backed up for miles.   

PD1.2:  Unanimous vote in opposition of connecting Shelter Island to Spanish Landing.  The Point 

Loma Naval Sub-Base is located between Shelter Island and Spanish Landing.  There is currently 

access to Spanish Landing from Shelter Island by diverting up to the sidewalk on North Harbor 

Drive.    
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PD1.12: Unanimous vote in opposition of identifying a specific width of the proposed promenade 

expansion.  Wording should allow flexibility for the width.  Boatyard Leaseholds should not be 

required to add a promenade due to safety issues.  All of the Port Tenant Yacht Clubs oppose 

adding a public promenade through their leaseholds.  It is not a requirement in other jurisdictions 

up the coast of California.  Tenants are concerned about public safety, security, and impact on 

operations. 

PD1.30:  Unanimous vote in opposition of disallowing new private residential or quasi-private 

residential/public piers on La Playa Path. 

PD 1.31: Unanimous vote in opposition of removal of any of the private residential or quasi private 

residential piers.  

PD1.44:  Unanimous vote in opposition of the reconfiguration of Anchorage Lane due to net loss 

of parking.  Concerns brought forward about flooding that regularly takes place on Anchorage 

Lane related to high tides and winter storms.  Largest concern is related to net loss of parking on 

Shelter Island. Need further clarification:  Need map of suggested realignment to better understand 

verbiage in the PMPU Draft Outline to see if there is frontage loss. 

 

Further Clarification 

PD1.8: Need further clarification on the language “not needing to be in conformance with adjacent 

jurisdiction”.  

PD1.40: Need further clarification on whether this will this result in net loss of parking. 

PD1.41: Tenants expressed concern about diagonal parking spots resulting in net parking loss as 

well as ease of access of emergency vehicles, particularly with proposed increased density to 

leaseholds. 

PD1.64: Need further clarification on new hotel development on Shelter Island beyond adding 

additional rooms to the current development on the island.  

 

Additional Comments 

The Tenants believe that there should be continued access and parking to allow for commercial 

boat-hauling tractors and trailers on Shelter Island with respect to the four boatyards on Shelter 

Island.  
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Support 

PD2.20:  Unanimous vote in support of increasing slip maintenance and modifications by 10%. 

PD2.21:  Unanimous vote in support of allowing additional hotel rooms with a mix of commercial 

use at existing hotel facilities near Harbor Island Park. 

PD2.32:  Unanimous vote in support of adding new hotel rooms with associated retail, restaurants, 

and/or meeting space. 

PD2.48:  Unanimous vote in support of the development of lower cost overnight accommodations 

near the District’s Administration Zone.  

 

Opposition 

PD2.1: Unanimous vote in opposition of stipulating a finite amount of footage for the promenade 

as it does not allow flexibility.  The purpose of the PMPU is to expand flexibility and by stipulating 

a finite footage contradicts the Port’s plan.   

PD2.7:  Unanimous vote in opposition of expanding existing water accessible area by providing 

overlooks, step-down area, or other shoreline design features that enable users to touch the water.  

This should be the responsibility of the Port as a public agency. 

PD2.18b: Unanimous vote in opposition of reconfiguring on-street parking to diagonal, especially 

if narrowed to two lanes. This will cause traffic congestion.  

PD2.18a: Unanimous vote in opposition of narrowing Harbor Island Drive to two lanes related to 

traffic congestion and emergency vehicle access.  Tenants may support narrowing Harbor Island 

to 3 lanes if there is a traffic study completed on the proposed hotel and boat slip density increase.  

PD2.28:  Unanimous vote in opposition of expanding the water-base transit system at Spanish 

Landing.  Water is calm and much better place to build a pubic dock.  There is also a lot of parking 

already available at this location.  

PD2.29: Unanimous vote in opposition of reconfiguring North Harbor Drive as stated. Tenants 

believe North Harbor Drive is already congested and are concerned about the increased congestion 

with the proposed narrowing.  Harbor Drive currently has promenade that allows for improved 

pedestrian access for bikes, motor-scooters and pedestrian walkers/runners.  With Harbor Island 

promenade improvements there will be a natural connection of a multi-use path, therefore no need 

to narrow North Harbor Drive.  There is no mention of working with other agencies to narrow 

North Harbor Drive. 

PD2.33, 2.34 and 2.36: Unanimous vote in opposition of the impact fee but they do support the 

building and expansion of water-based transfer points in Figure PD2.2. 

Further Clarification 
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PD2.5: Need further clarification on what the Port is proposing in stating that all parking shall be 

located on the non-waterside of the development.  Both sides of development on Harbor Island 

have a waterside portion. 

PD2.11: Need further clarification on the language on this bullet. This statement devalues the 

leasehold.  Too restrictive and not clear. 

PD2.42: Need further clarification on where the Port plans to designate a minimum of 12 acres of 

Recreation open space. The tenants do not support all public amenities being put on the developer.  

PD2.43:  Need further clarification on whether Port staff is referring to the overlay zone on Harbor 

Island East.  
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Support 

PD3.1: Unanimous vote in support of water-based transfer points throughout the Embarcadero 

Planning District to support water-based transient docking. 

PD3.2: Unanimous vote in support of the Port providing public infrastructure connections between 

water-base transfer points, bayfront circulator and mobility hubs. 

PD3.4: Unanimous vote in support of the Port providing a bayfront circulator to offer transit 

services along Harbor Drive to connect between mobility hubs, transient docking, water-base 

transfer points, existing and future waterfront attractions along with the San Diego International 

Airport and San Diego Convention Center as long as there is NO-NET Loss of current parking.  

Need further clarification on what the Port is proposing with respect to all developments 

financially participating in the bay wide circulator by paying a fair share contribution to operate 

the bay wide circulator.  Tenants request the results of the parking study done for the Embarcadero 

and the G Street Mole as they all participated but were never given the results.  

PD3.5: Unanimous vote in support of identifying off-site public parking location in which the 

parking demands for the Embarcadero Planning District uses can be consolidated.  The structure 

and mobility hubs should be in place before the Port gives up any of the current parking.   

PD3.6: Unanimous vote in support of the Port accommodating public-serving amenities and 

functions including parking and tenant-servicing through an established curbside management 

program. 

PD3.10: Unanimous vote in support of expanding existing water accessible area by providing 

overlooks, step-down areas, or other shoreline design features as long as these are located in a safe 

and secure environment. 

PD3.14: Unanimous vote in support of utilizing recreation open space to implement 

service/loading for all existing and future bayfront amenities and tenants. 

PD3.24:  Vote in support of the Port prioritizing the District’s acquisition of the lease premises or 

development site at 1220 Pacific Highway to enable future development to reconnect B Street 

between Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive and to introduce a local gateway hub.  Concerns of 

the hotels about the noise of trucks and busses staging on the B Street connection. 

PD3.38: Unanimous vote in support of converting Navy Pier into a Navy Pier Park and honor the 

important role the military has played in shaping the region. 

PD3.61: Unanimous vote in support of recreation open space at a minimum of 17 acres within the 

sub-district. 

PD3.65: Unanimous vote in support of protecting the functionality of the Commercial Fishermen 

activities and services located at G Street.  The tenants are concerned about the traffic congestion 

that will be caused by moving Santa Monica Seafoods/Fish Processing to G Street.  G Street 

already is highly impacted with tourists.  
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PD3.87a: Unanimous vote in support of a permanent performance and event center venue at 

Embarcadero Marina Park South. 

STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO PA-5 (Page 177): Unanimous vote in support of a minimum 

one-acre industrial and deep-water berthing being mandated within this overlay zone. 

 

Opposition 

PD3.39: Vote in opposition of the recommendation to develop at the western end of Navy Pier 

with a 30-foot promenade.  Tenants believe this language is too “project” specific and does not 

allow flexibility needed for the Navy Pier development.  Tenants suggest the following language 

to replace the current language: “Setting park like, visitor serving” which allows for more 

flexibility.  The tenants do agree with the recommendation of the interim configuration “shall allow 

for approximately 500 parking spaces to remain on the pier”. 

PD3.60: Unanimous vote in opposition of adding a Sportfishing designation on the water-area 

west of the G Street Mole (replacing the current Commercial Fishing designation with 

Sportfishing).   The Sportfisherman need a place for loading passengers/gear and offloading the 

fish that they catch adjacent the Sportfishing water designation.  If landside designation language 

is added it will interfere with the Commercial Fishermen’s daily operations.  Tenants believe this 

designation is too “project” specific. 

PD3.62: Unanimous vote in opposition of adding additional attractions in the G Street Mole.  

Tenants are unanimously supportive of keeping the restaurant designation, Commercial Fishing 

designation and the two attractions Bob Hope Memorial Park and the Kiss Statue. 

PD3.63:  Unanimous vote in opposition. Tenants are concerned that Coastal will not allow another 

40,000 square feet in new piers at G Street.  If not allowed, then the Port needs to have flexibility 

to find additional space for Commercial Fishing. 

D3.66:  Unanimous vote in opposition. Sportfisherman need landside space for on and offloading 

gear, fishing poles, overnight gear, etc.  There is not enough landside on G Street without impacting 

the Commercial Fishing.  

PD3.72: Unanimous vote in opposition of the recommendation of “providing a 30-foot wide 

promenade, inclusive of a six-foot amenity zone on the landside.” Setting an exact footage limits 

flexibility in developments.  Operational variance should be granted at the term. The promenades 

in every district will be different based on the following: existing conditions, frequency, and the 

different modes of use.  

PD3.86: Unanimous vote in opposition of the recommendation of “providing a 30-foot wide 

promenade, inclusive of a six-foot amenity zone on the landside”. Setting an exact footage limits 

flexibility in developments.  Operational variance should be granted at the term. The promenades 

in every district will be different based on the following: existing conditions, frequency, and the 

different modes of use. 
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Further Clarification 

PD3.16:  Need further clarification on what the Port is proposing with the language “water-facing 

ground-floor building uses shall be activating primary uses.” 

PD3.18 and 3:19:  Need further clarification on why these two bullets contradict each other.  

PD3.22: Tenants support the introduction one regional mobility hub and one local gateway 

mobility hub appropriately spaced from each other located within a one-quarter mile walking 

distance of major attractions.  Need further clarification on the language “if mobility hubs are 

located on parcels with existing public and/or private parking, existing parking shall accommodate 

with the mobility hub, in addition to any relocated or new parking required by the development.” 

PD3.18: Need further clarification on the following language “building height should compatible 

but doesn’t not need to be in conformance, with adjacent jurisdiction standards.” 

PD3.31: Need further clarification.  Tenants support the use of the two existing Grape Street Piers 

to be utilized for Commercial Fishing uses.  They are unclear with the recommendation to expand 

and not have any plans for infrastructure needed for loading and unloading.  Tenants request a 

study on the expansion and better understand the impacts to the neighboring businesses. Tenants 

also request adding the designation “Marine Construction” for the San Diego Mooring Services to 

dock their barge either at this location or somewhere close to the mooring balls. 

PD3.46: Need further clarification on the recommendation of incorporating a multi-story Regional 

Mobility Hub with structure parking and a mix of commercial uses and office space that are 

integrated and visually compatible with the other uses on the site.  Tenants request more 

information on the recommendation of establishing and contributing to a regional impact fee fund 

to enable the regional mobility solutions.  

Questions:  How will the impact fee be structured?  Can the Port asses fees on top of a 

tenant’s current leasehold?  If an existing tenant has public parking do they have to 

contribute to the impact fee?  How do the tenants get their money back from the impact fee 

if the project is not executed?  

PD3.48: Need further clarification. Tenants are in support of consolidating parking by relocating 

existing off-street parking into mobility hubs to enable the reconfiguration of Harbor Drive as long 

as there is NO net-loss of parking and the mobility hubs are located in short distances from each 

other. 

PD3.50: Need further clarification on reconfiguring the Harbor Drive right-of-way.  Tenants want 

to better understand how their service trucks will be able to make deliveries to their businesses.   

PD3.64: Need further clarification. How can the Port recommend in one bullet to encourage new 

attractions at G Street and in bullet 3.62 contradict that by limiting the total visual blockage to not 

exceed 50 percent? 
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Support 

PAGE 54/ PAGE 55: Background: The tenants support these statements as it relates to the 

importance of Maritime and Cargo Operations.  On Page 55 under Maritime Economics 1.5:  

Tenants suggest adding the words “and protect” after the first word “preserve.” 

PAGE 192: Planning District Characteristics: The tenants support this statement but would like to 

add the following: Protect and Provide Strategic National. A premier high-performing center for 

ship repair for the defense and maritime industries. 

PAGE 192: Planning District Characteristics: The tenants support adding the economic impact 

solely for Working Waterfront. 

PD4.1: Unanimous vote in support of the expanded public access provided by the Bayshore 

Bikeway and walkways to Cesar Chavez Park and Cesar Chavez Pedestrian Pier.  This PD4.1 

Bullet point should be replaced with PD 4.8.  

PD4.2: Unanimous vote in support of coordinating with adjacent jurisdictions to identify potential 

off-tidelands parking demands as long as there is a parking study done to prove there are demands 

for parking for their employees. 

OVERLAY ZONES: Tenants support not having any overlay zones in the WWG. 

 

Opposition 

PD4.9:  Unanimous vote in opposition. WWG tenants don’t believe the following statement 

supports the vitality of the industrial tenants.   They suggest striking this statement but do allow 

this use up at Driscoll’s Wharf.  “Allow for and site aquaculture and blue technology uses in a 

manner that is compatible with and prioritizes Marine Terminal and industrial and Deep-Water 

Berthing land and water use designations”. 

SDPTA Suggested to: Expand Maritime at the following locations: Harbor Police, 

Driscoll Wharf, and Convair Lagoon. 

PD4.21: Unanimous vote in opposition. WWG tenants do not support expanding existing water 

accessible areas by providing overlooks, step-down areas, or other shoreline design features that 

enable user to touch the water. This is an industrial zone and not safe for in water recreational 

activities  

 

Further Clarification 

PAGE 192: Planning District Characteristics:  Need further clarification on the following 

statement: “Enhanced Infrastructure that provides convenient and safe access to jobs and identified 

public coastal access opportunities within the WW planning district.  This is an industrial zone and 

it sounds like the Port is proposing the addition of  public access to an industrial zone. 
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PAGE 63: OVERVIEW: Need further clarification on this statement. How does it support the Port 

maintaining a vibrant and thriving Maritime industry? 

 

Additional Comments 

PAGE 10: Bottom box: Districts Mission Statement: First sentence reads "The Port of San Diego 

will protect the Tidelands Trust resources…" Is protecting the Tidelands the Port’s primary 

mission or is it ensuring the economic vitality of the port and the Maritime industry through a 

balanced approach that protects the tidelands? Seems to me the statements are transposed.  The 

mission statement should drive the Ports goals in this document. Reader does not get that 

impression. Box seems to be a filler on the page.  

PAGE 10: The text box at the bottom of the page talks about a "balanced approach to the Maritime 

industry, tourism, water and land recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety." As 

you read through the entire document, it does not provide a balanced approach.  Reader walks 

away with the impression with that the focus is on "access to the bay" & "environmental justice".  

PAGE 50: Ecology 3.4: What are the rules for the impact fee on the Clean Air Action Plan? 

PAGE 54: Economics: Leading background paragraph is an excellent description of the Port and 

it's strategic value to San Diego and CA. Highlight the fact that it's a strategically located harbor 

with substantial deep-water berthing for trade, cruise and military/national defense uses.  

PAGE 55: Maritime Economics Goal 1.5 recommend adding Protect in the first sentence: Preserve 

and Protect the functionality and accessibility of marine and maritime/ The maritime industry is 

constantly under attack by groups that wants to see the industry go away. Encroachment issues are 

very concerning as well. Strongly recommend adding protect the industry wherever it makes sense 

in this document.   

PAGE 55:  Economic Goal 1: Comments in the Green text box seems out of place. How does 

deep water channels and berthing in the bay relate to the economic goal #1. Generic comment that 

does not relate to the page 

PAGE 62: First sub paragraph bullet comment: The bullet implies that the industrial and 

waterfront activities which are downwind of the communities of Barrio Logan, Logan Heights, 

and Sherman Heights are responsible for the air quality and environmental issues.  That's simply 

not true.  We are part of the story, but not the sole source of air quality issue in those communities. 

There are multiple sources at play in the community. Should not single out one source or imply a 

single source. The CAL EnviroScreen takes into account multiple data points to show why certain 

communities are burdened. AB 617 monitoring will be a better data source in the future for Air 

Quality.  

PAGE 62: What is the baseline? Who is establishing it? Need to address controlling the 

throughput if tenants don’t hit the environmental goals. 
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PAGE 63: EJ Goal 1: The goal at the top of the page which reads "A District that is accessible to 

all…& refers to disadvantaged communities could be used against the industrial and Maritime 

tenants. Especially with Community plans that have in the past caused encroachment problems for 

the Maritime community.  The opening paragraph in the overview section further highlights the 

effort by some to say "we are denied access to the bay"  The last sentence in the paragraph should 

reflect the goal to allow access to the bay but not at the expense of meeting the primary mission of 

the Port as a strategic asset designed  to support and provide the economic vitality of the region. 

PAGE 64: EJ Goal 2: Last bullet EJ 2.5 is a significant issue for the Maritime Group. It should be 

an overarching goal vice a sub goal. Specifically addressing the transition zone is a key element in 

our effort to move forward with a community plan for Barrio Logan.  

PAGE 64: All of the WWG tenants believe this statement contradicts the Port’s mission for their 

industrial operations 

PAGE 65: EJ Goal 3: Why are you calling out the District and occupant, tenants and permitted 

activities as the source of Air Quality in the Tidelands. The goal should be to improve Air Quality 

in the Tidelands. Documents and statements like this are adding ammunition for groups that want 

to see Industrial uses removed from the Tidelands. 

PAGE 65: EJ Goal 3.2: Promote and enable the transition to clean, modern and efficient terminal 

facilities and working waterfront business, including the facilities adjacent to Portside 

communities - is the Port considering this a mandatory action on the part of the tenants?  There are 

State, Federal and Air Quality mandates in place that we must comply with by law.  This entire EJ 

section could be cut down to one page or go away all together.  

PAGE 61-65: EJ: WWG Tenants believe all statements need facts behind them to support the 

statements. 

PAGE 191: District Working Waterfront: Opening paragraph is not a strong endorsement of the 

Working Waterfront.  The first sentence should be a ringing endorsement of the strategic value the 

waterfront brings to the community and the state. Clear example is the opening sentence…."the 

working waterfront Planning District "largely" serves as a...."  It is a strategic asset and should be 

referenced that way. Last sentence is an afterthought, which starts out as "Additionally, several 

Maritime services...."   This section should provide the context and value stream this area of the 

Port Tidelands brings to the region. It is woefully inadequate.  

PAGE 192: PD Character: The last sub bullet should be the focus of the opening paragraph in this 

section. Being a sub-bullet, it is regulated to a secondary status.  The opening sentence should 

read: "The Working Waterfront District is a premier and high-performance center of excellence 

for shipbuilding, ship repair and home to the U.S. Navy's West Coast Fleet. "  

PD4.3:  The WWG tenants believe this statement is redundant because the already collaborate and 

partner with other entities, such as agencies, employers  operators, occupants, tenants and 

permittees to identify and implement multi-modal improvement and coordinated strategies for an 
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enhanced freight movement to, from, and along the I-5 corridors, b. Optimized freight facilities 

and logistic etc.   

PD 4.5: Require tenants to use existing and future truck haul routes.  Specified routes are in place 

today, it's an issue of enforcement. Enforce the current routes 

PD 4.7: Maintain industrial trade operations, capabilities and associated facilities, including those 

dependent on deep-water access and berthing.  Does that statement preclude future expansion of 

those capabilities?  

PD4.11:  Need further clarification on the following language: “allow for protective shoreline 

development for 10th Ave Terminal, which is a coastal dependent use.” 

PD4.14 Need Clarification on the following language:  “incorporate environmental performance 

standards identified in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the Tenth Avenue 

Marine Terminal.” 

 



 

PLANNING DISTRICT 9 - SILVER STRAND TENANT PMPU INPUT 

 

1 | P a g e  

 

Opposition 

PD10.17: Vote in opposition of the new development to establish a promenade and landscape 

buffer setback at Coronado Cays Yacht Club. 

 

Further Clarification 

PD 9.2: Require further clarification on this bullet as it is vague and open to interpretation. 

“Support limited small-scale development in Commercial Recreation land use designations, 

compatible with existing development in the planning district and in the adjacent areas by: a. 

Requiring building height is compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with adjacent 

jurisdiction standards. b. Designing development and improvements to be context-sensitive in 

design with the Coronado Cays community and views to the Bay.” 

PD 9.8: Require further clarification on the location this statement is referring to. “Piers and 

docks adjacent to residences off Tidelands may be altered, destroyed, or removed, when 

environmental impacts are avoided or mitigated; provided, however, no increase in over-water 

coverage shall occur and there is no existing direct public access from the landslide.” 

PD 9.10: Require further clarification on the location this statement is referring to. “Provide a 

Connector Mobility Hub located south of the existing hotel parcel, integrated with the existing 

transient docking and water-based transfer point, as depicted on Figure PD9.2. The mobility hub 

should connect to the nearby water-based transfer point by providing wayfinding and pathway 

connections.” 

PD 9.12: Require further clarification on the location this statement is referring to. “Support 

improvements and maintenance of pathways, including: a. Providing a minimum 12-foot-wide 

paved or unpaved promenade, beginning north of Grand Caribe Causeway, that extends along 

the bayside and loops around to the north basin-side of the subdistrict. b. Maintaining the current 

continuous unpaved pathway on the east edge of Grand Caribe Isle, south of Grand Caribe 

Causeway, not to exceed 6-feet in width.” 

PD 9.13: Require further clarification on the location this statement is referring to. Is this 

referring to an expanded shoreline park? “Expand Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, starting north of 

Grand Caribe Causeway as illustrated on the Silver Strand Planning District Water and Land Use 

map, in a manner that is complimentary to adjacent natural open space and sensitive coastal 

resource areas.” 

PD 9.17: Require further clarification on the location this statement is referring to. “Support 

limited small-scale water-oriented development that is in character with the scale and size of the 

surrounding development in the Commercial Recreation land use designation on Grand Caribe 

Isle, west of Caribe Cay North Boulevard.” 
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Support 

PD10.4: Unanimous vote in support of aquaculture in the Open Bay area, if compatible with 

existing habitat and water-based recreation activities and adjacent water and land use designations. 

PD10.12: Unanimous vote in support of introducing a Local Gateway Mobility Hub near the Ferry 

Landing or located within a one-quarter mile of major destinations.  The mobility hub should 

connect to nearby water-base transfer points and provide wayfinding and pathway connections. 

Public parking and parking that serves commercial uses should be consolidated into a single 

parking facility, integrated into the mobility hub.   

PD10.14: Unanimous vote in support of establishing and preserving view corridor extensions, 

along the following roadways, a. Orange Ave, b. B Avenue, c. C Avenue d. Second Street and e. 

Third Street.   

PD10.19: Unanimous vote in support of allowing additional hotel rooms with associated visitor 

serving uses at the existing hotel facility directly north of Coronado Tidelands Park.   

PD10.22: Unanimous vote in support of maintaining established anchorages and if feasible, 

temporary anchorages for recreational vessels.   

 

Further Clarification 

PD10.5: “Expand existing water accessible areas by requiring major waterside redevelopment and 

new development to provide overlooks and stepdown areas, as well as maintain existing beach 

areas, that enable users to touch the water.”  Tenants believe this is a strong requirement, especially 

with not knowing what the sea-level rise requirements will be.  This item requires more 

clarification before the tenants can weigh in on support or opposition. 

PD10.7: “Design and implement major redevelopment and new development to orient open space 

toward the Bay, and where feasible adjacent to the Bay.  Need further clarification on whether 

open space implies public access before supporting or opposing.    

PD10.8: “Encourage water-facing ground floor building uses to be activating uses when such uses 

are proposed.: Need further clarification on the definition of “encourage”.  This should be up to 

the developer when they are submitting the project plan.   

PD10.10: “Require major redevelopment and new development to maintain a low-profile 

architectural scale and height, consistent with existing adjacent development, and the following 

parameters: a.  Design all major development and development to be context-sensitive in size, 

scale and design, in character with adjacent development; and b. All major development and 

development should result in comprehensive, integrate development of commercial and public 

access in a consistent landscaped setting.  Need further clarification prior to supporting or 

opposing.  The bullet point contradicts bullet 10.9 bullet.   

PD10.16: “Provide non-programmed recreation, beach, and shoreline park uses north of Orange 

Avenue, and at the shoreline between Orange Avenue and B Avenue.”  Need further clarification 
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prior to support or opposition. Tenants stated there are beaches and shorelines already located here.  

Does this item propose that the Port wants to ensure they remain there?   If yes, the tenants are in 

support of this item. 

PD10.17 “Require major redevelopment and new development to establish a promenade and a 

landscape buffer setback.  The width of the promenade must be consistent with the minimums 

below:  a. A 20 Foot-wide promenade west of the Coronado Ferry Landing adjacent to the 

shoreline; and b. A 15 foot-wide promenade east of the Coronado Ferry Landing adjacent to the 

shoreline.” Need further clarification on why there is a definitive width of the promenades.   

PD10.18: “Require major redevelopment or new development to improve or expand public access 

concurrently with development through safe connections with adequate wayfinding.” Need further 

clarification on whether this means ensuring the tenants have enough public access to the water. 

PD10.20: “Allow for a mix of commercial uses and hotel development within the Commercial 

Recreation land use designation adjacent to the existing water-based transfer point.”  Need further 

clarification on location and whether this refers to Coronado Ferry Landing.  If so, the tenants are 

in agreement. 

PAGE 237:  “Dock Maintenance, vessel slip reconfiguration and enhancement in the water basin, 

including an increase or decrease of up to 10 percent.”  Tenants believe the Port is limiting a 

development by only allowing an increase of 10 percent.  Need further clarification on whether 

this means a 10% increase in slips or increase in water area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SDPTA Membership- Attachment B Page 1

Ace Parking Management, Inc. 

ActivCare Group 

Allegis Development Services, Inc.

American Tunaboat Association

BAE Systems San Diego Ship Repair

Bali Hai Restaurant

Banner Bank

Bartell Hotels

Bay Club Hotel & Marina 

Bellingham Marine Industries, Inc.

Best Western Plus Island Palms Hotel & Marina

Big Bay Boom 

Big Bay Yachts

BNSF Railway

Cabrillo Isle Marina 

Cal Marine Cleaning

California Strategies

California Yacht Marina, Inc. 

Carleton Management, Inc.

Chevron 

Chuck Hovey Yachts

Chula Vista Marina

Citizens Business Bank

Clay Company

Commander, Navy Region Southwest

Commerical Fisherman 

Considine & Considine

Coronado Cays Homeowners Association 

Coronado Cays Yacht Club

Coronado Chamber of Commerce

Coronado Island Marriott Resort

Coronado Yacht Club 

CP Kelco

Crowley Marine Services, Inc.
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Ace Parking Management, Inc. 

Crow's Nest Yachts San Diego

Cush Enterprises

Custom Marine Electronics

Dealy Development, Inc

Dixieline

Dole Fresh Fruit Company

Driscoll Boatworks, Inc.

Driscoll's Mission Bay

Driscoll's Wharf

Enthalpy

Eppig Brewing 

Everingham Bros. Bait Co.

Fast Forward Events, San Diego Bay Wine & Food Festival

Fathom Bistro Bait & Tackle

Fifth Avenue Ferry Landing

Fisherman's Landing

Flagship Cruises & Events

GB Capital Holdings, LLC.

General Dynamics Nassco 

Gladstein, Neandross & Associates

Grand Hyatt San Diego

H & M Landing 

Half Moon Marina

Harbor House Seafood Restaurant/ San Diego Restaurant Mgmt. Co.

Harbor Island West Marina

Harborside Refrigerated Services

Harvest Meat Company Inc.

High Seas Fuel Dock 

Hilton San Diego Airport/ Harbor Island

Hilton San Diego Bayfront

Holiday Inn Bayside

Homestreet Bank

Hornblower Cruises & Events 
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Ace Parking Management, Inc. 

Humphreys Half Moon Inn 

Huntington Ingalls (HII) San Diego Shipyard, Inc. 

IKE Smart City

Industrial Environmental Association

InterContinental 

International Longshore & Warehouse Union

Intrepid Landing

Island Prime/C-Level Restaurant

Katz & Associates

Ketch Grill & Tap

Koehler Kraft Company, Inc.

Kona Kai Marina

Kona Kai Resort 

Landry's Restaurants/Peohe's/ Joe's Crab Shack

Latham & Watkins

Le Rondelet Condominiums

Ledford Enterprises Inc

Loews Coronado Bay Resort & Marina

Luxury Jet Ski Rentals

Manolatos Nelson Murphy

Marathon Petroleum Corporation 

Marina Cortez & Cortez Fuel Dock

Marine Group Boatworks Chula Vista

Marine Group Boatworks National City

Maritime Alliance 

Maritime Museum of San Diego 

Marriott Residence and Spring Hill Suites

Mikelson Yachts, Inc.

Mission Federal Credit Union

Mitsubishi Cement Co. 

MJE Marketing Services, LLC

Momentum

National City Chamber of Commerce
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Ace Parking Management, Inc. 

Next Level Sailing

Nielsen Beaumont Marine, Inc.

Novare Law Group

Old Town Trolley Tours

Pacific Maritime Freight Inc., DBA Pacific Tugboat Service

Pacific Premier Bank

Pacifica Companies

Pasha Automotive Services 

PassPort to San Diego

Pearson Marine Fuels, Inc

Pier 32 Marina 

Pier by 2849 Qualtrough Street

Pier by 2900 Nichols Street

Pier by 873 San Antonio Place

Pier by 939 Scott Street

Pier by 983 Scott Street

Point Loma Marina

Point Loma Seafoods 

Point Loma Sports Fishing

Port Coronado Associates, LLC

Potter Electric Inc./  Marine and Industrial Electrical Supplies

Procopio Cory, Hargreaves & Savitch LLP

Protea Waterfront Development

Qualtiy Coast, Inc

R.E. Staite Engineering, Inc.

Ruth's Chris Steak House

Safe Harbor Marina

Sail San Diego

Sailing Events Association

San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs

San Diego Bay Parade of Lights

San Diego Bay Pilots Association

San Diego Business Journal
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Ace Parking Management, Inc. 

San Diego Convention Center

San Diego Marine Exchange

San Diego Marriott Marina 

San Diego Marriott Marquis Hotel 

San Diego Mooring Company

San Diego Regional Airport Authority 

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Sailing Tours

San Diego Sportfishing Council

San Diego Symphony Orchestra 

San Diego Tourism Authority

San Diego Yacht Club 

Santa Monica Seafood 

SCS Engineers

SDG&E

Sea Forth Boat Rental

Seaport San Diego

Searles Valley Minerals/ North Amercian Terminals

Shelter Cove Marina 

Shelter Island Boatyard

Sheraton San Diego Hotel & Marina

Signature Flight Support 

Silver Gate Yacht Club 

Solar Turbines Inc.

Southwestern Yacht Club

Specialty Seals & Accessories, Inc.

Sportfishing Association of California

Stevedoring Services America

Strategic Project Management, Inc

Stream Realty Partners 

Sun Harbor Marina 

Sunroad Enterprises 

Sunroad Resort & Marina
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Ace Parking Management, Inc. 

Super Shuttle San Diego

T. Fetter & Company

TCR Services

Terminalift LLC

The Brigantine, Inc. 

The Fish Market Restaurants

The SoCo Group

Tom Ham's Lighthouse

Unite Here Local 30



C.C.H.0.A. 
505 Grand Caribe Cswy. 
Coronado, CA 92118 

July 25, 2019 

Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 9210 I 

Homeowners Association 

Re: Comment~ on the Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft 

Dear Port of San Diego Planning Department: 

Office 619.423.4353 
Fax 619.424.3923 

www.cchoa.org 

The Coronado Cays Homeowners Association ("CCHOA") appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update ('"PMPU"). The Coronado Cays is a 
unique community of waterfront homes in the South San Diego Bay, surrounded by Silver Strand State 
Beach to the west and the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge on the bayside. We are adjacent to the 
Bayshore Bikeway and are home to the Port' s only native plants park, Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. We 
agree with the comments of the City of Coronado supporting the preservation of our unique open space 
areas, and we strongly support the expansion of Grand Cari be Shoreline Park into the north section of 
Grand Caribe Isle. This re-designation would preserve unique scenic vistas and view corridors, as well 
as expand the native plant garden and habitat areas in Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. Our comments 
pertaining to the Planning District Standards ("PD") for Planning District 9, '"Grand Caribe Isle and 
South Cays Subdistrict," PMPU, pgs. 219-227, are as follows: 

PD9.2: "Support limited small-scale development in Commercial Recreation Land Use 
designation, compatible with existing development in the planning district and in the adjacent 
areas by: 
a. Requiring building height is compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with adjacent 
jurisdiction standards. 
b. Designing developm.ent and improvements to be context-sensitive in design with the Coronado 
Cays community and views to the Bay." 

PD9.2a proposes to exempt development on Port lands from local building height limits. Hornes in the 
Coronado Cays are limited to 35 feet in height and condominium buildings at 40 feet. We agree with 
the comments of the City of Coronado that building heights should comply with existing municipal 
codes, as reflected in the current Port Master Plan, in order to provide certainty to existing development 
and to residents. While PD9.2b requires any proposed development to be ··context-sensitive" and 
preserve views to the bay, the HOA is concerned that the Port could use Standard PD9.2a to allow taller 
buildings in this area that would not be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 



In addition, Port BPC Policy No. 355, "Real Estate Leasing Policy," has always required that any lease 
extensions, which would be required for long-term development projects, must take into account "the 
input of the local community." See, BPC Policy No. 355, Administrative Practices-Real Estate 
Leasing," page 5. The Master Plan Update provisions need to be clear that they do not intend to replace 
the requirement for local community input as part of the Port ' s development project planning process. 

PD9.3: "Require that all structural improvements that solely benefit the Coronado Cays be paid 
for by the residents or structural improvements that partially benefit the residents include a fair
share contribution by the residents upon the creation of fee program." 

We agree with the comments of the City of Coronado that this provision be removed from the Master 
Plan Update. This provision is not in the current Master Plan, nor is it found anywhere else in the Master 
Plan Update, and the HOA is unclear as to the reasons for its inclusion. Determining what structural 
improvements "solely benefit the Coronado Cays" is difficult, as people from all over San Diego enjoy 
this area. In addition, requiring such improvements to be paid for solely by Cays residents or pursuant 
to a fee agreement appears to be outside the Port' s jurisdiction. Moreover, this provision could have a 
detrimental affect on possible funding sources, such as grants or other sources that the HOA or Cays 
residents may wish to pursue, in making any improvements in this area. For these reasons, this provision 
should be deleted. 

PD9.11: "Investigate and potentially create mitigation banking in Conservation/Inter-tidal 
areas." 

This section applies to the west part of South Grand Cari be Isle that is not part of Grand Cari be 
Shoreline Park. See, Figure PD9.3 - Water and Land Use Map Silver Strand, PMPU, page 227. The Port 
has planned for this area to be a mitigation area, but no mitigation has ever taken place. We recently 
learned, after a meeting with Port Planning staff, that habitat restoration activities, short of an actual 
mitigation project, would be allowed by the Port, and we are ready to work with the Port to support such 
activities as soon as possible. This area has been an eyesore for many years, and would benefit from 
restoration projects that would slow the pace of erosion and continue the native plant restoration 
activities that are currently taking place in Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, thanks to the Audubon Society 
and the Silver Strand Beautification Project. 

PD9.12: "Support improvements and maintenance of pathways, including: 
a. Providing a minimum 12-foot-wide paved or unpaved promenade, beginning north of Grand 
Caribe Causeway, that extends along the bayside and loops around to the north basin-side of the 
subdistrict. 
b. Maintaining the current continuous unpaved pathway on the east edge of Grand Cari be Isle, 
south of Grand Caribe Causeway, not to exceed 6-feet in width." 

We recommend that any pathways along the east bayside of Grand Caribe Isle be limited to the unpaved, 
6-foot maximum width pathway that currently exists in Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. This type of path 
is more appropriate to a park-I ike conservation area than a 12-foot wide path. 

PD9.13: "Expand Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, starting north of Grand Caribe Causeway as 
illustrated on the Silver Strand Planning District Water and Land Use map, in a manner that is 
complimentary to adjacent natural open space and coastal resource areas. 



The HOA strongly supports extending Grand Caribe Shoreline Park north into North Grand Caribe Isle. 
This re-designation reflects longstanding community efforts to expand Grand Caribe Shoreline Park in 
order to preserve one of the unique scenic vista areas of the South San Diego Bay. Extending Grand 
Caribe Shoreline Park would also be a significant addition to the Port's "green necklace" concept of 
establishing and improving natural habitat areas around the Bay. In conformance with this objective, 
this expanded area should be designated "Conservation Open Space," rather than ''Recreation Open 
Space." A conservation designation more accurately reflects the intent of the expanded park area, and 
agrees with the comments of the City of Coronado that there be no "programmed uses and special 
events" at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. 

PD9.14: "Support programmed uses and special events, as well as non-programmed uses at 
Grand Caribe Shoreline Park." 

As stated above, we agree with the City of Coronado ' s comments that no programmed uses and special 
events be permitted at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, or in the northern extended area. Grand Caribe 
Shoreline Park was created as a native plant garden and a natural habitat restoration area, and efforts are 
currently underway to restore the native plants and their identification signs, after years of neglect. Any 
activities for this park should be limited to non-programmed passive activities. The Port currently does 
not issue activity permits for this park because it is a passive natural habitat area. 

Because Grand Caribe Shoreline Park is passive natural habitat area, the usage rules for this park should 
parallel those proposed for the Sweetwater Park. The proposed rules emphasize that the park is 
"required to be mostly passive and natural," that there are "no special events or organized sports,"' that 
access to the shoreline would be controlled (to prevent erosion), that trails should ''look natural ," that 
major activities "would include walking," and that "educational opportunities for ecology, nature and 
history are suggested." See, "Sweetwater Park Public Meeting #2, March 20, 2019," power point 
presentation. These proposed rules would also be appropriately applied to Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. 

In the City of Coronado's comments to the Port, the City recommends that the Port enter into a services 
agreement to provide for the maintenance of Grand Cari be Shoreline Park. We agree with this concept. 
We also agree with the City's comment that the Coronado municipal code provisions limiting and/or 
prohibiting the use of alcohol, tobacco or cannabis in city parks also be applied to Grand Caribe 
Shoreline Park. We also agree with the City's comment that no commercial activities, such as food 
trucks, should be allowed in recreation/open space or conservation/open space areas such as Grand 
Caribe Shoreline Park. 

PD9.15: "Encourage non-programmed recreational activities and amenities along the shoreline." 

The majority of the shoreline in this area of the Coronado Cays, as envisaged by the Port's Updated 
Master Plan, consists of natural habitat areas such as Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, a mitigation bank, 
and the northern extension of the park. Any non-programmed recreational activities and amenities in 
these areas must take into account the sensitive coastal resources that exist in these areas. 

PD9.16: "Establish and preserve the Scenic Vista Area at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, as 
depicted on the Silver Strand Planning District Water and Land Use map." 

The Scenic Vista Area currently on the map at Fig. 9.3, PMPU , pg. 227, shows the scenic vista area 
starting at the bayside shoreline directly east of Grand Cari be Causeway. However, the scenic vistas in 
this area occur all along the bayside shoreline of Grand Cari be Isle, and actually begin at the intersection 



of Coronado Cays Boulevard and Grand Cari be Causeway. We recommend that Scenic Vista Area 
designations be added to the north and the south of the current Scenic Vista Area location in order to 
fully capture the unique views on the east shore of Grand Cari be Isle. In addition, we recommend that a 
"View Corridor Extension," as indicated by a binoculars symbol , be added where possible on Grand 
Caribe Causeway in order to preserve the view corridor along the Causeway before it reaches Grand 
Caribe Isle. 

PD9.l 7: "Support limited small-scale water-oriented development that is in character with the 
scale and size of the surrounding development in the Commercial Recreation land use designation 
on Grand Caribe Isle, west of Caribe Cay North Boulevard." 

We understand that this section applies to the area currently occupied by the Coronado Cays 
Homeowners Association buildings, the CCHOA boat storage lot, a boat storage lot held by the current 
lessee of North Grand Caribe Isle, and the Coronado Cays Yacht Club. We strongly support restricting 
any development in this area to small-scale, water-oriented development that is compatible with the 
existing residential neighborhood. However, we would like to reiterate our concerns with Standards 
PD9.2 and PD9.3 and stress that any proposed development should not be exempt from municipal 
building height limitations, and that PD 9.3 be deleted from the Master Plan. We note that our 
comments support, and are in agreement with, the comments of the City of Coronado. 

PD9.18: "When appropriate, develop public restroom facilities at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park 
north of Grand Caribe Causeway." 

As currently stated, this section would require public restrooms to be located in one of the most scenic 
and pristine views of the bay. There are existing public restrooms at the Coronado Cays Park, 500 feet 
from Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. If additional public restrooms are contemplated, we recommend that 
this section be changed to require that they be located somewhere in the yellow Commercial Recreation 
zone and not in the Recreation/Conservation Open Space areas. 

PD9.19: "Support aquaculture and blue technology opportunities complimentary with the 
existing water and land uses within the planning district." 

This provision states that it applies to the entire planning district, but it is only included in the section 
pertaining to Grand Caribe Isle and the South Cays Subdistrict. Since the waters off this subdistrict are 
within the boundaries of the South San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge, which is a sensitive habitat 
area, it is unclear what aquaculture or blue technology opportunities would be permitted in this 
subdistrict. Other than eel grass restoration, which is already contemplated in the mitigation bank area, 
there do not appear to be any other aquaculture or blue technology uses that would be compatible with 
this intertidal area. 

PD9.20: "Piers and docks adjacent to residences off Tidelands may be altered, destroyed, or 
removed, when environmental impacts are avoided; provided, however, no increase in over-water 
coverage shall occur and there is no existing direct public access from the landside." 

This section applies to certain homeowner docks within the Coronado Cays, and to the Coronado Cays 
Yacht Club and CCHOA docks in the Grand Caribe Isle and South Cays Subdistrict planning areas . We 
note that an identical provision, PD9.8, applies to Coronado Cays private homeowner docks in the 
Crowne Isle Subdistrict, which includes docks behind homes on The Point in the Coromdo Cays. The 
provisions of both these sections mirror the provisions of the ·'blanket" five-year multi-agency perm it 



that applies to docks in the Coronado Cays that are located within the boundaries of the City of 
Coronado, which includes most of the docks in the Coronado Cays. We recommend that the Port align 
its residential docks replacements standards and procedures to those of the Cays ' five-y~ar permit so that 
all residential docks within the Cays can be replaced or repaired using the same standards. 

PD9.21: "Allow for maintenance and slip modifications of existing recreational marinas to 
support changes to waterside facilities and boating needs." 

We support this provision provided that any such modifications comport with other requirements of the 
Master Plan, such as to be "context-sensitive in design with the Coronado Cays community and views to 
the Bay," PD9.2b, and that any such modifications are in compliance with the "protection of sensitive 
coastal resources." Standards, PMPU, pg. 222. 

Figure PD9.3: Navigation Corridors. 

The City of Coronado has asked that the Port take responsibility for maintaining identified navigation 
corridors on this map, including the navigation corridor adjacent to South Caribe Isle. We agree with 
the City's comments. 

Transportation Links: 

Comments from City of Coronado also recommend that the Port enter into negotiations with the City of 
Coronado to expand the City' s Free Summer Shuttle service to include year-round service. We would 
request that any discussions also include expanding the Free Summer Shuttle to also include extending 
the Free Summer Shuttle to the Coronado Cays. 

Mark Crisson 
President, Board of Directors 
CC HOA 

cc. Coronado Mayor and City Councilmembers 
Chairman of the Board of Port Commissioners, Gary Bonelli 
Port Commissioners 
Coronado City Manager Blair King 
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From: MARY BERUBE <berubepete@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Silver Strand Beautification Project Comments to Port of San Diego Draft Master Plan 

Update
Attachments: ssbp comments to draft PMPU July 26.pdf; SSBP Comments Attachment A.docx; Silver 

Strand Beautification Project Attachment C.docx; Silver Strand Beautification Project 
Attachment D.docx

Dear Planning Department, 

Attached are the comments from the Silver Strand Beautification Project.  There are four Attachments to the comment 
letter. Attachment B will be sent in a second email. 

Respectfully, 

Mary Berube 
Liza Butler 



Silver Strand Beautification Project 
C/O CCHOA, 505 Grand Caribe Causeway 
Coronado, CA  92118 
 
July 26, 2019 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92101 
 
Subject: Comments on the Discussion Draft Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) released 25 April 
2019 
 
Dear Planning Department: 
 
The Silver Strand Beautification Project (SSBP) is a grassroots organization of Coronado 
residents who have worked on the following successful projects along the State designated 
Silver Strand Scenic Highway, the restoration of Silver Strand State Park beach, the 
undergrounding of electric power lines along that highway, the development of the Bayshore 
Bikeway’s Silver Strand Nature’s Bridge to Discovery nature trail, the landscaping of the 
highway medians, the unique development of the Port’s Grand Caribe Shoreline Park (GCSP) as 
a native plant preserve and the recent effort to restore much of the lost native plant 
communities in the Port’s GCSP.  The SSBP offers its comments on the PMPU. 
 
SSBP commends the Port of San Diego and its staff on a readable and user-friendly document 
and appreciates the community-wide collaborative spirit with which it was created.  The SSBP 
makes the following observations and comments concerning the Grand Caribe Isle and South 
Cays Subdistrict of Planning District 9: Silver Strand: 
 

1.  With regard to PD9.11, the language should encompass the necessity of maintaining 
the conservation/intertidal property as a buffer for sea level rise and climate change 
regardless of the mitigation banking process envisioned in PD9.11.  Currently, the 
conservation/intertidal parcel is not maintained and invasive species outnumber 
conserved species.  There are several populations of Nuttal’s Lotus (Acmipson 
prostratus) in this conservation/intertidal parcel which compete with tobacco weed, 
iceplant varieties, and crown daisy.  As Acmipson prostratus is a California Native Plant 
Society List 1B.1 plant and found almost exclusively in the South Bay of San Diego 
County, the necessity of maintaining, for the public trust, the integrity of the 
conservation/intertidal parcel is mandated.  Additionally, the goal of Safety and 
Resiliency Goals 2.3, 2.4., 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 will be furthered by maintenance of this 
property, by proper signage and by the institution of a living shoreline as contemplated 
in SR 2.7.   
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2. With regard to PD9.13, we support the northward extension of Grand Caribe Shoreline 
Park as illustrated on the Silver Strand Planning District Water and Land Use map, and 
recommend changes to PD9.13 to include buffer areas as the current language in 
PD9.13 (“in a manner that is complimentary to adjacent natural open space and 
sensitive coastal resource areas”) does not reflect adjacency of use impacts. 

 
 

a. The western border parcel (approximately 5 acres) of South Grand Caribe 
Isle is to be designated as Conservation/Intertidal and contains several 
plant species indicative of two habitats: salt marsh plain and upland 
transition zones.  As noted in the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan’s 
Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP) at Section 2.4-1 II,  the 
importance of this habitat is to create upland transitions to support sea 
level rise adaptation. See Coastal Commission Development Policies 
(CCDP) 1.3 and 3.0 for example,  which are guiding principles of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront Master Plan.  The new Chula Vista parks and GCSP are the 
two bookends to the South Bay’s national wildlife refuges which are the 
waters between these two land conservation areas.  The application of 
the principles of the NRMP cited above are directly applicable to GCSP.  
At present, the protection of this habitat is lax, there is no clear advisory 
signage, dog are off leash and this western Conservation/Intertidal area is 
considered a park by recreational users as part of the actual 3 acre 
eastern GCSP. Thus, this presents clear adjacency of use issues.  See 
Attachment A. 

 
b. The parcel currently known as Grand Caribe Shoreline Park (GCSP) was 

established in 1996.  At that time, a bronze sculpture of two herons, 
“Sheltering Wings,” was installed and the GCSP was landscaped with 
hundreds of native plants. The Port describes this park as follows: 
Adjacent to the Coronado Cays, Grand Caribe Shoreline Park features 
California native plants for a unique botanical experience. In this serene 
setting, you can relax on a bench, gaze at a bronze sculpture, "Sheltering 
Wings," and explore a meandering naturalized path. There was a large 
component of Nuttal’s Lotus (Acmipson prostratus) listed within the 
original planting plan.  See Attachments B and C.  Over the last two years, 
through citizen involvement including the SSBP, the Girl Scouts from Otay 
Mesa, the support of the California Native Plant Society, employees of 
Cummins Diesel of El Cajon, and the Audubon Society of San Diego, GCSP 
has revitalized the park with the planting of over 600 native plants in the 
upland transition and coastal sage scrub plant palettes.   See Chula Vista 
Bayfront Master Plan, Appendix F, Comprehensive Plant List.  Work on 
this restoration is ongoing. 
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c. Removal of the invasive plants in GCSP has allowed the seed bank of 
Nuttal’s Lotus to bloom as more than a dozen instances of this plant are 
now found in the southernmost area of GCSP as maintained by the 
Audubon Society of San Diego.  Nuttal’s Lotus is a California Native Plant 
Society List 1B.1 plant and is seriously endangered in California.  Found 
almost exclusively in San Diego County, it is a component of an 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). 

 
d. Use of the present GCSP is varied – from passive walking of dogs on leash 

to motorized scooters to parties on the grassy lawn with barbeques and 
sound systems, to many unleased dogs, open fires on the shoreline, and 
the launching of stand up paddleboards, fishing canoes, small boats, kite 
sailors and, in one case, a jet ski into the conservation/open space parcel! 
However, the Port describes this passive use park on its own website as 
follows: Adjacent to the Coronado Cays, Grand Caribe Shoreline Park 
features California native plants for a unique botanical experience. In this 
serene setting, you can relax on a bench, gaze at a bronze sculpture, 
"Sheltering Wings," and explore a meandering naturalized path.  No 
group permits are issued for this park. Yet, there is no consistent signage, 
there is no protection for upland habitat and the erosion of banks in this 
nature preserve has been increasing due to overuse. Due to the failure to 
recognize and correct this overuse,  the southernmost part of GCSP has 
retreated by 12 feet since its establishment and the eastern edge of the 
park has subsided by at least eight feet. Attachment D.  

 
e. The unique configuration of habitats and uses mandates that the current 

Grand Caribe Shoreline Park be removed from the Section 8.02 of the 
Port Code which sets forth park usage for all 22 of the Port of San Diego 
Parks.  This regulation is inapplicable to the required passive use both 
contemplated by the establishment of GCSP and dictated by the upland 
habitat and environmental requirements of the CCDP’s and the Chula 
Vista Bayfront Master Plan’s NMRP.  It bears repeating that the Port has 
stated in its NMRP Guiding Principle III at page 1-4: “The implementation 
of this NRMP within the project boundaries may influence resources 
across boundaries at local, watershed, and regional scales as it is 
connected ecologically, culturally, socio-economically, and 
organizationally.”  As documented in Map 1-1 at page 1-5, the boundaries 
of the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge, for adjacency issues, abuts 
directly against the eastern shoreline of GCSP.  Birds don’t care – they 
raft up within the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge and forage along 
the shoreline of the GCSP.   

 
f. The northward extension of GCSP is uniquely adapted to active and 

passive use as it is currently unvegetated and its eastern bank is riprap.  



 4 

The northward expansion provides an opportunity to continue the 
passive use of Grand Caribe Shoreline Park along the scenic view 
northward, establishing a green necklace around the bay.  The SSBP 
supports this extension, recognizing its scenic vistas, the continuation of 
the Bayshore Bikeway as a spur destination, and the opportunity for a 
connectivity of uses and a balancing of habitat and people.   

 
3. Bottom Line:   SSBP recommends that the language of PD9.13 reflect the varying 

adjacent uses of the current GCSP and associated mitigation parcel and contain 
appropriate buffers and signage such as Limited Use Buffer and Transitional Use Buffer.  
Grand Caribe Shoreline Park should support passive use only and the preservation of 
upland habitat and Nuttal’s Lotus (Acmipson prostratus), a listed 1.B.1 native plant 
seriously endangered in California, mandates removal of GCSP from Section 8.02 of the 
Port’s Code.  The above comments 2. a. through f. reflect the stated Ecology Goals of 
the PMPU, specifically Ecology Goals 1.1, 1.5 and 1.6 and Ecology Goals 4.1, 4.4 and 4.7.  
Additionally, the goal of Safety and Resiliency Goals 2.3, 2.4., 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 will be 
furthered by maintenance of this property, by proper signage and by the institution of a 
living shoreline as contemplated in SR 2.7.   

 
4.  With respect to PD9.14, any programmed uses and special events should be supported 

within the adjacency of use issues as incorporated above in this letter at 2 a. through f.  
Thus, the northward extension of GCSP is only suitable for some programmed activities.  
The fact that neither the term programmed and non-programmed is defined is a major 
deficit in the PMPU and inserting those definitions is recommended.   
 

5. With respect to PD9.15, SSBP supports nonprogrammed activities along the shoreline 
with the proviso that sufficient buffer areas are established as outlined above in this 
letter at 2 a. through f. and that the Port prevent erosion with maintenance and signage 
at specific access points to the shoreline for nonprogrammed activities.   
 

6. With respect to PD9.16, SSBP supports the establishment and preservation of the Scenic 
Vista area at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, as depicted on the Silver Strand Planning 
District Water and Land Use map, and recommends that a Scenic View Corridor 
Extension be added to the PMPU which would run along Grand Caribe Causeway in a 
straight line to the water’s edge at GCSP.   
 

7. With respect to the South Cays Planning Subdistrict, there is no mention of the 
important areas which front the Coronado Cays Villages of Mardi Gras and Port Royale.  
Consideration should be given to changing that area from Bayfront/Open Water to a 
Conservation/Intertidal designation that recognizes the existence of large and important 
Intertidal Mudflat and Eelgrass habitats.  This area is adjacent to Emory Cove which has 
been restored with native plants by the Audubon Society of San Diego in its effort to 
provide upland habitat for shorebirds as well as adjacent to the eelgrass beds of the San 
Diego National Wildlife Refuges.  The land and water use maps associated with South 
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Cays Planning Subdistrict appear to be too narrowly drawn based upon the actual 
acreage of important Intertidal Mudflat and Eelgrass habitat.  The  
Conservation/Intertidal designation should be more carefully surveyed by use of GIS, 
which technology is currently available to the Port, and then correctly identified in the 
PMPU in accordance with the Tidal zone paragraph at page 32.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment If you have questions or 
concerns regarding these comments, please contact us through the address on the first 
page. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
Mary Berube 
Liza Butler 
Silver Strand Beautification Project 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 

 
 
 
Native Plant Restoration after 14 months in ground 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 
 

 
 
Greater San Diego joins the restoration effort through the auspices of San Diego Audubon! 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 
 

 
 
Cummins Diesel of El Cajon returns for its second year of service to the community 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 
 

 
 
Grand Caribe Shoreline Park established in 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 
 

 
 
Original shoreline of Grand Caribe Shoreline Park June 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 
 
 

 
 
 
Nuttal’s Lotus (Acmispon prostratus)  is a California Native Plant Society List 1B.1 plant which is 
seriously endangered in California. Populations of this plant are found in both Grand Caribe 
Shoreline Park and the adjacent conservation/intertidal area contemplated to be a mitigation 
bank.  Populations are recorded in the San Diego Management and Monitoring Program - 
https://sdmmp.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment C 
 

 
 
Coastal access….. 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 
 
Two additional concrete pillars/chain totaling 12 feet were removed by the Port due to erosion 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 

 
 
Sandbags were installed by Port and covered in dune sand/plant material.  Erosion has 
collapsed these banks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 
King Tide February 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 
 
King Tide February 2018 
  



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 
 
2019 Erosion continues 



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 
 
!996 original shoreline  



Silver Strand Beautification Project Attachment D 
 

 
 
 
2019 with subsistence of plantings 8-10 feet on east edge 



SILVER STRAND BEAUTIFICATION PROJECT ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Port‘s morning clean up items  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
SILVER STRAND BEAUTIFICATION PROJECT ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Launching off the conservation/intertidal property 
 
 
 
 
 



SILVER STRAND BEAUTIFICATION PROJECT ATTACHMENT A

 
 
 
Grill left for Port’s trash pick up. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Four wheeling in the conservation/intertidal area 
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From: MARY BERUBE <mjberube1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Silver Strand Beautification Project Comments to Draft Port Master Plan Update
Attachments: SSBP Comments Attachment B.pdf
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July 31, 2019 

 

Lesley Nishihira 

PMPU@PortofSanDiego.org 

 

Re: Environmental Health Coalition Comments on Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft 

 

Dear Ms. Nishihira: 

 

Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the discussion draft 

for the Port Master Plan Update. Our comments and recommendations on selected sections of the Draft 

are below. We note in addition that EHC has signed onto comments submitted by SWIA, and we 

endorse those comments as well.  

 

Ecology Element 

Ecology 3.1 Promote programs and activities that reduce exposure to toxic air contaminants and 

criteria air pollutants within and adjacent to Tidelands. 

 

EHC Recommendation: “New development shall not increase exposure to toxic air contaminants and 

criteria air pollutants within and adjacent to Tidelands.” 

 

Ecology 3.4 In cooperation with regional, state, and federal agencies, the District may create a clean 

air action plan, accompanied by an impact fee or other air quality improvement program to implement 

clean air measures. Any investment in improvement outside of Tidelands shall be in conformance with 

all applicable rules and requirements. If formed, major redevelopment or new development may use the 

program to further mitigate air quality impacts. 

 

EHC Recommendation: “In cooperation with regional, state, and federal agencies, the District shall 

create a clean air action plan, accompanied by an impact fee or other air quality improvement program 

to implement clean air measures.” 

Ecology Goal 3: Improve air quality for a healthy urban waterfront 

New Policy Needed: “Greenhouse gas emissions generated by new development shall be fully 

mitigated.” 

 

 

Environmental Justice Policies 

EJ Policies 1.1 to 2.5: EHC supports inclusion of these policies in the PMPU. 

 

EJ3.1 Engage in community air quality monitoring and develop emission reduction plans. 

 

mailto:PMPU@PortofSanDiego.org


 

EHC recommendation:   

 Delete the reference to air quality monitoring. The Port has completed three rounds of air 

emission inventories since 2006, and the Port-related sources of air emissions have been clearly 

identified.   

 Add: A firm commitment and quantified goal to reduce emissions from Port related operations 

and tenant operations that are upwind of residential communities by a given year. We understand 

that staff is in the process of developing such a goal, and recommend that it be incorporated into 

the PMPU to solidify the Port’s commitment to eliminating air quality impacts to downwind 

communities.    

 Add: “Develop and implement a Clean Air Action Plan.”  

 

EJ3.3 Promote the use of the development and growth of clean energy and transportation.  

 

EHC Recommendation:  Develop goals and timelines for transition away from fossil fuels for 

transportation and energy. Incorporate goals and timelines into the PMPU.  

 

EJ Policies 4.1 to 4.4: EHC supports inclusion of these policies in the PMPU. 

 

 

 

Working Waterfront Planning District Standards 

 

PD4.2: Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions to identify potential off-Tidelands public parking 

locations, which may include mobility hubs¸that could address the parking demands for the Working 

Waterfront occupants, tenants, and permittees.  

 

EHC Recommendation: Re-word as follows: “The Port and its tenants will ensure that there is 

adequate off-street parking for their employees, vendors, and visitors.” 

 

PD4.5 Require District occupants, tenants, and permittees to use the existing or future truck haul 

route(s) for goods movement to, from, and through this planning district. 

 

EHC Comment:  Add support for innovative, non-truck technologies as these become commercially 

available. 

 

PD 4.6: Retain and promote freight rail usage and accessibility to support marine terminal functions. 

 

EHC Comment: Add language to clarify that the increase in freight rail mode share for goods 

movement is intended to reduce truck traffic on and off cargo terminals – not to add to the total volume 

of cargo moving through the community. 

 

New Policy Needed: Support jobs, not automation. Suggested language:  “The Port Tidelands are a 

public resource, and economic development on the waterfront must create living wage jobs and not 

displace workers with automated technology.” 

 



 

PD4.10 Explore and develop shore power or other available technologies and/or improvements to 

reduce air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

EHC Recommendation: Strengthen the policy with a firm commitment to minimize air pollutants and 

greenhouse gas emissions from all maritime and industrial operations.  Develop quantified goals and 

timelines. Suggested wording: “Air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions shall be reduced to the 

maximum extent feasible with current technology and operational improvements.”  

 

PD4.12: VMT and TAMT emission reductions 

 

EHC Recommendation: Add a requirement for an annual technology review, and require cargo 

handling equipment and drayage trucks to be ZEV by a given year. 

 

PD4.15 Where feasible, implement best available control technologies for conveyor systems and bulk 

discharge unloader for future dry bulk operations. 

 

EHC comment: This is already required under the TAMT mitigation plan. Delete “where feasible.”  

 

Cesar Chavez Park Subdistrict 

PD4.23: Major redevelopment or new development shall not lead to a net loss of Recreation Open 

Space in this sub district.  

 

EHC Recommendation: EHC supports this policy.  

 

PD4.19: Partner with transportation authority agencies and rail owners and operators to facilitate 

linkages from Cesar Chavez Park to the Barrio Logan Transit Station, where feasible. 

 

EHC Recommendation: EHC supports this policy.  

 

Additional policy needed: Partner with transportation authority agencies and the City of San Diego to 

facilitate pedestrian safety improvements for crossing Harbor Drive at the intersection with Cesar 

Chavez Parkway.  

 

Conclusion 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the discussion draft of this historic document. Please 

direct questions to Joy Williams, (619) 474-0220 x110.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Joy Williams 

Research Director 
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From: Phillip Marsden <psmarsden63@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Port’s Proposed Master Plan Update (PMPU)

To: Mr. Garry Bonelli, Chairman, Port of San Diego  

From: Coronado Point Condominium Owners Association (CPCOA) Board of Directors 

Subject: Comments on the Port’s Proposed Master Plan Update (PMPU) for Planning District 10, Coronado 
Bayfront 

Introduction 

We are writing on behalf of Coronado Point Condominium (CPC), an 80 unit residential condominium located 
at 1101 & 1133 1st Street, Coronado, CA. Our property directly abuts the Ferry Landing property.  We have 
been following, with growing concern, the contents of the PMPU, specifically the part that addresses the North 
Coronado Subdistrict of District 10 which calls for the complete redevelopment of the Ferry Landing. 

We urge that the Port withdraw the Plan Update for the North Coronado Subdistrict in its entirety and replace it 
with a plan prepared in collaboration with the City of Coronado (City) in accordance with the Port/City 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for development of the Coronado Tidelands dated December 1979. 

Our concerns with the draft PMPU are numerous. For the sake of brevity we will summarize our major 
concerns below. The PMPU:  

 Lacks a clear vision and context for its recommendations.

 Proposes profound changes to the character, charm and habitability of the Ferry
Landing neighborhood.

  Will irreparably burden Coronado’s infrastructure serving both visitors and City residents.

  Will further inhibit public access and enjoyment of a unique coastal venue.

The following paragraphs will discuss each of these major concerns and provide our conclusions and 
recommendations. 

Discussion 

 Lacks a Clear Vision and Context

A multi-decade plan such as the PMPU requires an overarching vision into which the various plan elements 
can be understood. Such a vision provides a context to aid in evaluation of the plan elements. In the Planning 
Document for District 10, Coronado Bayfront North, there are 21 "planning standards" presented that are a 
mixture of clear definitive statements, statements that are ambiguous or confusing, and a few that have no 
rationale provided that would allow for meaningful comment. Furthermore, there is no overall conceptual goals 
that integrate these various elements in scope and time. 
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The Port, as a steward of the Ferry Landing property under the “Doctrine of Public Trust,” is obligated to 
maintain the property for the benefit of “the people.” How can we evaluate how well this plan benefits the 
people? Are expansion and redevelopment the best use of this prime piece of property? How much 
development is too much? 
  

         Profound Changes to the Character, Charm and Habitability of the Ferry 
Landing Neighborhood 
  

The primary focus of the PMPU is on “visitor-serving uses that activate the area.” This focus does not account 
for the fact that thousands of Coronado residents call this neighborhood their home. There is not a single 
mention of the impact of such a significant development on the daily lives of these residents. In contrast, the 
current Port Plan Land Use Concept for the Coronado District states that "Sensitivity to nearby residents 
should be a major concern". 
  
Multiple sections of the PMPU state that the height of new development should be compatible with but does 
not need to conform to the adjacent jurisdiction standards (emphasis added). The City of Coronado Municipal 
Code has a maximum height limit of 40 feet for all of Planning District 10, and the majority of Planning District 9 
has a height limit of 35 feet. Additionally, the existing Port Master Plan has a height limit of 40-feet for the 
Coronado Bayfront Planning District which conforms to the Port/City MOU. Failure to abide by these height 
limits would have a dramatic detrimental impact on the neighborhood.   
  
While the PMPU recognizes that “Coronado Bayfront Planning District is a recreational jewel on the Bay…” it 
specifically calls out the following development projects for the North Coronado Subdistrict: 

         Up to 350 net new hotel rooms with associated meeting space. 
         Up to 10,000 square feet of office space in association with a mix of commercial uses. 
         Up to 60,000 square feet of non-water-oriented retail and/or non-water-oriented retail with 
restaurant space in association with a         mix of commercial uses. 

  
We find it impossible to believe that this degree and scope of re-development, with its associated human and 
vehicular traffic, could be consistent with being integrated and in character with the local community. 

         Irreparably Burdens Coronado’s Infrastructure   
  

Coronado already has more visitors and traffic than it can handle. Traffic on 3rd and 4th Streets and Orange 
Ave is a longstanding problem.  Less well known is that 1st Street, which is a mostly residential area, is also 
overloaded with traffic. Our streets and sidewalks are filled with tourists on foot, bicycles, scooters, and bicycle 
surreys. In accordance with the Port/City MOU, the Land Use Concept in the current Port Plan calls for "a 
traffic circulation and parking plan aimed at minimizing impacts on adjacent residential streets."  
  
Unfortunately the PMPU for the North Coronado Subdistrict fails to address this issue. Instead it appears to be 
focused on bringing more tourists and more events that attract tourists, adding hotel rooms requiring more 
parking, and increasing traffic of every kind to an already over-burdened residential neighborhood. 
   

         Inhibits Public Access and Enjoyment of a Unique Coastal Venue 
  

As noted in the Planning District Characteristics, the Coronado Bayfront is a “recreational jewel.” 
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The iconic view of downtown San Diego from the Ferry Landing area is now a major statewide attraction and 
needs to be preserved and enhanced for residents and visitors to enjoy. As such, a goal of the Plan should be 
to provide unhindered public access to this shoreline, coupled with maximum open space to enlarge and 
enhance this iconic view. The California Coastal Act emphasizes the importance of protecting such areas. 
Consequently, access to the shoreline should be encouraged, not hindered, and should not be blocked by a 
hotel, restaurant or retail establishments as proposed in the PMPU. Instead, it should support the growing 
public recognition that one of the most important public uses of the tidelands is open space, not retail 
development.  
  
Conclusions 

We object in the strongest possible terms to the nature and scale of the Port’s North Coronado Subdistrict 
development proposals. 
  
Like most of our Coronado neighbors, we value and want to maintain the unique, traditional small-town 
character of Coronado, while welcoming the many visitors who wish to share in that charm. Unfortunately, 
Coronado is already struggling to handle the current level of visitors and traffic. As shown in the discussion 
above, the PMPU for the North Coronado Subdistrict fails to recognize this reality.  Instead, the planned re-
development of the Ferry Landing appears to be focused primarily on bringing more tourists and adding more 
events to attract tourists, more hotel rooms, more need for parking spaces, and more traffic of every kind, with 
little to no regard to an already over-burdened residential neighborhood. 
  
Recommendations 
  
The Port/City MOU of December 1979 provides a template for the Port and City of Coronado working together 
to “develop a mutually agreeable plan that is respectful of Coronado’s needs and residential character, open 
space requirements and traffic problems.” We strongly recommend that the Port begin such a joint process 
with the City to ensure that any Tidelands redevelopment is in keeping with our community standards and best 
meets the public needs.  
  
  
The Board of Directors of the CPCOA stands ready to support and assist the City of Coronado and the Port in 
preserving the precious and unique nature of our beautiful community. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Claude Hicken  Scott Ferguson  Judy Deans  Dave Knop  Phillip Marsden 
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Existing view looking west from the Boardwalk  thru 
Tuna Harbor Park. The proposed 40-50ft tall (75,000 sq. 

ft.) Navy Seal Museum would forever eliminate this 
Magnificent view and displace Park area. 
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Existing view looking west from the 
Boardwalk  thru Tuna Harbor Park. 
The proposed 40-50ft tall (75,000 sq. 
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eliminate this Magnificent view and 
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Existing view looking north from the sidewalk  thru Tuna Harbor Park. 
The proposed 40-50ft tall (75,000 sq. ft.) Navy Seal Museum would 
forever eliminate this Magnificent view and displace Park area.



Existing view looking south. The proposed 
Fish Processing Plant would forever 

eliminate these views of the Bay and the 
Coronado Bay Bridge.
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July 30, 2019 

Port of San Diego 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA 92101 

 

RE: Support for Option 2 – Grape and Hawthorn Street Mobility Hub 

 

Honorable Chairman and Members of the Commission, 

 

This letter is share our support for the proposal of the Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft, 

specifically to the Mobility Hub Option 2 proposed for the Grape and Hawthorn Site.  

 

Pacifica Companies owns the Body Beautiful site adjacent to the Subdistrict 3 Planning Site (PA-3), 

currently being used as a surface parking lot for Solar Turbine. We are very appreciative and support the 

Port’s integrated and comprehensive planning approach to gain input for the Port Master Plan Update.  

 

We support the second option that was provided in the Port Master Plan Update Workshop in February 

25, 2019. We would further like to add our support for the parking to go underground as originally 

suggested by the Citizens Advisory Committee suggested in 2011 to address the North Embarcadero 

Port Master Plan Amendment and leaving the surface to lend itself to Park/Recreation area, which 

would complement an idea such as the “Peace Park” previously presented, to create a “Front Door” to 

the San Diego Bay as an inviting place for visitors and residents to enjoy the waterfront. 

We believe this would accommodate several goals set forth by multiple stakeholders including the Port, 

Coastal Commission, tenants of the Port, community members, and visitors to the San Diego Area: 

 Keeping the 205’ foot setback  

 Adding the .88+ acres of Park area to the Embarcadero 

 Create Park and Recreational area requested by the community from multiple survey’s and 
outreach by the Port 

 Providing additional parking for employees and visitors without the appearance of another 
parking structure 
 

We commend you and your staff for your vision and we believe that option 2 for the Grape and 

Hawthorn mobility hub will help propel San Diego into a future where car storage is less important than 

place making and community space. This truly with give San Diego the much deserved name as 

America’s Finest City.  

Thank you for your time and the outreach you have done for this Master Plan Update; it is greatly 

appreciated! 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Abbie Hawkins 

On Behalf of Pacifica Companies  



 
 

 















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tuesday, July 30, 2019 
 
Port of San Diego - Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA, 92101 
 
Re: Master Plan Update – April 2019 Discussion Draft comments 
 
Port Authority Commissioners and Planning Department staff, 
 
After reviewing the April 2019 Discussion Draft for the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan update, Save 
Our Heritage Organisation (SOHO) has several pertinent comments related to historical resources within 
the Port’s jurisdiction. Comments include the need for a historical resources survey to be prepared in 
accordance with CEQA and the inclusion of a Historic Preservation Element, which both support the 
Port’s mission related to “providing community benefit” and “a balanced approach to…environmental 
stewardship.”  
 
First, under CEQA, a historical resources and cultural landscape survey must be prepared to identify any 
potentially significant resources and landscapes at the local, state and federal levels as well as the criteria 
by which they may be eligible for designation. This survey should then inform a Historic Preservation 
Element with specified goals and policies within the Master Plan itself as well as the draft and final 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR). Further, a Historic Preservation Element should identify any 
related historical contexts per planning district area, such as the Tiki architecture on Shelter Island, and 
include a list of resources that contribute to each identified context.   
 
For example, as noted above, Shelter Island was largely developed during the 1950s and 1960s with a 
unique collection of Tiki or Polynesian style architecture due to the Hawaiian influence on San Diego at 
that time. The historical context for this planning district should identify this theme and also specify which 
resources, such as Bali Hai, that contribute to this context at the local, state, and/or federal level for 
designation. The Embarcadero District includes the Maritime Museum, which encompasses several 
historical nautical resources. This plan should highlight those resources as well as address the opportunity 
for the Maritime Museum to expand. The National City Bayfront District is the intended location for 
Irving Gill’s c. 1898 Granger Hall (to be relocated near Pepper Park), which is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and currently also on SOHO’s Most Endangered List 
(http://www.sohosandiego.org/endangered/mel2018/grangerhall18.htm). Another example is the 
Coronado Belt Line, which extends through multiple planning district areas and is listed on the local San 
Diego Historical Register. 
 
SOHO also recommends the Port of San Diego look to the City of San Diego’s Historic Preservation 
Element of their General Plan as a model regarding the creation of historic preservation goals and policies 
for the Port’s Master Plan update (see link below). These model goals and policies include the 
identification of historical resources, the preservation of important resources, and the integration of 
preservation planning within the larger planning process. These goals also highlight educating the public 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Jaye MacAskill, PresidenW���David Goldberg, Vice PresidenW���Jessica McGee, TreasureU���John Eisenhart, Secretary

M. Wayne Donaldson  �  Erik Hanson  �  Paul Johnson  �  Nancy Moors  �  John Rush � Scott Sandel  �  Sandor Shapery  � David Swarens   �  Kiley Wallace
Bruce Coons, Executive Director

2476  San  D ie g o  Avenue  �  San  D ie g o  CA 92110  �  w w w.s oh os an d i e g o.o r g  �  619 / 2 97- 9 327  �  619 / 2 91- 3 576  fa x



about the importance of historical resources, devising preservation incentives, and promoting cultural 
heritage tourism.  
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/planning/genplan/pdf/generalplan/adoptedhpele
m.pdf  

  
SOHO appreciates the opportunity to comment on the discussion draft for the Port’s Master Plan Update 
and recommends that a historical resources and cultural landscape survey be prepared, as required under 
CEQA, and for this survey to inform a list of potential resources as well as the goals and policies of a 
Historic Preservation Element within the Master Plan.  
 
Thank you,  

 
Bruce Coons 
Executive Director 
Save Our Heritage Organisation 
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July 30, 2019 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Email: PMPU@portofsandiego.org  
 
Re: The Marlin Club of San Diego as a long term Port tenant in good standing opposition to being left off of the Port 
Master Plan Update (PMPU) 

 

COMMENT LETTER TO PORT OF SAN DIEGO FROM THE MARLIN CLUB OF SAN DIEGO 

 

INTRO  

The purpose of the Marlin Club, as a service to the Port of San Diego, is to maintain a free, International Game Fishing 
Association certified weigh station for the angling public.  To promote sportsmanship through preservation, education, 
and conservation.  Preservation of the historical record of San Diego Sport fishing.  Education of the public on the “how-
to” and the ethics of proper fishing.  Conservation of our valuable and natural resources.  The Marlin Club publishes a 
“Calendar of Events” every year that are open to public participation.  Membership is also available for individuals and 
families for a small fee.  The Marlin Club is a volunteer driven organization.  

The underlying sprit of angling should be that it is a sport in which the skill of the angler is pitted against the instinct and 
strength of the fish which is entitled to an even chance for its life.  We encourage conservation and are closely affiliated 
with organizations that feel the same like; International Game Fishing Association, Billfish Foundation, Pacific Fisheries 
Enhancement Foundation, Hubbs Sea World Research, and the Coastal Conservation Association.  The angling public can 
follow the Marlin Club on social media.  Club news and postings of current weigh-ins are available so anglers can better 
plan their trip offshore.  Many anglers enjoy the fellowship of participating at one of the many club tournaments that 
always include a family style banquet!  
 
HISTORY  
 
San Diego’s dream of having a world class angling club was realized in 1931.  13 prominent citizens including, Frank 
Belcher, Stanley Andrews, Dick Jessop, and R W Little to name a few, met at the downtown Chamber of Commerce 
building to write the by-laws and register the name, “The Marlin Club of San Diego”.  In a concept that has endured to 
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this day, surviving the great depression, World War II, and many other social changes, the Club has changed with the 
times.  The original clubhouse was an old Navy barracks building donated by the Port of San Diego.  It was also the first 
structure on the road that was to become Shelter Island Drive.  The original barracks was replaced with the existing 
clubhouse in 1951.  Designed by renowned architect, Frank Hope, we believe it has historical value.  From Governors, to 
Mayors, to City Council members, and even the community at large, all recognized the importance of supporting the 
Marlin Club.  Commercial and recreational fishing were and continue to be a vital part of the San Diego economy after 
the war, and sportfishings positive financial impact to the city continues today.  San Diego offers an easy getaway from 
Los Angles and is the gateway to Mexican waters like the Coronado Islands and the abundant banks beyond.  Hollywood 
stars like Desi Arnez, John Wayne, Jerry Lewis and Clint Eastwood have all visited the Marlin Club.  Most recently, Hall of 
Fame pitcher, and local product, David Wells enjoyed the clubhouse. 
 
We have received many awards and recorded many world records over the decades, but one award from The 
International Game Fishing Association for the clubs historical contributions to the sport of big game fishing stands out.  
Only a few angling organizations in Southern California have recorded their history as well as the Marlin Club.  It would 
not be possible without this clubhouse. 
 
Lady anglers at the Marlin Club have contributed to our history as well.  Their influence came about in the 1950’s, when 
fishing as couples became popular.  The husband would drive and the wife would pull on the fish.  The women preferred 
a lighter rod and reel, which was less cumbersome.  They caught many world records, and many argue that was the start 
of light tackle fishing popular today for all in Southern California.  
 
TODAY  
 
Today, the “Marlin Club” is in name only.  We promote the release of Marlin and have kept the name out of respect for 
the animal rather than for its sacrifice.  By our example of catch and release, over 90% of Marlin are released after the 
fight.  Last year it was 100%.  The reality is most anglers need access and want to take their families or friends out and 
enjoy some time on the ocean or bay and catch something that is abundant and good to eat.  Not spend hours searching 
for a billfish that even if you did find one and catch it, doesn’t taste quite as good as local rockfish, halibut, yellowtail or 
tuna.  The club supports efforts to ban Marlin from the menu worldwide.   
 
Today, The Marlin Club is a public facility maintained by volunteers for the use of all anglers; young, old, men, and 
women.  To weigh trophy catches or perspective world records.  Or as in more recent times, to celebrate the release of a 
fish back to the sea. The club can handle boats to 75’ at the main dock with ease.  Last year we brought in a 127 footer 
fishing in the “Make a Wish” charity fishing tournament to weigh in a fish.  
 
Today, we have also changed a bit to accommodate the many small boaters who have increased in number over the 
years.  Small private boaters who need access, can tie up at our docks.  The club has also become the “hub” of private 
recreational fishing in Southern California.  Angling clubs like the prestigious Avalon Tuna Club, Balboa Angling Club, 
Newport Angling Club, Oceanside Anglers as well as the local yacht clubs depend on the Marlin Club to weigh fish for 
their events.  Some events are even sponsored by the Port.  The clubhouse museum with all its artifacts has also become 
quite a tourist attraction for those visiting our city and staying in the nearby hotels.  The guided “Seal” tour buses 
remind all onboard that The Marlin Club is San Diego’s oldest and most prestigious fishing club.  Tourists and locals both 
come running towards the iconic gallows when someone is weighing a big fish.  It’s really quite an experience!  
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Today, In addition to the many opportunities the club provides for the public to engage in fishing, we have also taken on 
the responsibility to teach the youth and educate fishermen and others about the importance of clean oceans and 
sustainable resources. We have held educational programs for City schools third graders teaching them how to respect 
the environment.  We have taken under-privileged youth out fishing for the first time.  We have sponsored clean-up the 
bay days and high school fund raising events. We have received international attention for incorporating a “trash” prize 
for many events, encouraging anglers to pick up Mylar balloons and other floating ocean plastic while they are out 
fishing.   
 

Today, San Diego needs the Marlin Club.  
 
CONCLUSION  
 
And so, in the end, The Marlin Club of San Diego is an affordable, recreational boating facility, that operates a free public 
weigh station for the sport fishing industry.  We believe in the economic and recreational importance of fishing, and 
filling a need to educate and provide access to everyone.  The clubhouse is just the type of facility the original Port of 
San Diego Charter had in mind.  The clubhouse is well suited for the narrow un-developable lot it is on and its easy 
access to the entrance of San Diego Bay.  
 
The parking lot converts to a banquet area with a lovely view, and there is plenty of Port parking nearby.  The clubhouse 
has also become a tourist attraction and fishing museum.  The clubhouse protects San Diego’s sport fishing heritage.  
We are the only public weigh station on San Diego Bay.  We are the only location accessible by land or sea for the public 
to weigh fish.   
 
This facility is a key part of recreational fishing and boating in San Diego County.  We draw your attention to Section 
30234 and 30234.5 of the Coastal Act, as well as the Mills act we may pursue.  We feel they speak directly to this issue.  
We ask to retain what we have and continue the Ports original commitment to the Marlin Club so we can continue to 
serve the community and preserve the history we love so much.  
 
 
Regards, 
The Marlin Club Board of Directors 
 

 

 

 

 

   

2445 Shelter Island Drive 
San Diego, CA 92106 

 

(619) 222-8677 sdmarlinclub@gmail.com 



 

                                                                  

                                               

 

Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association                                                                                                     
700 Seacoast Drive, Suite 108                                                                                                                           
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 

31 July 2019 

Lesley Nishihira (lnishihi@portofsandiego.org)                                                                                                                                                             
San Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Port                                                                                       
3165 Pacific Hwy                                                                                                                                                              
San Diego, CA 92101 

(submitted 30 July 2019 via email to lnishihi@portofsandiego.org) 

Subject:  Comments of Port of San Diego Master Plan Update Discussion Draft 

Dear Ms. Nishihira: 

The above organizations appreciate the Board of Port Commissioners’ (Port’s) commitment to an 
extensive public process and staff/consultant efforts to prepare the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).  
The final Port Master Plan (PMP) should combine a new vision for San Diego Bay/public trust lands and a 
simplified, efficient roadmap that ensures coastal resource conservation and enhancements as well as 
appropriate uses and development of and activities on those trust resources. 
 
Historical losses of Bay wetlands (particularly vegetated and shallow-subtidal types) have occurred from 
development, and climate change and sea level rise (SLR) represent significant additional threats to 
natural resources and infrastructure/developments in and around San Diego Bay.  Despite those losses 
the Bay remains a diverse ecological system, supporting over 300 species of marine and coastal birds; 
640 species of marine invertebrates; 100 species of marine fishes; 4 species of marine mammals; and 11 
federal/state threatened or endangered species and 50 special status species.    
 
The Port/US Navy-approved Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) documented the 
large historical losses of natural tideland/wetland assets in San Diego Bay and identified protection and  
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restoration needs and opportunities.  And Port’s recent Port Sea Level Rise Assessment Report reported 
that wetlands (natural tideland assets) ecosystem values are projected to be diminished as SLR 
proceeds, irrespective of additional buildout of tidelands. Finally, the Port’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
needs to be updated to meet state greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets, and the changes to that 
document need to be incorporated into the PMP (i.e., the PMP must include policies that allow for 
changes to that document, which will have to add new mitigation measures to achieve those targets.  
SWIA supports planning that will implement a long-term sustainable vision - and reality – that conserves 
and enhances (restores and creates) natural assets within the public trust tidelands (and water) 
managed by the Port of San Diego.   The PMP needs to include more discussion of the relevance of those 
documents:  how their information, recommendations and requirements will be incorporated into the 
PMP, including how updates to those documents will be incorporated into later versions of the PMP. 
 
We have participated in the Integrated Planning process since its inception and have submitted oral and 
written comments and recommendations on all phases of the process and interim documents.  Those 
comments are in the project’s public record and this letter reaffirms our previous input and provides 
additional comments and recommendations on specific portions of this discussion draft of the MPU.  
 
Our comments are intended to assist the Port to revise and improve the public discussion draft, which 
contains many new and feasible features compared to the current Master Plan.  To simplify our 
comments, we have focused on approaches and elements that we believe should be revised or added to 
ensure the final PMP achieves an appropriate balance of uses, activities and conservation – as required 
by the Public Resources Code and as stated in the Port’s intentions for the PMPU.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
Section 1. Background/Introduction 
 
Pages 10-16.  The introduction to the draft Port Master Plan (PMP – hereafter used interchangeably with 
the PMPU) provides a reasonable overview of the primary legal/regulatory obligations, responsibilities 
and authorities that the Port of San Diego (Port) has assumed regarding its management of public trust 
lands.  The PMP cites that “…all categories of modern Public Trust uses – commerce, navigation, 
fisheries, recreation, and environmental stewardship – have equal footing and one use is not favored 
over another.” 
 
In regard to “equal footing,” it is important that the PMP fully recognizes and conforms with Public 
Resources Code Section 6009, which states in part: “(a)…California received title to the tidelands, 
submerged lands, and beds of navigable lakes and rivers within its borders, to be held subject to the 
public trust for statewide public purposes, including commerce, navigation, fisheries, and other 
recognized uses, and for preservation in their natural state.”  and “(c) Tidelands and submerged lands 
granted by the Legislature to local entities remain subject to the public trust, and remain subject to the 
oversight authority of the state by and through the State Lands Commission. (d) Grantees are required 
to manage the state’s tidelands and submerged lands consistent with the terms and obligations of their  
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grants and the public trust, without subjugation of statewide interests, concerns, or benefits to the 
inclination of local or municipal affairs, initiatives, or excises.” 
 
In that regard, we are concerned that the critical objectives of this PMP overly prioritize development 
and financial investments:  Be market ready; Streamline the permit process; Provide certainty with 
flexibility; and Balance development with natural resources, while enhancing fiscal sustainability.  SWIA 
and other environmental organizations have consistently recognized the Port’s need to be fiscally 
responsible.  However, the apparent priorities reflected in those objectives seem to diminish the need 
to protect and enhance the natural assets within the tidelands.  The above-cited text and other 
regulatory language argue for both conservation of existing coastal natural resources – especially 
wetlands - but also the restoration and increase in wetlands (previously documented in a 3Oct2017 
letter we sent to the Port).   Losses of historical wetlands in San Diego Bay range from 41% (shallow 
subtidal) to 84% (intertidal) and most (74%) of the shoreline has been armored.  When the effects of 
projected sea level rise (SLR) are included, wetland habitat losses will increase.  So, we have strongly 
recommended that the PMP must address the potential threats of future wetland losses and include 
wetland habitat policies and commitments to conserve, restore and increase wetlands within San Diego 
Bay.  The letter provides specific recommendations that could achieve those objectives and that we 
believe must be incorporated into the PMP.  A recent LA Times article 

(https://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-sea-level-rise-california-coast/) provides a very 
comprehensive overview and examination of the need for coastal jurisdictions to consider why, what, 
where, how, and when to protect developed and natural (asset) features – including where to allow for 
“living shorelines” and “managed retreat” when “protection” is neither a physical nor fiscally 
responsible choice.  
 
Preserving and increasing wetlands within/around San Diego Bay would also substantially further the 
Port’s commitment to create a “Green Necklace” of open spaces around the Bay.  The Green Necklace 
concept, based on Frederick Law Olmstead’s “Emerald Necklace” for Boston’s bay and wetlands, would 
involve the creation of special retreats, places for both active and passive recreation:  green and open 
spaces that provide relief and rejuvenation from the pressures, tensions and natural landscape 
compromises that characterize urban areas.   
 
Section 2.  User Guide 
 
Pages 23-29.  The PMP presents a clear explanation and illustration of how the User Guide for each 
“Element” and “Planning District” is expected to “provide a mix of goals, policies, and standards to guide 
existing uses and activities, as well as future development, activation, and management of Tidelands.”  
This approach simplifies the process for identifying what, where and a general sense of the intensity of 
those actions/uses, developments and activities. 
 
Page 30.  Because the PMP is a programmatic-level document (it does not specifically describe and 
analyze every project that may occur over the term of the PMP), it is reasonable to include a 
“substantial conformity” process for evaluating whether new, specific uses, developments and activities  
 

https://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-sea-level-rise-california-coast/
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are indeed consistent with the intent and guidance of the PMP.  However, as noted in previous 
comments about the public trust lands, and the PMP’s commitment to “equal footing,” substantial  
conformance should not result in local interests to use/develop those lands subjugating their larger, 
statewide values – particularly their ecological value – to conflicting uses and financial interests. 
 
Pages 31-32.  The delineations for “Top of Bank” and “Tidal Zone” are based on historical (tidal) data and 
current (developed/stabilized shoreline) conditions.  While it is important to specify what the PMP 
treats as tidal zone and top of bank (e.g., bayward edge of land-based assets), they do not reflect sea 
level rise projections, which will shift the tidal zone  upward and potentially flood beyond the current 
top of bank.  The PMP must add a clear explanation of how sea level rise will be factored into addressing 
tidal zone and top of bank issues.  For example, how/where could the Port allow landward movement of 
the top of bank to accommodate rising tides and/or accommodate coastal flooding?  Some current or 
future developed assets may not be economically or environmentally feasible to retain in place, and the 
Port should have policies to allow for modification of the delineated tidal zone and top of bank.  This is 
particularly important for identifying potential areas to allow sea level rise/coastal flooding to encroach 
on existing or planned “development” areas to create wetlands/intertidal/shallow subtidal habitats. This 
approach is also relevant to address future PMP amendments where a “change of water or land use 
designation, uses, or mapped component beyond those described under Data Accuracy and 
Modifications” may be necessary to accommodate sea level rise. 
 
Page 34.  The section on non-conforming status should be written so that it clearly does not preclude 
the replacement of active uses/development (primary and secondary uses) with/by natural features 
(assets), even where the replacement by natural features/assets is not a specified primary or secondary 
use, and where such replacement is consistent with the Port’s responsibility to ensure a safe 
environment for the public and lease holders.  Also, clarify in section 2.2.6.5 that reconstruction of non-
conforming structures must not obstruct or diminish the current goals and objectives of the updated 
PMP. 
 
Section 3.  Elements 
 
Page 43.  The list of “Elements” and Figure 3.1 do not fully align with the “Themes” (which are also 
called Elements in the text – e.g., page 46 “Ecology Element”) that are subsequently presented in the 
text, but it is evident that the PMP is addressing the public trust Elements through an expanded set of 
Themes/Elements.  It would be clearer if the text just stated that the Public Trust “elements” cited in the 
Port Act are being integrated into a larger set of “themes/elements” in this PMP. 
 
Page 46.  The Ecology Element/Theme introduction refers to a balance between the natural and built 
environment remains a (Port) District priority.  As noted previously, the Bay has sustained large 
reductions/losses of its historical wetlands, and the Bay is nowhere near a “balance.”  Furthermore, the 
projections of sea level rise strongly suggest that even the current acreages of those wetlands are 
threatened and will likely be reduced.  The PMP must include additional goals/policies that will produce 
increases in those wetland types that have been most impacted – subtidal, marsh and intertidal habitats  
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– and not just at Pond 20.  Compared with the other elements, the Ecology Element identifies far fewer 
policies.  We are providing additional specific policies as well as recommendations for adding 
recommendations based on or from other relevant Port resource documents. 
 
Also, the introduction to the Ecology Element does not provide sufficient discussion about how the PMP 
will incorporate data and findings/recommendations from previously approved, relevant documents.  
Those include, but are not limited to:  Port of San Diego and US Navy Integrated Natural Resources  
 
Management Plan (updated and approved 2103), Climate Action Plan (approved 2017) and the Sea Level 
Rise Assessment Report (approved 2019).  Each of these documents includes data, evaluations and 
recommendations that inform and must be integrated into the PMP.  The commitment and 
mechanism(s) that will ensure their incorporation (and updates) must be explicitly described in the PMP. 
 
Pages 47-48.  Ecology Goal 1 should add a new subpolicy (1.8) that specifically commits the Port to 
increase total wetland habitat acreages and incorporate wetland habitat creation (in addition to the 
specific mitigation bank subpolicy 1.6) for tideland areas where developed/stabilized tidelands may no 
longer be appropriate (for fiscal or environmental or safety reasons) as sea level rise proceeds.  The PMP 
must use definitive language (e.g., shall create…), not permissive language (e.g., may create…) in its 
policies that address protecting, conserving, and enhancing/creating wetland habitats.  For example, our 
3 October 2017 letter provided SLR/flooding projections and maps as well as an objective rationale for 
identifying where potential may exist to enhance and create of wetlands to restore a portion of the 
historical losses.  Although many of those areas would be impractical or infeasible in light of the existing 
infrastructure and developments, the potential for enhancing/creating wetlands must not be 
constrained by current “built” conditions.  The PMP should include policy language that requires a net 
increase of wetland habitat acreages in the Bay, focusing on intertidal, subtidal and marsh habitats.   
While the Port may balk at including specific acreages, the Port has already made similarly definitive 
statements about the number of potential hotel rooms in each district.  As part of the Port’s 
commitment to ensure a “balanced” plan, we strongly recommend that natural assets (wetland 
habitats) are provided similar standing in the PMP. 
 
The PMP must include a commitment to create/restore/enhance bay (wetland) habitats consistent with 
the jointly-approved Port and US Navy Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for San Diego Bay 
(2013)  that calls for restoring depleted natural resources throughout the bay (Chapter 4) and the 
findings and recommendations of its Integrated Planning Vision Process and Framework Report 
(including the Planning Principles to honor the water, guarantee the public realm and celebrate nature 
and ecology). As reported in the Vision Process, infrastructure and facilities have been developed mostly 
in the absence of a clear policy, and most of the current infrastructure and facilities will need to be 
replaced within the next 50 years.  That finding provides the Port a clear justification and opportunity to 
substantially re-think and restructure the developed portions of its tidelands.  Ecology policies – for 
example 2.1 and 3.3 - must replace “permissive” language (i.e., “Encourage…”) with declarative 
commitment language (e.g., “Require…”) to ensure that these feasible, practicable and necessary 
actions are implemented, not just considered.  Many of the policies in the other elements use 
declarative language much more than do the Ecology policies. 
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Page 49.  San Diego Bay has a need to retain sediment inflows 
(https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/stormwater/pdf/SDBay_WQIP_AppendixJ_02111
5.pdf).  Sea level rise and Deepwater channel dredging will likely exacerbate sediment dynamics (and 
possibly exacerbate sediment deficiencies) in the Bay, which suggests that the PMP’s water policies 
should include a subpolicy to encourage development and shoreline stabilization, wherever feasible and 
beneficial, that retains or increases sediments so that the shoreline and intertidal zones are maintained 
or built as sea level rise occurs.  In addition, the PMP must also include a policy stating the Port will, to 
the maximum extent practicable and as allowed by regulations, commit to retaining dredged sediments  
within the Bay.  Finer sediments are essential for building wetland habitats and, when paired with living 
shorelines and other methods, should be used for that purpose. 
 
Page 57.  Economics Goal 2 should add a Policy that commits the Port to allocate/reallocate 
development with the objective to more efficiently use tidelands and increase – where appropriate - 
natural assets/features and public access.  A key related policy that must be added is that the term (time 
period) of leases shall reflect the site’s projected sea level rise impacts as well as the project’s use 
(coastal-dependent vs. coastal-related).   For example, projects that are coastal-related and in 
areas/locations where sea level rise impacts are projected to be more severe (inundated and/or flooded 
sooner and more significantly) should have short term leases (e.g., 10-15 years).  Some coastal-
dependent uses may also warrant short term leases, whereas some coastal-dependent uses, such as 
those with major long-term investments (e.g., hotel complexes), would likely be justified in having long 
term leases.  
 
Page 63.  EJ Goal 1 should add a Policy – or add to Policy EJ 1.3 that the Port will, associated with 
development/redevelopment projects, seek to increase accessible shoreline and intertidal areas close to 
disadvantaged communities. 
 
Page 69.  The Safety and Resiliency Element Goal 1 should include an additional policy to address 
resiliency of natural resources, specifically: “Policy SR1.7. Maintain and where feasible expand natural 
shorelines by adding living shoreline infrastructure and increased buffer areas to enhance safety and 
resiliency of adjacent built resources and public access to the shoreline.”  
 
As we noted in our opening comments, there are compelling reasons for considering alternatives to 
always prioritizing the protection/armoring of the coastline to retain developed uses/activities.  The 

previously cited LA Times article (https://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-sea-level-rise-california-

coast/) provides the background, examples and one possible decision-tree regarding how jurisdictions 
could balance “protection” and “accommodation” when determining the long-term status of threatened 
coastal resources.  
 
 

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/stormwater/pdf/SDBay_WQIP_AppendixJ_021115.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/stormwater/pdf/SDBay_WQIP_AppendixJ_021115.pdf
https://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-sea-level-rise-california-coast/
https://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-sea-level-rise-california-coast/
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Page 71. The PMP clearly prioritizes activities and developments that fall under the term “coastal-
dependent uses” as requiring protection/adaptation “in place” (e.g., Policies SR 2.3 and 2.5), even if that  
expands into natural asset/resource areas.  Protecting essential coastal dependent developments and 
activities is a reasonable policy, although even some of those uses may not have long-term viability 
given the projections for sea level rise and flooding.   
 
However, for “coastal-related” and other uses/developments, the PMP should provide clearer guidance 
regarding how it will “balance” future protection actions with sound fiscal practices and environmental  
(natural asset/feature) conservation and enhancement.  The Port’s recently released Sea Level Rise 
Assessment report identifies large potential/future fiscal impacts to both built and natural resources in 
the tidelands.  That report does not specify the adaptation actions for each location/facility/use, but 
those potential fiscal impacts will likely result in great pressure to protect built assets at the expense of 
natural resources.  The PMP needs to provide clearer guidance regarding how it will ensure that natural 
resources – their functions, values and acreages – will be conserved and enhanced. 
 
Many of these issues were raised and recommendations were provided in an 18Jun2019 SWIA comment 
letter to the Port regarding its Sea Level Rise Assessment Report.  We strongly request that the PMP be 
revised to integrate the recommendations in the 18Jun2019 letter.  
 
Page 72.  Policy SR 3.2 should include a specific commitment that the Port will compare monitored 
data/results against projected conditions as part of its 5-year review.  That comparative analysis would  
be the basis for helping to select/add/remove actions in response to sea level rise/coastal flooding or 
other natural threats. 
 
Page 83. Mobility Policy 2.4 states that new recreational marinas may be developed in the bay.  The 
PMP must identify the basic criteria that would be used to locate these new facilities.  How would these 
facilities integrate with the land-based mobility system, mobility hubs, etc.? 
 
Pages 86-87.  The regional transportation plan and local jurisdiction climate action plans have identified 
single vehicle use and parking as significant impediments to improving transportation system efficiency 
and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  The PMP must include policies that reduce parking demand 
(and supply) throughout the Port’s jurisdiction in coordination with related efforts by the surrounding 
jurisdictions.   For example, the Port must include policies that that promote increased collaborative 
efforts to work with adjacent jurisdictions to create public transit to link with Port mobility centers and 
any “within Port” public transit/jitney or other microtransit options. 
 
Pages 88-89.  Consistent with the existing policies’ intent to optimize and increase efficiencies, the PMP 
should include a policy that promotes “on time” delivery and transfer of goods and cargo to reduce 
storage and parking space requirements.  This would require a specific commitment to link the Port's 
Climate Action (mitigation) Plan, which must be updated to reflect current state GHG emission reduction 
targets and to prepare the Port’s CAP adaptation plan.  In conjunction with the surrounding jurisdictions,  
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the PMP should include policies that promote dedicated or priority roadways for cargo/goods 
movement, both to/from the tidelands and around the Bay.  This can be addressed by adopting several  
additional policies regarding ship and tuck goods movement, as well as working with MTS (nearby bus 
yard) and BNSF (train railyard).  We also strongly recommend the PMP include a policy that prioritizes 
collaborating with adjacent jurisdictions to plan and develop the “haul road” that was identified in 
earlier phases of the Integrated Planning process.   
 
We support previous specific recommendations by the Environmental Health Coalition that the Port: (1) 
Develop a comprehensive plan for getting to zero emissions, for at least the cargo handling equipment 
and drayage trucks, by 2045 or sooner; (2) identify and prioritize truck routes for electrification; (3) 
develop an agreement with APCD to move forward on funding electrification of cargo handling 
equipment such as cranes and forklifts.   
  
To the extent feasible, work with BNSF to reduce GHG emissions associated with diesel locomotives, 
freight transfers, and general railyard operations. 
  
To the extent feasible, work with MTS to prepare a plan to prioritize routes that would benefit the most 
from electrification of the fleet and bus yard operational practices to reduce onsite emissions.  
 
Pages 93-94 (Water and Land Use), et seq. The introduction to this Element asserts it will “…meet the 
District’s long-term goals for managing coastal access, commerce, navigation, fisheries, public 
recreation, and environmental stewardship in a balanced approach.” However, the remainder of the  
Element (the longest, most detailed of all the elements), fails to address environmental stewardship in a 
meaningful way.  Also, there are no subsections addressing natural resources and how their 
preservation and any potential increases are being addressed.  The entire section is devoted to, among 
other subheadings: Physical Access, Lower-Cost Visitor Serving and Recreational Facilities, Recreation 
Open Space, and Baywide General Development.  How is all of that “balanced” with Environmental 
Stewardship (whose natural resource components aren’t even discussed anywhere in this Element)?  
The PMP must provide a more specific and detailed policy or set of policies/subpolicies that clearly 
define what “balanced” means in regard to extant and future developments/active uses and natural 
assets/habitats within the trust tidelands (for example our comments regarding pages 47-48 identified 
wetland creation acreages that could be added in response to sea level rise). 
 
Page 95.  Providing continuous shoreline public access needs to be better defined.  There are very few 
locations where the public can actually access (walk on) natural shoreline or beach/intertidal areas.  
Does providing continuous shoreline public access mean that the publicly-accessible pathways/roads 
just have to be located near the “shoreline” regardless of whether the natural shoreline or 
beach/intertidal areas can actually be reached?  Our previous recommendations to increase the amount 
and locations of natural habitats (including marsh and intertidal habitats) would provide more actual 
access to the shoreline and beach/intertidal areas.  These new natural areas would also provide 
additional no/low-cost coastal/beach amenities for the public, which are needed around the bay. 
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Page 97.  Water and Land Use Goal 2 (A comprehensive open space network) fails to provide sufficient 
policies to define and support the intent of this goal. All but one of the policies focus on recreation, and 
the one “conservation open space” policy only calls for complementary uses adjacent to designated 
natural resource areas.  As we have noted previously, the PMP fails to provide sufficient goals and 
policies that would expand the amount and locations of natural resource areas within the tidelands.  The 
Water and Land Use Goal to provide a comprehensive open space network must include focused  
policies to allow for the Port to maintain and increase natural resource areas within tidelands.  This is 
both feasible and may be the most effective means to respond to sea level rise impacts within certain 
areas of tidelands – where retaining and protecting low-value “economic developments and uses” 
would be more appropriately if they are removed/relocated to adapt to sea level rise impacts (our 
3Oct2017 letter provided a preliminary assessment of potential areas for allowing this).  
 
Page 98.  Water and Land Use Goal 3 (Comprehensive Waterside Facilities) is essentially a set of policies 
to expand recreational boating, and it should be re-titled to reflect that focus.  When expanding or  
adding more boating facilities/mooring sites, the PMP must ensure that sensitive natural resource areas 
will be avoided and that decision process must consider a location’s potential for expansion or creation 
of new natural resource areas. 
 
Page 108.  The definitions for Primary and Secondary Use should allow for the following “Land and 
Water” uses to be treated as allowable, passive uses within any Primary or Secondary Use designated  
area, if not already delineated within each Planning District: Conservation/Intertidal, Open Bay/Water, 
and Conservation Open Space.  As we have consistently advocated, but the PMP fails to provide, areas  
where these “uses” could be expanded or created should be specified in the PMP.  Absent that level of 
clarity in the PMP, and because those passive uses present far fewer potential serious conflicts with  
active uses, these uses should be treated as acceptable alternatives if the stated Primary or Secondary 
Uses for any given location cannot be implemented. 
 
Tables 3.62 and 3.63 and the Use Standards (Pages 112-119) should be revised to reflect the above 
recommendation. 
 
Planning Districts 
 
Planning District-1. Very little of the 5 miles of shoreline is physically accessible by the public (meaning 
that beach/intertidal/subtidal areas are directly contacted from the upland shore/top of bank, and the 
plan should prioritize increasing shoreline accessibility. 
 
Page 128 (PD1.11) states:  Allow for sand replenishment or nourishment projects to maintain and 
enhance beach areas at Kellogg Coastal Access and Shelter Island Shoreline Park.  These areas, and along 
the shoreline of the La Playa Trail (PD1.32, Page 130), could be suitable for adding living shoreline 
features to retain and build accessible beaches and intertidal habitats.  “Living shorelines” include a 
variety of approaches that can help build wetland habitats and protect developed assets as sea level rise 
continues. These should be specifically added to the policies’ allowable uses, and included in the 
“Allowable Uses” section. 
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Planning District-2.  Very little of the nearly 5 miles of shoreline is physically accessible by the public 
(meaning that beach/intertidal/subtidal areas are directly contacted from the upland shore/top of bank, 
and the plan should prioritize shoreline accessibility.  What is the justification for allowing up to 3,000 
new hotel rooms and how would the PMP encourage/require transit to serve the majority of visitations?   
 
Page 144 (PD2.7) states: “Expand existing water accessible areas by providing overlooks, step-down 
areas, or other shoreline design features that enable users to touch the water.”  Similar to the above  
comment for PD-1, we recommend that policy language be added that identifies living shorelines as an 
allowable use.  We recommend that the policies should add a requirement to expand the linear stretch 
of beach and intertidal habitat in Spanish Landing (PD2.13, Page 145). 
 
Pages 149-150.  Planning Area-2 is one of the few shorelines that currently has a substantial sandy 
shoreline (northern edge of East Basin from the Coast Guard Station nearly to Harbor Island Drive), 
though it is not currently publicly accessible.  Although PA-2 (PD2.42) proposes 12.4 acres of 
Recreational Open Space, that designation and the descriptions in the policies do not identify where 
that will be located and do not identify creating any conservation open space.  We recommend that the 
section of beach immediately adjacent to the Coast Guard Station property and westerly along the 
former rental car facility be to Harbor Island Drive be designated for conservation open space, while 
allowing for passive public access.  That would serve to buffer the Coast Guard facility and allow for 
intertidal and subtidal habitats, which could be supported and augmented by including living shoreline 
approaches. It should not be used to add more recreational/commercial berthing facilities.  
 
Planning District-3 (Embarcadero).  The Introduction to the Embarcadero (Page 160) calls this district the 
“front door” (to downtown and the Bay) for travelers, and presumably for many residents.  It does not 
acknowledge the potentially important redevelopment of Terminal 1, likely changes to the area’s 
transportation infrastructure (light rail or other transit connections to the airport), and the non-coastal 
dependent (and not even coastal related) use by the Solar Turbine Company of leased trust lands.  The 
PMP should anticipate and allow for the likelihood for vastly changed circulation elements and land uses 
in/within the northern portion of the Embarcadero to enhance its “public realm” benefits. The map of 
proposed land and water uses on Page 187 appears to indicate that the Solar Turbines leased lands are 
some form of maritime activity (“Maritime Services and Industrial”), which seems to be inconsistent 
with its actual use.  Please clarify this seeming discrepancy.  
 
PD3.5 (Page 162) suggests that the Port should consider off-district parking options.  We strongly 
support that general policy, and urge the Port to commit to initiate and fully coordinate opportunities to 
reduce parking within the tidelands with the City (including the Convention Center), SANDAG, and the 
Airport Authority to prioritize the development of transit/active transportation infrastructure and 
facilities that can be served by off-district parking.  In that regard, as recommended in our comments on 
the Mobility Element, the Port must include policies that call for increased collaborative efforts to work 
with adjacent jurisdictions to create public transit to link with Port mobility centers and any “within 
Port” public transit/jitney or other microtransit options. 
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PD3.28 (Page 165) calls for prioritizing recreational open space west of Harbor Drive over east of Harbor 
Drive.  We support the policy and recommend the Port consider creating more open space, which 
should complement future airport redevelopment and transit planning.  Increasing open space at the 
north end of the Embarcadero should complement the open space/beach recommendation made above  
for Planning District 2.  Any expansion of the piers (which may require more land-based expansion of 
uses?) to support more commercial fishing uses (PD3.31) should be accompanied by more recreational 
open space.   
 
The PMP is proposing up to 5,400 new hotel rooms within the Embarcadero (pages 183-185).  The 
potential demand on local transportation and circulation infrastructure, services and operations is not 
sufficiently addressed.  Also, what information and analyses did the Port utilize to determine the need  
for these hotel rooms and how does this number of additional rooms compare to the number of new 
hotel rooms planned in the nearby City jurisdiction?     
 
PA-4 proposes 16.5 acres of commercial recreation/institutional use and 15 acres of ROS.  The only 
development proposal for this area (Gafcon) appears to include a large percentage of non-coastal –
dependent or coastal-related commercial uses, which should be precluded/minimized by PMP policies. 
Also, while not specifically stated as such, we strongly disagree with any implication that the relative 
“balance” of commercial/institutional and ROS acreages constitutes  – implicitly or explicitly – a 
balancing of active and natural tideland assets (i.e., “development” vs. “stewardship)) per the public 
trust requirements and expressed commitment of the PMP.         
 
Planning District-4 (Working Waterfront).  The general planning guidance policies (PD4.1-4.9) address 
the most needed improvements:  more efficient freight/goods loading and movement; improved active 
transportation (biking and walking) infrastructure and safety features, in conjunction with improved 
transit and offsite parking; and preservation of and improvements to the only publicly accessible portion 
of this district (Cesar Chavez Park).    Previous comments (regarding pages 88-89 of the draft MPU) 
highlight the need for this district’s improvements to also address environmental health. 
 
The PMP should include a new, specific policy (applied to the entire district) to identify and construct a 
dedicated freight/industrial roadway that isolates such activities as much as possible from biking,  
walking and non-Port traffic.  That roadway, in addition to improved lateral freight access to I-5, more 
offsite parking and transit, would greatly improve the overall efficiency and safety of transportation 
within this district.  The concept of a dedicated freight roadway was a major component of the 
recommendations in the Integrated Plan recommendations.  
 
Policies PD4.17 and 18 suggest the Port would implement actions to protect the size and location of 
Cesar Chavez Park by using adaptive (living) shoreline approaches to prevent inundation and flooding. 
However, the shoreline frontage is extremely constrained to the north and south, the beach is already 
fairly steep, and maintaining the also-constrained upland portion of this park would appear to eliminate 
the opportunity for landward (managed) retreat.  These policies must more clearly indicate what 
components would be feasible here.    
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Planning District-5 (National City).  We have no comments for this district as it is not part of the PMPU 
process. 
 
Planning District-6 (Chula Vista/Bayfront).  We have no comments for this district as it is not part of the 
PMPU process. 
 
Planning District-7 (South Bay – only Pond 20).   We concur with the Port’s decision and efforts to have 
Pond 20 conserved and transitioned to a wetlands mitigation area.  We strongly recommend that the 
PMP (PD7.1) be revised to expressly commit to conserving and restoring this area as wetland habitats. 
 
Planning District-8 (IB oceanfront).  Page 213 states: “In order to maintain beach public access, sand 
replenishment and restoration projects could occur in collaboration with other agencies and adjacent 
jurisdictions. Aquaculture uses are envisioned in open water areas, where compatible with water based 
recreation activities and navigation.”  These statements are vague and lack clarity and a level of 
specificity that is provided in (most) other planning district sections.   
 
The proposed expansion of uses: “Expanded development, amenities, and services that support visitors 
and provide for a variety of visitor-serving commercial and recreational activities…and continued safe  
public access to, and use of, the pier and open water.” will place significant pressure to protect the 
coastline and beaches. This exposed coastline, even more than the San Diego Bay shoreline, will be 
impacted by sea level rise and storm flooding (Sea Coast Drive and other parts of Imperial Beach already 
flood during high tides and storm events:  
https://www.eenews.net/special_reports/california_crumbling_coast/stories/1060069003). And the 
City of Imperial Beach Sea Level Rise Assessment Report 
(https://www.imperialbeachca.gov/vertical/sites/%7B6283CA4C-E2BD-4DFA-A7F7-
8D4ECD543E0F%7D/uploads/100516_IB_Sea_Level_Rise_Assessment_FINAL(1).pdf) projects worsening 
impacts from sea level rise and coastal flooding.  That report also identifies groins, sand replenishment 
and managed retreat as the most effective means to accommodate to sea level rise/coastal flooding.   
 
Because many of the sea level rise adaptation measures will involve/be placed within the Port’s 
tidelands and submerged lands, it is essential that the Port and City provide more coherent integration 
of policies and approaches to address the foreseeable impacts to Port and City lands and waters from 
sea level rise and coastal flooding. 
 
PD8.1 (“Allow for and participate with the City of Imperial Beach and other resource agencies to 
implement suitable and cost-effective beach erosion control, sand replenishment, and redistribution of  
sand.”) does not adequately address how and what aspects of the City’s sea level rise assessment 
report, its in-process Local Coastal Plan Update and the PMP policies and allowable uses will be 
integrated. 
 
Planning District-9 (Silver Strand).  As stated in the introduction to this planning district: “The Silver 
Strand Planning District should be complementary to existing uses and activities and is envisioned to  
 

https://www.eenews.net/special_reports/california_crumbling_coast/stories/1060069003
https://www.imperialbeachca.gov/vertical/sites/%7B6283CA4C-E2BD-4DFA-A7F7-8D4ECD543E0F%7D/uploads/100516_IB_Sea_Level_Rise_Assessment_FINAL(1).pdf)
https://www.imperialbeachca.gov/vertical/sites/%7B6283CA4C-E2BD-4DFA-A7F7-8D4ECD543E0F%7D/uploads/100516_IB_Sea_Level_Rise_Assessment_FINAL(1).pdf)
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have a strong emphasis on establishing additional recreation open space, which complements the scale 
and character of development adjacent to the area. Improvements in this planning district should 
encourage enhancement, preservation, and conservation of habitats and potential mitigation banking  
opportunities. Complementary uses such as opportunities for aquaculture and blue technology may be 
feasible in this planning district.”   
 
The goals and policies for this district do not adequately address projected sea level rise/coastal flooding 
on this area will impact all of this district – as well as the adjacent Grand Caribe development.   
SLR/coastal flooding projections suggest this will be one of the most seriously impacted areas within the 
Bay.  The general policies begin to address the need to coordinate future planning for SLR (e.g., PD9.3), 
but other than raising the possible use of existing conservation and intertidal tidelands for mitigation 
banking (PD9.11), the PMP provides little guidance about how protective measures for the adjacent 
developments – and any mitigation banking - could add to the projected impacts from SLR on those 
existing natural resources. Further, the PMP must clarify how currently functional “wetlands” 
(conservation and intertidal tidelands) can be used for mitigation banking. What is the rationale and 
justification to propose using functional wetlands (and adjoining functional natural uplands) that are 
part of the trust tidelands as mitigation banks? 
 
Planning District-10.  The PMP highlights this planning district as “…a recreational jewel on the Bay, 
providing strong public access to the shoreline, coastal-dependent activities, and passive and active 
open space, as well as recreational opportunities”…and “…The character of this planning district should 
have a strong emphasis on visitor-serving uses that activate the area…”  A large portion of the tidelands 
shoreline has constrained public access, and projected sea level rise/coastal flooding will further limit 
that access unless the PMP provides plans to accommodate/adapt to those impacts.    
 
The PMP proposes (PD10.25) to “Establish a continuous pathway around Glorietta Bay.” but in light of 
SLR, it is unclear how this would be accomplished and what other existing uses would be affected.  In 
particular, a substantial part of the golf course area (trust tidelands that are leased to the City of 
Coronado) is projected to be impacted by SLR in the long term.  Golfing is not a “coastal dependent use” 
and yet the PMP is silent about the long-term status of this portion of the trust tidelands.  The PMP 
should provide more discussion and clarity about how and where increased shoreline access can be 
provided, particularly in light of SLR projections. And, as we have advocated in previous comments in 
this letter, the PMP fails to include meaningful consideration of accommodating SLR to preserve and 
create wetlands.  Portions of the golf course, in the long-term, should be considered for accommodating 
SLR, including establishing wetland habitats. 
 
We appreciate the tremendous effort and thinking that the Port has put into the PMP process and this 
discussion draft.  We can support many of the proposed uses and changes in uses, which are well-
reasoned and appear appropriate and an improvement over the current Master Plan. However, the PMP 
discussion draft fails to adequately achieve its intended appropriate balance of uses, activities and 
conservation – which is also required by the Public Resources Code.  We have provided many 
recommendations that, if/when incorporated, would address that deficiency.  
 



 

Lesley Nishihira 
31 July 2019 
Page 14 
 
 
This letter and many previous oral and written comments we made during the Visioning and Integrated 
Planning phases have consistently cited the policies, provided the science-based data, and outlined the  
rationale for improving the natural resource stewardship component (policies/guidance/actions) in the 
final PMP.   We look forward to continued involvement  with the Port to ensure a PMP in which “…all 
categories of modern Public Trust uses – commerce, navigation, fisheries, recreation, and environmental 
stewardship – have equal footing and one use is not favored over another.” 
 
Please contact Bill Tippets (billtippets@gmail.com) to arrange any follow-up meetings to discuss our 
comments with the group.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Michael A. McCoy SWIA President  Bill Tippets, Board of Directors                                                                    
Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Assoc.  SWIA 

Sophie Wolfram, Director of Programs                   Jim Peugh, Conservation Chair                                                                                   

Climate Action Campaign    SD Audubon Society 

George Courser, Conservation Chair    Pamela Heatherington, Board of Directors                 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter                 Environmental Center of San Diego 

Joy Williams, Research Director                                                                                                                               
Environmental Health Coalition  
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July 31, 2019 
 
 

San Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Port    

3165 Pacific Hwy                                                                                                                                                              

San Diego, CA 92101 

 

Submitted via email to PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

 

Subject:  Comments of Port of San Diego Master Plan Update Discussion Draft 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on San Diego Port Master Plan Update 

(PMPU).  San Diego Coastkeeper (Coastkeeper) is a non-profit organization working to 

protect and restore the San Diego region’s bays, beaches, watersheds, and ocean.   

 

Coastkeeper supports the comments submitted by the Southwest Wetlands Interpretive 

Association, and joined by several other organizations, on July 30, 2019 via email to 

lnishihi@portofsandiego.org. Please feel free to contact me with any questions or for 

additional feedback.  

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Patrick McDonough 
Staff Attorney 
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 INTERNATIONAL LAW OFFICES 

 OF SAN DIEGO 

TELEPHONE           740 NORTH HARBOR DRIVE             FACSIMILE           
 619.232.0954                    SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-5806    619.923.3618 
CELLULAR                established 1989                
 619.203.5349                                     

 PETER H. FLOURNOY   
July 31, 2019 

 
San Diego Unified Port District 
ATTN: Planning Department  
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
PMPU@portofsandiego.org  
 
    Re: American Tunaboat Association Comments on the Draft PMPU 
 

TO: San Diego Unified Port District - Planning Department 

 The American Tunaboat Association (ATA) is a current tenant of the Port and has occupied its current 
0.2 acre site on the G Street Mole since at least 1949 -- prior to the establishment of the Port in 1961, the 
establishment of the California Coastal Commission (CCC) in 1976, and the certification of the Port’s  
Master Plan in 1981. One of the earlier local references to ATA was in 1946 when sixty-nine tuna boat 
owners authorized ATA to represent them in negotiations with canneries. The predecessor to ATA was the 
American Fishermen’s Tunaboat Association which was founded in 1930 by Edward Ghio.  

 ATA’s most important comment on the draft PMPU is that the ATA building is an appropriate land 
use under the designation of commercial fishing land, and it deserves to be preserved for its historic value, 
particularly in the face of the current developer’s desire to destroy the building to make a trailer truck turn 
around. For all the public trust doctrines, Port planning policies and CCC directives, there is little about 
preserving and honoring historic buildings. As ATA has explained to the Board of Port Commissioners on 
more than one occasion, the best solution is to remove the 0.2-acre ATA building site from the redevelopment 
area.1 

 During all these years up until the present day, the ATA world headquarters building has been used for 
meetings of numerous commercial fishermen’s associations, meetings with State and Federal regulators, 
Senators and Representatives, and meetings between ENGOs and fishermen, as well as meetings of the major 
U.S. processors. The building has a history of being home to the many smaller pole and line vessels which 
                                                 
1. There is the possibility of getting an historic site designation from the City, State, or Federal governments, however, ATA does 
not own the land, nor the building that is its world headquarters, even though it build it in 1949 and remodeled it in 1977. Therefore, 
it is likely the Port would have to join a petition with ATA to obtain such a designation. There is no provision in the PMPU or 
elsewhere in the Port for such a procedure. 
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started the tuna fisheries off the west coast, and to the larger multi-million dollar purse seine vessels which in 
the past lined the embarcadero when San Diego was known as the “Tuna Capital of the World”. Those vessels 
now spend most of their trips fishing in the central and western Pacific out of American Samoa, but their 
owners and operators still have monthly meetings in the historic ATA building. The large canneries have all 
moved off-shore over the years and more recently most processing is done in some of the Asian countries. 
However, what does remain in San Diego is the ATA world headquarters, which in the early years hosted 
delegates from the Latin American countries such as: Mexico; Costa Rica; Nicaragua; Guatemala; Panama; 
Colombia; Peru; and Venezuela. More recently this simple one-story stucco building has hosted delegations 
from: Kiribati; Fiji; Japan; Korea; Papua New Guinea; Federated States of Micronesia; Republic of the Cook 
Islands; Tonga; Republic of the Marshal Islands; and other countries. 

 The second ATA comment focuses on a transgression of the avowed purpose of the PMPU, which is 
to guide future development, but not to be driven by currently proposed projects. One section of the PMPU 
sticks out in sharp contrast to this principle, and that is the item at PD3.60. There it is proposed by the draft 
PMPU to designate the water which lies to the west of the G Street Mole behind the ATA building and the 
Fish Market Restaurant for sportfishing use, including docks, but no adjacent sportfishing land use. There has 
been repeated testimony before the Board of Port Commissioners, by the Sportfishing Association of 
California and others, that any water use designation of sportfishing requires an adjacent land designation of 
sportfishing use. Furthermore, it has also been acknowledged by the Port planning staff that during the six 
years of this PMPU planning process the only – the only – request for such a designation has come from the 
current developer designated for the redevelopment of Seaport Village. The specific concerns with such a 
designation are detailed below, along with other comments. 

 I have reviewed the San Diego Port Tenant’s Association’s (SDPTA) letter of July 24, 2019. The 
American Tunaboat Association (ATA) is a member of the SDPTA, and specifically supports the following 
comments as labeled. 

PD3.60:  Opposition to adding a sportfishing designation on the water-area west of the G Street Mole 
(replacing the current Commercial Fishing designation with Sportfishing) located directly behind the ATA 
world headquarters building and the Fish Market Restaurant. The entities running a sportfishing business need 
a sportfishing land designation, for loading passengers/gear and offloading the fish caught, adjacent the 
Sportfishing water designation. If such a landside designation were added (which is currently absent), it will 
interfere with the commercial fishermen’s daily operations. In addition, such a land or water designation will 
interfere with the functioning and operation of the ATA world headquarters and the Fish Market Restaurant. 
ATA’s procedural concerns with PD3.60 have been explained above. 

PD3.62:  ATA is totally opposed to locating any additional attractions in the G Street Mole. ATA 
supports keeping the Fish Market Restaurant building, the building housing the ATA world headquarters, the 
Commercial Fishing designation, the two attractions of Bob Hope Memorial Park and the Kiss Statue, and the 
existing open space.  

PD3.63:  ATA states its opposition to, as well as its belief that the California Coastal Commission 
will not permit, the proposed large amount of new over-hanging dock space at the G Street Mole located 
behind the Fish Market Restaurant and the ATA world headquarters building. If not allowed, then the Port 
needs to find additional space to be designated for commercial fishing land use.  

PD3.64: ATA requests further explanation on how the Port can recommend in one bullet to encourage 
new attractions at the G Street Mole (3.62) and in bullet 3.64 contradict that by limiting the total visual 
blockage to not exceed 50 percent?  

PD3.65: ATA supports protecting the functionality of the commercial fishing activities and services 
located at Tuna Harbor and on the G Street Mole, including the ATA’s world headquarters building which has 
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been utilized for meetings of commercial fishermen’s associations for over eighty years. ATA is concerned 
with the traffic congestion that may be caused by moving Santa Monica Seafoods/Fish Processing truck traffic 
to the G Street Mole. The North Harbor Drive and G Street intersection is already extremely impacted with 
pedestrian and tourist vehicle traffic with no effective plans to remedy the situation.  

PD3.66: ATA opposes any water designation of sport fishing adjacent the G Street Mole. Sport 
fishermen need landside space for on and offloading overnight and other gear, fishing poles, potential catch 
etc. There is insufficient land on the G Street Mole for a sportfishing designation without severely impacting 
the operation of the Fish Market Restaurant, the world headquarters of the ATA, and commercial fishing. 
Additionally, even offsite loading and off-loading would impermissibly increase traffic congestion on the G 
Street Mole which is already at a crisis stage. 

 

Sincerely,  

Peter H. Flournoy 

On Behalf of the American Tunaboat Association 
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July 31, 2019 

 
 

Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Comments to PMPU (Planning District 9) from Cays Resort, LLC  

Dear Planning Department: 

This law firm represents Cays Resort, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Cays 
Resort”) with respect to its land-based leasehold interest (the “Cays Leasehold”) of approximately 
five (5) acres located on Grand Caribe Isle – North (“GCIN”) in the City of Coronado.  The Cays 
Leasehold is located in Planning District 8 of the current Port Master Plan (“PMP”) and in Planning 
District 9 of the proposed Port Master Plan Update (“PMPU”).  This letter sets forth Cays Resort’s 
comments to the Planning District 9 portion of the PMPU.  

Background of Cays Resort Leasehold 

Cays Resort acquired the Cays Leasehold on or about November 21, 2013 from GC 
Coronado Owner, LLC.  The Cays Leasehold represents a portion of the land covered by that certain 
Restatement of Lease dated December 18, 1984 (“Ground Lease”) between the San Diego Unified 
Port District (“Port District”) and Coronado Landmark, Inc.   

Section 7(a) of the Ground Lease provides for a variety of acceptable uses on the Cays 
Leasehold, including a hotel and restaurant.  The applicable portion of Section 7(a) of the Ground 
Lease which permits the development of a hotel and restaurant is attached as Exhibit A.  

Prior to acquiring its interest in in the Cays Leasehold and as a matter of due diligence, 
representatives of Cays Resort met with Port District staff several times during 2013 to express Cays 
Resort’s desire to acquire the Cays Leasehold for purposes of developing a hotel, marina and 
restaurant on the Cays Leasehold.   
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At the time Cays Resort representatives met with Port staff in 2013, Port staff indicated that 
a hotel, marina and restaurant on the Cays Leasehold was consistent with the Ground Lease and the 
then-existing Port District master plan, and that a project submittal for a hotel, marina and 
restaurant would be viewed favorably as a permitted use, and as a benefit to the San Diego Bay and 
surrounding neighborhoods.  Based upon the foregoing input from Port staff, Cays Resort acquired 
the Cays Leasehold approximately six years ago intending to develop a hotel, marina and restaurant.  

PMP – Support of Current Commercial Recreation Land Use Designation 

Following a restructuring of Cays Resort ownership and improved market conditions, Cays 
Resort now desires to proceed with development of a hotel and restaurant on the Cays Leasehold.  
The current PMP (Page 111, Figure 21) identifies the Cays Leasehold as being in the same 
Commercial Recreation land designation as the remainder of GCIN, which is also consistent with 
Cays Resort’s understanding that Grand Caribe Isle was created in 1986 specifically for commercial 
uses.  As set forth on Page 19 of the PMP, all Commercial Recreation areas, including GCIN and the 
Cays Leasehold, is designed to accommodate hotel, marina and restaurant development: 

“The Commercial Recreation category includes hotels, restaurants, convention 
center, recreational vehicle parks, specialty shopping, pleasure craft marinas, water 
dependent educational and recreational program facilities and activities, dock and 
dine facilities (public boat docks located in proximity to a restaurant or other retail 
use where boaters may tie up and disembark for a short period of time to dine, shop, 
or enjoy other recreational activities), and sportfishing, which are discussed or 
illustrated in the various District Plans.”  [Emphasis added] 

Cays Resort acknowledges that the current PMP (Page 113, Table 21) does not provide for 
future development of a hotel, marina and restaurant on GCIN, and that Cays Resort would have to 
process an amendment to the PMP.  However, with hotel, marina and restaurant development 
allowed by the Ground Lease, allowed by the current PMP Commercial Recreation land use 
designation and encouraged by Port District staff in 2013, Cays Resort is prepared to move forward 
with its hotel, marina and restaurant plans for the Cays Leasehold, subject to a Ground Lease 
extension, PMP amendment and other necessary approvals. 

Cays Resort is opposed to the PMPU, particularly the change in land use designation to 
Recreation Open Space on the east side of the Cays Leasehold.  Cays Resort proposes a workshop 
with the Port District and other Grand Caribe Isle stakeholders to review the many benefits of 
preserving the Commercial Recreation land use designation on GCIN and a new hotel.  

PMPU – Opposition to Proposed Change in Land Use Designation 

Planning District 9 (Silver Strand) is comprised of three subdistricts: (i) State Park Basin, (ii) 
Crowne Isle, and (iii) Grand Caribe Isle and South Cays.  The Cays Leasehold is located in the Grand 
Caribe Isle and South Cays subdistrict.  With respect to the Cays Leasehold, the PMPU proposes a 
major change in the land use designation on the east side of the Cays Leasehold (PMPU, Page 227).  
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With respect to the Cays Leasehold, the PMPU also proposes new Standards PD9.1 through PD9.3, 
and PD9.11 through PD9.21.  These matters are discussed below. 

A.  Recreation Open Space.    The Port District proposes to change the land use 
designation on east side of the Cays Leasehold between Grand Caribe Causeway on the south to the 
terminus of North Caribe Cay Boulevard on the north (the “Prime Cays Leasehold”).  The proposed 
change in land use designation is from Commercial Recreation to Recreation Open Space.  Cays 
Resort strenuously opposes this change in land use designation.  Cays Resort asserts that the 
proposed change in land use designation by the Port District solely on the Prime Cays Leasehold is in 
response to a vocal minority of the Coronado Cays Homeowners Association (HOA) including its 
Grande Caribe Task Force, at the expense of any viable use of the entire Cays Leasehold by the Cays 
Resort.  The Port District must exercise its land use authority in a non-discriminatory manner.  As the 
only proposed change in land use designation in Planning Area 9, Cays Resort believes the change to 
Recreation Open Space on the Prime Cays Leasehold alone (excluding HOA commercial buildings 
and Coronado Cays Yacht Club (CCYC) commercial buildings and outdoor recreation/event spaces) is 
a discriminatory action. 

Additionally, the proposed designation of the Prime Cays Leasehold as Recreation Open 
Space effectively eliminates any viable use of the entire Cays Leasehold.  The PMPU (Page 107) 
defines Recreation Open Space areas as being primarily for “public open spaces” complimentary to 
Conservation/Intertidal and Open Bay/Water land use designations.  Table 3.6.3 of the PMPU 
(Pages 112-113) identifies only four (4) primary uses in Recreation Open Space areas: 

Primary – aquatic center, ferry craft landing, pubic performance venue, or public beach 

Secondary* – aquaculture, boat rental, marine education, storage or sailing school 

*Primary uses are required; secondary uses must be complimentary (max 25% of site) 

Due to the unique characteristics of GCIN, none of the primary uses listed above are suitable to the 
Prime Cays Leasehold.  Due to land constraints, lack of parking, traffic concerns and other 
limitations, the proposed change in land use designation to Recreation Open Space will effectively 
eliminate all possible uses of the Prime Cays Leasehold except for land-banking of natural habitat.  
Cays Resort believes the proposed Recreation Open Space land use designation on the Cays Primary 
Leasehold constitutes a “taking” as more fully set forth below.  

 Cays Resort believes that proposed PMPU land planning which creates a mix of commercial 
uses on the west side of GCIN, open space on the east side of GCIN, and CCYC operations at the 
north end of GCIN, all punctuated by vast expanses of asphalt roads and parking lots, is lacking in 
long-range vision, balance, scale, sensibility and purpose.  

For the many reasons set forth above, Cays Resort opposes the proposed change of land use 
designation on the Cays Prime Leasehold to Recreation Open Space.  Instead, Cays Resorts supports 
leaving the land use designation on the Cays Prime Leasehold as Commercial Recreation thereby 
allowing for a greater variety of harmonious and beneficial uses on GCIN in the future. 
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B. Standards PD9.1 - PD9.3 and PD9.11 - PD9.21.  The following are Cays Resort’s 
comments with respect to new Standards applicable to the Cays Leasehold: 

PD9.1 – No comment. 

PD9.2 – Cays Resort objects to the phrase “limited small-scale” development as vague, 
subjective and open to conflicting interpretations.  In regard to subsection (a), Cays Resort supports 
adopting the 40-foot height limit in Title 86, Chapter 86.28 of the City of Coronado Municipal Code, 
across all Commercial Recreation areas on GCIN.  In regard to subsection (b), Cays Resort objects to 
the phrase “with the Coronado Cays community” because it could create perceived veto power in the 
HOA over future developpment in Commercial Recreation areas.  Instead, Cays Resort supports the 
following modification of subsection (b): “Designing developments and improvements to be context-
sensitive, including awareness of views to the Bay.” 

PD9.3 – Cays Resort supports the PMPU requirement that the HOA pay for all (or fair share) 
of the cost of improvements in Planning District 9 that solely benefit (or partially benefit) the HOA.   

PD9.11 – No comment, since it affects only Grand Caribe Isle – South (“GCIS”). 

PD9.12(b) – Cays Resort objects to the Port District’s requirement to install a 12-foot wide 
promenade (paved or unpaved) along the eastern and northern boundaries of the Cays Leasehold.  
The size of the proposed promenade appears to be arbitrary, not narrowly tailored to foot traffic, and 
inconsistent with the 6-foot wide walking path on GCIS.  Additionally, the requirement of a 12-foot 
wide promenade appears to overlook the extra width of North Caribe Cay Boulevard to accommodate 
bicycles, and existing sidewalks on North Caribe Cay Boulevard to accommodate pedestrians. The 
PMPU does not designate who will pay for the cost of installing a promenade on GCIN.  Cays Resort 
supports modifying the PMPU to provide that the Port District and HOA will pay for the promenade; 
provided that the cost of a promenade could be paid for by a hotel project on the Cays Leasehold.     

PD9.13 –  Cays Resort objects to expanding Grand Caribe Shoreline Park (“Shoreline Park”) 
onto the Cays Prime Leasehold.  There is no showing by the Port District that Shoreline Park in its 
current size and configuration is inadequate in any way, or that a 3+ acre expansion of Shoreline 
Park is needed to satisfy Port District goals.  Additionally, it is not clear what is meant in the PMPU 
with respect to expanding Shoreline Park on GCIN “in a manner complimentary to adjacent natural 
open space and sensitive coastal resource areas.”  Standard PD9.13 is inconsistent with land uses 
available in Recreation Open Space areas (i.e., Table 3.6.3 does not include public park use).  Cays 
Resorts supports modifying Standard PD9.13 to provide for parking, landscape, maintenance, refuse 
removal, and management of substantial volumes of traffic entering Grande Caribe Isle as the result 
of an expanded Shoreline Park.  Furthermore, the PMPU does not designate who will pay for the 
expansion of Shoreline Park onto GCIN, and recurring expenses.  Cays Resort supports modifying the 
PMPU to provide that the Port District and HOA pay for such improvements, and the City of Coronado 
pay for recurring expenses.  In regard to the Cays Prime Leasehold, the overlay of proposed PD9.13 
onto Recreation Open Space uses further results in no viable use of the Cays Prime Leasehold.  
Please see the “takings” analysis below.  Finally, it is not apparent how expanding Shoreline Park will 
serve the safety and resiliency element of the PMPU.  Cays Resort believes the safety and resiliency 
icon should be removed from PD9.13. 
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PD9.14 – Cays Resort does not object to programmed uses or special events at Shoreline 
Park in its current configuration on GCIS, provided that such programmed uses or special events are 
regulated in order to reasonably limit their frequency, maximum attendance and hours of operation.  
On the other hand, Cays Resort objects to programmed and non-programmed uses and special 
events at Shoreline Park to the extent it is expanded onto GCIN for the reasons stated in PD9.13. 

PD9.15 – Cays Resort does not object to non-programmed recreational activities along the 
GCIN shoreline; provided Cays Resort believes that non-programmed recreational activities along the 
GCIN shoreline are best integrated into a hotel project on the Cays Leasehold.  The PMPU should 
designate what types of recreational amenities are contemplated for the GCIN shoreline.  Cays 
Resort may, or may not, object to such amenities depending upon their nature and impact upon the 
Cays Leasehold.  Finally, it is not apparent how non-programmed recreational activities and 
amenities will serve the economics element of the PMPU.  Cays Resort believes the economics icon 
should be removed from PD9.15. 

PD9.16 – It is not clear what is meant in the PMPU with respect to the Port’s vision to 
“establish and preserve” the Scenic View Area within Shoreline Park near the terminus of Grand 
Caribe Causeway.  Are new view-related improvements contemplated?  Cays Resort may, or may not, 
object to new scenic view improvements depending upon their location, nature and impact upon the 
Cays Leasehold.  The PMPU does not designate who will pay for any improvements to the Scenic 
View Area.  Cays Resort supports modifying the PMPU to provide that the Port District and HOA pay 
for any such improvements; provided that the cost of scenic view improvements could be paid for by 
a hotel project on the Cays Leasehold.    

PD9.17 – Approximately 0.86 acres of the Cays Leasehold is located west of North Caribe 
Cay Boulevard (the “Cays West Leasehold Area”).  The Cays West Leasehold Area remains in a 
Commercial Recreation land use designation area.  Table 3.6.3 of the PMPU (Pages 112-113) 
identifies a variety of uses in Commercial Recreation land use designated areas.  However, these 
uses appear to be inconsistent with “limited small-scale water-oriented development that is in 
character with the scale and size of the surrounding development in the Commercial Recreation land 
use designation” on the west side of North Caribe Cay Boulevard.  The surrounding development on 
the west side of North Caribe Cay Boulevard includes the CCYC building and the Coronado Cays 
building.  If parking to support development on the Cays West Leasehold Area is located on-site, then 
it is not possible for Cays Resort to develop any project which is similar in scale and size to the CYCC 
and Coronado Cays buildings.  Additionally, the primary uses in a Commercial Recreation designated 
area are limited, and not consistent with existing CCYC and Coronado Cays uses.  Alternatively, a new 
Marine Services & Industrial land use designation for the Cays West Leasehold Area would allow for 
marine-related professional services, marine-related offices or water-oriented retail consistent with 
the remainder of the west side of North Caribe Cay Boulevard.  Cays Resort believes the use of the 
Cays West Leasehold Area is best integrated into a hotel project on the Cays Leasehold in order to 
create synergies between the two leasehold parcels.  Finally, it is not apparent that any “small-scale” 
development on the Cays West Leasehold Area will have any material affect upon the economics 
element of the PMPU.  Cays Resort believes the economics icon should be removed from PD9.17.  

PD9.19 – Cays Resort objects to construction of public restroom facilities in the expanded 
portion of Shoreline Park on the Cays Prime Leasehold for the reasons stated in PD9.13.  The PMPU 
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does not designate who will pay for public restroom facilities in the expanded portion of Shoreline 
Park.  Cays Resort supports modifying the PMPU to provide that the Port District and HOA pay for any 
new public restrooms serving Shoreline Park. 

PD9.20 – No comment, since it does not affect Grand Caribe Isle. 

PD9.21 – Cays Resort does not object to the PMPU’s allowance for maintenance and slip 
modifications of existing marinas.  However, the PMPU is silent regarding construction of new docks 
and slips on GCIN.  Cays Resort and/or CCYC desire to construct a new dock and slips at the north 
end of GCIN.  Cays Resort believes the PD9 Appealable Projects Table (Page 225) should be 
modified to allow for the development of a new dock and slips at the north end of GCIN. 

Port Master Plan Elements 

Cays Resort believes that none of the foregoing proposed standards in the PMPU affecting 
Grand Caribe Isle, except for PD9.3, will serve the economics element of the PMPU.  On the other 
hand, Cays Resort believes that a properly designed hotel development on the Cays Leasehold 
including a restaurant, spa and new dock/slips will greatly enhance all elements of the PMPU 
(ecology, economics, environmental justice, safety and resiliency, mobility, and water and land use), 
and particularly the economics element. 

Appealable Projects 

In addition to maintaining the current Commercial Recreation land use designation on the 
Cays Leasehold, Cay Resort supports modifying Table PD9.1 (PD9 Appealable Projects Table) to 
include in Grande Caribe Isle and South Cays: (i) overnight accommodations (first table), (ii) up to 50 
net new hotel rooms with associated restaurant and retail (spa) facilities, and a new dock/slips at 
the north end of GCIN (last table). 

 Takings Analysis 

Cays Resort believes that Shoreline Park and adjacent open space on GCIS is more than 
adequate to serve the needs of the public.  Cays Resort further believes that the contrived location to 
accommodate the expansion of Shoreline Park onto GCIN is intentional, irrational, discriminatory in 
nature (protecting the HOA and CCYC at the expense of Cays Resort), and amounts to spot zoning.  
Avenida San Juan Partnership v. City of San Clemente, 201 Cal. App. 4th 1256 (cert. denied, 2012).  
Additionally, Cays Resort believes the proposed change in land use designation to Recreation Open 
Space in combination with proposed Standards (including Standard PD9.13) deprives Cays Resort of 
all economically beneficial and productive use of the Cays Prime Leasehold, thereby resulting in a 
complete taking.  Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 112 S. Ct. 2886 (1992).   Alternatively, 
Cays Resort believes the proposed change in land use designation in combination with proposed 
Standards goes too far, thereby resulting in a taking which is less than a complete taking.  Palazzolo 
v. Rhode Island, 121 S. Ct. 2448 (2001); and Kavanau v. Santa Monica Rent Control Board, 16 Cal. 
4th 761 (1997).  Either way, Cays Resort believes the PMPU in its current form, if adopted, would 
result in a compensable regulatory taking. 
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Workshop for Coronado Island Issues 

Cays Resort is aware of significant public input regarding Planning District 9 and 10 portions 
of the PMPU.  Cays Resort recommends that the Port District host a public workshop specifically 
related to Planning District 9 and 10 areas of the City of Coronado prior to submitting the PMPU to 
the Board of Port Commissioners (BPC), or during the BPC review period.     

Cays Resorts appreciates this opportunity to submit its comments to the PMPU. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 
Jeffrey R. Stoke 

JRS 
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Exhibit A 
 

Permitted Uses on GCIN under Ground Lease 
 

 “During the term of this lease neither Lessor nor Lessee shall use or allow the 
use of any portion of East Island or Dock Area for any use or purpose except the 
following:  docks and wharfage facilities, small craft harbor, marina with a marina 
administration building and recreational area, docks and wharfage facilities, refueling 
docks, supply and ships’ stores, group activities, swimming pools, tennis courts, 
community and recreational centers and areas, play areas and playgrounds, 
restaurants, bars and dancing facilities, and other recreational facilities, hotels, 
motels and cabanas, stores, shops, theatres, and offices (and with respect to Lessor, 
any purpose or use in connection with carrying out its administrative duties under 
Chapter 67 of the Statutes of 1962, as amended by Chapter 673 of the Statutes of 
1963 or Chapter 1744 of the Statutes of 1965) provided, however, with respect to 
each such use and specific use in connection therewith, that it is: 
 
 (i) permitted or authorized by the terms of Chapter 1744, California Statutes 
of 1965; and 
 
 (ii) approved by Lessor as provided in subparagraphs 7(c) or 7(d) as 
consistent with the master plan of Lessor, as hereinafter may be amended from time 
to time, the provisions of said statues and in the best interests of the overall 
development of San Diego Bay, taking into consideration all statewide interests, 
which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.”  

 
 [Emphasis added] 
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Board of Directors 
 
Executive Committee 
Bill Shedd 
Chairman of the Board 
 
Dave Pfeiffer 
Vice Chairman 
 
Don Trojan, CPA 
Treasurer 
 
Ali Hussainy 
Secretary 
 
John Ballotti 
Bart Hall 
Mike Lum 
 
Jock Albright 
David Bacon 
Al Barker 
Bill Boyce 
Kevin Brannon 
David Chavez 
Harold Davis 
Bill DePriest 
Dave Elm 
Martin Firestein 
Robby Gant 
Marc Gorelnik 
Pete Gray 
Bob Hoose 
Donna Kalez 
Bob Kurz 
Doug Lasko 
Tim Manaka 
Merit McCrea 
Steve Pinard 
Wendy Tochihara 
Tiffany Vague 
Bill Varney 
 
Wayne Kotow 
Executive Director 

 
Port of San Diego  
Attn: Planning Department  
3165 Pacific Highway San Diego, CA 92101 
pmpu@portofsandiego.org 
 
July 28, 2019 
 
Re: Draft of the Port Master Plan Update 
 
Dear Port Commissioners, 
 
The Coastal Conservation Association of California (CCA CAL) is concerned with the latest Port 
Master Plan Draft.  Our San Diego Port is here to support opportunities for businesses and 
employees of all types of Maritime businesses including: Cargo and Trade, Cruise Operations, 
Anchorages, Shipyards, Terminals, Marine Resources, as well as, Commercial and Recreational 
Fishing in conjunction with support for visitors, hotels and restaurants. These maritime 
businesses employ thousands of residents with high-paying jobs that generate billions of 
dollars to our economy and port uses are part of our way of life.  The Draft Plan includes plenty 
of opportunities for economic vitality for developers and others but falls short on providing 
community benefits for our residents and maritime interests. 
 
Some of our concerns include: 

1. Shelter Island Boat ramp parking turning into recreation open space.  This boat 
ramp just went through a $10MM improvement project.  It is the busiest boat ramp in 
California with over 50,000 launches annually.  It is used for both recreational and 
commercial uses.  We need more parking spaces for boat trailers and guests, not less.  
We need to make sure kayaks and SUPs have a place to park and launch.  Adding 
additional open space without additional parking spaces would just exasperate the 
current issues that users are experiencing.  This should have been a priority for the 
port following the recent remodel and all the meetings regarding the boat ramp 
remodel project. 

2. San Diego Marlin Club location not planned for commercial recreation. The San 
Diego Marlin club was established in 1931 and is the oldest in San Diego.  They are the 
only public certified weigh station on the bay and host many events and offer services 
to anglers.  The SD Marlin Club should be offered the same opportunity that the yacht 
clubs have had to improve their location to new standards and get offered a long-term 
lease.   

3. Commercial docks and Harbor Dockside Market.  Our commercial fleet is very 
important to our way of life and local economy.  They bring in fresh seafood for our 
restaurants and the Harbor Dockside market offers fresh seafood and an opportunity 
for our fleet to engage with the public.  This is an important part of our SD maritime 
heritage and should be expanded as part of a destination like the Ferry Building in San 
Francisco or Pike Place Market in Seattle.  

4. Public Piers should not be removed.  Fishing has always been a big coastal activity in 
California, long before surfing became popular in the 1960’s.  Piers were installed back 
in the 1800’s to provide access and opportunity to anyone who wishes to take part in 
outdoor activities and fishing.  We need to continue to provide access to all. 

5. Additional Boat Ramps.  San Diego is an extremely diverse and well used port.  Access 
and opportunity are important to everyone.  The Sd Port only has 4 boat ramps, which 
is low in comparison to size and number of users.  We can use more access around SD 
Bay. 

6. Traffic congestion and parking.  We need to offer more parking and find ways to 
ease congestion around the bay.  Bike paths are one opportunity but won’t fix the big 
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issue of number of cars, parking and traffic congestion.  Making the lanes narrower will 
only increase the opportunity for accidents and injury as trucks and trailers need to 
share the narrow road for commerce and recreation. 

7. Ease of use around the Bay.  Residents and tourists alike want to be able to explore 
the bay and would like ease of access around it.  The plan should take this into account 
when allowing for renovation projects.  There should be a clear walk or bike path 
around all of the water for everyone to enjoy. 

8. Additional transient docks and water taxis.  This could ease some of the congestion, 
parking and ease of use around the bay.  Being able to take advantage of destinations 
around the bay via the water would be a great use of the resource.   

 
These are just a few of the issues we find with the current draft plan.  We understand the Port 
held meetings to discuss but many were unable to attend due to notice, timing or location.  We 
hope that the SD Port Commission is truly here to promote commerce, navigation, fisheries, 
recreation, as well as environmental stewardship. 
 
Shelter Island is a man-made fill, so it is a public trust tideland and its priority use is supposed 
to be maritime and other water dependent uses first, rather that development.  We hope that 
you can continue to support access and participation in sportfishing, recreation and 
commercial opportunities. 
 
The Coastal Conservation Association of California (CCA CAL) is a member of the national 
Coastal Conservation Association (CCA) and it’s over 140,000 members. We focus on saltwater 
fishing and marine conservation issues in California. Our Board of Directors is made up of many 
of the most respected sportfishing industry leaders in California and our members consist of 
tackle manufacturers, tackle store owners, sportboat owners, landing owner/operators, 
members of yacht and fishing clubs to name a few and are all California saltwater anglers and 
individuals who care about our marine resources. Our focus is to work toward conserving the 
marine resource and anglers’ access to it.  
 
Recreational fishing provides the opportunity for youth and families to bond while 
experiencing the outdoors. In fact, anglers are some of the most ardent supporters of 
conservation and resource management. It is anglers and boaters who carry the financial 
burden for most state conservation programs in this country ($1.2 billion annually from user 
fees, license fees and excise taxes). Anglers are more environmentally aware than the general 
population as they are those on the water closest to the state’s natural resources. Fishing 
provides clean recreational fun and quality of life for Californians and visitors. 
 
 
“The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic 
vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, 
tourism, water and land recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.” 
 
Regards, 
 

Wayne Kotow 
Executive Director CCA CAL 
 
 

Cc: Karl Schwing -  Karl.Schwing@coastal.ca.gov  
      Melody Lasiter - Melody.Lasiter@coastal.ca.gov 
       California Division of Boating and Waterways - pubinfo@parks.ca.gov 

mailto:Karl.Schwing@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Melody.Lasiter@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:pubinfo@parks.ca.gov
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From: Brian Goelz <bgoelz@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Laveson, Jeffrey; Felipe Hueso ccyc
Subject: CCYC - 50-Year Port Planning District 9
Attachments: CCYC - Letter to Port - Opposes 12' walkway.pdf; CCYC - Letter to Port - Rebuttal 

Supporting Lesee.pdf

Lesley Nishihira, 

Please acknowledge receipt of the attached rebuttal items to the The Ports 50 Year Plan as it pertains to CCYC 
Port Lease/Tenant property in District 9 outlining the following items of concern: 

PD9.12: The CCYC strongly objects to the proposal to provide a 12-foot-wide paved or 
unpaved promenade beginning north of the Grand Caribe Causeway. 

PD9.13: The CCYC objects to the proposed re-designation of most of the land to the extent 
that it would interfere with The Cays Resort commercial development plans. 

Thank you, 

Brian W. Goelz 
CCYC Vice Commodore 
Coronado Cays Yacht Club 
bgoelz@hotmail.com 
(619) 869-6561



 
July 31, 2019 
 
 

Planning Department 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway  
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
 
Dear Planning Department: 
 
Coronado Cays Yacht Club, a California nonprofit corporation (“CCYC”), supports the 
San Diego Port Tenant Association’s position opposing mandatory promenade widths, 
setbacks, and arbitrary view corridors in each Planning District if not physically possible, 
financially feasible, or if disruptive to the operations of the leasehold business. 
 
 
       Sincerely yours, 
 
       Brian w. Goelz 
 

Brian W. Goelz 
       Vice Commodore 
       Coronado Cays Yacht Club 
 



 
 
 
 

Planning Department 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway  
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
 
Dear Planning Department: 
 
Coronado Cays Yacht Club, a California nonprofit corporation (“CCYC”), provides the 
following brief comments with respect to the Port Master Plan Update – specifically with 
respect to proposed changes within Planning District 9. 
 
CCYC subleases land from Cays Resort, LLC (“Cays Resort”) and supports the plans of 
Cays Resort to develop the land east of North Caribe Cay Boulevard and north of 
Grande Caribe Causeway.  CCYC objects to the proposed re-designation of the land as 
Recreation Open Space to the extent it would interfere with Cay Resort’s commercial 
development plans for this land.   
 
CCYC urges the Port District to retain the existing Commercial Recreation land use 
designation on the northern portion of Grand Caribe Isle, and to schedule a workshop to 
invite further input among stakeholders with an interest in Grand Caribe Isle.  
 
 
       Sincerely yours, 
 
       Brian w. Goelz 
 

Brian W. Goelz 
       Vice Commodore 
       Coronado Cays Yacht Club 
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From: Mitchell Skidmark <skidmark068@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:10 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: LeonBenham@cox.net
Subject: Master Plan Shortcomings 

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good of all San 
Diego County residences.    

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay tidelands in 
the NORTH end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public and family’s use to 
access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay Area of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to the most casual observer 
that Environmental Injustice has somehow embedded itself in the San Diego Unified Port’s District Master Plan and land 
use polices.  

The people of the South San Diego Bay (inclusive of Imperial Beach) should have the same types and quality of tidelands 
improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.   

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beaches and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an inalienable right of 
every citizen rich or poor.   

This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded to any environmental group, developer, 
Public Agency or private group.  

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South San Diego 
Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which equally provide the 
recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This Port District master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, 
Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 

Respectfully, 

Mitchell D. McKay 
President of C4CC  
(Citizens for Coastal Conservancy) 
And Imperial Beach resident  
(619) 395‐6395 cell
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From: Ferri Landin <cpsfc@san.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:20 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Ann 

Moore; Robert Valderrama; Michael Zucchet
Subject: Fwd: Comments to PMPU from Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative
Attachments: Ferry Landing Upgrade - Comments to PMPU July 2019.pdf

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  
Subject: Comments to PMPU from Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative 

Date: Wed, 31 Jul 2019 09:47:28 ‐0700 
From: Ferri Landin <cpsfc@san.rr.com> 

To: CPSFC@san.rr.com

To:        Commissioners Bonelli, Castellanos, Malcolm, Merrifield, Moore, Valderrama and Zucchet 

From:    Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative (CPSFC) 

Re:        Comments to PMPU ‐ "Reasonable Development Not Over‐development" 

Port Commissioners: 

Please see the attached comments in response to the PMPU, specifically as it applies to the Coronado Ferry Landing site 
and the surrounding residential community. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and for helping to keep Coronado the special place that it is! 

Respectfully, 

Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative (CPSFC) 

Attachment 



To: PMPU@portofsandiego.org
Please consider these comments in response to the Port’s PMPU as it applies to the Coronado 
Ferry Landing site.  Public safety is a primary concern in any proposed “upgrades” for this property 
and the surrounding residential community.  Thank you.

PROPOSED FERRY LANDING UPGRADE

REASONABLE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

NOT OVER-DEVELOPMENT

OVER-DEVELOPMENT

“An amount of development

(for example, the quantity of buildings or intensity of use)

that is excessive in terms of demands on infrastructure and services,

or impact on local amenity and character.”

THANK YOU FOR DOING YOUR PART TO HELP

KEEP CORONADO THE SPECIAL PLACE THAT IT IS!

CORONADO PUBLIC SAFETY FIRST COLLABORATIVE (CPSFC)
114 C Avenue #296, Coronado, CA 92118

Email:  cpsfc@san.rr.com

An all volunteer network whose purpose it is to serve as advocates
to ensure that Coronado’s Public Safety and Resources

are not compromised by Over-development.
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July 31, 2019

Garry J. Bonelli, Chairman
San Diego Port Commissioners
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft Comments

Dear Port Commissioners:
 
Our company has a vested interest in the future plans for the commercial fishing
infrastructure at the G Street Mole and Tuna Harbor. It is important for our access
to G Street Pier and Market Street Pier to remain intact. Everingham Bros. Bait Co.
is the sole supplier of live bait to the commercial sport fishing fleet and private
fisherman. We supply to three different harbors, San Diego Bay, Mission Bay and
Dana  Point  Harbor.  The  sport  fishing  and  private  fishing  industry  completely
depend on our service and product. Our fleet of boats includes four drum seiners
and occupies all of the channel side of the G Street Pier. There are many factors of
our operation that do not allow us to relocate anywhere else. Therefore concerns
of our business livelihood and the commercial fishing industry itself would be in
jeopardy should we lose access to the G Street Pier or Market Street Pier. 

We require the necessary space and structure to repair our nets. Our fleet fishes
in shallow water and it is very common that the nets hang up on the bottom and
rip. The nets require immediate repair to keep up with customer demand and
sometimes we have two nets or more to repair simultaneously. These nets weigh
10 tons and are ¼ mile long and it is not conceivable to move them from the dock
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to  alternative  locations  to  repair,  as  this  is  a  very  time  consuming  process.
Additionally we need to utilize the open end of the dock so we can roll the net
onto the net reel as the crew moves it in sections for repair.

Our boats supply live bait exclusively and must return to port every day with a
load to keep up with the demand of these two groups of fisherman. The times the
boats  leave  the  dock  is  determined  by  the  bait  schools’  activity.  Therefore
departure  and  return  times  vary  and  change  around  the  clock.  Auto  parking
access is also crucial to our needs. We require access for our crane truck to deliver
supplies and materials to our boats that cannot be carried in by hand.

Our fleet, requires enough water depth for all tides due to the fact our boats draw

a lot of water. Driscoll's Wharf does not provide enough water depth and there is
currently no known functional alternative location that will work for our fleet’s
needs.

Everingham Bros. Bait Co incorporated in 1951 and is the last remaining live bait
company left in San Diego since 1978 due to the quality of our bait. Our family
bait  business  has  remained  strong  throughout  it’s  four  generation  history  by
putting its profit back into our equipment in order to keep up with the needs of
our customers.

We appreciate you taking the time to understand our business, its needs, and the
importance to its survival in the fishing community.  

Regards,
Roy R. Everingham Jr.
President



 

 
 
7/30/19 
 
To: San Diego Port 
 
Re: San Diego Marlin Club excluded from Port Master Plan 
 
 
To all who are involved in the Port Master Plan, 
 
It has come to my attention that the San Diego Marlin Club has been excluded from the 
Master Plan.  I believe that this warrants further consideration. 
 
Sport fishing is currently and has been for over 100 years one of San Diego’s defining 
endeavors.  Tens of thousands of tourists and serious anglers flock to San Diego each year to 
take part in some of the finest sport fishing opportunities in the world.  Additionally, San 
Diego is home to a large number of fishermen who own a fishing boat, fish with friends with 
boats, or charter boats to enjoy this significant pastime.   
 
With all of this focus on sport fishing there is a huge positive influence on San Diego’s 
economy.  The tentacles of this phenomenon funnels dollars into numerous waterfront 
businesses including; marinas, fuel docks, hotels, restaurants, tackle shops, bait receivers, 
marine supply stores, paid public parking meters, lots, and structures, gas stations, tourist 
attractions, and too many more to list here.  Fishing is the catalyst for much of this activity. 
 
The San Diego Marlin Club is one of sport fishing’s treasures, both locally and nationally.   
 
I would urge you all to read the comments sent to you from the Marlin Club which gives in 
depth information about the history of the club as well as the contribution that it makes to 
the fishing community and the local economy. 
 
In conclusion, I am passionate in my view that the San Diego Marlin Club needs to remain a 
viable part of the landscape of San Diego Bay.  
 
Thank you for your consideration! 
 
Doug Kern 
Co-Owner Fisherman’s Landing Corp. 
Co-Owner Fisherman’s Tackle Corp.  
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From: cdfquinonez@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Input on the PMPU Discussion Draft
Attachments: Local Direct Input to PMPU Draft.pdf; Gafcon SDFSA SLSSWG Letter.pdf; Future of Tuna 

Harbor Timeline.pdf; Fisheries Event Press Release.docx; Samples of Work.pdf

Please see the attached response to your invitation to review the full Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update 
and provide written comment during the 90-day review period ending July 31, 2019. Following is a copy of the cover 
letter, included in the attached PDF.  The PDF includes, in addition to the cover letter, four attachments with further 
detailed important comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft.  A few additional documents that may provide further 
important substantiation of my views and interests are also attached including:  

SDFSA Fisheries Event Press Release – Pacific to Plate Celebration December 2015 
SDFSA Invitation to Meet, Gafcon: Central Embarcadero Redevelopment -- August 2016 
SDFSA Future of Tuna Harbor Event Timeline – April 2017 
KPBS Pitch: San Diego Seafood Then & Now, Links to Samples of Work – February 2018 

***************** 

DATE:  July 31, 2019 

TO:   San Diego Unified Port District - Planning Department 
 PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

FROM:      Cynthia Fuller Quinonez, Managing Partner, Local Direct San Diego 
 cdfquinonez@localdirectsd.org 

SUBJECT: Input on the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) Discussion Draft 

Local Direct San Diego is a new Qualified Opportunity Zone Business, organized to expand San Diego commercial 
fishermen’s local delivery of San Diego landed seafood, successfully overcoming always tough “last mile” (end-distribution 
hub to end-customer) connection challenges.  Its objective: seafood supply chain forward integration for and by the 
fishermen, with additional direct local sales to yield more robust economic health for their industry, improved dietary health 
for their customers, and more tourist enjoyment of fish tacos, sushi, etc., featuring their renowned, world-class catch.  Such 
positive outcomes will hopefully provide added incentive for planned and continued investment by the Port of San Diego, 
its chosen Central Embarcadero developer and others in our irreplaceable commercial fishing industry.  

I am truly grateful for the Port’s deservedly lauded Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) process, as Local Direct’s founding 
managing partner, and as a culinary career-long advocate for improved community health through greater local access to 
San Diego’s bounty of land and sea.  A former healthcare food service manager, executive chef and certified dietary manager 
(retired), my extra concerted efforts to promote a sustainable local seafood system and a thriving local commercial fishing 
industry, have been largely driven by my certainty of its importance for local health advantage.  These efforts have included: 

 Active membership in the San Diego Food System Alliance (SDFSA) since its founding, serving as its Sustainable
Local Seafood System Working Group chair and then co-chair 2016-2018 (joined by Peter Halmay, urchin diver and 
current San Diego Fishermen’s Working Group president)

 Contributor to fishermen-Port-developer founded Commercial Fishermen’s Steering Group (CFSG) meetings,
addressing Central Embarcadero development and PMPU related matters of mutual interest
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 Supporter of San Diego Seafood Saturday education events with Slow Food Urban San Diego (SFUSD), NOAA 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center, California Sea Grant and Edible San Diego 

 Organizer with the SDFSA of important Future of Tuna Harbor and Pacific to Plate community forums, helping the 
community learn more about the industry, its needs, challenges and wins 

 Initiator of the SDFSA Fish Tales educational campaign, featuring highlights of San Diego fishermen and their catch, 
to help chefs and retailers educate consumers, stimulating more local seafood demand 

 San Diego Caught promotion volunteer at Community Health Improvement Partners “Let’s Go Local” and “Good 
Food” showcases, Little Italy Association Ferragosto bi-annual celebrations, SFUSD annual Good Food Community 
Fairs, Port of San Diego Taste of the Port events,  and more 

 Outreach peer to hospital and other institutional chefs regarding the how, what and when of local catch addition to their 
menus, efforts recognized in Health Care Without Harm news and other media 

 
My service has always been undertaken unpaid on San Diego’s behalf, for community realization of maximum local benefit 
from its incredible seafood treasure. A new effort begun this year includes support of local historical organizations who 
propose to establish a San Diego Waterfront Cultural Arts District and commercial fishing “trail” -- both preserving and 
raising awareness of San Diego’s quintessential fishing heritage.  Our commercial fishermen’s story is so much San Diego’s 
story – past, present and future.  Commercial fishing heritage preservation prospects have surely been heightened by the 
considerable investment of time, mutual understanding, issues vetting and more, collectively made by the Port, the developer 
and representatives of the San Diego Fishermen’s Working Group (SDFWG) in CFSG and other discussions involving a 
diverse range of stakeholders.  Throughout, I have been a very glad witness to CFSG participants’ diligent efforts to include 
all with an interest in contributing their views, and investing themselves in the hard but important work of building 
consensus, when possible, or respectfully acknowledging points of disagreement as needed, not all differences reconcilable 
now if ever.   
 
I have thoroughly reviewed the draft PMPU. While having mixed feelings about certain topics, following are my most 
certain, strongly felt conclusions.  
 
1. I strongly support Port planned consultation with the San Diego Fisherman’s Working Group (SDFWG) for 

establishment of the administrative process described on Page 111 in the PMPU.  Official recognition of this group’s 
importance for the collective benefit of San Diego’s commercial fishing industry is considered overdue, the group 
meriting consultation for all Commercial Fishing matters within the Port’s jurisdiction, given their open, inclusive 
representation of San Diego commercial fishermen who generously contribute their subject matter expertise for effective 
representation by the SDFWG. See Attachment I: SDFWG Perspective for further comment.   
 

2. I strongly support the PMPU’s protection of Commercial Fishing in general, and vehemently oppose any net-loss of 
Commercial Fishing zoned land or water area.  I have no doubt the Port will receive important volumes of draft PMPU 
comments from commercial fishermen individually, the SDFWG for them collectively, the Central Embarcadero 
development team members and others, especially the many contributors to seemingly countless hours of CFSG 
discussion regarding Commercial Fishing zoned land or water area retention and best utilization vis-à-vis Central 
Embarcadero redevelopment.  I strongly urge the Port to especially consider and give priority to SDFWG comments for 
the protection of Commercial Fishing, given my SDFWG perspective detailed in Attachment I.  See Attachment II: 
Commercial Fishing Land and Water Zoned Area Retention for my own comments addressing specific PMPU items in 
this regard.  

 
3. I support consistent use designation and management policies across ALL Commercial Fishing zoned land and water

areas under the Port’s jurisdiction, except as modified in consultation with the SDFWG, now and on a go-forward basis. 
Go-forward SDFWG consultation specifically regarding all Commercial Fishing zoned land and water areas is not 
suggested to the exclusion of consultation with other interested parties, but as providing essential subject matter 
expertise, without which Port decision-making might be seriously flawed with respect to Commercial Fishing 
considerations. Also, inconsistency between the G Street Mole and Driscoll’s Wharf, for example, seems problematic 
for commercial fishermen who utilize both, and could weaken PMPU plans “to facilitate clear and consistent treatment 
of proposed development projects and other improvements on water and land throughout Tidelands land and water use 
bay-wide.” (2.2 DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS, Page 30.)  See Attachment III 
Commercial Fishing Land and Water Zoned Area Integrity for additional comments. 
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4. Missing from PMPU description of the Working Waterfront District is 1) the area's historic importance to the 
Commercial Fishing industry; 2) its Opportunity Zone (OZ) status yielding important new business investment 
advantages now, additional investment incentive programs more likely here than higher income census tracts in future; 
3) the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal’s potential to offer a solution to one of the greatest Commercial Fishing 
challenges facing not just San Diego but all of the United States: No US Port of Entry sufficiently protects American 
fishermen and consumers by ensuring adequate inspection of imported seafood.  As the Port looks forward to new 
business development, specifically mentioning in the PMPU coastal dependent Aquaculture and Blue Economy 
possibilities, I strongly recommend that additional consideration and note be made of how the Working Waterfront’s 
OZ status and other District advantages might be well-leveraged for the benefit of our local commercial fishing industry 
and regional seafood supply protection.  See Attachment IV: Working Waterfront Opportunity Zone Investment 
Possibilities for additional comment in this regard. 

In closing I would like to reiterate my strong appreciation for the PMPU process in general, and CFSG efforts in particular, 
this appreciation already on public record, expressed at multiple Port commissioner board meetings and workshops during 
the past two years, when Commercial Fishing matters have been on the agenda.  I also offer a few additional attachments 
that may provide further important substantiation of my views and interests.  Please do not hesitate to contact me for 
clarification or any additional discussion of my comments that may be helpful.   
 
Best regards, 
 
 

Cynthia Fuller Quinonez 
 
Cynthia Fuller Quinonez,  
Managing Partner, Local Direct San Diego 
 
 



 

   

 
DATE:  July 31, 2019 
 
TO:  San Diego Unified Port District - Planning Department 

 PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 

FROM: Cynthia Fuller Quinonez, Managing Partner, Local Direct San Diego 
  cdfquinonez@localdirectsd.org  
 
SUBJECT: Input on the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) Discussion Draft 
 
Local Direct San Diego is a new Qualified Opportunity Zone Business, organized to expand San Diego 
commercial fishermen’s local delivery of San Diego landed seafood, successfully overcoming always 
tough “last mile” (end-distribution hub to end-customer) connection challenges.  Its objective: seafood 
supply chain forward integration for and by the fishermen, with additional direct local sales to yield more 
robust economic health for their industry, improved dietary health for their customers, and more tourist 
enjoyment of fish tacos, sushi, etc., featuring their renowned, world-class catch.  Such positive outcomes 
will hopefully provide added incentive for planned and continued investment by the Port of San Diego, its 
chosen Central Embarcadero developer and others in our irreplaceable commercial fishing industry.  
 
I am truly grateful for the Port’s deservedly lauded Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) process, as Local 
Direct’s founding managing partner, and as a culinary career-long advocate for improved community 
health through greater local access to San Diego’s bounty of land and sea.  A former healthcare food 
service manager, executive chef and certified dietary manager (retired), my extra concerted efforts to 
promote a sustainable local seafood system and a thriving local commercial fishing industry, have been 
largely driven by my certainty of its importance for local health advantage.  These efforts have included:  
 
 Active membership in the San Diego Food System Alliance (SDFSA) since its founding, serving as 

its Sustainable Local Seafood System Working Group chair and then co-chair 2016-2018 (joined by 
Peter Halmay, urchin diver and current San Diego Fishermen’s Working Group president) 

 Contributor to fishermen-Port-developer founded Commercial Fishermen’s Steering Group (CFSG) 
meetings, addressing Central Embarcadero development and PMPU related matters of mutual interest 

 Supporter of San Diego Seafood Saturday education events with Slow Food Urban San Diego 
(SFUSD), NOAA Southwest Fisheries Science Center, California Sea Grant and Edible San Diego 

 Organizer with the SDFSA of important Future of Tuna Harbor and Pacific to Plate community 
forums, helping the community learn more about the industry, its needs, challenges and wins 

 Initiator of the SDFSA Fish Tales educational campaign, featuring highlights of San Diego fishermen 
and their catch, to help chefs and retailers educate consumers, stimulating more local seafood demand 

 San Diego Caught promotion volunteer at Community Health Improvement Partners “Let’s Go 
Local” and “Good Food” showcases, Little Italy Association Ferragosto bi-annual celebrations, 
SFUSD annual Good Food Community Fairs, Port of San Diego Taste of the Port events,  and more 

 Outreach peer to hospital and other institutional chefs regarding the how, what and when of local 
catch addition to their menus, efforts recognized in Health Care Without Harm news and other media 

  
My service has always been undertaken unpaid on San Diego’s behalf, for community realization of 
maximum local benefit from its incredible seafood treasure. A new effort begun this year includes support 
of local historical organizations who propose to establish a San Diego Waterfront Cultural Arts District 
and commercial fishing “trail” -- both preserving and raising awareness of San Diego’s quintessential 
fishing heritage.  Our commercial fishermen’s story is so much San Diego’s story – past, present and  
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future.  Commercial fishing heritage preservation prospects have surely been heightened by the 
considerable investment of time, mutual understanding, issues vetting and more, collectively made by the 
Port, the developer and representatives of the San Diego Fishermen’s Working Group (SDFWG) in CFSG 
and other discussions involving a diverse range of stakeholders.  Throughout, I have been a very glad 
witness to CFSG participants’ diligent efforts to include all with an interest in contributing their views, 
and investing themselves in the hard but important work of building consensus, when possible, or 
respectfully acknowledging points of disagreement as needed, not all differences reconcilable now if ever.   
 
I have thoroughly reviewed the draft PMPU. While having mixed feelings about certain topics, following 
are my most certain, strongly felt conclusions.  
 
1. I strongly support Port planned consultation with the San Diego Fisherman’s Working Group 

(SDFWG) for establishment of the administrative process described on Page 111 in the PMPU.  
Official recognition of this group’s importance for the collective benefit of San Diego’s commercial 
fishing industry is considered overdue, the group meriting consultation for all Commercial Fishing 
matters within the Port’s jurisdiction, given their open, inclusive representation of San Diego 
commercial fishermen who generously contribute their subject matter expertise for effective 
representation by the SDFWG. See Attachment I: SDFWG Perspective for further comment.   
 

2. I strongly support the PMPU’s protection of Commercial Fishing in general, and vehemently oppose 
any net-loss of Commercial Fishing zoned land or water area.  I have no doubt the Port will receive 
important volumes of draft PMPU comments from commercial fishermen individually, the SDFWG 
for them collectively, the Central Embarcadero development team members and others, especially the 
many contributors to seemingly countless hours of CFSG discussion regarding Commercial Fishing 
zoned land or water area retention and best utilization vis-à-vis Central Embarcadero redevelopment.  
I strongly urge the Port to especially consider and give priority to SDFWG comments for the 
protection of Commercial Fishing, given my SDFWG perspective detailed in Attachment I.  See 
Attachment II: Commercial Fishing Land and Water Zoned Area Retention for my own comments 
addressing specific PMPU items in this regard.  

 
3. I support consistent use designation and management policies across ALL Commercial Fishing zoned 

land and water areas under the Port’s jurisdiction, except as modified in consultation with the 
SDFWG, now and on a go-forward basis. Go-forward SDFWG consultation specifically regarding all 
Commercial Fishing zoned land and water areas is not suggested to the exclusion of consultation with 
other interested parties, but as providing essential subject matter expertise, without which Port 
decision-making might be seriously flawed with respect to Commercial Fishing considerations. Also, 
inconsistency between the G Street Mole and Driscoll’s Wharf, for example, seems problematic for 
commercial fishermen who utilize both, and could weaken PMPU plans “to facilitate clear and 
consistent treatment of proposed development projects and other improvements on water and land 
throughout Tidelands land and water use bay-wide.” (2.2 DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS, Page 30.)  See Attachment III Commercial Fishing 
Land and Water Zoned Area Integrity for additional comments. 
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4. Missing from PMPU description of the Working Waterfront District is 1) the area's historic 
importance to the Commercial Fishing industry; 2) its Opportunity Zone (OZ) status yielding 
important new business investment advantages now, additional investment incentive programs more 
likely here than higher income census tracts in future; 3) the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal’s 
potential to offer a solution to one of the greatest Commercial Fishing challenges facing not just San 
Diego but all of the United States: No US Port of Entry sufficiently protects American fishermen and 
consumers by ensuring adequate inspection of imported seafood.  As the Port looks forward to new 
business development, specifically mentioning in the PMPU coastal dependent Aquaculture and Blue 
Economy possibilities, I strongly recommend that additional consideration and note be made of how 
the Working Waterfront’s OZ status and other District advantages might be well-leveraged for the 
benefit of our local commercial fishing industry and regional seafood supply protection.  See 
Attachment IV: Working Waterfront Opportunity Zone Investment Possibilities for additional 
comment in this regard. 

In closing I would like to reiterate my strong appreciation for the PMPU process in general, and CFSG 
efforts in particular, this appreciation already on public record, expressed at multiple Port commissioner 
board meetings and workshops during the past two years, when Commercial Fishing matters have been 
on the agenda.  I also offer a few additional attachments that may provide further important substantiation 
of my views and interests.  Please do not hesitate to contact me for clarification or any additional 
discussion of my comments that may be helpful.   
 
Best regards, 
 
 

Cynthia Fuller Quinonez 
 
Cynthia Fuller Quinonez,  
Managing Partner, Local Direct San Diego 
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Attachment I: SDFWG Perspective 

PMPU Page 111 states, “In the event berthing, off-loading or turn-around is required for a bona fide 
commercial fishing vessel, documentation of the request for termination shall be submitted to Maritime 
Operations, or the successor department, so that Commercial Fishing berthing and associated activities 
shall be accommodated on an interim and long term basis.” An administrative process consistent with 
these requirements, and established in consultation with the San Diego Fishermen’s Working Group...”  
Official recognition of the SDFWG’s importance for the collective benefit of San Diego’s commercial 
fishing industry is considered overdue, the group meriting consistent consultation for Commercial Fishing 
matters within the Port’s jurisdiction, given their open, inclusive representation of San Diego commercial 
fishermen, all contributing their subject matter expertise, repeatedly proven to be effectively represented 
by the SDFWG.  

Since 2010, the SDFWG has been widely and well representing the various fisheries and gear types 
operating out of Tuna Harbor, Driscoll’s Wharf, Mission Bay and Trailer vessels, in line with its stated 
mission: “to express a singular voice for the economic, infrastructure, social, and cultural needs of the 
commercial fishing men and women of the greater San Diego region to the public, to federal, state, and 
local agencies, and to business interests.”  In fulfillment of this mission, helped by its recently expanded 
board of nine individuals, the SDFWG has clearly endeavored to collaborate with all interested parties, in 
finding fair and equitable solutions to the considerable challenges commercial fishermen collectively 
face, many of these challenges shared with peers up the coast of California and around the country.  

The group’s power for good is perhaps best exemplified by the widespread benefit of 2015 Pacific-to-
Plate legislation (AB 226), which arose from SDFWG efforts on behalf of all local fishermen for direct 
market connection via what is now known as the highly successful Tuna Harbor Dockside Market.  
Throughout the many CFSG meetings and other Central Embarcadero development and PMPU 
proceedings, the SDFWG has proven itself resolute in support of all involved fishermen and fisheries.  No 
other local commercial fishing entity is known to have made an investment close to SDFWG’s in  
supporting the important efforts of various organizations – SDFSA, SFUSD, California SeaGrant and 
more – to educate our community about the industry (here and beyond); local fishermen, their vessels and 
operations; locally landed seafood and best catch technology; challenges and trends, etc.. 

I strongly believe consistent recognition and support of the SDFWG, akin to that given to the 
Sportsfishing Association of California (SAC), is vital to maintaining the viability, history and culture of 
commercial fishing in San Diego.  SAC recognition and support by the Port, the San Diego Port Tenants 
Association, City of San Diego, Regional Chamber officials and more has yielded consistent benefit to 
local sports fishermen and their industry.  One example: the celebrated cooperative bi-national/cross-
border sports fishing business development profiled in a video, link https://youtu.be/avWuCTudgb0.  Ken 
Franke, SAC President since 2009, current member of the Port of San Diego Environmental Advisory 
Committee, and of the Executive Board of the San Diego Port Tenants Association, has been leading 
SAC, supported by these organizations, to expand sports fishing opportunities, facilitating job growth and 
more for regional benefit.  San Diego likewise deserves the added economic, health and tourist benefits an 
expanded local commercial fishing industry can best yield with similarly valued SDFWG representation.  

Without PMPU stated SDFWG recognition and support by the Port of San Diego, essential commercial 
fishing revitalization now set to begin will likely suffer a major set-back, and our local fishermen placed 
at serious competitive disadvantage with those in other locales, from Alaska’s Bristol Bay to the Florida 
Keys, whose associations increasingly receive essential recognition and support from their port 
authorities. Conversely, the Port’s leadership with respect to PMPU stated SDFWG recognition and 
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support, can help by providing an important example for other entities entrusted to enhance trade, 
commerce and tourism leveraging resources under the Port’s jurisdiction, specifically the San Diego Port 
Tenants Association (PTA) and its members.  On behalf of the PTA, its president Sharon Cloward is said 
to have “worked tirelessly to enhance (PTA) visibility, effectiveness and influence as an organization 
devoted to healthy businesses, best business practices, best and highest use of a major public resource and 
to the responsible, fair, and effective governance of that resource by the Port District. In addition to the 
administrative requirements of her position, which are considerable, Sharon has been an effective and 
articulate advocate for the PTA and spokesperson for its positions. Without Sharon’s contribution the 
PTA would not be the effective organization it is today and without the PTA, the tidelands would not be 
as effectively governed or administered for public benefit by the Port District. The result has been an 
obvious increase in effectiveness for the region’s most important economic asset, with benefit to 
thousands of jobs affecting the entire region.”  

President of the SDFWG, Peter Halmay, likewise has been an effective advocate, representing the group’s 
collective commercial fishing subject matter expertise, essential with respect to any Port administrative 
process needed in order to ensure the maximum benefit to the Commercial Fishing industry in 
Commercial Fishing zoned land and water areas.  Consistent recognition and support of the SDFWG’s 
importance by the PTA, its members and more – the City, County, Chambers of Commerce, Economic 
Development & Tourism Authorities, etc. – will hopefully follow from the Port’s example, the result 
being Commercial Fishing’s greater contribution, together with them, in increased effectiveness for the 
region’s most important economic asset, that is their home and has been since the time of the Kumeyaay.  
Only with collective consistent recognition and support of the SDFWG can San Diego’s commercial 
fishing industry fully achieve its potential, on par with other US fisheries from Alaska’s Bristol Bay to the 
Florida Keys, for maximum economic benefit to our region. 

Local health more than anything else, however, is what drives my perspective.  Commercial fishing is one 
of the few local industries that can improve the dietary health of San Diegans.  We can’t have quality, 
sustainable, local seafood in our diets without a surviving and thriving commercial fishing industry, one 
officially acknowledged by the Port and others as well represented by the SDFWG.   
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Attachment II: Commercial Fishing Land and Water Zoned Area Retention 
 
1. I strongly support the use of the two existing Grape Street Piers for Commercial Fishing purposes 

(PD3.31), with the following recommendations:   

 Pier refurbishment and expansion, as well as on-going upkeep/repair will be needed, best planned 
with the SDFWG;  

 Land-based loading and unloading infrastructure and its on-going upkeep/repair will be needed, 
together with land-based Commercial Fishing access, parking and more, likewise best planned 
with the SDFWG; 

 Improved reconnection of the Grape Street Piers with Little Italy, especially the latter’s Piazza 
Pescatore (the area’s important tuna memorial on West Fir Street at Kettner Boulevard, then 
surrounding, highly popular neighborhood restaurants/other tourist attractions). Perhaps what is 
needed: an elevated/aerial walkway between residential and hotel high-rises -  piers to/from 
piazza (Waterfront Park, Pacific Highway, California Street, train/trolley tracks in between), in 
any case a better alternative than the current sidewalk on the heavily trafficked/otherwise 
uninviting Grape Street.  

The idea of expanded Grape Street Pier commercial fishing activation, combined with possible 
restoration of the historic Grape Street Pier/Little Italy commercial fishing connection, is considered a 
key outcome of CFSG collaboration between the Port, the fishermen and the developer, with its 
potential to revive a vital part of San Diego’s past (mostly lost) and offer great future advantage.  

 
2. I am seriously concerned about possible allowance of added non-Commercial Fishing attractions on 

the G Street Mole. For any allowed attraction that will result in a net-loss of Commercial Fishing 
zoned land or water area, offsetting space must be allocated, suitable and zoned for Commercial 
Fishing activities, and otherwise acceptable to the SDFWG on behalf of the local commercial fishing 
industry.  NO added attractions should be allowed which are cited by the SDFWG as likely to 
interfere with Commercial Fishing daily operations. (PD3.62) 

3. 40,000 square feet in new pier space at the G Street Mole might well provide considerable 
Commercial Fishing advantage; however, this depends upon many details currently unknown and 
outside the scope of the PMPU.  Perhaps the most significant unknown is California Coastal 
Commission approval. If not approved, thus causing a net-loss of Commercial Fishing zoned land 
area, offsetting space must be allocated, suitable and zoned for Commercial Fishing activities, and 
otherwise acceptable to the SDFWG on behalf of the local commercial fishing industry. (PD3.63) 

4. Moving Santa Monica Seafoods/Fish Processing to the G Street Mole might well provide 
considerable Commercial Fishing advantages; however, this depends upon many details currently 
unknown and outside the scope of the PMPU; thus the move needs to be subject to a detailed and 
open planning process involving, at minimum, CFSG participants.  In any case, the move must not 
contribute to a net-loss of Commercial Fishing zoned land or water area.  Also, Commercial Fishing 
activities on the G-Street Mole are already at times impacted by tourists, parking being one issue, safe 
egress of Commercial Fishing vehicles being another. Any added activity, including fish processing, 
may well aggravate congestion, thus warranting mitigation to avoid increased impact on Commercial 
Fishing operations historically performed at G Street Mole.  Finally, protecting the totality of 
Commercial Fishing’s historic activities and services located at G Street is paramount. (PD3.65) 
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5. I oppose the Sportfishing Water designation on the water-area west of the G Street Mole. As 

communicated by Sportfishing representatives in Port meetings and more, charter operations require 
adjacent land for on- and off-loading of sportfishing gear, food and other provisioning to meet the 
service and safety needs of sportfishing guests, and for fish offloading and processing after charter 
operations.  Sportfishing Water designation at the G Street Mole without any Sportfishing Landside 
designation is highly problematic.  Any Sportfishing Landside designation on the G Street Mole 
would likely result in a net-loss of Commercial Fishing zoned land there, and otherwise present 
significant challenges to vital Commercial Fishing operations. (PD3.60 and PD3.66) 

6. Planning Area 4 (PA-4) description in the PMPU draft includes the following statement: “Future 
development of the planning area must consider and allow for the continued functionality of existing 
high-priority coastal-dependent commercial fishing operations, as well as existing commercial 
establishments not included in the planning area.” I strongly recommend detailed specificity 
regarding a process to ensure go-forward SDFWG consultation and Port responsiveness to resulting 
Commercial Fishing recommendations, about future development of this planning area in support of 
the mandated allowance: “for the continued functionality of existing high-priority coastal-dependent 
commercial fishing operations.” Go-forward SDFWG consultation is not suggested to the exclusion 
of consultation with other interested parties, but as providing essential Commercial Fishing subject 
matter expertise, without which Port decision-making might be seriously flawed with respect to 
Commercial Fishing considerations. 



 

   

Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft Attachment III: Commercial Fishing Zone Integrity Page 1 

 

Attachment III: Commercial Fishing Land and Water Zoned Area Integrity 

Today’s local commercial fishing industry is a model of diversity, including 130 active commercial 
fishing vessels, 50+ different species of seafood, and 4 commercial fishing anchorages –Tuna Harbor, 
Driscoll’s Wharf, Mission Bay and Oceanside Harbor, each offering different advantages. Our 
commercial fishermen are living tributes to the industry of their predecessors, keeping San Diego’s 
quintessential history alive for current and future generations of locals, while entertainingly engaging 
millions of visitors to our region.   Like their predecessors, they continue to innovate especially with new 
catch technology, such as deep-set buoy gear, expanding their fishing opportunities and increasing yields. 
They are also developing new markets for bigeye tuna and by-catch like opah, both with increased 
landings. In doing so, they keep proving themselves adaptive to changes caused by migrating seafood 
populations, fishing regulations and environmental conditions.   

Making the commercial fishing infrastructure improvements now being planned together with Central 
Embarcadero redevelopment is expected to increase the industry’s strength, potentially drawing additional 
fishermen who now go to other ports with catch landed closer to San Diego.  US west coast fishing 
communities are expected to see an increase of about 900 jobs and $60 million in income during 2019, 
most from a 35% increase in Southern California recreational fishing trips. Sports fishermen need bait, 
typically supplied by Everingham Brothers Bait Company, a San Diego institution since the late 1940s.  
As Southern California’s dominant bait supplier, Everingham boats can net tons of sardines and 
anchovies daily, from the Baja border to Newport Beach, significantly contributing to the ever-improving 
economic picture of San Diego commercial fisheries.   

Bottom line: Already renowned for sustainably harvested, high quality, wild seafood, San Diego is poised 
for 21st Century commercial fishing industry leadership, especially with envisioned waterfront 
revitalization. Industry contributions to food security, health, stewardship and education remain priceless.    

Given the industry’s diversity and complexity – both expected to increase along with its important 
contributions as additional commercial fishing innovations and infrastructure improvements are made – I 
strongly recommend that the Port of San Diego consider streamlining support with consistent use 
designation and management policies across ALL Commercial Fishing zoned land and water areas under 
its jurisdiction, except as agreed in consultation with the SDFWG, now and on a go-forward basis. 

Following are PMPU items of specific consideration in this regard. 

 I have considerable concern that “any non-commercial fishing vessels may temporarily berth (in 
Commercial Fishing space) subject to termination upon 72-hour notice when a commercial fishing 
vessel desires to berth and there is otherwise not available capacity” as stated in the PMPU for the 
Shelter Island Planning District only (PD1.62).  I oppose this for all Commercial Fishing Berthing. 

 I strongly recommend consistency regarding allowed secondary uses in ALL Commercial Fishing 
designated areas (specified in the PMPU for the Embarcadero Planning District only), these currently 
stated as being limited to: “spill response services; marine towing services; aquaculture; and other 
coastal-dependent commercial uses that do not interfere, conflict, or are not incompatible with 
commercial fishing operations.”  Also, this list of secondary uses is recommended to be updated 
based on SDFWG comments in response to the PMPU Discussion Draft. 

 I strongly agree, as stated in the PMPU, a termination provision shall be (consistently) specified in 
ALL applicable Coastal Development Permits, California Coastal Act exclusions and/or Commercial 
Berthing Permits issued pursuant to the Port of San Diego Tariff. The termination provision shall 
state: “In the event berthing, off-loading or turn-around is required for a bona fide commercial fishing 
vessel, documentation of the request for termination shall be submitted to Maritime Operations, or the 
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successor department, so that Commercial Fishing berthing and associated activities shall be 
accommodated on an interim and long-term basis.”   

 I have considerable concern that in any Commercial Fishing zoned land or water area “Aquaculture 
(including fish laboratories and testing) and Blue Technology uses may be allowed” as secondary 
uses, even if environmental impacts are avoided or mitigated.  Similarly, food service/restaurant (full 
service) operations.  I strongly recommend that all secondary uses consistently be subject to SDFWG 
review and consultation, regarding compatibility with commercial fishing operations, in addition to 
aroidance and/or mitigation of environmental impacts. 

 I strongly recommend promotion of the visibility of commercial fishing activities from the landside in 
ALL Commercial Fishing zoned areas, not just at those in the Shelter Island Planning District 
(PD1.61), this done with consistent SDFWG review and consultation. Ideal would be PMPU stated 
priority given to Commercial Fishing related art, signage and other promotion, on land and water, 
from Ballast Point to the Parque del Sol, this greatly raising both resident and tourist awareness of the 
industry’s importance to San Diego throughout, past present and future. 

As previously noted in my response, go-forward consistent SDFWG consultation on ALL Commercial 
Fishing zoned land and water matters is recommended not to the exclusion of consultation with any other 
parties, but for provision of essential subject matter expertise, without which Port decision-making might 
be seriously flawed with respect to Commercial Fishing considerations.  

Inconsistency between Commercial Fishing zoned land and water use designations, policies and more, 
between the G Street Mole (Central Embarcadero) and Driscoll’s Wharf (Shelter Island) areas for 
example, besides adding complexity for the fishermen and any investors in infrastructure improvement, 
could weaken PMPU plans “to facilitate clear and consistent treatment of proposed development projects 
and other improvements on water and land throughout Tidelands land and water use bay-wide.” (2.2 
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS, Page 30.) 

Only with Port consistency, providing streamlined and effective Commercial Fishing support integrity as 
specified in the PMPU, can we best ensure full realization of the industry’s great promise for our region.     

Related PMPU Items:  

Commercial Fishing Economics 1.15 Promote and support the District’s commercial fishing history as a 
priority coastal-dependent use and economic contributor to the District, the region, and California through 
such efforts as joint public-private marketing, fishing related festivals, or other special events.  

WLU 4.19 Preserve commercial fishing designated water and land areas. 

WLU 4.21 Support commercial fishing operations by allowing improvements to storage, loading and 
offloading, and processing areas at existing commercial fishing facilities. 

Water and Land Use Considerations: Primary and Secondary Uses listed in Tables 3.6.2 and 3.6.3   
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Attachment IV: Working Waterfront OZ Investment Possibilities 

In addressing the Working Waterfront District beginning at Page 189 of the PMPU, the Port offers the 
following description: “Historically, The Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal has focused on the following 
cargo types: dry bulk, liquid bulk, refrigerated and non-refrigerated containers, and multi-purpose/break 
bulk.”  Missing from this description is this area’s historic importance to the commercial fishing industry 
in times past, still evident thanks to the Port’s Cannery Workers Tribute at the Parque del Sol, located at 
the southwest corner of Cesar Chavez Parkway and Crosby Road, near Cesar Chavez Park.   

Today, little if any local seafood is landed south of Tuna Harbor.  Also, San Diego is NOT currently a 
designated seafood (wildlife) import Port. US Ports of Entry known to be designated for seafood 
(wildlife) are: Anchorage, Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Honolulu, Houston, Los Angeles, 
Louisville, Memphis, Miami, New Orleans, New York, Newark, Portland, San Francisco, and Seattle, all 
of which are failing to protect American fishermen and consumers (including ours in San Diego) by 
ensuring adequate inspection of imported seafood.   

As the Port looks forward to new business development, specifically mentioning Aquaculture and Blue 
Economy opportunities, seemingly overlooked are possibilities for protecting upcoming planned 
investments in local commercial fisheries revitalization (e.g., at Tuna Harbor, the Grape Street piers and 
Driscoll’s Wharf), as well as providing a very much needed service to San Diego consumers: assuring 
that local seafood demand can be more safely satisfied, local catch unlikely to ever address 100%, 
augmentation by imports expected to continue indefinitely, ideally the latter actually inspected as needed.   

Unlike currently designated Commercial Fishing zoned land and water areas, which are somewhat 
disadvantaged by their necessary existence in hardly low-income census tracts (San Diego’s commercial 
fishing facilities are closely neighbored by many higher income business and residential properties), the 
Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal and more Working Waterfront District facilities are within much lower 
income Barrio Logan census tracts which, in 2018, were granted Opportunity Zone (OZ) designation, this 
status now expected to yield important business investment advantages. Also, on a go-forward basis, 
additional investment incentive programs are more likely here than in much higher income waterfront 
census tracts like those of Central Embarcadero, Harbor Island and Shelter Island. 

Accordingly, a recommended addition to the PMPU is recognition that the Working Waterfront District 
1) uniquely includes special investment advantages, 2) has a past commercial fishing history at minimum 
worth remembering, also potentially worth reviving, and 3) may offer San Diego the potential for a 
somewhat large-scale seafood landing facility where NOAA-Certified Seafood Inspection Services (or 
equivalent) could be performed, seafood then coming into San Diego more safely than currently arriving 
via other US Ports of Entry.  

I also recommend that the Working Waterfront’s OZ/special investment opportunity status be highlighted 
in the PMPU as potentially important for Aquaculture and Blue Economy ventures.  The Working 
Waterfront and/or adjoining Barrio Logan OZ census tracts, may well be much more appropriate to 
consider as “home” for such start-ups than the Central Embarcadero or other Districts, the latter with such 
high densities of higher income business and residential properties. 

Related PMPU item: Economics 1.14 Explore other innovative financing mechanisms and partnerships to 
increase sustainability for fishing communities throughout Tidelands. 



	  	   San	  Diego	  Food	  System	  Alliance	  (sdfsa.org)	  
1475	  Caminito	  Solidago	  La	  Jolla,	  CA	  92037	  (415)	  710-‐2729	  

 	  

	  
	   	  

August	  1,	  2016	  
	  
Mr.	  Yehudi	  “Gaf”	  Gaffen	  
Protea	  Waterfront	  Development	  
5960	  Cornerstone	  Court	  West,	  Suite	  100	  
San	  Diego,	  CA	  92121	  
	  
	  
Re:	  Central	  Embarcadero	  Redevelopment	  Recommendations	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Gaffen:	  	  
	  
On	  behalf	  of	  the	  San	  Diego	  Food	  System	  Alliance’s	  Sustainable	  Local	  Seafood	  System	  Working	  Group,	  we	  
congratulate	  you	  and	  your	  team	  on	  being	  selected	  for	  the	  Port	  of	  San	  Diego’s	  Central	  Embarcadero	  
Redevelopment	  project.	  We	  are	  a	  working	  group	  focused	  on	  promoting	  a	  sustainable	  local	  seafood	  
system	  and	  a	  thriving	  local	  fishing	  industry,	  and	  are	  comprised	  of	  representatives	  from	  multiple	  parts	  of	  
our	  local	  seafood	  system,	  including	  fishermen,	  processors,	  chefs,	  scientists,	  community	  food	  groups,	  and	  
BlueTech	  industry.	  
	  
We	  believe	  that	  your	  plan	  offers	  great	  potential	  in	  facilitating	  a	  strong	  local	  seafood	  system,	  a	  thriving	  
local	  fishing	  industry,	  and	  all	  the	  benefits	  that	  these	  confer	  on	  the	  community.	  	  Consistent	  with	  these	  
goals,	  we	  would	  like	  to	  offer	  a	  couple	  of	  recommendations	  as	  the	  plans	  for	  the	  Port	  develop.	  
	  
An	  improved	  fishing	  port	  at	  Tuna	  Harbor	  
Improving	  Tuna	  Harbor	  has	  the	  lowest	  costs	  associated	  with	  redevelopment	  of	  the	  Central	  Embarcadero,	  
and	  has	  substantial	  long-‐term	  benefits	  to	  the	  Port	  and	  greater	  San	  Diego,	  such	  as	  food	  security,	  local	  jobs	  
and	  economic	  growth,	  education,	  and	  tourism.	  	  What’s	  more,	  San	  Diego’s	  fisheries	  are	  poised	  for	  growth	  
and	  need	  this	  centrally	  located	  harbor.	  	  We	  recognize	  and	  support	  that	  your	  plan	  includes	  upgrades	  to	  
infrastructure	  for	  the	  seafood	  industry	  at	  Driscoll’s	  Wharf,	  and	  Tuna	  Harbor.	  In	  San	  Diego,	  aquaculture	  
and	  offshore	  fisheries	  are	  expanding	  and	  will	  require	  the	  continued	  use	  and	  improvement	  of	  commercial	  
fishing	  infrastructure	  at	  Driscoll’s	  Wharf	  and	  Tuna	  Harbor.	  We	  believe	  that	  a	  reduction	  of	  commercial	  
fishing	  harbors	  will	  limit	  growth	  of	  our	  fishing	  industry	  both	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  less	  space	  and	  less	  
visibility	  to	  the	  public.	  Finally,	  Tuna	  Harbor	  holds	  the	  history	  of	  the	  fishing	  industry	  in	  San	  Diego,	  and	  is	  
an	  inherent	  part	  of	  San	  Diego’s	  heritage.	  	  	  
	  
An	  improved,	  operational	  fishing	  harbor	  requires	  the	  following	  24	  modest	  elements.	  	  
	  	  
1.	   Association	  for	  fishermen	  slip	  holders	  
2.	   Floating	  slips	  dedicated	  to	  commercial	  fishing	  vessels	  
3.	   Crane	  to	  offload	  fish	  
4.	   Pier	  with	  access	  to	  trucks	  or	  fish	  offloading	  
5.	   Live	  tanks	  
6.	   Fishermen’s	  dockside	  market	  space	  
7.	   Fish	  market	  for	  direct	  sales	  to	  the	  public	  
8.	   Signage	  
9.	   Squid	  pump	  
10.	   Ice	  machine	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  offloading	  pier	  
11.	   Refrigerated	  space	  
12.	   Freezer	  space	  
	  

13.	   Dry	  storage	  
14.	   Wet	  floor	  for	  cutting	  fish	  
15.	   Bathrooms	  
16.	   Meeting	  room	  
17.	   Waste	  oil	  discharge	  pump	  out	  area	  
18.	   Oil	  waste	  collectors	  
19.	   Net	  sheds	  for	  storage	  of	  nets	  
20.	   Staging	  area	  and	  trap	  storage	  
21.	   Net	  mending	  and	  trap	  repair	  area	  
22.	   Parking	  areas	  
23.	   Security	  
24.	   Fisheries	  museum	  	  	  
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Reinstating	  the	  heritage	  of	  local	  fishermen	  by	  giving	  them	  a	  place	  at	  the	  table	  and	  at	  the	  harbor	  	  
Involving	  San	  Diego’s	  fishermen	  and	  aquafarmers	  in	  the	  planning	  process	  and	  providing	  a	  long-‐term	  
commitment	  to	  them	  would	  allow	  fishing	  and	  seafood	  to	  become	  reestablished	  as	  an	  iconic	  feature	  of	  San	  
Diego.	  Commercial	  fishermen	  and	  aquaculturists	  of	  San	  Diego	  provide	  food	  and	  food	  security,	  and	  they	  
also	  make	  a	  name	  for	  San	  Diego	  across	  the	  country	  (and	  world)	  as	  leaders	  in	  bringing	  domestic	  
commercial	  seafood	  production	  into	  the	  21st	  Century.	  They	  are	  dependent	  on	  access	  to	  the	  water	  and	  the	  
harbor	  to	  continue	  with	  their	  progressive	  and	  far-‐reaching	  work.	  
	  
We	  invite	  you	  or	  your	  representative	  to	  join	  us	  for	  our	  next	  meeting	  at	  10:00	  am	  on	  Saturday,	  20	  August	  
2016	  at	  (or	  near)	  the	  Tuna	  Harbor	  Dockside	  Market	  for	  introductions	  and	  discussion	  about	  these	  
recommendations	  and	  your	  plans.	  
	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
Cindy	  Quinonez	  
Sustainable	  Local	  Seafood	  System	  Working	  Group	  Chair	  
quinonez.cynthia@scrippshealth.org	  	  
619-‐892-‐6207	  
	  

  
	  
Elly	  Brown	  
Director,	  San	  Diego	  Food	  System	  Alliance	  
elly@sdfsa.org	  
919-‐328-‐0046	  
	  
	  
	  

	  



Future of Tuna Harbor: Focus on Win-Win-Win 

April 13, 2017, Broadway View Room, Port Pavilion, San Diego, CA 
 

2:45 – 3:15 Registration    30 min 
   
3:15 – 3:20 Welcome by SDFSA  Elly Brown, SDFSA Director  05 min  
   
3:20 – 3:30 Opening Remarks by San Diego County 1st District Supervisor Greg Cox 10 min 
   
3:30 – 3:40 Introduction of Moderator inewsource’s Brad Racino by Elly Brown 10 min 
  Then Brad provides context and invites up presenters  
   
3:40 – 3:50 Presentation: Central Embarcadero /Tuna Harbor Vision 10 min 
 Kip Howard, President of Allegis Development, representing Seaport 

(selected Central Embarcadero development group)               
 

   
3:50 – 4:00  Presentation: San Diego Fishing/Tuna Harbor Vision                                 10 min 
 Kelly Fukushima, f/v Three Boys, fisherman’s perspective    
   
 4:00 – 5:20 Moderated Discussion: Future of Tuna Harbor - Focus on Win-Win-Win 1hr 20min 
 Kip Howard, President of Allegis Development, representing Seaport 

Kelly Fukushima, f/v Three Boys, fisherman’s perspective  
Senator Toni Atkins or delegate, 39th Senate District, State of California  (tentative) 
Vice Chairman Rafael Castellanos, Port Commission 
Dr. Theresa Talley, Coastal Specialist, California Sea Grant, Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
Shevis Shima, Senior Vice President, Santa Monica Seafood 

   
5:20 – 5:30 Closing Call to Action  SDFSA Sustainable Seafood Work Group                        10 min  
 Cindy Quinonez, Healthcare Chef, Scripps Mercy & SDFSA Seafood WG 

(& Sarah Shoffler, SFUSD/NOAA/SDFSA Seafood WG?) 
 

   

5:30 – 7:00  Networking/ Local Seafood + Drinks 1hr 30min 
                                                                                                                                         

                                     

 

 

Draft Timeline, as of March 15, 2017 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
December 4, 2015 

FISHERMEN, CHEFS, GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS, AND ADVOCATES 
CELEBRATE A STATE BILL WHICH BRINGS FISHERMEN CLOSER TO 

CONSUMERS 

SAN DIEGO, CA – San Diego Food System Alliance will host a celebration event on December 
7th from 3 to 6 P.M. at Manchester Grand Hyatt for the passage of AB226 Pacific to Plate, a 
legislative win for local fisheries statewide based on efforts made by San Diego fisheries and 
government stakeholders. 

California Governor Jerry Brown has signed new legislation this October to streamline the 
permitting and operation of direct, local fishermen’s markets in California. Dubbed the 
“Pacific to Plate” bill and sponsored by Speaker Toni Atkins (D-San Diego), AB 226 allows 
fishermen’s markets to operate as food facilities, vendors to clean their fish for direct sale, 
and multiple fishermen to organize a market under a single permit. The process to develop a 
bill started a result of the success of the Tuna Harbor Dockside Market in San Diego which 
opened on August 2, 2014 and initially received temporary permitting to test out the viability 
of the local seafood market. In its first months, the market averaged an impressive 350 
customers and 1.1 tons of seafood sold each week, generating about $15,000 in direct sales. 

This policy win for local fisheries statewide was an outcome of a collaborative effort led by 
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health between the founders of Tuna 
Harbor Dockside Market, County Supervisor Cox and his staff, Port Commissioner Bob Nelson, 
the Unified Port of San Diego, California Sea Grant, NOAA, California Restaurant Association, 
The Maritime Alliance, California Coastal Conservancy, the local media, and Speaker Toni 
Atkins. AB 226 was introduced by Atkins in February 2015 and received unanimous support in 
the California Assembly and Senate. It was a win-win for both California’s thriving local food 
movement and small business owners. 

Peter Halmay, Member of Fishermen’s Market Working Group, expects the new permits will 
lead to more fishermen transferring their direct sales from small, off-boat operations to 
bustling markets in California’s coastal communities. “I see one in Ventura, Santa Barbara, 
Half Moon Bay – all of them have some form of market. All of [these fishermen] will be able to 
look at this legislation and say, ‘Hey, we exist.’” 

“We are thrilled about the presence of a local fishermen’s market which connects consumers 
directly to the fishermen and their catch, as well as the policy win which supports fishermen’s 
markets statewide,” says Elly Brown, Facilitator of the San Diego Food System Alliance. “This 
bill reflects our goals for building a food system that values people, planet, and our local 
economy.” 

Join San Diego Food System Alliance in celebrating the bill and the local fisheries industry in 
San Diego! 



Sat. Dec 5th Tuna Harbor Dockside Market photo opportunity (7:30am) 
Participating chefs for the event will purchase locally caught seafood at the fishermen’s 
market. 

• Chef Rob Ruiz of The Land & Water Company 
• Chef Graham Kent 
• Chef Cindy Quinonez of Scripps Mercy Hospital 

Mon Dec 7th event program includes: 

• Opening Remarks by San Diego County Board Supervisor Greg Cox and Peter 
Halmay, member of fisherman’s market working group member 
 

• Panel Discussion “Sustainable Seafood: Strategies for all of us”, moderated by 
Dr. Theresa Talley, Coastal Specialist, California Sea Grant Extension Program, 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography at UC San Diego 
 

• Drinks + Local Seafood (sushi station, urchin station, build your own ceviche station, 
opah, and other local catch!) 
 

• Participating Fishermen: Kelly Fukushima, Pete Halmay, David Haworth, Richard Yoder 
 

• Participating Chefs: Chef Graham Kent, Chef Cynthia Quinonez (Scripps Mercy), 
Executive Chef Sutti Sripolpa (Manchester Grand Hyatt), Chef Rob Ruiz (The Land & 
Water Company) 

Seating is limited and registration is available online. General admission is $20 and includes 
drinks and food. Visit http://www.sdfsa.org/local-fisheries-celebration-event/ for tickets and 
more information. 

If you would like more information, please contact Elly Brown at 919-328-0046 or email at 
elly@sdfsa.org 

About the San Diego Food System Alliance: 
The San Diego Food System Alliance is a coalition of organizations and individuals organized 
to affect positive change in the San Diego County’s local food system. Our mission is to 
develop and maintain an equitable, healthy and sustainable food system for the benefit of 
all people in San Diego County. 

Posted by LWC  

Contact Elly Brown 
Telephone 919-328-0046 

Email elly@sdfsa.org 
Website http://www.sdfsa.org/ 

http://www.sdfsa.org/local-fisheries-celebration-event/
http://www.sdfsa.org/local-fisheries-celebration-event/
http://www.landandwaterco.com/author/chimes/
http://www.landandwaterco.com/author/chimes/


SAN DIEGO SEAFOOD – THEN & NOW 
KPBS ENTRY SUBMISSION 2/2/2018 

Samples of Work 
 
Work beyond Tuna Harbor Dockside Market to educate more consumers about local fishermen and 
their catch: http://www.sdfsa.org/fishtales/  
 
Convening of Port, Fishermen, Seaport Developer and more in community forum for open dialogue on 

Central Embarcadero development:  http://www.sdfsa.org/futureoftunaharbor/   

 

Reporting on San Diego Seafood Saturdays work – dockside market educational events:  

https://medium.com/@HCWH/sandiegoseafood-26f76758964a  

Follow-up event to passage of legislation in support of fishermen’s Tuna Harbor Dockside Market: 

http://www.sdfsa.org/local-fisheries-celebration-event/  

First event with fishermen, California Sea Grant, more, in support of Tuna Harbor Dockside Market start: 

http://www.kpbs.org/news/2013/sep/09/fishermen-researchers-gather-string-dockside-fish-/  

Social Media Links 
 

http://www.sdfsa.org/  |   https://www.facebook.com/sdfoodsystemalliance/  

www.sdfsaseafood.org | https://www.facebook.com/sdcaught/ | https://about.me/chefcqz    

https://www.facebook.com/chefcqz |  https://www.facebook.com/fdsd2013  

https://twitter.com/chefcqz | https://twitter.com/fdsd2013 | https://twitter.com/sdcaught  

Honors & Awards 
 

Grant Award - Illustration of SDFSA Fundraising Capability: http://www.sdfsa.org/blog/2018/1/23/press-
release-san-diego-food-system-alliance-receives-half-a-million-dollar-calrecycle-grant-to-reduce-food-
waste-in-san-diego  

Additional Supporting Materials 
 

The Importance of a San Diego Commercial Fishing Harbor video: https://vimeo.com/168486161  

Know Your Fisherman video: https://vimeo.com/223819432  

Mission Bay Commercial Lobsterman video: https://vimeo.com/166906679  

Historical San Diego Fisherman video:: 

http://www.imdb.com/videoplayer/vi1209467673?pf_rd_m=A2FGELUUNOQJNL&pf_rd_p=2425

422342&pf_rd_r=1S0GHK6EP0X70ETM0233&pf_rd_s=center-

2&pf_rd_t=15021&pf_rd_i=tt1367408  

Anthony Bourdain: Parts Unknown, Season 6, Episode 2 (Marseille) - What Bourdain did for cities like 

Marseille, this project hopes to do for San Diego seafood: http://www.imdb.com/title/tt5083320/   

http://www.sdfsa.org/fishtales/
http://www.sdfsa.org/futureoftunaharbor/
https://medium.com/@HCWH/sandiegoseafood-26f76758964a
http://www.sdfsa.org/local-fisheries-celebration-event/
http://www.kpbs.org/news/2013/sep/09/fishermen-researchers-gather-string-dockside-fish-/
http://www.sdfsa.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sdfoodsystemalliance/
http://www.sdfsaseafood.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sdcaught/
https://about.me/chefcqz
https://www.facebook.com/chefcqz
https://www.facebook.com/fdsd2013
https://twitter.com/chefcqz
https://twitter.com/fdsd2013
https://twitter.com/sdcaught
http://www.sdfsa.org/blog/2018/1/23/press-release-san-diego-food-system-alliance-receives-half-a-million-dollar-calrecycle-grant-to-reduce-food-waste-in-san-diego
http://www.sdfsa.org/blog/2018/1/23/press-release-san-diego-food-system-alliance-receives-half-a-million-dollar-calrecycle-grant-to-reduce-food-waste-in-san-diego
http://www.sdfsa.org/blog/2018/1/23/press-release-san-diego-food-system-alliance-receives-half-a-million-dollar-calrecycle-grant-to-reduce-food-waste-in-san-diego
https://vimeo.com/168486161
https://vimeo.com/223819432
https://vimeo.com/166906679
http://www.imdb.com/videoplayer/vi1209467673?pf_rd_m=A2FGELUUNOQJNL&pf_rd_p=2425422342&pf_rd_r=1S0GHK6EP0X70ETM0233&pf_rd_s=center-2&pf_rd_t=15021&pf_rd_i=tt1367408
http://www.imdb.com/videoplayer/vi1209467673?pf_rd_m=A2FGELUUNOQJNL&pf_rd_p=2425422342&pf_rd_r=1S0GHK6EP0X70ETM0233&pf_rd_s=center-2&pf_rd_t=15021&pf_rd_i=tt1367408
http://www.imdb.com/videoplayer/vi1209467673?pf_rd_m=A2FGELUUNOQJNL&pf_rd_p=2425422342&pf_rd_r=1S0GHK6EP0X70ETM0233&pf_rd_s=center-2&pf_rd_t=15021&pf_rd_i=tt1367408
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt5083320/
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From: Roy Hobbs <roy@siby.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FW: Comments PMPU Shelter Island CORRECTION
Attachments: Coastal Comments.pdf

(This is a correction to our submission of 7/30/2019) 

We would like the Port Master Plan Update for Shelter Island to address the following two issues concerning ship/yacht 

repair leaseholds.  1) Public access and 2) Accessibility and parking for commercial boat‐hauling tractor/trailers. 

PD1.6, PD1.7, PD1. 12 Public Access: 

The California Coastal Commission (Coastal) considers our marine‐related industrial use as a high priority under the 

Coastal Act.  Please see the attached letter dated December 6, 2013 and the comments regarding public access for 

Shelter Island Boatyard’s (SIBY) project. 

Coastal urged public access such as that provided at Intrepid Landing.  However, by approving our project, it ultimately 

agreed that SIBY operations were significantly different than Intrepid’s.  Feasibility and public safety trumped providing 

water’s‐edge public access at SIBY’s facility. 

Yes, the Port should encourage water’s‐edge, public access.  But it must specifically address public safety and security 

and analyze the feasibility of such access. 

We believe the PMPU should include similar language to allow limiting water’s edge access based on feasibility, public 

safety and security consistent with Coastal’s guidance.  Change the word “shall” to “should” in PD1.12. 

PD1.4 Access/Parking, Commercial Boat‐Hauling: 

Essential to our survival is boat transport by land.  New and used boat sellers must have this service available to 

them.  Most new boats coming into San Diego are brought by a tractor‐trailer rig.  Their routing routinely requires 

highway permits to and from a destination.  Not only must the rigs have access to Shelter Island, they must also layover 

as per their permits.  There are no other parking facilities in the area. 

We believe the PMPU should include language to allow the continued access and parking for boat‐hauling rigs. 

Roy Hobbs, CEO 
Shelter Island Yachtways, Ltd. 



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  

      December 6, 2013 
 
 
 
Wileen Manaois 
San Diego Unified Port District 
P.O. Box 120488 
San Diego, CA 92112 
 
 
Re: Shelter Island Boatyard Crane Replacement & Pier Addition Negative Declaration  
 
 
Dear Ms. Manaois: 
 
Staff has reviewed the proposed Negative Declaration (ND) and offer the following 
comments. The project consists of the replacement of two existing boat gantry cranes 
with two new gantry cranes with increased lift capacity; construction of two new 90-foot 
long parallel concrete piers and installation of associated floating docks and pier piles; 
removal of existing floating docks, finger docks, and associated piles for an overall net 
decrease of seven sq.ft. of over-water improvements; installation of a concrete abutment 
supported by bearing piles; demolition of small land-side maintenance structures; 
replacement of an existing concrete slab; and repair of existing bulkheads sections. 
 
The project would support an existing marine-related industrial use, which is a high 
priority use under the Coastal Act. The project would also result in a minor net decrease 
in open water coverage, which may have a positive impact on foraging birds. Eelgrass 
and Caulerpa taxifolia surveys and turbidity controls have been incorporated into the 
project. The ND analyzed sea level rise and climate change and determined there would 
not be significant impact associated with these issues. 
 
However, the project does not include or consider the provision of public access along 
the shoreline portion of the project. Providing public access should be a primary 
consideration of every redevelopment project on shoreline parcels where access is not 
currently provided. The lack of shoreline access along either side of Shelter Island Drive 
is a significant deficiency in this area of the bayfront. Major new shoreline public access 
improvements were recently installed at the former Driscroll’s Wharf site (now Intrepid 
Landing) extending the public shoreline promenade around the northwestern portion of 
America’s Cup Harbor, but the new promenade stops just north of the Shelter Island 
Drive/Anchorage Lane intersection, and shoreline access does not resume until the strip 
of parkland located beyond the traffic circle, a distance of approximately 2,000 feet. 
 
Staff recognizes that there can be significant challenges in providing public access 
adjacent to a working ship repair facility or within an active marina where boats are 
raised/placed in and out of the water. However, it can be done and the Commission has 
been asking for such improvements in Marina del Rey and at the Coronado Yacht Club.  
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Public access can be redirected around or back out to the public right-of-way in 
leaseholds for public safety or security purposes.  Public access might be intermittently 
interrupted during a particular operation.  In any case, the Port’s directive should be to 
actively encourage and promote continuous public access along the water’s edge in all 
cases; and, if not or if there need to be any limitations, the Port must specifically address 
the public safety or security interests and exhaustively evaluate alternatives.  
 
Improvements to public access are anticipated and encouraged in the certified Port 
Master Plan (PMP) for Shelter Island. The PMP includes the following goals and 
policies:  

While there is general satisfaction with the present land use allocations, some 
improvement can be obtained by extensive renovation of older facilities at the 
termination of leases. Additional people oriented spaces, providing vistas and 
accessibility to the water and waterside activities, are felt appropriate. 

 
And: 

The major emphasis of the development program is directed toward the 
renovation of obsolete structures, improvement in the quality of landscape, visual 
and physical access to the bayfront. 

 
In addition to these existing plan policies, staff believes that the Comprehensive 
Integrated Planning Port Master Plan Update should include the goal of provision of 
public access along the shoreline where ever feasible. Proceeding with the subject 
redevelopment project without analyzing the feasibility of providing shoreline access (or 
at the least, designing the site to accommodate a future, more comprehensive shoreline 
access project), is likely to create an inconsistency with the future updated Master Plan. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the project incorporate public shoreline access into the 
redevelopment of the site, based on a feasibility analysis, to ensure consistency with the 
existing certified PMP and the probable PMP update. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Diana Lilly 
      Coastal Planner 
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July 31st, 2019 

 

To Whom it May Concern, 

 

As a lifelong San Diegan and the owner of a local family business, I, like much of my community, 

have always regarded the Port as the noble shepherds of both our great shoreline and of the maritime 

industry that has long defined our city. Upon review of the April 2019 discussion draft of the Port Master 

Plan, I feel compelled to voice my opposition to the new land use designation and proposed secondary 

uses for Planning District 1. I speak on behalf of the many local workers, stakeholders, and ordinary 

citizens who share the concern that these suggested changes constitute a departure from the Port’s 

mission to preserve a fair, sustainable local business environment and to uphold the California Coastal Act 

true to its intent. 

When the Port of San Diego was established in 1962, San Diego’s maritime industry looked very 

different than it does today. We may reminisce at the grandiosity of the enormous tuna boats that once 

spanned the entire Pacific horizon, but it was not in service of any particular fleet or catch that the 

restrictions on coastal land use were implemented. It was made the Port’s responsibility to ensure a fair 

distribution of waterfront land as determined by the demand for each possible use. This was a system 

designed in anticipation of the decades of varying conditions, market fluctuations, and growing social 

movements against mammalian bycatch that would come to entirely reshape San Diego’s maritime 

industry. It is a departure from this philosophy that a stated goal of the Port-commissioned study An 

Analysis of Commercial Fishing in the San Diego Area was “to show demand for commercial fishing 

facilities still exists” (2-2), as this represents a clear bias where none should exist.  

The California Coastal Act stipulates that “existing commercial fishing and recreational boating 

harbor space shall not be reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists” (Section 30234) 

and that “ports shall not eliminate or reduce existing commercial fishing harbor space, unless the demand 

for commercial fishing facilities no longer exists.” (Section 30703) In 1984, Coastal Amendment 2 did 

indeed determine that there was no demand for Commercial Fishing Office Space in the planned new 

development at the central offloading hub then called San Diego Fisherman’s Village, establishing a 

precedent that has been honored ever since. The 1986 Coastal Amendment 3 officially allowed other uses 

by the property, and today Driscoll’s Wharf attracts both locals and tourists with family-friendly events on 



the waterfront, services and amenities for the boating community, and unique local maritime-related 

businesses. The Driscoll Boatyard Expansion Master Plan Amendment of 1992 was another example of 

where the Coastal Commission agreed that fish transshipment was no longer needed on Shelter island 

and eliminated the Star-Kist Tuna Facility   They then proceed to add Commercial fishing to Marine Service 

and Sales as a way to insure that if the need came back for offloading, a facility was in place to handle the 

demand,   The new restrictions that would appear in the master plan disregard the continued evolving 

uses of our coastline despite a persisting lack of demand for commercial fishing space. Should the 

proposed changes to the land use designation remain as written, the financial burden of these subsidies 

will fall on the local business owners who form the backbone of San Diego’s maritime community.  

 The true sentiment behind the California Coastal Act and the San Diego Port District Act is in 

keeping valuable coastal land available for use by hard-working San Diegans who use local resources to 

stimulate the local economy. Data from the aforementioned An Analysis of Commercial Fishing in the San 

Diego Area, which came to influence revisions to the master plan, identifies a noticeable increase in 

longline catches but fails to acknowledge that these fish are caught outside of local waters. It is illegal to 

fish longline in California waters. They bycatch these vessels produce is extremely detrimental to the 

delicate balance of marine life in California.  Yet these fishing vessels often capitalize off of the notion that 

they are selling a locally caught product, misleading consumers with phrases like “locally sourced.” Even 

the albacore fishermen, our lingering tether to the tuna fleets of old, sell their catch almost entirely to 

foreign markets.  The West Coast Commercial Fishing Facilities Benchmark Study, another considered in 

the revisionary process, perpetuated a number of falsehoods about the commercial fishing industry, 

including a featured report on “key issues” that presents the G Street Pier and Facility as the “only location 

for commercial fishermen and activities in San Diego Harbor” (9) when other nearby facilities, such as 

Driscoll’s Wharf and Driscoll Mission Bay, pride themselves on providing a variety of services to our local 

fishermen.  

 While the revisions to the master plan remain open for public comment, business owners like me 

have already begun to experience the repercussions. In the summer of 2018, the Port started denying 

subleases for maritime-based businesses. When I questioned this initiative, I was informed that it was a 

“planning decision.” This came as a direct contradiction to the last District 1 planning meeting I had 

attended in December of 2017, which touted secondary uses as a means to increase flexibility for local 

business owners. I later learned that a series of  over 60 planning meetings had taken place without my 

knowledge. These exclusive meetings were held between the corporation Gafcon and the San Diego 



Working Fishermen’s Group and Port Staff. Among the relevant parties that failed to receive an invitation 

are the Mission Bay fishermen, the local processor at Driscoll’s Wharf, and the Wharf’s management. It is 

difficult to view these meetings in retrospect as anything other than a campaign to advance the Highway 

1 project without the informed consent of all stakeholders. Updates to the master plan should serve the 

public and our public resources over the interests of a single private corporation.  We have requested a 

meeting Port District Staff to discuss our concerns regarding how the project specific planning process 

taking place at G Street has impacted the delicate balance and unique diversity we experience up at 

America’s Cup Harbor.  To this date, we have not had the courtesy of one single meeting. 

It is on behalf of the many community members and stakeholders who have been excluded from 

these deliberations that I urge you to reconsider the changes to the master plan. The proposed allocation 

of 75% of the total developable area in Planning District 1 to commercial fishing facilities would lead to 

costly ramifications for small business owners who would struggle to fill their vacant offices with approved 

tenants for whom there exists no market demand. The restrictions on primary usage contradict the 

California Coastal Act, which emphasizes the necessary role of demand in land use designation. In the 

absence of comprehensive demand feasibility studies, private enterprises will be priced out of the market 

and the remaining industry will come to rely solely on government subsidies.  Secondly, the idea that one 

group of fishermen should somehow be inserted in all Port negotiations with other tenants and 

stakeholders is ludicrous.  One group does not speak for all the fishermen.  As a matter of fact, many 

participants in the G Street group have left because they felt the group was not serving the needs of all 

fishermen.  And finally, Port District staff have inserted into the plan. that sport fishing processing is 

somehow different than commercial fishing processing.  This is not true.  There is only one type of fish 

processing license available in California.  It is a Commercial Fishing Processing license.  All processors, be 

it sport, commercial or recreational, have the same license. All are legitimate commercial fishing 

businesses. 

I leave you with one final thought.  I have touched on this earlier in this document, but I ask you 

to think about the word “demand” and exactly what it means and how it applies to the Coastal Act.  The 

dictionary defines demand as the willingness and ability to purchase a commodity or service.  Nowhere 

does it state demand means something that is given for free.  Nowhere does it state that demand mean 

something that is paid or subsidized by someone else.  I believe that requirements for demand has been 

totally forgotten by staff in the Master Plan process.  The Port has not done a true third-party demand 

and feasibility study of what is being put forward in Master Plan.  What is the actual demand for 



commercial fishing facilities?  Remember, it is facilities like Driscoll’s Wharf that are protected under the 

Coastal Act.  Not specific fisheries. And then, what is the true economic feasibility of all the improvements 

that the Port is being asked to provide.  This really need to be studied.  The three documents used by the 

staff and the other groups down at G Street are not true Demand and Feasibility studies. They are simply 

wish lists and reports.  And then I believe someone needs to do an actual cost/benefit study.  What does 

all this infrastructure cost the people of the State of California.  What is the benefit to the people that are 

relying on the Port to properly maintain and persevere this incredible asset known as San Diego Bay.  More 

homework needs to be done.  I do not believe this portion of the Port Master Plan has been properly 

analyzed. 

I look forward to further and more inclusive discussion as we work together as a community to 

preserve the fair, sustainable, demand-based system that documents such as the Port Master Plan were 

created to uphold. Let us continue not only our legacy of dutiful custodianship over this bountiful coastline 

but also our legacy of equal opportunity for all and a fair, free market. 

 

Thomas A. Driscoll 
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July 31, 2019 

 

By U.S. Mail and email PMPU@portofsandiego.org  

 

Port of San Diego 

Attn: Planning Department 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA 92101 

 

Re:  Comments on Port Master Plan, April 2019 Discussion Draft; and Objections 

to Facilitating the Central Embarcadero Project 

 

Dear Planning Department, 

 

 On behalf of the San Diego Waterfront Coalition, we submit the following 

comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) 

and express the Coalition’s concerns about the proposed Central Embarcadero, or 

1HWY1 Project.  At the same time, the Coalition would like to support the provisions of 

the PMPU that increase public access to the Waterfront by encouraging greater access by 

public transit and biking and walking. 

 

In addition to comments on the Draft Plan and the Central Embarcadero project, 

the Coalition is also concerned about the lack of broad community participation in the 

Port Planning process.  While a Port Master Plan Update is long overdue, if the Plan 

incorporates the proposed Central Embarcadero Project, or blesses its assumptions, the 

incorporation pre-commits to the project in violation of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA).  The Master Plan Update should only include statements of the 

general policies that the Port is adopting, and not help enable specific construction 

projects involving private development.  Further, prior to Port action on the Master Plan, 

there should be a real effort to obtain widespread community input, with the participation 

of consultants to facilitate public participation with charrettes to demonstrate the impacts 

of various alternative policies. 

 

Defining the criteria to guide the Central Embarcadero project is critical to 

achieving a Master Plan Update that (1) serves as the long-term planning document; (2) 

fulfills the Port’s public trustee duties and complies with Coastal Act policies; and (3) 

complies with CEQA when it is approved.  Since the Central Embarcadero project is 

apparently still evolving, and has not been subject to environmental review and 

consideration of alternatives, it should not be “blessed” in the Master Plan Update.  

mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
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Although the project is not specifically referenced in the Draft Plan, the allowance of 

office buildings in the Plan is highly objectionable and should be deleted. 

 

While the Coalition supports a vision of the Port as a strong economic engine for 

the region, economic development must be balanced with the Port’s responsibilities to 

ensure visual and physical access to the coast.  Moreover, alterations to the plan to 

permanently preserve parklands and to increase wetland habitat, would increase 

opportunities for public access to the waterfront, all while providing protection from 

ongoing sea level rise.  We advocate a comprehensive integrated approach to the San 

Diego Bayfront.  Though the Master Plan Update improves upon the existing Port Master 

Plan in many respects, the Plan’s allowance of office buildings in the Central 

Embarcadero Subdistrict contemplated in PD3.76 must be rejected.  Also, the Master 

Plan should commit to enhancement of Ruocco Park, not allow the possible destruction 

of it. 

 

I. Introduction.  

 

When Teddy Roosevelt passed through San Diego in 1915, admiring its landscape 

and potential, he issued a warning to its people: “Keep your waterfront and develop it so 

that it may add to the beauty of your city.  Do not let a number of private citizens usurp it 

and make it hideous with buildings your children will have to pay an exorbitant sum to 

tear down.”
1
 

 

The San Diego Unified Port District (“District” or “Port”)’s mission statement is 

to protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic vitality and community 

benefit through a balanced approach to maritime industry tourism, water and land 

recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.   

 

The Central Embarcadero site is one of the most important sites along San Diego 

Bay that the Port has been entrusted to protect.  It comes with high expectations both 

from the public and the District with respect to its development and preservation.  (See, 

RFP 16-04ME, Page 6 of 24).  It is also a locally and internationally recognized 

waterfront destination that needs the utmost protection by the Port and the public.  

 

The District is also a trustee of state lands subject to the Public Trust Doctrine. 

The District, in fact, has a fiduciary duty to administer the public trust lands and manage 

tidelands consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine.  As such, any uses within the 

District’s jurisdiction, which includes the Central Embarcadero, must comply with the 

California Public Trust Doctrine.  Under the public trust doctrine, the Port has an 

affirmative duty to take the public trust into account in the planning and allocation of 

                                                 
1
 Theodore Roosevelt visited San Diego's Exposition on July 29, 1915. 
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trust resources and to protect public trust uses.  “[T]he public trust is more than an 

affirmation of state power to use public property for public purposes.  It is an affirmation 

of the duty of the state to protect the people’s common heritage of streams, lakes, 

marshlands and tidelands, surrendering that right of protection only in rare cases when 

the abandonment of that right is consistent with the purposes of the trust.”  (National 

Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d 419, 441).  As the trustee of the bay 

and waterfront, the District is responsible for carrying out the principles of the Public 

Trust Doctrine.  This includes protecting the environment, promoting the public's 

enjoyment of these lands, and enhancing economic development for the public's benefit. 

 

The Port also has a well-defined duty not to pre-commit to a project by facilitating 

it with an amendment to the Port Master Plan before an environmental review of the 

project has been undertaken. 

 

Finally, as is being pointed out by others, the Port currently raises revenue and 

avoids taxing and placing fees on tenants through revenue generated by the Port’s many 

hotels.  Hotels already wall off much of the waterfront.  Although there may be space for 

additional hotels, given the existence of so many hotels on or near the waterfront, the Port 

should prioritize its Public Trust responsibility to provide public access to the waterfront, 

through preserving what little park space is now located on the Embarcadero, and 

expanding it whenever possible.  If additional funding is required for the Port to properly 

fulfill its duties, instead of approving additional hotels in close proximity to the 

waterfront to generate revenue, the Port should evaluate imposing reasonable fees or 

taxes on existing and new tenants.   

 

II. Applicable Legal Principals. 
 

The Port holds the Port lands in trust for the public.  In addition to being a 

constitutional duty, the public trust doctrine is implemented through the application of the 

California Coastal Act.  The Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide 

public access to and along the coast.  Section 30210 of the Coastal Act requires that 

maximum public access and recreational opportunities be provided.  The Port Act and 

other legislation have similar provisions. 

 

Public access to and along the California coast and coastal waters is a right 

guaranteed by both the California's Constitution and the Coastal Act.  When public 

agencies initiate and institute projects designed and intended to place a limitation on 

public access to the coast, in this case the waterfront, such limitations must be reviewed 

before taking effect under the policies of the Coastal Act through the coastal development 

permit process.  The Coastal Act defines "development" (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 

30106) requiring a coastal development permit from either the Commission or local 

government, or where the local government issues coastal development permits pursuant 
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to the Coastal Act, to include a "...change in the... intensity of use of land...change in the 

intensity of use of water, or of access thereto."  

 

In addition, the Coastal Act mandates that the Commission and local governments 

ensure that “...maximum access ... 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.”  (Cal. Pub. 

Resources Code§ 30210).  In carrying out the constitutional requirement of access to the 

navigable waters of the state, maximum access and recreational opportunities are to 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. 

(Ibid.) 

 

As discussed further below, CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental 

impact report (EIR) for projects that may have a significant adverse impact on the 

environment.  It is only after the EIR has been completed and reviewed by agency 

decision makers that a project may be lawfully approved.  Here, the Port entered into an 

Exclusive Negotiating Agreement with the developer in October 2017 but no 

environmental review was conducted for that decision.  While that action is beyond the 

statute of limitations for a challenge under CEQA, if the Port includes specific provisions 

in the Port Master Plan Update which facilitate the proposed project, it will be a second, 

legally infirm pre-commitment to a specific project prior to environmental review.   

 

II. Overview of Concerns about the Central Embarcadero Project. 
 

The Central Embarcadero Project proposes 6 or 7 hotels, a 480-foot-tall tower, an 

aquarium, and 150,000 square feet of office space on seismically unstable lands at the 

most important “corner” of the San Diego Waterfront and it would impair, if not 

eliminate, Ruocco Park.  

 

The Port Master Plan may not legally authorize the construction of these additional 

hotels, and towers, at Seaport Village, on Public Trust lands intended to serve the public 

without ensuring adequate space for public access and recreation.  It does so with regard 

to the office building if it adopts PD3.76, which allows for a mix of commercial uses and 

office space within the planning area.  To authorize an office building at this location 

would result in severe impacts on the public, through the loss of access opportunities and 

views of the waterfront, as well as violations of the California Coastal Act and the Public 

Trust Doctrine (among many others, i.e. The San Diego Port Act). 

 

Further, the large-scale hotel and office space development contemplated by the 

Embarcadero Project will present significant environmental impacts related to 

recreational amenities, loss of waterfront views, traffic congestion and parking, and land 
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use impacts related to inconsistencies with governing laws and the Port Master Plan.  If 

not adequately mitigated, the project also could present dangers to human beings, a 

mandatory finding of significance under CEQA.   

 

If approval of the Update blesses any part of the proposed Central Embarcadero 

project, it would also constitute an impermissible pre-commitment to the project before 

environmental review is conducted, in violation of the California Environmental Quality 

Act.   

 

Unfortunately, the District has failed to live up to its affirmative duties with 

respect to the Central Embarcadero Waterfront Development project (“Central 

Embarcadero Project” or “Project”).  The Port also appears poised to proceed with a 

drastically different development plan for the project that is constantly changing without 

providing a path forward for preservation, full consideration of adaptive reuse 

opportunities, and most concerning, no concrete identification of impacts or preservation 

alternatives, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  In 

particular, the Coalition objects to any project that would eliminate or reduce the size of 

the existing Ruocco Park.  

 

Rather than being consumed by more buildings, the park should be enhanced in a 

manner that is compatible with the public trust doctrine and fulfills the visions of the 

Ruoccos, whose bequest funded the park’s development.  It is our understanding that this 

grant was made on the condition that if any part of the park was destroyed, it would be 

replaced with comparable property.  It appears to us that no comparable property is 

available, and certainly not in as ideal a location as Ruocco Park.  Though the Park may 

be underutilized at this time, it is a wonderful location for uses such as small and casual 

concerts, and art and crafts exhibits and sales. 

 

The Coalition is also greatly concerned about the location of the Central 

Embarcadero project so close to a fault line due to the potential for seismic damage to 

any hotel, building, or structure placed at the site.  Little to no information has been 

provided to the public about such matters.  Further, it appears the identified developer of 

the project, most likely due to lack of experience, has failed to completely address such 

issues.  Indeed, the project plan has been modified at least once because the Port’s chosen 

developer failed to ascertain the possibility of seismic activity at or near the site even 

though the fault line was identified when the former San Diego Police Department 

building was re-developed a decade ago  

 

As outlined below, the Coalition objects to the Central Embarcadero plan and 

requests that the District withdraw its proposal to amend the Master Plan to include the 

proposed Central Embarcadero Project that is the subject of the Port’s exclusive 

negotiating agreement.  The Coalition requests that the District restart the RFP/bidding 
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process so that it may seek out proposals that are actually consistent with the stated goals 

of RFP16-04ME, the Master Plan, the California Constitution, the Coastal Act, and the 

Public Trust Doctrine.  Further, the selection of the preferred alternative should be made 

only after at least a preliminary environmental review of the proposed projects.    

Additionally, the Port should refrain from incorporating the Central Embarcadero into the 

Port Master Plan Update, but should instead adopt updated policies to guide any future 

development on that site.  Without the these actions, the Port Master Plan Update will fail 

as a long range plan and violate CEQA by taking a critical step toward implementation of 

the Embarcadero project before a complete environmental analysis is prepared, reviewed, 

and certified. 

 

III. The Port Master Plan Update Must Not Pre-Commit the Port to the 

Central Embarcadero Project Prior to the Completion of Environmental 

Review of that Project.  

 

The CEQA analysis, and any EIR “should be prepared as early in the planning 

process as possible to enable environmental considerations to influence project, program, 

or design.”  (Bozung v. LAFCo. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 282 (“Bozung”).)  The Supreme 

Court has held “that the later the environmental review process begins, the more 

bureaucratic and financial momentum there is behind a proposed project.”  (Laurel 

Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d 376, 395.)  Thus, public agencies should not “take any action 

which gives impetus to a planned or foreseeable project in a manner that forecloses 

alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that 

public project.”  (CEQA Guidelines §15004 (b)(2)(B).)    

 

CEQA’s requirements become applicable with the taking of the first significant 

step towards overall approval of the project, rather than solely at final project approval; 

the first step in the approval process, not the last step, is when the CEQA process first 

applies: “EIR's should be prepared as early in the planning process as possible to enable 

environmental considerations to influence project, program or design.' [citation].” 

(Bozung, supra, 13 Cal.3d 263, 282.)  Any other approach could result in the freezing in 

place of project characteristics without examining or mitigating their potential to harm 

the environment, and the locking out of consideration of project alternatives that are 

identified by later environmental review. “Decisions reflecting environmental 

considerations could most easily be made when other basic decisions were being made, 

that is, during the early stage of project conceptualization, design and planning.” 

(Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Albany (1997) 56 Cal.App.4th 1199, at 

1221 (quotations omitted).)   

 

If an EIR is prepared too late in the process, “The full consideration of 

environmental effects CEQA mandates” would be reduced “to a process whose result 

will…produce an EIR that describes a journey whose destination is already 
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predetermined.”  (Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 135–136, 

citations omitted.)  Rather than a “document of accountability” the EIR becomes, “under 

these circumstances, a document of post hoc rationalization.”  (Save Tara, supra, at 136.)    

 

Consequently, amendment of the Master Plan to include the Central Embarcadero 

Project prior to the completion of a holistic environmental review process would 

constitute impermissible pre-commitment under CEQA and would foreclose alternatives 

to the Central Embarcadero project that avoid significant environmental impacts and 

comply with applicable laws and land use plans.   

 

IV. The Central Embarcadero Project Has Been Modified Multiple Times and 

is Inconsistent with the Original RFP and Objectives Stated Therein.   

 

As you are aware, a competitive process was used to select a proposal for the 

“Central Embarcadero Waterfront Development Site” (the “site”).  The goal was to select 

a high-quality proposal for the site, potentially with the creation of a significant 

architectural feature or focal point to create a unique identity for the area and the San 

Diego Bay.  

 

The proposals were required to build on the Integrated Planning Vision Statement 

and Guiding Principles that were accepted by the Board in 2014 and the Framework 

Report accepted by the Board in November 2015.  Specifically, proposals for the site 

needed to consider: 

 

• More public space on the water 

• Extending streets to the water 

• Preserving and enhancing view corridors 

• Facilitating enjoyment of the Bay 

 

The original priorities for the site focused on, among other things: 

 

1) Linking the city street grid to the waterfront by public streets and sidewalks to 

increase access and views to the bay;  

2) Expanding available public space to provide greater opportunities for the 

public to access the waterfront and enjoy low or no-cost amenities within and 

adjacent to these spaces;  

3) Supporting a variety of activities on the water and the waterfront; and, 

4) Creating a comprehensive development that integrates a variety of visitor 

serving uses, including but not limited to hotel, retail/restaurant, cultural arts 

and entertainment uses, water-oriented facilities and multi-purpose open space.  
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(See, RFP 16-04ME, Page 7 of 24, emphasis added).  

   

The District’s Vision and Guiding Principles for the Project included a key set of 

planning principles for developing the site which included: 

 

 1) Honoring the Water 

 2) Guaranteeing the Public Realm 

 3) Celebrating Nature and Ecology 

 4) Creating a Comprehensive Open Space Plan 

 5) Providing Easy Mobility on Land and Water. 

 

(See, RFP 16-04ME, Page 7 of 24).  

 

 The District indicated to those submitting bids for the Project that they needed to 

show how their development proposals would: 

 

 1) Increase or maximize public space 

 2) Extend streets to the water 

 3) Preserve and enhance view corridors 

 4) Facilitate the enjoyment of the bay 

(See, RFP 16-04ME, Page 8 of 24).  

 

After the Port reviewed several proposals, it chose the proposal made by 

Gafcon/1HWY1 (“1HWY1”).  Unfortunately, the plan for the site as it exists today is 

radically different than what was originally proposed by 1HWY1 or accepted by the 

District.  The current version of the plan for the Project, providing 150,000 square feet of 

office space, doubling the number of hotel rooms and reducing or potentially eliminating 

Ruocco Park is inconsistent with the goals stated in RFP16-04ME, the current Master 

Plan, and the Public Trust Doctrine.   

 

V. The Tortured Evolution of the 1HWY1 Plan.   

  

When 1HWY1 first submitted its development proposal for the Central 

Embarcadero site to the District for consideration, its plan seemed to be at least 

somewhat consistent with the Port’s stated objectives for the project.  However, since that 

time, 1HWY1 has modified its development plan at least twice.  The current plan looks 

nothing like 1HWY1’s original proposal and is not consistent with what the District 
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indicated were the goals of the Project.  Additionally, this instability will infect any 

CEQA analysis performed on the project.  To the extent that the Master Plan incorporates 

a Central Embarcadero project, this instability will infect the CEQA analysis of the 

Master Plan. 

 

Indeed, 1HWY1’s current version of its plan appears to seek to turn the Central 

Embarcadero area into a congested hotel and office building district.  Rather than 

preserving low cost amenities in the area, honoring the water areas, safeguarding public 

access to the water areas, and/or expanding public access the waterfront, 1HWY1 intends 

to get rid of iconic landmarks at the site (such as the kissing statute), decrease public 

access to the waterfront, move the beloved Fish Market Restaurant, and destroy the 

family friendly character of the area.  1HWY1’s current plan will result in years of 

construction and significant unmitigated impacts on traffic, air quality, climate change 

and greenhouse gas emissions, historical resources, land use and planning, and noise.  

 

 1HWY1 promised many things in its original proposal that, over time, it has 

modified to such an extent that the current plan no longer resembles anything close to 

what 1HWY1 originally proposed or anything close to what the District said it wanted for 

the area. Even the current proposal has many components which remain uncertain even 

three (3) years after they were proposed and tentatively accepted by the Port.  The Port 

staff in its first report to the Port Commission on the proposal cautioned that the 1HWY1 

proposal was not well researched and supported.  It noted that the feasibility for the 

amount of retail was questionable; the engineering for the tower was not supported; the 

charter school appeared to violate the use limitations imposed on Port property, and much 

more.  Staff’s concerns have been borne out as the 1HWY1 project has not evolved, but 

rather, morphed into an unrecognizable monstrosity:   

 

Retail:  Originally, 1HWY1’s plan called for 388,625 sq. ft. of retail.  1HWY1 changed 

that in March 2018 to 277,712 sq. ft. of retail. 1HWY1 continues to have about 276,000 

sq. ft. of “retail.”  However, 1HWY1 eliminated all food and beverage services that were 

to have been included elsewhere within the development (with the exception of retaining 

some within the full-service hotel) and then loaded up the “retail” with food and beverage 

tenants.  1HWY1 says it “decanted” food and beverage into the “Village and other retail 

spaces.”  In essence, 1HWY1 is going build a giant food court in the area.  The goals for 

this Project were never to have a giant food court at this critical Central Embarcadero 

area, and this new plan seems to be inconsistent with the goals and guiding principles for 

the Central Embarcadero. 

 

Spire/Tower:  This concept has changed completely from 1HWY1’s original proposal.  

This is not surprising, since it is clear now that 1HWY1 did not do any meaningful due 

diligence to determine the feasibility of this ambitious project.  It did not even know of 

the instability in the area reflected by the fault line which was discovered years before 
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1HWY1 learned of it and, as a result, needed to relocate it.  Originally, there was to be an 

18,000 sq. ft. lobby attached to a 480-foot tower with a ride component.  The 18,000-foot 

lobby morphed into 88,331 square feet.  1HWY1 now plans to build a “Stratosphere” 

Hotel (similar to the one in Las Vegas).  The ride on top has been replaced with a 380-

room hotel at the base and “several types of added ‘experiential’ activities at the top in 

addition to an observation platform 500 feet above the City.”  This is subject to changes 

to the base building to provide “optimum feasibility.”  In other words, the public can 

expect even less of the original concept when the final version is proposed. 

 

Full-Service Hotel:  Originally, this was to be a “5-star luxury” hotel of 405,805 sq. ft. 

That became a 231-room 387,964 sq. ft. full-service hotel.  Now, a 128-room hotel with 

no food service is proposed where the luxury villas were originally located.  What is 

proposed now by 1HWY1 is more akin to a Ramada Inn than what was originally 

proposed or intended for the Central Embarcadero.  While affordable accommodations 

near the waterfront are certainly desirable and consistent with Coastal Act goals, no 

further action should be taken to implement the 1Hwy1 proposal until there is a 

consideration of alternatives that can best implement the original Port policies in a 

manner consistent with the Public Trust doctrine.  

 

Micro Hotel:  Originally, a 350-room hotel with 117,450 sq. ft., then modified in March 

2018 into 350 rooms with 130,937 sq. ft., this hotel now would provide 350 rooms with 

an average size of 170 sq. ft. (12 ft. x 14 ft.).   

 

Hostel:  This proposal went from 225 rooms and 475 beds to 237 rooms and 490 beds to 

225 rooms with the addition of a roof top deck and other “amenities.” 

 

“Learning Center:”  Originally, the learning component was to be a 64,150 sq. ft. 

charter school.  It was later changed to an 84,600 sq. ft. charter school.  Now, the project 

provides for a 75,000 sq. ft. “learning center” of undetermined type.  Again, 1HWY1 did 

not do the due diligence necessary to determine that a traditional charter school could not 

be built on Port property.  The current “vision” is a “center similar to the Ocean Institute 

located in Dana Point” and “administered by Scripps Institute of Oceanography/UCSD.)”  

There has been no discussion regarding the viability or desirability of having both a 

“learning center” and aquarium in the Central Embarcadero, or the relationship, if any, 

between them. 

 

Office:  Originally, the project provided 19,130 sq. ft. of office space.  This amount 

exploded to 140,000 sq. ft., which could never be leased with marine related tenants.  

This unsustainable amount has now grown to 150,000 sq. ft.  Providing 150,000 square 

feet of office space will require construction of an office tower which will block water 

views (lessening waterfront access) and is inconsistent with the primary criteria for the 

RFP.  More importantly, constructing an office tower is inconsistent with the Public Trust 
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doctrine as it does not serve public trust uses and does not advance the goals of the 

Coastal Act to emphasize coastal-dependent uses.  It is unquestioned that general office 

space is not a coastal-dependent land use.  The developer’s explanation of how these 

spaces would be filled with marine related uses seems very unrealistic.  How many 

tenants exist that actually deal with “underwater robotics, ocean data collection and 

marine-derived drugs and therapies”?  

 

1HWY1 claims it wants to “create a vibrant ocean focused incubator on the 

water,” and a “new model for driving innovation in the blue economy.”  Yet, it is unclear 

what this really means or how 1HWY1 believes these spaces will be filled by anyone that 

could meet the very narrow criteria for new tenants.  Further, 1HWY1 sold this proposal 

as a place where the public could come from all over the world to enjoy the recreational 

activities and natural sites within the Central Embarcadero.  Why devote a considerable 

portion of the last and most critical Bay-front property on the San Diego Bay to such a 

use?  It is unclear how adding 150,000 square feet of office space would or could 

accomplish the Port’s stated objectives for the Central Embarcadero.  This is not a typical 

adjustment as can be expected as a project moves along -- It is a total redirection. To put 

this in perspective, the average office tower along the Broadway corridor in downtown 

San Diego has a 20,000 square foot building “footprint” on a 60,000 square foot city 

block.  That means if the office building located in the Central Embarcadero had the same 

20,000 square feet per floor, it would be 8 stories high, would stand on an area the size of 

a city block, and would completely change the character of the Central Embarcadero. 

Hundreds of people would work in the building, taking up a considerable amount of the 

available parking and contributing to traffic, particularly during the rush hours.  The 

extent of these impacts would be significant.  How significant nobody knows, since no 

environmental impact analysis has been done. 

 

1HWY1’s revised plan blocks 40% of the public’s views from the Hyatt hotel to 

the west in dramatic contravention of the goal of enhancing views.  The addition of 800% 

more office space is not only unrealistic, but it shows an equally dramatic shift away 

from the goal of “facilitating enjoyment of the bay” by the public.  A large office 

building where Seaport Village sits now is unlikely to draw many visitors who wish to 

enjoy the Bay, or to increase public access to such areas.  

 

Multi-Purpose Event Center:  This center was 20,000 sq. ft. in the first two iterations of 

1HWY1’s plan.  It is now a whopping 85,000 sq. ft.  Event space and food service has 

been eliminated from all other portions of the project and compressed into one building 

with sliding partitions which will be a “shared facility for ‘the entire Seaport Waterfront 

District and Downtown San Diego community as a whole.’”  It appears the full-service 

hotel will now lack a viable meeting space.  Instead, this hanger-like space the size of 1 ½ 

city blocks can be used to host weddings, concerts and plays.  The public deserves better.  

 



San Diego Unified Port District 

July 31, 2019 

Page 12 

 

 

Parking and Alternatives to the Automobile:  Parking has steadily decreased as 

hotel/motel units have increased, from 2,410 spaces to 2,328 spaces to 2,200 spaces.  The 

public will have less access to the waterfront under 1HWY1’s current plan unless 

alternative transportation is accommodated.  Again, this is inconsistent with the original 

objectives for the site, and with the public trust doctrine.  The provision of adequate 

public parking is also an important consideration under the Coastal Act as a key 

component of enabling public access to the waterfront to the extent that transit to the area 

is not provided.   

 

While biking and transit to the area are appealing alternatives, there is not yet a 

safe, dedicated bike lane connecting the likely areas from which visitors might travel.  

Indeed, the Embarcadero north of the project site already suffers from a sometimes 

unsafe mix of pedestrian and bike or other pedaled devices traffic.  While the DPMPU 

includes provisions for a dedicated transit right-of-way and a bike and pedestrian lane 

(PD.3.54), consideration should be given to separating those on foot from those traveling 

by bike or similar conveyances.  Overall, the entire Update should focus considerable 

attention to alternatives to the automobile to get people to the waterfront. 

 

Select/Limited Service/Ext Stay/Suites:  The 1HWY1 proposal has changed from no 

extended stay suites to 1230 such rooms.  This may fail to maximize the number of 

visitors to the waterfront. 

 

In summary, based on the most recent publicly-viewable version of the proposal, 

the 1HWY1 Project is dominated by 150,000 sq. ft. of office space and 1,933 airport 

hotel-type rooms.  The Project no longer is consistent with the original goals for the site.  

1HWY1 has altered the core elements of the Port’s vision for the Central Embarcadero 

and, as result, has now proposed a much more commercialized site that hampers public 

access to the waterfront more than it expands it.   

 

As previously stated, the Port should rescind its negotiating agreement with 

1HWY1 and put out a new RFP for a Central Embarcadero project that truly expands 

public access, public views of the waterfront, and public enjoyment of San Diego’s 

world-class Bayfront. 

 

VI. Authorizing Construction of an Office Building or Allowing the 

Elimination or Reduction of Existing Park Land at the Central 

Embarcadero in the Master Plan Update Would Violate the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 

 

 The intent of the Port Master Plan is to protect and promote coastal-dependent and 

coastal-related uses, allow for and encourage a diverse range of uses around San Diego 

Bay, and provide and ensure coastal access to explore and enjoy areas within the Port’s 
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jurisdiction.  In accordance with Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act, all developments must 

conform to the Port Master Plan. 

 

The Port is currently in the process of attempting to amend the Master Plan.  The 

District has a history of piecemeal waterfront planning for which it has faced both public 

criticism as well as rebuke from the California Coastal Commission. 

 

The District itself has acknowledged the problem.  The widely circulated October 

2013 article by Board of Port Commissioners (“BPC”) colleague, Ann Moore, in 

celebration of the District’s 50th year in existence observed that “[t]he current Port 

Master Plan has been updated more than 30 times [today it’s closer to 50] to 

accommodate various projects and land use needs.  She described the evolution of San 

Diego’s maritime activities and thereafter acknowledged that “all of this was done 

without an overarching plan, with no vision to guide us.”
2
 

 

It is apparent that the update is far from complete.  Yet, the Port has accepted bids, 

held public hearings, and plans to proceed with the Central Embarcadero project, and 

may complete its environmental review of the Project before the integrated plan’s update 

is completed.  This is piecemeal planning at its worst.  The Port has failed to account for 

the preservation of the Bay’s natural character, earthquake fault lines, or seismic activity.  

Short-sighted planning has caused the Port to make critical errors with respect to the 

planning of the Central Embarcadero project, including the failure to account for the 

earthquake fault lines in the area.  

 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exists to provide project 

decision makers and the public with the information needed to evaluate whether a project 

is worth pursuing.  “The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully 

open to the public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the 

entire project, from start to finish.  This examination is intended to provide the fullest 

information reasonably available upon which the decision makers and the public they 

serve can rely in determining whether or not to start the project at all, not merely to 

decide whether to finish it. The EIR is intended to furnish both the road map and the 

environmental price tag for a project, so that the decision maker and the public both 

know, before the journey begins, just where the journey will lead, and how much they-

and the environment-will have to give up in order to take that journey.”  (NRDC v. City of 

Los Angeles (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 268, 271.)  Environmental impact reports (EIRs) are 

prepared to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, 

                                                 
2
 Not long after Commissioner Moore’s comments, when asked about all the amendments to the  

District’s Port Master Plan over the years, planner Lesley Nishihira admitted that “none of those 

amendments have addressed the overarching policies. We haven’t touched the whole of the 

document in 30-plus years.” 
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analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.  (People ex rel. 

Department of Public Works v. Bosio (1975) 47 Cal.App.3d 495.)  

 

To facilitate information-disclosure, CEQA requires an environmental impact 

report (EIR) to have a stable project description.  “An accurate, stable and finite project 

description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.”  (County of 

Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.)  As the above discussion 

demonstrates, the Central Embarcadero project lacks the stable project description needed 

to obtain an accurate environmental analysis.  An EIR cannot accurately compare pre-

project environmental conditions with post-project conditions unless the project itself is 

defined.  Accordingly, a “curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red 

herring across the path of public support.”  (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 

71 Cal.App.3d 185, 197-98.)  The Central Embarcadero project currently lacks this 

needed definition.        

 

Separating the environmental analysis of the Master Plan from known Port 

projects such as the Central Embarcadero project could result in impermissible 

segmentation.  CEQA requires environmental review to evaluate the “whole of a project” 

and not simply its constituent parts when determining whether it will have a significant 

environmental effect.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15003(h).)  Further, “environmental 

considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little 

ones -- each with a minimal potential impact on the environment -- which cumulatively 

may have disastrous consequences.”  (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission 

(1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283-284.)  A holistic approach is required.  The court in Tuolumne 

County Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 

1214 set out three items to be used to determine what constitutes the whole of a project: 

(1) relationship in time, (2) physical location; and (3) the entity undertaking the action.  

(Id. at 1227.)  . 

 

Given that by law the environmental reviews can only be performed after a 

definite project description exists, it is unclear how the District expects to finish an 

environmental review of the site that presumably will have to conform to a Master Plan 

update that has not yet been finalized.  The District is putting the proverbial cart before 

the horse if it allows site-specific development proposals to define the waterfront, in 

derogation of the concerns that prompted the integrated-planning process in the first 

place.  The Master Plan update should be completed and updated prior to the Port 

proceeding with the Project and, certainly, before allowing 1HWY1 to continually alter 

its plans for the site beyond recognition.  The District cannot abdicate its planning role to 

1HWY1.   
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VII. The Central Embarcadero Project Violates the Conditions Set by The 

Ruocco Trust for Ruocco Park.  

 

The 3.3-acre Ruocco Park was named for Lloyd and Ilse Ruocco, who established 

a trust 25 years ago to create a public park with outstanding urban design.  Administered 

by the San Diego Foundation, the $3.5 million endowment was awarded to the Port in 

2008.  The Central Embarcadero Project will violate the terms of the endowment if the 

Project is permitted to build on the park.  Since there is no alternative comparable 

location for the park to be developed, not only will San Diego lose an established, 

beloved park, but the Port (and, by extension, the public) may also have to replay the 

generous endowment provided by the Ruoccos.  The current Project plan has failed to 

account for what will happen to Ruocco Park and provides no replacement to the public.  

It also likely violates California’s Park Preservation Act.  

 

California's Park Preservation Act prohibits a public agency from acquiring  

 

any real property, which property is in use as a public park at the time of 

such acquisition, for the purpose of utilizing such property for any nonpark 

purpose, unless the acquiring entity pays or transfers to the legislative body 

of the entity operating the park sufficient compensation or land, or both.   

 

(Public Resources Code § 5401(a).) 

 

If the Port permits development of Ruocco Park through the Master Plan process 

or the Central Embarcadero Project, it will be responsible for replacing the park with one 

of "comparable characteristics and of substantially equal size located in an area which 

would allow for use of the substitute park land by generally the same persons" who use 

Ruocco Park.  (Pub. Resources Code § 5405(b).)  Alternately, the Port must provide 

funding for a park the same size as Ruocco Park “in an area which would allow for use of 

the substitute park land and facilities by generally the same persons who” use Ruocco 

Park.  (Pub. Resources Code § 5405(a).)  No such area has been identified, and the 

Coalition believes none exists.  As drafted neither the Master Plan nor the Central 

Embarcadero project provide replacement park land to compensate for the placement of 

buildings on Ruocco Park.  The Master Plan and the Central Embarcadero project must 

be revised to require compliance with the Park Preservation Act.  

 

 The Port Master Plan Update must include a clear, written commitment to 

preserving and protecting parks and open space on the waterfront.  With regard to 

Ruocco Park, the Coalition asks that the Port Master Plan Update be revised to require 

full compliance with the Port’s 66-year lease agreement regarding the funding, 

development, operation and preservation of Ruocco Park.  Any proposal to reduce the 
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size of the park or build on the park must be linked to replacement of lost park space, on 

the Bayfront, at the Port’s expense.    

  

VIII. The Master Plan and Central Embarcadero Area Require Further 

Seismic Investigation.  

 

Last year, Dr. Lucy Jones, formerly of U.S.G.S, described San Diego as “being in 

the ‘worst of both worlds,’ stuck with a risk that’s too high for complacency but too 

underappreciated to get people’s attention.”  

(https://www.voiceofsandiego.org/topics/news/san-diegos-quake-risk-puts-us-in-the-

worst-of-both-worlds/.)  These words take on new meaning in light of the unexpected 7.1 

magnitude earthquake in Ridgecrest on July 5.  As the Port contemplates development in 

the Central Embarcadero area and the revitalization of Seaport Village, it is critical that it 

consider the Central Embarcadero Fault.  As mapped in 2008 and again in connection 

with the Central Embarcadero project process, the Central Embarcadero Fault, an 

extension of the active Coronado Fault, runs directly beneath Seaport Village.  

(https://inewsource.org/2018/05/01/coronado-earthquake-fault-san-diego/ .)  Consultants 

studying the site in 2017 found a fault zone running through the middle of the Central 

Embarcadero project site, from the bay to a southern portion of the fault that had been 

located in 2008.  The fault width is estimated to be between 25 and 30 feet wide. 

(https://www.kpbs.org/news/2018/may/02/san-diegos-downtown-earthquake-fault-kept-

quiet-ye/.)   

 

In order to protect public safety in an area designated for public access, recreation, 

and lodging, the Port Master Plan Update and its environmental review must include 

more in-depth studies of the fault zones running through the waterfront, and specifically, 

through the Central Embarcadero.  While preliminary studies have occurred, there has not 

yet been consultation with the state geologist or comprehensive mapping of the area’s 

known and unknown faults.  The Update and EIR must also include specific goals and 

policies to ensure compliance with state law. 

 

As currently proposed, the Port Master Plan Update provides for thousands of 

hotel rooms in this active fault zone.  The Central Embarcadero Project proposes 6 or 7 

hotels, a 480-foot-tall tower, and an aquarium (full of glass and living creatures) on a 

network of active faults.  Implementation of these project must be delayed until seismic 

investigations are complete and site plans are revised to accommodate the findings and 

maximize public safety.  Given the presence of the faults, the Central Embarcadero 

Project and Port Master Plan may need to be revised to maximize public open space and 

access and to reduce or eliminate tall buildings or lodgings that could collapse in an 

earthquake.  The CEQA process should incorporate completed seismic studies and 

revised project plans, accordingly.  

  

https://www.voiceofsandiego.org/topics/news/san-diegos-quake-risk-puts-us-in-the-worst-of-both-worlds/
https://www.voiceofsandiego.org/topics/news/san-diegos-quake-risk-puts-us-in-the-worst-of-both-worlds/
https://inewsource.org/2018/05/01/coronado-earthquake-fault-san-diego/
https://www.kpbs.org/news/2018/may/02/san-diegos-downtown-earthquake-fault-kept-quiet-ye/
https://www.kpbs.org/news/2018/may/02/san-diegos-downtown-earthquake-fault-kept-quiet-ye/
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IX. Sea Level Rise and Buffering Wetlands Should be Better Incorporated 

into the Master Plan Update. 

 

As described in the SWIA letter of October 3, 2017, and its letter on the Master 

Plan dated July 31, 2019, development has led to historical losses of bay wetlands that 

will only be exacerbated by climate change and sea level rise.  Climate change and sea 

level rise also pose threats to development in and around the Bay.  The Port Master Plan 

acknowledges that “…all categories of modern Public Trust uses – commerce, 

navigation, fisheries, recreation, and environmental stewardship – have equal footing and 

one use is not favored over another.”  The Port’s responsibilities for managing and 

sustaining the area’s public tidelands are enshrined in Public Resources Code section 

6009.  The Coalition supports the inclusion of policies providing for increased wetlands 

around the Bay and the expansion of locations for these wetlands in the Port Master Plan 

Update.  The expansion of wetlands would increase habitat to support fisheries and 

environmental stewardship within the Bay.  If done properly, these wetlands would also 

increase the waterfront’s resilience in the face of rising sea levels.  Importantly, increased 

wetlands would further the Port’s commitment to a “Green Necklace” of open spaces 

around the Bay.       

 

X. The Port Master Plan Update Must Provide for Removal of the 

Warehouse Next to the Midway. 

 

For nearly 20 years, the Port has been required to tear down the warehouse next to 

the U.S.S. Midway Museum.  Approval of the Midway's docking was contingent upon 

removal of the warehouse and replacement with a park.  While the draft Port Master Plan 

Update discusses the required park, the Port has not yet torn down the warehouse.  The 

warehouse blocks public views of the Bay for a long stretch of waterfront and is 

impeding public access, not to mention the completion of the 5.7-acre park listed as a 

“specific planning goal” in the current Port Master Plan. 
 

  The warehouse’s continued presence violates the Port’s Coastal Act permits for 

the Midway museum.  On March 14, 2001, the Coastal Commission approved Port 

Master Plan Amendment No. 27, permitting the docking of the U.S.S. Midway on the 

south side of the Navy Pier and its use as a museum.  As the Coastal Commission was 

concerned about the visual impacts of the Midway and the walling-off of the waterfront, 

the museum proponents and Port agreed to establish a 5.7-acre memorial park on Navy 

Pier.  The warehouse was required to be torn down within ten years of the 

commencement date of the lease of Navy Pier, or no later than October 1, 2015. 
 

However, while the Port acquired the necessary ownership of the Navy Pier from 

the Navy in 2003, the conversion of the pier to a park has not occurred.  In 2014, the Port 

agreed that Midway's conceptual park designs were sufficient to conduct environmental 
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review, but this review has not commenced.  The warehouse was not torn down prior to 

October 1, 2015 and remains standing today, where it walls off views of the Bay without 

any offsetting public benefit. 
 

In May 2017, the Coastal Commission approved CDP No. 6-16-0258, 

which authorized the Port to continue parking on the Navy Pier for four years while the 

Port converted the pier into a public park.  Interim public access amenities and a 7,840 

square foot public viewing deck were required to partially offset the visual impacts of 

continued parking on Navy Pier and the docking of the Midway, as well as the impacts to 

public access and recreation caused by the additional 4-year delay of the conversion of 

the pier to a park.  The Port has not yet satisfied the special conditions, including park 

creation, that had to be satisfied prior to the issuance of CDP No. 6-16-0258, but it 

continues to use the Navy Pier for parking.  As such, the Port’s parking and Navy Pier 

activities are currently occurring in violation of the Coastal Act. 
 

The Coalition, therefore, requests that the Port Master Plan Update include 

enforceable commitments to finally remove this warehouse and to bring the Port into 

compliance with the coastal development permits authorizing the docking of the U.S.S. 

Midway and parking on Navy Pier.   

  

Conclusion  
 

 The Coalition requests that the Port withdraw its Exclusive Negotiating 

Agreement with 1HWY1 and reissue an RFP for a Central Embarcadero Project that 

complies with the Port Master Plan, the California Coastal Act, various other legislation, 

and the Port’s Public Trust responsibilities regarding coastal-dependent uses, coastal 

access, and the protection of views and recreational amenities for the public.  The current 

planning situation also presents potential violations of CEQA related to pre-commitment 

to the Central Embarcadero Project and piecemeal planning and environmental review by 

authorizing an office building at the Central Embarcadero site.  The Port Master Plan 

Update and the Central Embarcadero project represent a tremendous opportunity to 

preserve and enhance the world class San Diego Bay.  It would be a shame to waste this 

opportunity by allowing the Central Embarcadero project to wall off the waterfront with 

hotels and office space.  The Coalition calls upon the Port and its Board to implement a 

vision for the waterfront that preserves parks and enhances public access, as envisioned 

by the Port Master Plan and California’s laws.  

 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
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Sincerely, 

 

 

     Jan Chatten-Brown 

On behalf of the San Diego Waterfront Coalition 

 

 

cc:  Melody Lasiter, California Coastal Commission 
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Contribute significantly to the region's economy through the preservation of these businesses and the family-supporting 

waterfront jobs they provide. 

Members 

American Tunaboat 
Association 

BAE Systems San Diego Ship 
Repair 

BNSF Railway 

Chesapeake Fish Company 

Cal Marine Cleaning 

CEMEX 

Continental Maritime 

Coordinated Maritime 
Services 

CP Kelco 

Dixieline Lumber and Home 
Centers 

Dole Fresh Fruit Co. 

Driscoll Boat Works 

General Dynamics NASSCO 

Harborside Refrigerated 
Services 

Harvest Meat Company 
Incorporated 

Honor Marine Electronics 

Industrial Environmental 
Association 

International Longshore and 
Warehouse Union 

Koehler Kraft Co. Inc. 

Lee & Associates 

Marine Group Boat Works 

National City Chamber of 
Commerce 

Nielsen Beaumont  
Marine, Inc. 

Otay Mesa Chamber  
of Commerce 

Pacific Merchant Shipping 
Association 

Pacific Ship Repair and 
Fabrication, Inc. 

Pasha Automotive Services 

Port of San Diego 

Port of San Diego  
Ship Repair Association 

R.E. Staite Engineering 

San Diego & Imperial  
Valley Railroad 

San Diego-Imperial  
Counties Labor Council 

San Diego Freight Rail 
Consulting 

San Diego Military Advisory 
Council 

San Diego Port Tenants 
Association 

San Diego Regional  
Chamber of Commerce 

San Diego Regional 
Economic Development 
Corporation 

San Diego Ship Repair 
Association 

SDG&E 

Shelter Island Boatyard 

Solar Turbines 

South County Economic 
Development Council 

Stevedoring Services of 
America  

Sun Harbor Marina  

The Jankovich Company  

Westflex Industrial 
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San Diego Unified Port District  

ATTN: Planning Department  

3165 Pacific Highway  

San Diego, CA 92101  

PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

 

SUBJ: Working Waterfront Group input on the Port Master Plan Update “Discussion 

Draft”  

 

TO: San Diego Unified Port District – Planning Department 

 

The Working Waterfront Group (WWG) is a coalition of marine industrial businesses within 

Port Tidelands that proactively promotes sustainable waterfront jobs in San Diego Bay (the 

Bay). The WWG appreciates the opportunity to participate in the development of the San 

Diego Unified Port District’s (SDUPD) Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).  

 

In review of the PMPU “Discussion Draft” (the Draft), the WWG has two main concerns: 

while the Port Act prioritizes maritime use and deep water berthing within Port Tidelands, and 

the SDUPD publicly supports maritime with events and with recent grants, this support of the 

industry outside current footprints is not reflected in the Draft. The Draft provides for the 

expansions of visitor serving and retail businesses, but it is silent on expanding the critically 

important maritime operations. As one of the largest job creators, paying significantly higher 

wages than the County average, growing the regional economy will be dependent on the future 

growth of this industry. 

 

Additionally, the WWG supports step-downs for water access in all districts except for 

Planning District 4 based on safety considerations, especially for children. There is an 

abundance of other locations around the Bay to provide safer step-downs for water access. 

 

Please reconsider maritime growth in the next iteration of the Draft PMPU to help the WWG 

businesses that make the Bay a “port” part of the region’s future growth, and please 

reconsider safety when planning step-downs for water access throughout the Bay. 

 

Thank you for your consideration to our requests and thank you for your long-term support of 

WWG jobs and contributions to the region. 

 

Sincerely, 

                    
 

Dennis DuBard, WWG Co-Chair   John Pasha, WWG Co-Chair 

mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
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April 29, 2019 

 
 
Sent Via Email to PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101 
 

Re: Comment on Discussion Draft of Port Master Plan Update 

Dear Port of San Diego Planning Department: 

Varco & Rosenbaum Environmental Law Group LLP represents Arthur Engel.  On 
December 12, 2017, our firm made a presentation on behalf of Mr. Engel, a current resident 
of the La Playa community on Shelter Island, at the Board of Port Commissioners, 
regarding his desire to construct a new public pier in the La Playa area.  For over two years 
Mr. Engel and his representatives have engaged in discussions with Port staff regarding the 
construction of a new public pier in the La Playa area. In January 2018, we provided a 
letter to the Port Commissioners addressing this issue.  A copy of that letter is attached for 
your reference.  Since January 2018, we have appeared at two public meetings of the Port 
Commission (August 2018 and December 2018), each time articulating Mr. Engel’s desire 
to construct a new public pier. At each of these meetings, the Port Commissioners 
instructed Port staff to meet with Mr. Engel and his representatives to discuss this issue. 
The Port staff’s outreach to Mr. Engel occurred via a public workshop on March 27, 2019, 
at which we were advised that the Port staff would be recommending the prohibition on 
any new piers (public or private) in the La Playa area, as well as the complete removal of 
all existing piers. 

We have reviewed the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update and note that 
the proposed text, in fact, does prohibit the construction of any new (public or private) piers 
in the La Playa area (PD1.30) and does require that all of the existing La Playa piers, 
including those providing public access, be removed within two years following 
certification of the updated Port Master Plan (PD1.31).   

Port staff have repeatedly informed us that the Coastal Commission is requiring the 
removal of the La Playa piers.  I have had conversations with Coastal Commission staff, 
including in San Diego, as well as other Districts, and have been advised that they are 
unaware of any request for complete removal of the La Playa piers, or any other public 
access piers in the state.  Quite to the contrary, since 2009, the Coastal Commission has 
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approved the construction of more than 25 new piers along the California coastline, 
including in San Diego, Coronado, Newport Beach, Huntington Beach, Long Beach, Morro 
Bay, Oxnard, Redondo Beach, Humboldt and other locations. Since 2017, the Coastal 
Commission had approved the replacement of 27 piers.  Contrary to suggestions by staff, 
the Coastal Commission is not requesting that public, private or joint public/private piers 
be removed as a matter of policy from any area in California.  

As you are aware, five piers presently exist in the La Playa beach area.  Four of these 
piers were originally constructed as privately-owned piers, allowing no public access.  The 
docks at the end of the piers were occupied by private boats owned by the pier users.  In 
1982, the Board of Port Commissioners adopted Master Plan modifications which required 
that these privately-owned piers either be removed or made available for public use.  Each 
of these piers has now been made available for public use for the length of the pier, with 
gate access to a dock at the end of each pier.  The current use of the docks is governed by 
Tideland Use and Occupancy Permits (TUOPs). 

It is noteworthy that in 1988, the Port attempted to amend its Master Plan specifically 
to address the La Playa area piers, attempting to remove the 1982 requirement that the piers 
be opened to the public.  The Port-prepared EIR at that time characterized the piers as a 
“visual amenity,” and stated that the piers provide:  

“points of visual reference along the shoreline that are in character with the 
surrounding views of boating activity.  The shoreline, with the piers, is scenic 
enough to have been used in postcards and other photographic souvenirs of the 
area.”   

The Port’s 1988 EIR further stated that “removal of some or all of the piers could 
affect the scenic-visual quality of the shoreline, and result in the loss of the recreational 
opportunities provided by the piers.”   The Coastal Commission disallowed the continued 
private ownership of the piers, requiring that the piers be open to public access. The Coastal 
Commission determined that retaining the piers and opening the piers to public use would 
be consistent with section 30211 of the Coastal Act, “in that public access in the area would 
be increased.”  (See Attachment 2 to January 25, 2018 letter.) 

As noted above, the Coastal Commission project approvals evidence that the Coastal 
Commission is not averse to the construction of new piers, so long as public access is made 
a priority.  Private and public piers have been approved by the Coastal Commission 
throughout the state, including as recently as February 2019, when the Coastal Commission 
approved the construction of a twenty-nine-foot pier with a private dock float, gangway 
landing and staircase in Long Beach.  The approved pier and dock are associated with the 
adjacent single-family residence and would be used for recreational boating purposes.  (See 
Attached Administrative Permit, Application No. 5-18-0879.)   
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Such approvals by the Coastal Commission are not uncommon.  In July 2017, the 
Coastal Commission also approved a new private dock and pier system associated with the 
adjacent residence, to be used for recreational purposes.  The Coastal Commission permit 
specifically noted that “the project is being constructed on public tidelands and/or within 
an area subject to the public trust doctrine.”  (See Attachment 3 to January 25, 2018 letter.)  
The Coastal Commission issued the permit finding that the proposed pier and dock did not 
impair public access and was not a violation of the public trust doctrine. 

The Public Trust Doctrine and Coastal Act both allow for the construction of new 
public piers. The public trust doctrine is implemented through the application of the Coastal 
Act.  The Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide for public access to and 
along the coast.  Section 30210 of the Coastal Act requires that maximum public access 
and recreational opportunities be provided.  The construction of a pier, open for public 
access, is not inconsistent with this Coastal Act requirement.  Moreover, the Coastal Act 
(see section 30233) also specifically contemplates the construction of new “structural 
pilings for public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational 
opportunities.”   

The language in the discussion draft of the Port Master Plan Update, prohibiting 
construction of public piers and requiring the removal of all existing public piers which 
provide valuable public access, is in violation of both the Public Trust Doctrine and the 
Coastal Act. 

We certainly understand the Port’s desire not to support the construction of private 
piers; however, the construction of new piers, providing access to the public, new scenic 
vistas, and low intensive recreational use promotes the goals and policies of the Port Master 
Plan and the Coastal Act and should be allowed.  The language proposed by staff, 
prohibiting construction of public piers and requiring the removal of all existing public 
piers, should be stricken from the document.  

We suggest replacement of the staff-proposed PD1.30 and PD1.31 with the following 
language: 

PD1.30 No new private residential piers are permitted.  

PD1.31 New public and/or public/private piers shall only be permitted if the private 
portion is limited to floating docks attached to the pier and the full length 
of the pier is open to the public daily between sunrise and sunset.  Signs 
shall be posted which permit public access. 

  



Port of San Diego 
April 29, 2019 
Page 4 
 
 

We appreciate the Commission’s consideration of this issue. 

Yours very truly, 

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW GROUP LLP 
VARCO & ROSENBAUM 
 
 

Suzanne R. Varco 

SRV/ssr 
Attachments: 

1. Coastal Commission Administrative Permit, Application No. 5-18-0879; 
2. Letter from Varco & Rosenbaum Environmental Law Group LLP, dated 

January 25, 2018. 
 

cc: Mr. Stephen Padilla, California Coastal Commission (via email to 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov) 

 Mr. Ryan Moroney, California Coastal Commission (via email to 
ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov)  
Mr. Arthur Engel (via email) 
Ms. Rebecca Harrington, Port Counsel (via email to 
rharrington@portofsandiego.org) 

 
Board of Port Commissioners (via email): 

Garry J. Bonelli, Chairman (gbonelli@portofsandiego.org) 
Ann Moore (amoore@portofsandiego.org) 
Dan Malcolm (dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org) 
Marshall Merrifield (mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org) 
Robert Valderrama (rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org) 
Michael Zuccet (mzuccet@portofsandiego.org) 
Rafael Castellanos, (rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org) 

 
Randa Coniglio, Executive Director (via email to rconiglio@portofsandiego.org) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY       GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071

ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT 

Application No. 5-18-0879

Applicants: Roberta Sniderman and Ann Keitel 

Agent: Pinnacle Docks (c/o Rafael Holcombe) 

Project State tidelands adjacent to 64 Rivo Alto Canal, City of Long Beach, Los 
Location: Angeles County (APN: 7244-022-014). 

Project Description: Construct a 29 ft. x 6 ft. dock float, 18 ft. x 2.5 ft. gangway, 3 ft. x 4 ft. gangway 
landing, and staircase. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION 

The findings for this determination, and for any special conditions, appear on subsequent pages. 

NOTE:  P.R.C. Section 30624 provides that this permit shall not become effective until it is 
reported to the Commission at its next meeting.  If one-third or more of the appointed 
membership of the Commission so request, the application will be removed from the 
administrative calendar and set for public hearing at a subsequent Commission meeting.  Our 
office will notify you if such removal occurs. 

This permit will be reported to the Commission at the following time and place: 

March 06, 2019, 9:00 a.m. 
California African American Museum 
600 State Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90037 

W7a 
Staff:    A. Spencer – LB 
Date:    February 14, 2019 
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IMPORTANT - Before you may proceed with development, the following must occur: 

Pursuant to 14 Cal. Admin. Code Sections 13150(b) and 13158, you must sign the enclosed duplicate 
copy acknowledging the permit's receipt and accepting its contents, including all conditions, and return 
it to our office.  Following the Commission's meeting, and once we have received the signed 
acknowledgement and evidence of compliance with all special conditions, we will send you a Notice 
of Administrative Permit Effectiveness. 

BEFORE YOU CAN OBTAIN ANY LOCAL PERMITS AND PROCEED WITH 
DEVELOPMENT, YOU MUST HAVE RECEIVED BOTH YOUR ADMINISTRATIVE 
PERMIT AND THE NOTICE OF PERMIT EFFECTIVENESS FROM THIS OFFICE. 

John Ainsworth 
Executive Director 

by:  Amrita Spencer       
Coastal Program Analyst 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions: 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to
the Commission office.

2. Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date the Commission voted on the application.  Development shall be pursued in a diligent
manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  Application for extension of the permit
must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any term or condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with
the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: See pages five through nine. 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION (continued): 

The Executive Director hereby determines that the proposed development is a category of 
development, which, pursuant to PRC Section 30624, qualifies for approval by the Executive Director 
through the issuance of an Administrative Permit.  Subject to Standard and Special Conditions as 
attached, said development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 
1976 and will not have any significant impacts on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  If located between the nearest public road and the sea, this 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3. 

FINDINGS FOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 

The applicant proposes to install a 6 ft. x 29 ft. (174 sq. ft.) rectangular dock float, one 18 ft. x 2.5 ft.
gangway, one 3 ft. by 4 ft. gangway landing, and an access staircase in the Rivo Alto Canal located in
southeast Long Beach (Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 3). The proposed 6 ft. x 29 ft. dock float complies with
the maximum six-ft. width of new or reconstructed dock systems within the Rivo Alto Canal as set
forth in Special Condition 8 of Coastal Development Permit 5-11-085 [Naples Seawall Repair Project
(Phase 1), City of Long Beach]. There will be no fill of coastal waters as a result of the subject
development. No bottom disturbance or dredging is proposed or permitted by the subject application.
The proposed project has received the approval of the City of Long Beach Marine Bureau (08/10/18)
and the City of Long Beach Department of Development Services (09/14/2018).

Naples Island (which consists of three islands) and the Naples Canals (Rivo Alto Canal and Naples Canal) 
were constructed (dredged and filled) in the early 1900s in the delta of the San Gabriel River, the area that 
is now Alamitos Bay. Rivo Alto Canal is currently 65 to 70 ft. wide and 7 to 14 ft. deep, depending on the 
tide. A 20-ft. wide portion of public land exists on the upland portions along each side of the Rivo Alto 
Canal right-of-way, between the seawalls and the property lines of the residents whose homes line the canal 
and is open to the public.  

In 2013, the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit 5-11-085, which authorized repair 
activities for the existing seawall that surrounds Naples Island. Subject to the conditions of Coastal 
Development Permit 5-11-085, the City of Long Beach is in the process of installing new steel sheet-pile 
seawalls on the water side of the existing vertical concrete seawalls along both sides of Rivo Alto Canal 
(1,915 linear ft.), and new guardrails, landscape beds, sidewalks, improved drainage, and relocated street 
lighting in the public right-of-way along the canal. Due to the scale of work required for the project, the 
seawall repair project was broken up into phases. CDP 5-11-085 permitted Phase One of the project, which 
includes the Rivo Alto Canal properties located between Ravenna Drive Bridge and the Toledo east bridge, 
where the project site is not located. During Phase One, the City removed the dock floats and associated 
structures in order to access and repair the seawall. Upon completion of the repair activities, the City 
replaced the private dock float systems. The project site is located in the Northeast quadrant of the Naples 
Canal system, which has been categorized as Phase Three of the Naples Seawall Repair Project (Exhibit 
2). At this time, the City has not prepared an amendment to Coastal Development Permit 5-11-085 to 
authorize Phase Three repair activities.  
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The proposed dock system is associated with the adjacent single-family residence at 64 Rivo Alto 
Canal and would be used for recreational boating purposes. The applicant submitted an eelgrass survey 
dated September, 2018, which indicated that no eelgrass was present within the project site. The 
closest patch of eelgrass was observed approximately 17 ft. from the northwest corner of the dock; 
however, the proposed project is not expected to impact eelgrass. Invasive algae (Caulerpa taxifolia) 
were not observed at the site. The City of Long Beach has developed eelgrass mitigation plans for the 
Phase One and Phase Two areas of the Naples Seawall Repair Project under Coastal Development 
Permits 5-11-085 and 5-11-085-A1, respectively. However, because the City has not started the 
procedures for the Phase Three area, it is unclear whether or if the City will undertake a similar 
eelgrass mitigation plan for the area. The Commission therefore imposes Special Condition 2 and 
Special Condition 3, which require the applicant to undergo pre-construction eelgrass and caulerpa 
surveys for the project site and within a 10 meter buffer area. In addition, Special Condition 4 and 
Special Condition 5 require the applicant to implement best management practices during 
construction and post-construction in order to avoid any significant adverse effects to marine 
resources. Therefore, as proposed and conditioned herein, the development will not have any 
significant adverse effects on marine resources. 

The proposed project (a new dock float) requires an access point (gangway and gangway platform) , 
which may partially obstruct the approximately 20-ft. wide public right-of-way that runs between the 
applicant’s property and the Rivo Alto Canal. The public right-of-way features a concrete walkway 
and may be partially landscaped in the area adjacent to the seawall by the applicant, but is subject to 
improvement by the City of Long Beach, consistent with the requirements of Coastal Development 
Permit 5-11-085. The applicant is not proposing any landscaping or improvements in the public right-
of-way at this time. However, should the applicant decide to place improvements within the designated 
portion of the public right-of-way, the improvements would need to be consistent with the 
requirements found in Coastal Development Permit 5-11-085. Therefore, the Commission imposes 
Special Condition 6, which states that the only permitted improvements to the public right-of-way are 
the gangway platform adjacent to the seawall associated with the proposed dock system, seating 
available to the public, and drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping. Additionally, Special 
Condition 6 requires that a minimum of six ft. of the reconstructed sidewalk shall remain open and 
accessible to the general public 24 hours a day, consistent with the other Naples Island public 
walkways and Special Condition 12 of Coastal Development Permit 5-11-085. 

B. MARINE RESOURCES
 

The proposed recreational boat dock development and its associated structures are an allowable and
encouraged marine related use. There will be no net increase in number of piles or fill of coastal
waters. The proposed development has been conditioned to minimize any significant adverse effect the
project may have on the environment by avoiding or mitigating impacts upon sensitive marine
resources, such as eelgrass.  There are no feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives
available. As conditioned, the project will not significantly adversely impact eelgrass beds and will not
contribute to the dispersal of the invasive aquatic algae, Caulerpa taxifolia. Further, as proposed and
conditioned, the project, which is to be used solely for recreational boating purposes, conforms to
Sections 30224 and 30233 of the Coastal Act.



5-18-0879 (Sniderman and Keitel) 
Administrative Permit 

5 

C. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION
 

As conditioned, the proposed development will not have any new adverse impact on public access to
the coast or to nearby recreational facilities. Thus, as conditioned, the proposed development conforms
to Sections 30210 through 30214, Sections 30220 through 30224, and 30252 of the Coastal Act.

D. WATER QUALITY
 

The proposed dock work will be occurring on or within coastal waters. The proposed development has
a potential for a discharge of polluted runoff from the project site into coastal waters. The
development, as proposed and as conditioned, incorporates best management practices (BMPs) to
minimize the effect of construction and post-construction activities on the marine environment. These
BMPs include, but are not limited to, the appropriate management of equipment and construction
materials and for the use of post-construction best management practices to minimize the project’s
adverse impact on coastal waters. Therefore, the proposed development, as conditioned, conforms to
Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act regarding the protection of water quality to promote the
biological productivity of coastal waters and to protect human health.

E. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM
 

A coastal development permit is required from the Commission for the proposed development because
it is located within the Commission's area of original jurisdiction. The Commission's standard of
review for the proposed development is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The City of Long
Beach certified LCP is advisory in nature and may provide guidance. The Commission certified the
City of Long Beach LCP on July 22, 1980. As conditioned, the proposed development is consistent
with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and with the certified LCP for the area.

F. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
 

As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or additional feasible mitigation measures available
that would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may have on the
environment. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the
least environmentally damaging feasible alternative and can be found consistent with the requirements
of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions: 

1. Permit Compliance.  Boating related uses are the only uses permitted by the approved
development. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in
the application for permit, subject to any special conditions. Any deviation from the approved
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project must be submitted for review by the Executive Director to determine whether an 
amendment to this coastal development permit or a new coastal development permit is 
required. 

2. Pre-Construction Eelgrass Survey. A valid pre-construction eelgrass survey (whether for
Zostera marina or Z. pacifica) shall be completed for the project site and a 10m buffer area by
the Permittees during the period of active eelgrass growth (this period varies in different
regions; consult the CEMP for the relevant season in the project area). The pre-construction
survey shall be completed no more than 60 days prior to the beginning of construction and shall
be valid until the next period of active growth. If any portion of the project is subsequently
proposed to occur in a previously unsurveyed area, a new survey is required during the active
growth period for eelgrass in that region and no more than 60 days prior to commencement of
work in that area. The eelgrass survey and mapping shall be prepared in full compliance with
the CEMP, and in consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). If side-scan sonar methods will be used,
evidence of a permit issued by the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) for such
activities shall also be provided prior to the commencement of survey work. The applicant shall
submit the pre-construction eelgrass surveys for review and approval by the Executive Director
within five (5) business days of completion of each eelgrass survey and in any event, no later
than fifteen (15) business days prior to commencement of any development. If eelgrass surveys
identify any eelgrass within the project area, which may be potentially impacted by the
proposed project, the Permittees are required to complete post-project eelgrass surveys
consistent with subsection A (below).

A. Post-Construction Eelgrass Survey. If any eelgrass is identified in the project site or
the 10m buffer area by surveys required in subsection B of this condition (above),
within 30 days of completion of construction, or within the first 30 days of the next
active growth period following completion of construction that occurs outside of the
active growth period, the applicant shall survey the project site and the 10m buffer area
to determine if any eelgrass was adversely impacted. The survey shall be prepared in
full compliance with the CEMP adopted by the NMFS (except as modified by this
special condition), and in consultation with the CDFW. If side-scan sonar methods are
to be used, evidence of a valid permit from CSLC must also be provided prior to the
commencement of each survey period. The applicant shall submit the post-construction
eelgrass survey for the review and approval of the Executive Director within thirty (30)
days after completion of the survey. If any eelgrass has been adversely impacted, the
applicant shall replace the impacted eelgrass at a minimum final 1.2:1
(mitigation:impact) ratio on-site, or at another location, in accordance with the CEMP.
Any exceptions to the required 1.2:1 minimum final mitigation ratio found within the
CEMP shall not apply. Based on past performance of eelgrass mitigation efforts, in
order to achieve this minimum, the appropriate regional initial planting ratio provided in
the CEMP should be used. Implementation of mitigation to ensure success in achieving
the minimum final mitigation ratio (1.2:1) shall require an amendment to this permit or
a new coastal development permit unless the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment or new permit is required.
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3. Pre-Construction Caulerpa taxifolia Survey
a. Not more than 90 days nor less than 30 days prior to commencement or

recommencement of any development authorized under this coastal development permit
(the “project”), the applicant shall undertake a survey of the project area and a buffer
area at least 10 meters beyond the project area to determine the presence of the invasive
green alga, Caulerpa taxifolia. The survey shall include a visual examination of the
substrate.

b. The survey protocol shall be prepared in consultation with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (see
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/habitat/aquatic_invasives/caulerpa_taxifolia.ht
ml).

c. Within five (5) business days of completion of the survey, the applicant shall submit the
survey

i. for the review and written approval of the Executive Director; and

ii. to the Surveillance Subcommittee to the Southern California Caulerpa Action
Team (SCCAT). The SCCAT Surveillance Subcommittee may be contacted
through William Paznokas, California Department of Fish & Wildlife (858-467-
4218/William.Paznokas@wildlife.ca.gov) or Bryant Chesney, National Marine
Fisheries Service (562-980-4037/Bryant.Chesney@noaa.gov).

d. If C. taxifolia is found within the project or buffer areas, the applicant shall not proceed
with the project until 1) the applicant provides evidence to the Executive Director that
all C. taxifolia discovered within the project and/or buffer area has been eliminated in a
manner that complies with all applicable governmental approval requirements,
including but not limited to those of the California Coastal Act, or 2) the applicant has
revised the project to avoid any contact with C. taxifolia. No revisions to the project
shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment to this coastal
development permit unless the Executive Director provides a written determination that
no amendment is legally required.

4. Construction Responsibilities and Debris Removal.  By acceptance of this permit, the
permittee agrees that the approved development shall be carried out in compliance with the
following BMPs:
a. No construction materials, equipment, debris, or waste will be placed or stored where it

may be subject to wave, wind, or rain erosion and dispersion.
b. Any and all construction material shall be removed from the site within ten days of

completion of construction and disposed of at an appropriate location.
c. Machinery or construction materials not essential for project improvements are

prohibited at all times in the subtidal or intertidal zones.
d. Floating booms will be used to contain debris discharged into coastal waters and any

debris discharged will be removed as soon as possible but no later than the end of each
day.

e. Divers will recover non-buoyant debris discharged into coastal waters as soon as
possible after loss.
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f. At the end of the construction period, the permittee shall inspect the project area and
ensure that no debris, trash or construction material has been left on the shore or in the
water, and that the project has not created any hazard to navigation.

5. Best Management Practices (BMP) Program.  By acceptance of this permit, the permittee
agrees that the long-term water-borne berthing of boat(s) in the approved dock and/or boat slip
will be managed in a manner that protects water quality pursuant to the implementation of the
following BMPs:

a. Boat Cleaning and Maintenance Measures:
• In-water top-side and bottom-side boat cleaning shall minimize the discharge of soaps,

paints and debris.
• In-the-water hull scraping or any process that occurs under water that results in the

removal of paint from boat hulls is prohibited.  Only detergents and cleaning
components that are designated by the manufacturer as phosphate-free and
biodegradable shall be used, and only minimal amounts shall be used.

• The applicant shall minimize the use of detergents and boat cleaning and maintenance
products containing ammonia, sodium hypochlorite, chlorinated solvents, petroleum
distillates or lye.

b. Solid and Liquid Waste Management Measures:
• All trash, recyclables, and hazardous wastes or potential water contaminants, including

old gasoline or gasoline with water, absorbent materials, oily rags, lead acid batteries,
anti-freeze, waste diesel, kerosene and mineral spirits shall be disposed of in a proper
manner and shall not at any time be disposed of in the water or gutter.

c. Petroleum Control Management Measures:
• Oil absorbent materials should be examined at least once a year and replaced as

necessary. The applicant shall recycle the materials, if possible, or dispose of them in
accordance with hazardous waste disposal regulations. The boaters are encouraged to
regularly inspect and maintain engines, seals, gaskets, lines and hoses in order to
prevent oil and fuel spills. Boaters are also encouraged to use preventive engine
maintenance, oil absorbents, bilge pump-out services, or steam cleaning services to
clean oily bilge areas. Clean and maintain bilges. Do not use detergents while cleaning.
The use of soaps that can be discharged by bilge pumps is discouraged.

6. Public Access along the Public Right-of-Way.  The proposed project shall not interfere with
public access and use of the public right-of-way that runs between the permittee’s property and
Rivo Alto Canal. The only permitted improvements to the public right-of-way are the gangway
platform to the seawall associated with the proposed dock system, seating available to the
public, and drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping.

A minimum of six ft. of the reconstructed sidewalk shall remain open and accessible to the
general public 24 hours a day, consistent with the other Naples Island public walkways and
Special Condition 12 of Coastal Development Permit 5-11-085.
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Vegetated landscaped areas shall consist of drought tolerant plants, which are non-invasive. No 
plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society 
(http://www.CNPS.org/), the California Invasive Plant Council (formerly the California Exotic 
Pest Plant Council) (http://www.cal-ipc.org/), or as may be identified from time to time by the 
State of California shall be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site. No plant 
species listed as a “noxious weed” by the State of California or the U.S. Federal Government 
shall be utilized within the property. All plants shall be low water use plants as identified by 
California Department of Water Resources (See: http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/ 
docs/wucols00.pdf). Irrigation systems are not permitted within the public right-of-way.  

7. Resource Agencies.  The permittee shall comply with all requirements, requests and mitigation
measures from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with
respect to preservation and protection of water quality and marine environment. Any change in
the approved project that may be required by the above-stated agencies shall be submitted to
the Executive Director in order to determine if the proposed change shall require a permit
amendment pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of
Regulations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF PERMIT RECEIPT/ACCEPTANCE OF CONTENTS 

I/We acknowledge that I/we have received a copy of this permit and have accepted its contents 
including all conditions. 

____________________________ ______________________ 
Applicant’s Signature      Date of Signing 
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Sent Via Email 
 
Board of Port Commissioners 
Rafael Castellanos, Chairman 
Ms. Randa Coniglio, Executive Director 
San Diego Unified Port Commission 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101 
 

Re: Construction of New Piers for Public Access 

Dear Commissioners, Chair Castellanos and Ms. Coniglio: 

At the Board of Port Commissioners meeting on December 12, 2017, our firm made 
a presentation on behalf of Mr. Art Engel, a current resident of the La Playa community on 
Shelter Island.  For over a year, Mr. Engel and his representatives have engaged in 
discussions with Port staff regarding the construction of a new public pier in the La Playa 
area.   

Some background may be helpful to a full understanding of this issue.  Five piers 
presently exist in this area.  Four of these piers were originally constructed as privately-
owned piers, allowing no public access.  The docks at the end of the piers were occupied 
by private boats owned by the pier users.  In 1982, the Board of Port Commissioners 
adopted Master Plan modifications which required that these privately-owned piers either 
be removed or made available for public use.  (See Attachment 1.)  Each of these piers has 
now been made available for public use for the length of the pier, with gate access to a 
dock at the end of each pier.  The current use of the docks is governed by Tideland Use and 
Occupancy Permits (TUOPs); however, each TUOP is limited to two permitees, as the 
docks can only accommodate two boats. 

Mr. Engel has a boat that he uses recreationally on the Bay.  He is also a resident of 
the La Playa community on Shelter Island, with a house located directly adjacent to the 
Bay and tidelands.  In March 2017, one of the TUOP permittees (Dene Oliver) sold his 
home, which allowed the Port to terminate that TUOP or assign it to another user.  At that 
time, Mr. Engel made a formal request to Port staff seeking assignment of that TUOP to 
allow his use of the dock on the pier.  Port staff provided no response to his request and 
ultimately assigned the TUOP to a different user. 
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Mr. Engel and his representatives have repeatedly approached Port staff regarding the 
construction of a new pier in the La Playa area, and have been advised by Port staff that 
new piers are not allowed under the Port Master Plan, and that construction of a new pier 
would violate the public trust doctrine.  In our review of the Port Master Plan and the public 
trust doctrine, neither of these assertions appear correct. 

Port Master Plan 

Port staff has advised that Appendix C of the Port Master Plan (see Attachment 1), 
prohibits the construction of new piers in the La Playa area.  However, this reading of 
Appendix C is not accurate.  While Appendix C disallows “privately owned” piers, it does 
not include any similar prohibition for piers available for public use.   

The current Port Master Plan, in Section IV discussing Shelter Island, provides the 
goals and policies for the Shelter Island area, demonstrating that public access to the bay 
is a priority: 

• “Additional people oriented spaces, providing vistas and accessibility to the 
water and waterside activities, are felt appropriate.” 

• “The major emphasis of the development program is directed toward the . . . 
improvement in the quality of landscape, visual and physical access to the 
Bayfront.” 

Additionally, the development guidelines in the Port Master Plan specifically 
contemplate that recreational piers are not prohibited, by providing requirements such as: 
“any increase in water coverage from that which previously exists shall be subject to further 
environmental review and mitigation as required.”  This language alone suggests that over-
water improvements, such as a public pier, are not prohibited, but their development must 
be protective of the environment.   

All of these provisions in the existing Port Master Plan evidence that public access is 
a priority.  Nothing in the Plan prohibits the construction of additional piers, but the 
development guidelines exist to protect both public access and environmental resources. 

The proposed Port Master Plan Amendment, continues to express these same policies 
and goals to provide accessibility to the bay, provide vistas, allow for safe interaction with 
the water, promote shoreline walkways, provide direct shoreline access and provide 
recreation activities that attract visitors.  Comments at the Port’s December 12 public 
meeting reflected the varied public use of the existing piers and the value the piers add to 
the shoreline experience.  All of these goals and policies demonstrate that public access to 
the bay is a priority.  A new public pier would not be inconsistent with these goals and 
policies, but would, in fact, help to promote these goals and policies. 
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It is noteworthy that in 1988, the Port attempted to amend its Master Plan specifically 
to address the La Playa area piers, attempting to remove the 1982 requirement that the piers 
be opened to the public.  The Port-prepared EIR at that time characterized the piers as a 
“visual amenity,” and stated that the piers provide:  

“points of visual reference along the shoreline that are in character with the 
surrounding views of boating activity.  The shoreline, with the piers, is scenic 
enough to have been used in postcards and other photographic souvenirs of the 
area.”   

The EIR further stated that “removal of some or all of the piers could affect the scenic-
visual quality of the shoreline, and result in the loss of the recreational opportunities 
provided by the piers.”  (See Attachment 2, p. 8.)  The Coastal Commission disallowed the 
Master Plan amendment, finding, not that the piers should be removed, but that public 
access must be provided.  The Coastal Commission determined that retaining the piers and 
opening the piers to public use would be consistent with section 30211 of the Coastal Act, 
“in that public access in the area would be increased.”  (See Attachment 2, p. 10.) 

The Coastal Commission is not averse to the construction of new piers, so long as 
public access is made a priority.  A new private pier was approved by the Coastal 
Commission in July of 2017, and an examination of public access was a key issue in that 
approval.  The Coastal Commission approved the construction of a new pier, dock float 
and gangway in Corona del Mar.  Much like the pier proposed by Mr. Engel, the proposed 
dock and pier system is associated with the adjacent residence and will be used for 
recreational purposes.  The Coastal Commission permit specifically notes that “the project 
is being constructed on public tidelands and/or within an area subject to the public trust 
doctrine.”  (See Attachment 3, p. 3.)  The Coastal Commission issued the permit finding 
that the proposed pier and dock did not impair public access and was not a violation of the 
public trust doctrine. 

Public Trust Doctrine 

In discussions with Port staff and counsel, we have been advised that the public trust 
doctrine prohibits uses accessory to residential property and that a pier, such as proposed 
by Mr. Engel, would violate this rule.  The Public Trust Doctrine, in fact, does not include 
any language which specifically prohibits the construction of piers which allow for public 
access. 

The public trust doctrine is implemented through the application of the Coastal Act.  
The Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide for public access to and along 
the coast.  Section 30210 of the Coastal Act requires that maximum public access and 
recreational opportunities be provided.  The construction of a pier, open for public access, 
is not inconsistent with this Coastal Act requirement.  Moreover, the Coastal Act (see 
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section 30233) also specifically contemplates the construction of new “structural pilings 
for public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities.”  A 
new pier, constructed by Mr. Engel, which is open to the public and provides both public 
access and recreational opportunities, does not violate the public trust doctrine, but, in fact, 
provides the specific coastal access mandated by the public trust doctrine. 

Mr. Engel has, moreover, expressed his willingness to include the construction of, or 
funding for, other public improvements along the shoreline with the pier construction.  The 
Port Master Plan states that in the La Playa area of Shelter Island, “it is recommended that 
sometime in the future, the beach area be served by a pedestrian promenade and bike route 
. . .” and that the area should be “enhanced by providing landscaped sitting and viewing 
areas and rest stops for bicyclists and pedestrians using the trail system.”   

We certainly understand the Port’s desire not to support the construction of private 
piers; however, the construction of a new pier, providing access to the public, new scenic 
vistas, and low intensive recreational use promotes the goals and policies of the Master 
Plan and the Coastal Act and should be allowed, and specifically included in the Port 
Master Plan.  We appreciate the Board’s consideration of this issue. 

Yours very truly, 

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW GROUP LLP 
VARCO & ROSENBAUM 
 
 

Suzanne R. Varco 

SRV/ssr 
Attachments: 

1. Appendix C to Port Master Plan, Adopted 5/12/82. 
2. California Coastal Commission Staff Recommendation, March 31, 1988. 
3. California Coastal Commission Administrative Permit, July 20, 2017 

 
cc: Mr. Stephen Padilla, California Coastal Commission (via email to 

stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov) 
Mr. Arthur Engel (via email) 
Ms. Rebecca Harrington, Port Counsel (via email to 
rharrington@portofsandiego.org) 
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Board of Port Commissioners: 

Rafael Castellanos, Chairman (rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org) 
Garry J. Bonelli, Vice Chairman (gbonelli@portofsandiego.org) 
Ann Moore (amoore@portofsandiego.org) 
Dan Malcolm (dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org) 
Marshall Merrifield (mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org) 
Robert Valderrama (rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org) 
Michael Zuccet (mzuccet@portofsandiego.org) 

 
Randa Coniglio, Executive Director (rconiglio@portofsandiego.org) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY   EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

45 Fremont St, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
Phone: (415) 904-5200
Fax: (415) 904-5400

ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT 

Application No. 5-17-0526

Applicant: Bryan Sheehy

Agents: Swift Slip Dock and Pier Builders Inc., 

Attention: Jacquelyn Chung 

Project 

Description: Construct 14’ x 10’ pier and remove 1,080 square foot F-shaped dock float 
and replace with 1,138 square foot F-shaped dock float (the float’s existing 
headwalk and one dock finger will be re-used), and install a 24’ x 5’ 
gangway.  The dock system will be secured in place by seven 10-inch round 
steel pipe piles. 

Project 

Location: 2495 Ocean Boulevard, Corona del Mar, City of Newport Beach (Orange 
County, APN: 052-013-32) 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION 

The findings for this determination, and for any special conditions, appear on subsequent pages. 

NOTE:  P.R.C. Section 30624 provides that this permit shall not become effective until it is 
reported to the Commission at its next meeting.  If one-third or more of the appointed 
membership of the Commission so request, the application will be removed from the 
administrative calendar and set for public hearing at a subsequent Commission meeting.  
Our office will notify you if such removal occurs. 

This permit will be reported to the Commission at the following time and place: 

Wednesday, August 9, 2017  9:00 am 

King Gillette Ranch Auditorium 

26800 Mulholland Highway 

Calabasas, CA 91302 

IMPORTANT - Before you may proceed with development, the following must occur: 

Staff:     Daniel Nathan – SF 
Date:     July 20, 2017 

W7b 
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Pursuant to 14 Cal. Admin. Code Sections 13150(b) and 13158, you must sign the enclosed 
duplicate copy acknowledging the permit's receipt and accepting its contents, including all 
conditions, and return it to our office.  Following the Commission's meeting, and once we have 
received the signed acknowledgement and evidence of compliance with all special conditions, we 
will send you a Notice of Administrative Permit Effectiveness. 

BEFORE YOU CAN OBTAIN ANY LOCAL PERMITS AND PROCEED WITH 

DEVELOPMENT, YOU MUST HAVE RECEIVED BOTH YOUR ADMINISTRATIVE 

PERMIT AND THE NOTICE OF PERMIT EFFECTIVENESS FROM THIS OFFICE. 

JOHN AINSWORTH 
Executive Director 

By:     Daniel Nathan        
Title:  Coastal Program Analyst 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions: 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall

not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned
to the Commission office.

2. Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date the Commission voted on the application.  Development shall be pursued in a diligent
manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  Application for extension of the
permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any term or condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: SEE PAGES FIVE THROUGH EIGHT. 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION (continued): 
 

The Executive Director hereby determines that the proposed development is a category of 
development, which, pursuant to PRC Section 30624, qualifies for approval by the Executive 
Director through the issuance of an Administrative Permit.  Subject to Standard and Special 
Conditions as attached, said development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act of 1976 and will not have any significant impacts on the environment within the 
meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.  If located between the nearest public road 
and the sea, this development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies 
of Chapter 3. 
 
FINDINGS FOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION 
 

A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

The proposed project involves the construction of a 140 square foot pier and the removal and 
replacement of a dock adjacent to a residential property in Corona del Mar, a neighborhood within 
the City of Newport Beach, Orange County (Exhibit No. 1).  The existing 1,080 square foot F-
shaped dock float will be partially dismantled, removed and replaced with a new 1,138 square foot 
F-shaped dock float to allow for the dock to be located in deeper waters near the pierhead line. The 
existing headwalk and one existing dock finger will be reused. A new dock finger will be installed, 
along with a new 24-ft. x 5-ft. gangway that will connect the dock float to the new 10-ft. x 14-ft. 
pier to provide storage space for boating-related items. All seven existing 10-inch round steel pipe 
piles will be removed from their existing locations and will be relocated and installed to support the 
new pier and dock float (Exhibit No. 2).  The partial removal of the existing dock float and the 
installation of a new dock float will result in an increase of 58 square feet of water coverage, though 
much of this increase in water coverage will be due to the installation of the new pier and not the 
floating dock itself, which is 82 square feet smaller in size.  
 
The proposed dock system is associated with the adjacent residence located at 2495 Ocean 
Boulevard and will be for recreational boating purposes.  The proposed dock system will extend 
approximately 90 feet from the existing property line into Newport Bay near the Harbor Entrance, 
but will remain within the U.S. pierhead line. The dock is located on public tidelands that are under 
the jurisdiction of the County of Orange, but may partially extend onto public tidelands that are 
under the jurisdiction of the City of Newport Beach. Thus a “Newport Tidelands Encroachment 
Permit” from the County of Orange is required, while an encroachment permit from the City is not 
required since the City does not issue encroachment permits for private residential docks and the 
applicant has received its Harbor Permit/Approval in Concept from the City’s Harbor Resources 
Division. This situation is similar to the docks in the adjacent area and is consistent with past 
Commission issued permits. 
 
The proposed development is located seaward of the mean high tide and is within the Commission’s 
original permit jurisdiction.  The standard of review for development within the Commission’s 
original permit jurisdiction is Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  The City’s certified LCP is advisory in 
nature and may provide guidance for development. 
 
The project is being constructed on public tidelands and/or within an area subject to public trust 
doctrine.  There is no direct public pedestrian access to public tidelands through the subject site as it 
is a private residential property with a private dock.  However, public access to public tidelands is 
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available approximately 2000 feet to the south of the subject site at the Corona del Mar public 
beach.  Therefore, the proposed project does not result in adverse impacts to public access.  In order 
to preserve and maintain access to public tidelands, Special Condition No. 4 is imposed stating that 
the approval of a coastal development permit for the project does not waive any public rights or 
interest that exist or may exist on the property.  
 
The subject site was surveyed for eelgrass by Dive Works on June 1, 2017, within the requisite 
active growth phase surveying period (typically March through October) required by the City of 
Newport Beach Harbor Resources Division. Eelgrass was discovered in the project area, but is not 
anticipated to be impacted by the new dock system. Eelgrass surveys completed during the active 
growth phase of eelgrass are valid for 60-days with the exception of surveys completed in August-
October, which shall be valid until the resumption of the next active growth phase (i.e., the 
following March). However, since the project is agendized for the August 2017 Coastal 
Commission Hearing, the existing eelgrass survey will no longer be valid. Therefore, in order to 
document existing conditions and ensure that the proposed development does not adversely affect 
coastal resources and biological productivity, Special Condition No. 2 requires a new eelgrass 
survey and identifies the procedures necessary to be completed prior to beginning construction, in 
case the new survey also expires prior to commencement of construction. If the eelgrass survey 
identifies any eelgrass within the project area which would be impacted by the proposed project, the 
development shall require an amendment to this permit from the Coastal Commission or a new 
coastal development permit. In addition, the special condition identifies post-construction eelgrass 
procedures. These conditions will ensure that should impacts to eelgrass occur (though none are 
expected), the impacts will be identified and appropriate mitigation required under strict protocol 
provided in the “California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidelines” dated October 
2014, which will ensure full mitigation of any impacts to eelgrass should the post-construction 
survey show that unforeseen eelgrass impacts occurred during construction. 
 
A pre-construction Caulerpa taxifolia survey was also completed by Dive Works on June 1, 2017, 
as required by the City of Newport Beach Harbor Resources Division. No Caulerpa taxifolia was 
discovered in the project area and Caulerpa taxifolia surveys are valid for 90 days. Since the project 
is agendized for the August 2017 Coastal Commission Hearing, the Caulerpa taxifolia survey is still 
valid since 90-days have not passed since the survey was completed. However, an up-to-date 
Caulerpa taxifolia survey may be required if construction does not commence before the 90th day. 
Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition No. 3, which identifies the procedures 
necessary to be completed prior to beginning any construction if construction is to commence after 
the 90th day of the original pre-construction Caulerpa taxifolia survey, as well as the procedures 
necessary to be completed prior to beginning any construction if Caulerpa taxifolia is found. 
 
The storage or placement of construction material, debris, or waste in a location where it could be 
discharged into coastal waters would result in an adverse effect on the marine environment. To 
ensure that all impacts (pre- and post- construction) to water quality are minimized, however, and to 
reduce the potential for construction related impacts on water quality, the Commission imposes 
Special Condition No. 1, which requires, but is not limited to, appropriate storage and handling of 
construction equipment and materials to minimize the potential of pollutants to enter coastal waters; 
and the continued use and maintenance of post construction BMPs. 
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B. MARINE RESOURCES
 

The proposed project and its associated structures are an allowable and encouraged marine related 
use.  The project design includes the minimum sized pilings and the minimum number of pilings 
necessary for structural stability.  There are no feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives 
available.  As conditioned, the project will not significantly adversely impact eelgrass beds and will 
not contribute to the dispersal of the invasive aquatic algae, Caulerpa taxifolia.  Further, as 
proposed and conditioned, the project, which is to be used for recreational boating purposes, 
conforms to Sections 30224 and 30233 of the Coastal Act. 

C. WATER QUALITY
 

The proposed work will be occurring on, within, or adjacent to coastal waters.  The storage or 
placement of construction material, debris, or waste in a location where it could be discharged into 
coastal waters would result in an adverse effect on the marine environment.  To reduce the potential 
for construction related impacts on water quality, the Commission imposes special conditions 
requiring, but not limited to, the appropriate storage and handling of construction equipment and 
materials to minimize the potential of pollutants to enter coastal waters.  To reduce the potential for 
post-construction impacts to water quality the Commission requires the continued use and 
maintenance of post construction BMPs.  As conditioned, the Commission finds that the 
development conforms to Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

D. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM (LCP)
 

The City of Newport Beach LCP was effectively certified on January 13, 2017.  The proposed 
development is located seaward of the mean high tide and is within the Commission’s original 
permit jurisdiction.  The standard of review for development within the Commission’s original 
permit jurisdiction is Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  The City’s certified LCP is advisory in nature 
and may provide guidance for development.  As conditioned, the proposed development is 
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

E. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
 

As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or additional feasible mitigation measures 
available that would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may have on 
the environment.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to 
mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative and can 
be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions: 

1. Water Quality

A. Construction Responsibilities and Debris Removal
(1) No demolition or construction materials, equipment, debris, or waste shall be

placed or stored where it may enter sensitive habitat, receiving waters or a storm
drain, or be subject to wave, wind, rain or tidal erosion and dispersion;
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(2) Any and all debris resulting from demolition or construction activities, and any 
remaining construction material, shall be removed from the project site within 24 
hours of completion of the project; 

(3) Demolition or construction debris and sediment shall be removed from work 
areas each day that demolition or construction occurs to prevent the accumulation 
of sediment and other debris that may be discharged into coastal waters; 

(4) Machinery or construction materials not essential for project improvements will 
not be allowed at any time in the intertidal zone; 

(5) If turbid conditions are generated during construction a silt curtain will be 
utilized to control turbidity; 

(6) Floating booms will be used to contain debris discharged into coastal waters and 
any debris discharged will be removed as soon as possible but no later than the 
end of each day; 

(7) Non buoyant debris discharged into coastal waters will be recovered by divers as 
soon as possible after loss; 

(8) All trash and debris shall be disposed in the proper trash and recycling 
receptacles at the end of every construction day; 

(9) The applicant shall provide adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, including 
excess concrete, produced during demolition or construction; 

(10) Debris shall be disposed of at a legal disposal site or recycled at a recycling 
facility. If the disposal site is located in the coastal zone, a coastal development 
permit or an amendment to this permit shall be required before disposal can take 
place unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment or new permit 
is legally required; 

(11) All stock piles and construction materials shall be covered, enclosed on all 
sides, shall be located as far away as possible from drain inlets and any 
waterway, and shall not be stored in contact with the soil; 

(12) Machinery and equipment shall be maintained and washed in confined areas 
specifically designed to control runoff.  Thinners or solvents shall not be 
discharged into sanitary or storm sewer systems; 

(13) The discharge of any hazardous materials into any receiving waters shall be 
prohibited; 

(14) Spill prevention and control measures shall be implemented to ensure the proper 
handling and storage of petroleum products and other construction materials.  
Measures shall include a designated fueling and vehicle maintenance area with 
appropriate berms and protection to prevent any spillage of gasoline or related 
petroleum products or contact with runoff.  The area shall be located as far away 
from the receiving waters and storm drain inlets as possible; 

(15) Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Good Housekeeping Practices (GHPs) 
designed to prevent spillage and/or runoff of demolition or construction-related 
materials, and to contain sediment or contaminants associated with demolition or 
construction activity, shall be implemented prior to the on-set of such activity; 
and 

(16) All BMPs shall be maintained in a functional condition throughout the duration 
of construction activity. 
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B. Best Management Practices Program 
By acceptance of this permit the applicant agrees that the long-term water-borne berthing of 
boat(s) in the approved dock and/or boat slip will be managed in a manner that protects 
water quality pursuant to the implementation of the following BMPs. 

(1) Boat Cleaning and Maintenance Measures: 
a. In-water top-side and bottom-side boat cleaning shall minimize the discharge 

of soaps, paints, and debris; 
b. In-the-water hull scraping or any process that occurs under water that results 

in the removal of paint from boat hulls shall be prohibited.  Only detergents 
and cleaning components that are designated by the manufacturer as 
phosphate-free and biodegradable shall be used, and the amounts used 
minimized; and 

c. The applicant shall minimize the use of detergents and boat cleaning and 
maintenance products containing ammonia, sodium hypochlorite, chlorinated 
solvents, petroleum distillates or lye. 

(2) Solid and Liquid Waste Management Measures: 
a. All trash, recyclables, and hazardous wastes or potential water contaminants, 

including old gasoline or gasoline with water, absorbent materials, oily rags, 
lead acid batteries, anti-freeze, waste diesel, kerosene and mineral spirits will 
be disposed of in a proper manner and will not at any time be disposed of in 
the water or gutter. 

(3) Petroleum Control Management Measures: 
a.  Boaters will practice preventive engine maintenance and will use oil 

absorbents in the bilge and under the engine to prevent oil and fuel 
discharges. Oil absorbent materials shall be examined at least once a year and 
replaced as necessary. Used oil absorbents are hazardous waste in California.  
Used oil absorbents must therefore be disposed in accordance with hazardous 
waste disposal regulations.  The boaters will regularly inspect and maintain 
engines, seals, gaskets, lines and hoses in order to prevent oil and fuel spills.  
The use of soaps that can be discharged by bilge pumps is prohibited; 

b. If the bilge needs more extensive cleaning (e.g., due to spills of engine fuels, 
lubricants or other liquid materials), the boaters will use a bilge pump-out 
facility or steam cleaning services that recover and properly dispose or 
recycle all contaminated liquids; and 

c. Bilge cleaners which contain detergents or emulsifiers will not be used for 
bilge cleaning since they may be discharged to surface waters by the bilge 
pumps. 

 
2. Eelgrass Survey(s) 

A. Pre-Construction Eelgrass Survey. Pre-Construction Eelgrass Survey.  A valid pre-
construction eelgrass (Zostera marina) survey shall be completed during the period of 
active growth of eelgrass (typically March through October). The pre- construction 
survey shall be completed within 60 days before the start of construction. The survey 
shall be prepared in full compliance with the “California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy” 
dated October 2014 (except as modified by this special condition) adopted by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service and shall be prepared in consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The applicant shall submit the eelgrass 
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survey for the review and approval of the Executive Director within five (5) business 
days of completion of each eelgrass survey and in any event no later than fifteen (15) 
business days prior to commencement of any development. If the eelgrass survey 
identifies any eelgrass within the project area which would be impacted by the proposed 
project, the development shall require an amendment to this permit from the Coastal 
Commission or a new coastal development permit. 

B. Post-Construction Eelgrass Survey.  If any eelgrass is identified in the project area by the 
survey required in subsection A of this condition above, within 30 days of completion of 
construction if completion of construction occurs within the active growth period, or 
within the first 30 days of the next active growth period following completion of 
construction that occurs outside of the active growth period, the applicant shall survey 
the project site to determine if any eelgrass was adversely impacted. The survey shall be 
prepared in full compliance with the “California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy” dated 
October 2014 (except as modified by this special condition) adopted by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and shall be prepared in consultation with the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The applicant shall submit the post-construction 
eelgrass survey for the review and approval of the Executive Director within thirty (30) 
days after completion of the survey. If any eelgrass has been impacted by project 
construction, the applicant shall replace the impacted eelgrass at a minimum 1.38:1 ratio 
on-site, or at another appropriate location subject to the approval of the Executive 
Director, in accordance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. Any exceptions 
to the required 1.38:1 mitigation ratio found within CEMP shall not apply. 
Implementation of mitigation shall require an amendment to this permit or a new coastal 
development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment or new 
permit is legally required. 

 
3. Pre-construction Caulerpa Taxifolia Survey 

A. Not earlier than 90 days nor later than 30 days prior to commencement or 
re-commencement of any development authorized under this coastal development permit 
(the “project”), the applicant shall undertake a survey of the project area and a buffer 
area at least 10 meters beyond the project area to determine the presence of the invasive 
alga Caulerpa taxifolia.  The survey shall include a visual examination of the substrate. 

B. The survey protocol shall be prepared in consultation with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

C. Within five (5) business days of completion of the survey, the applicant shall submit the 
survey: 

(1) for the review and approval of the Executive Director; and 
(2) to the Surveillance Subcommittee of the Southern California Caulerpa Action 

Team (SCCAT).  The SCCAT Surveillance Subcommittee may be contacted 
through California Department of Fish & Wildlife (858/467-4218) National 
Marine Fisheries Service (562/980-4043). 

D. If Caulerpa taxifolia is found within the project or buffer areas, the applicant shall not 
proceed with the project until 1) the applicant provides evidence to the Executive 
Director, subject to concurrence by the Executive Director, that all C. taxifolia 
discovered within the project and buffer area has been eliminated in a manner that 
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complies with all applicable governmental approval requirements, including but not 
limited to those of the California Coastal Act, or 2) the applicant has revised the project 
to avoid any contact with C. taxifolia.  No revisions to the project shall occur without a 
Coastal Commission approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 

 
4. Public Rights 

The approval of this permit shall not constitute a waiver of any public rights that exist or 
may exist on the property.  The permittee shall not use this permit as evidence of a waiver of 
any public rights that may exist on the property. 
 

5. Resource Agencies 

The permittee shall comply with all requirements, requests and mitigation measures from the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with respect to 
preservation and protection of water quality and marine environment. Any change in the 
approved project that may be required by the above-stated agencies shall be submitted to the 
Executive Director in order to determine if the proposed change shall require a permit 
amendment pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of 
Regulations. 

 
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF PERMIT RECEIPT/ACCEPTANCE OF CONTENTS 

 
I/We acknowledge that I/we have received a copy of this permit and have accepted its contents 
including all conditions. 
 
____________________________  ______________________ 
 Applicant’s Signature        Date of Signing 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION  
45  FREMONT  STREET,  SUITE  2000 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94105- 2219 

VOICE  (415)  904- 5200 

FAX  ( 415)  904- 5400 

TDD  (415)  597-5885 
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From: Beverly Victor <bvictor555@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 11:42 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Stakeholder comment 

We are residents of 1262 Kettner Blvd. After attending the community meeting last night at Grande North, we would 
like to comment on the proposed Embarcadero mobility hub.  When a final design is made, please do not obstruct the 
view through A street from Pacific Highway to Harbor Drive. Also, the current 5 stories of the Navy Building should be 
the height limit. Any renovations by Wyndham Hotels must remain within their current boundaries. If additional 
Embarcadero parking is required, consider adding underground parking below the Navy Pier and/or Broadway Pier. The 
reduction of traffic lanes will negatively impact the flow of vehicle use. As the Columbia community grows, aging senior 
residents will increase and they are usually not bike or scooter riders.  

Thank you, 
Beverly & Ken Victor  

Sent from my iPhone 







May 29, 2019 

To the San Diego Port Authority regarding the Coronado Bayfront Planning Project: 

 

These comments pertain specifically to the North Coronado District of your Draft Master Plan.  
These comments are in response to the subject matter in the order as they appear in the Draft 
Master Plan document. 

 

Standards: 

Your statement references “security”.  Currently, there is no security presence along the Bay 
front walkway.  I have observed violations of the current rules (no smoking, no motorized 
vehicles, no skateboarding, unleashed dogs, etc.) on a daily basis.  An increase in visitors means 
an increase in offenses with no repercussions, except to residents who try to remind visitors of 
the rules. 

What should be required is a security presence (on foot) along the entire Bayfront walkway 
between Tidelands Park and the beach (at the foot of D Avenue) north of Centennial Park. 

The maintenance of the area along the shoreline is spotty at best.  Many times it is at the request 
of residents to the Port Maintenance for litter control, graffiti removal and trash area cleanup.  If 
the Port cannot maintain the existing space regularly today, there is no confidence that it will be 
any better after redevelopment. 

PD10.6:  Changes in slip numbers.   

Are the additional slips for transient or permanent docking?  The additional slips would restrict 
the view from the shoreline/walkway.  Pedestrians would only have a limited view to San Diego 
through masts and pillars. 

PD10.9 and PD10.10:  Building height, size, scale and design. Up to 60,000 sq. ft of retail and 
restaurant space. 

Currently, at the Ferry Landing, the retail stores are single story.  To the north are four-story 
condos and to the south are three-story apartments and the Marriott hotel.  The single-story 
buildings create an openness to the area.  Increasing the retail space in height would, in effect, 
create a “wall” of buildings along the shoreline, decreasing the views from the street.  A broad 
access (same as existing width or greater) from the street to the water would need to be created 
between buildings to protect the view.  Care would have to be given to not create a tunnel effect 
between buildings.  

An increase in retail space will also increase the number of employees required, which will also 
increase parking in the area (see next item). 

PD10.12:  Local Gateway Mobility Hub and parking facility. 



A public bus (route 904) currently has a stop at The Landing Retail area.  Coronado provides a 
free shuttle (during the summer) through Coronado to a similar stop in front of the retail area.   

Coronado takes pride in providing very low cost or free parking.  Parking needs to continue to be 
free although the time can be limited to 2 or 3 hours.  Paid parking will drive visitors to other 
free spots in residential areas.  Port redevelopment should not cause traffic/parking to expand to 
other areas in Coronado.  If a single parking facility is established, the building height should be 
limited to 1 story above ground for the reasons stated in PD10.10 above. 

PD10.14:  Preserve View Corridor Extensions. 

Need to add ‘D’ Avenue, which is the beach at the foot of D Ave, north of Centennial Park.  This 
beach is identified on the Scenic Vista Areas map and should be preserved as such. 

PD10.19:  Additional hotel rooms at existing facility (Marriott Hotel). 

Additional rooms should not result in increasing the existing height (3 story) of the complex.  An 
option would be to replace the existing tennis courts above the parking facility with additional 
rooms and not increase the height to more than 3 stories from ground level. 

PD10.20:  Hotel development. 

Opposed to adding another hotel at The Ferry Landing area.  A hotel will increase density, 
decrease public views of the bay, and increase parking needs.  The Ferry Landing area should 
serve as a transfer point from the bay to the commercial area in downtown Coronado.  We don’t 
need multiple hotels serving this area. 

 

Summary: 

Redevelopment or improvement in the North Coronado Bayfront may be needed, however, not 
to the extent that it is to the detriment of the homeowners/residents of Coronado.  Unlike 
downtown San Diego, the immediate area at the Ferry Landing is primarily residential (The 
Landing Condos, Coronado Point Condos, Broadstone Apartments) and is not suitable to an 
increase in retail or commercial traffic.  Currently, the open space and beaches at the Ferry 
Landing and Tidelands Park are utilized by residents and visitors regularly.  The parking is at 
capacity with the existing restaurants and retail.  Buses and limos are a problem today as there is 
no parking for them.  There is simply no room for expansion except to go up in height, thereby 
creating a “wall” of buildings along the bayfront.  That scenario is not acceptable. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Sandra and Michael Combs 

Coronado, CA 
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From: Leon Benham <leonbenham@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 1:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Citizens against the Master pan

My name is Leon Benham and I am a resident of Imperial Beach. I am in 
complete disagreement with the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan because it 
takes away our rights to access our shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and 
does not provide a vision for our future communities.  

This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure 
investment and transfers that investment to private lease hold improvements 
which cannot be used by the public at large.   

We request the San Diego Port District amend the Master Plan as now proposed 
and include the improvements as outlined in the “South Bay Shoreline 
Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal Conservancy.   

The SBSIP plan provides a vision for the long term investment by the San Diego 
Port District and gives the people the shoreline access that is provided in the 
California State Constitution. These access rights are the history of our South San 
Diego Bay and we ask you restore the damaged environment, our physical 
access to our coastline, and provide recreational infrastructure through the 
revised Master Plan which benefits all the communities which are served by the 
San Diego Port District not just the NOT JUST THE NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO 
BAY. 

We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded 
outreach efforts and provide a plan which provides access to our bay front in 
Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego.  
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We want a place, like it used to be, where our children and families can go to 
and enjoy a day at the beach.  As of right now the people of the south bay 
have very limited access to our shoreline.  The shoreline we do have is covered 
with demolished asphalt, chunks of concrete, car engines and miscellaneous 
trash.  We cannot walk on the sand because it would cut our feet.  

  

I and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego feel the end result of 
the Port Districts Master Plan is the complete disenfranchisement of ordinary 
citizens from the use and access of their Bayfront. 
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From: Cinnamon Clark <cinnamon.clark@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2019 1:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: We have the right to access the water line!!!

My name is Cinnamon Clark and I am a resident of San Diego, Ca.   I am in complete disagreement with the Port of San 
Diego’s Master Plan because it takes away our rights to access our shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and does not 
provide a vision for our future communities.  

This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure investment and transfers that investment to 
private lease hold improvements which cannot be used by the public at large.  We request the San Diego Port District 
amend the Master Plan as now proposed and include the improvements as outlined in the “South Bay Shoreline 
Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal Conservancy.  The SBSIP plan provides a vision for the 
long term investment by the San Diego Port District and gives the people the shoreline access that is provided in the 
California State Constitution. These access rights are the history of our South San Diego Bay and we ask you restore the 
damaged environment, our physical access to our coastline, and provide recreational infrastructure through the revised 
Master Plan which benefits all the communities which are served by the San Diego Port District not just the NOT JUST 
THE NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO BAY. 

We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded outreach efforts and provide a plan 
which provides access to our bay front in Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego.  We want a 
place where our children and families can go to and enjoy a day at the beach.  As of right now the people of the south 
bay have very limited access to our shoreline.  The shoreline we do have is covered with demolished asphalt, chunks of 
concrete, car engines and miscellaneous trash.  We cannot walk on the sand because it would cut our feet.  

I and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego feel the end result of the Port Districts Master Plan is the 
complete disenfranchisement of ordinary citizens from the use and access of their Bayfront. 

Many Blessings,  
Cinnamon Clark 
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From: Conni Benham <connibenham@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Reject SD Port District Master Plan

My name is Conni Cotter Benham,  and I am a resident of Imperial Beach, CA. 
   I am in complete disagreement with the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan because it takes away our rights to access our 
shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and does not provide a vision for our future communities.  

This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure investment and transfers that investment to 
private lease hold improvements which cannot be used by the public at large.  We request the San Diego Port District 
amend the Master Plan as now proposed and include the improvements as outlined in the “South Bay Shoreline 
Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal Conservancy.  The SBSIP plan provides a vision for the 
long term investment by the San Diego Port District and gives the people the shoreline access that is provided in the 
California State Constitution. These access rights are the history of our South San Diego Bay and we ask you restore the 
damaged environment, our physical access to our coastline, and provide recreational infrastructure through the revised 
Master Plan which benefits all the communities which are served by the San Diego Port District not just the NOT JUST 
THE NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO BAY. 

We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded outreach efforts and provide a plan 
which provides access to our bay front in Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego.  We want a 
place, where our children and families can go to and enjoy a day at the beach.  As of right now the people of the south 
bay have very limited access to our shoreline.  The shoreline we do have is covered with demolished asphalt, chunks of 
concrete, car engines and miscellaneous trash.  We cannot walk on the sand because it would cut our feet.  

I, and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego,  feel the end result of the Port Districts Master Plan is the 
complete disenfranchisement of ordinary citizens from the use and access of their Bay‐front. 
Respectfully, 
Conni Cotter Benham 
522 7th St Apt D 
Imperial Beach, CA 
91933 
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From: daniellop6@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2019 9:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Our Beach

My name is Daniel Lopez and I am a resident of Imperial Beach. I am in complete disagreement with the Port of San 
Diego’s Master Plan because it takes away our rights to access our shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and does 
not provide a vision for our future communities.  

This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure investment and transfers that investment 
to private lease hold improvements which cannot be used by the public at large. We request the San Diego Port 
District amend the Master Plan as now proposed and include the improvements as outlined in the “South Bay 
Shoreline Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal Conservancy. The SBSIP plan 
provides a vision for the long term investment by the San Diego Port District and gives the people the shoreline 
access that is provided in the California State Constitution. These access rights are the history of our South San 
Diego Bay and we ask you restore the damaged environment, our physical access to our coastline, and provide 
recreational infrastructure through the revised Master Plan which benefits all the communities which are served by 
the San Diego Port District not just the NOT JUST THE NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO BAY. 

We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded outreach efforts and provide a plan 
which provides access to our bay front in Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego. We want 
a place, where our children and families can go to and enjoy a day at the beach. As of right now the people of the 
south bay have very limited access to our shoreline. The shoreline we do have is covered with demolished asphalt, 
chunks of concrete, car engines and miscellaneous trash. We cannot walk on the sand because it would cut our 
feet.  

I and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego feel the end result of the Port Districts Master Plan is 
the complete disenfranchisement of ordinary citizens from the use and access of their Bay-front. 



1

From: Dante Pamintuan <dantesellssandiego@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2019 9:54 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Environmental Justice and Devalued Properties

My name is Dante Pamintuan 
and I am a resident of Imperial Beach California. I have lived in San Diego since 1970, almost 50 years! 

 I am in complete disagreement with the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan because it takes away our rights to access our 
shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and does not provide a vision for our future communities.  

 This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure investment and transfers that 
investment to private lease hold improvements which cannot be used by the public at large.  We request the 
San Diego Port District amend the Master Plan as now proposed and include the improvements as outlined in 
the “South Bay Shoreline Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal Conservancy.  The 
SBSIP plan provides a vision for the long term investment by the San Diego Port District and gives the people 
the shoreline access that is provided in the California State Constitution. These access rights are the history of 
our South San Diego Bay and we ask you restore the damaged environment, our physical access to our 
coastline, and provide recreational infrastructure through the revised Master Plan which benefits all the 
communities which are served by the San Diego Port District;NOT JUST THE NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO 
BAY. 

 We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded outreach efforts and provide a 
plan which provides access to our bay front in Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San 
Diego.  We want a place where our children and families can go to and enjoy a day at the beach.  As of right 
now the people of the south bay have very limited access to our shoreline.  The shoreline we do have is 
covered with demolished asphalt, chunks of concrete, car engines and miscellaneous trash.  We cannot walk 
on the sand because it would cut our feet. (See attached photos). 

I and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego feel the end result of the Port Districts Master Plan 
is the complete disenfranchisement of ordinary citizens from the use and access of their Bayfront.  South Bay 
citizens deserve better!   
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From: Ricardo Aguirre <Ricardo@starpaintinginc.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2019 6:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Environmental Justice for All 
Attachments: ENVIRONENTAL JUSTICE FOR ALL PEOPLE 2.14.2019.pdf

My name is  
Ricardo Aguirre___________________________________ and I am a resident of  
San Ysidro________________________.   I am in complete disagreement with the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan 
because it takes away our rights to access our shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and does not provide a vision for our 
future communities.  

This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure investment and transfers that investment to 
private lease hold improvements which cannot be used by the public at large.  We request the San Diego Port District 
amend the Master Plan as now proposed and include the improvements as outlined in the “South Bay Shoreline 
Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal Conservancy.  The SBSIP plan provides a vision for the 
long term investment by the San Diego Port District and gives the people the shoreline access that is provided in the 
California State Constitution. These access rights are the history of our South San Diego Bay and we ask you restore the 
damaged environment, our physical access to our coastline, and provide recreational infrastructure through the revised 
Master Plan which benefits all the communities which are served by the San Diego Port District not just the NOT JUST 
THE NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO BAY. 

We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded outreach efforts and provide a plan 
which provides access to our bay front in Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego.  We want a 
place where our children and families can go to and enjoy a day at the beach.  As of right now the people of the south 
bay have very limited access to our shoreline.  The shoreline we do have is covered with demolished asphalt, chunks of 
concrete, car engines and miscellaneous trash.  We cannot walk on the sand because it would cut our feet.  

I and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego feel the end result of the Port Districts Master Plan is the 
complete disenfranchisement of ordinary citizens from the use and access of their Bayfront. 
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Sent from my iPhone 



ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE FOR ALL! 
For the people of the South Bay of San Diego County 

February 14, 2019 

By Leon Benham 

 

Environmental Justice – What is it and how does it affect the people of the 

South San Diego Bay.   
 

For decades now the citizens who live in the south San Diego Bay (Chula Vista, Imperial 
Beach, National City and South San Diego) have felt the impact of environmental 
injustice. While newcomers to the South Bay are perhaps not aware of the direct effects 
of environmental injustice, the people who have lived in the area for decades it is 
palatable and has directly lowered the quality of life in the South San Diego Bay.  Because 
of environmental injustice we are excluded from access and the enjoyment of our 
beaches, bays and clean ocean waters. Environmental Injustice also has a direct effect on 
our economic future and the upward mobility of our young people.…our future.   
 
While the idea of environmental justice is relativity new the principles of environmental 
justice goes back to the civil rights movement of the 1960’s.   
 
In the 1960’s many small southern towns in the United States had a white line painted on 
the road through the center of town.  This line defined two distinct socio-economic 
groups. On the left side of the white line the citizens received most of the public 
spending.  This side of the city shined because the portion of town received all the State, 
County and City infrastructure spending and development.  The left side of the road also 
is where all the City Managers and Politicians lived, so naturally, all the decisions of public 
policy were made on the left side of the line.  It became obvious from anybody coming 
from another city that the people who lived on the left side of the town received better 
roads, bridges, art projects, new schools, big development investment and the economic 
prosperity that came with living on the left side of the white line.   
 
On the right side of the line things where not so great.  This side of the city received less 
public spending even though they pay a large share of the public taxes.  The right side of 
the white line had poor schools, bad roads, and in some places bridges that were 
damaged by storms were not replaced but abandoned.  The right side of the line also had 
an old city dump which was abandoned by the people who live on the left side of the 
white line after 40 years of use. This abandoned dump now contaminates the ground 
water on the right side of white line and trash coming from this dump is carried to the 
ocean.  Because of economic realities the right side of the road almost always had the 
poor working class.  From the maids who changed the beds and maintained the fancy 



hotels on the left side of the white line…. to the construction workers who built the shiny 
new city on the bayfront…of course the shiny new city is on the left side of the white line.  
Most of the people who live on the right side of the road do not go to the shiny new city 
on the bay because they can’t afford it.    
 
Simply put Environmental Justice is about treating all people the same and equally.  The 
concept of treating all people fairly was made into the law of the United States of 
America under the Civil Rights Act in the 1960’s.  It became illegal for Federal, State or 
City Governments to discriminate against people because of their race, color of their skin, 
or ethnicity.  In addition, Federal, State and City Governments cannot spend 
disproportionality on one part of town over another part of town. This bedrock of 
democracy is equal representation under the law and provides the legal means to ensure 
that our system is fair. 
 
Abuse of the Civil Rights Act cases are very hard to prove in a court of law.  The reality is 
that in San Diego there is no white lines running down the middle of San Diego Bay that 
are visible.  Also, there are no written records, phone records or documents which 
provide a paper trail to prove these groups who live on the left side of the white line 
conspired to break the law.  Also, when as a private citizen, you try to make sense of the 
all the Government and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO) who you expect would 
have a solution to the environmental injustice issue in the South San Diego Bay (San Diego 

Port District, City of San Diego, City of National City, City of Chula Vista, City of Imperial Beach State 
Wildlife, Costal Commission, Wild Coast, Surfrider, The Coastal Conservancy, SWIA, State Parks, TRNERR, 

USFWS, US Navy, EPA, Border Patrol, County Parks, CA Coastal Conservancy etc.)  it really hurts your 
head and it’s hard to tell who is on what side. 
 
However, there is hope.  The people who wrote the civil rights act, people like Supreme 
Court Judge Thurgood Marshall, wisely put in place one simple fool proof argument 
that can clear up all the clutter. In Federal Courts where most civil rights cases of this 
nature are heard there is one part of the evidence that is most convincing and damming.  
 
IS IT SO – The meaning of this term is as follows:  Do the conditions that now exist and 
were created by the local government actions and NGO’s promote and give certain 
advantage to one social group over another. Has the local government created a special 
class which has all the advantages and leave the local public out of the decision-making 
process.  In turn do the conditions that now exist in South San Diego Bay Communities 
include disproportionate spending by the government, unequaled representation by 
special interests, and do infrastructure projects completed or not completed discriminate 
against one socio-economic group in one part of town over another. Does this current 
system of coastal land management create or promote an equal distribution the decision 
making to local people or does a small group of people who live in a different part of the 



state get to decide who will get the opportunity of wealth, land access and public 
betterment.   
 
When this ‘IS IT SO” type of analysis is done objectively there can be no question that the 
towns in and around the South San Diego Bay are being discriminated against.  Here are 
only a few examples. 
 
 

- The South Bay of San Diego has the largest border port of entry in the world.  Over 
110,000 people cross each day.  This brings a tremendous amount to sales tax 
revenue to the local governments especially the City of San Diego.  The City of 
Tijuana is home to 2.1 million people and they shop within a few miles of the 
border.  We have 7 Walmart’s in the South San Diego area and soon a few more.  
DO WE GET A PROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OF SPENDING FROM TAXES CREATED 
IN OUR AREA FROM OUR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS???  I WOULD SAY NO…. LOOK 
AT OUR SCHOOLS, ROADS AND PUBLIC FACILITIES IN THE SOUTH BAY. WHATS 
YOUR ANSWER. 

 
- In 2014’ when the SDGE electrical plant was demolished the Port of San Diego 

came out with a Request for Proposal (RFP) to design and build a public park with 
water access along that part of the bay.  This park was widely seen by South Bay 
citizens as finely getting their bay access back and somewhat restored.  Without 
public notice this project was shelved.  It turns out that this land was used as 
mitigation or entitlement credits for a project in the North Part of San Diego Bay.  
Furthermore, areas known as buffer zones took away most of the other areas of 
public access to the J-Street beaches.  As a citizen of the South Bay do you think 
this is fair that access rights to our tidelands should be traded away to financially 
benefit another area?  Our rights to access the water and shoreline are 
inalienable rights protected by the California Constitution.  So, while the NGO 
foundation like Surfrider and Wild Coast say they are fighting for access rights… 
its only for them…not for the rest of us. What is your answer? 

 
- The Tijuana River Valley is home to an old trash dump site used by the City of San 

Diego and the US Navy since the 1940’s.  IF THIS DUMP SITE WAS IN NORTH 
COUNTY OR ANYWHERE ELSE IN THE COUNTY DO YOU THINK IT WOULD GO 
UNCLEANED AND UNRECONIZED FOR THE LAST 10 YEARS RIGHT UNDER THE 
NOSE OF ENVIROMENTALISTS AND PUBLIC SERVANTS? Why have they purposely 
ignored this environmental waste site.??? 

 

- The area of San Diego Bay south of the Coronado Bridge has the enough area to 
contain four Mission Bays recreational parks.  However, from National City south 



through Chula Vista, South San Diego and Imperial Beach there are no public 
beaches.  Is it fair that the City of San Diego and Coronado have created at least 
seven white sandy beaches in their town, built boat docks, built waterfront 
restaurants and spent millions of public monies on at least 10 projects to improve 
the North San Diego Bay but have not spent a proportional amount in the South 
Bay?  While our south bay public lands are traded away for these projects by the 
Port of San Diego have caused our access to the waterline to decrease and 
getting access is non-existent.  We do not have access to our bay coastal waters 
and more areas are being closed off without public input or knowledge.  Do you 
think this is fair and equal treatment under the law? 

   
- Since the large spills and sewage releases in 2017 from Mexico into the Tijuana 

River Valley there have been no long or short-range plans to improve the water 
quality off Imperial Beach.  This is not a new problem over the last 60 years 
Imperial Beach has had a beach closures due to rain.   But in the last 18 years the 
beach closures and pollution have increased dramatically.  Do you think it is fair 
for the Citizens of Imperial Beach to have 55 million gallons of process waste 
water dumped off-shore with an additional 22 million gallons of stage one level 
sewage waste from Mexico being dumped so close to the shoreline?  This would 
never work in North County why is it allowed here? Why are we being treated 
differently.? 

 
 

- Over the last 30 or more years State of California failure to apply standard flood 
control maintenance practices in the Tijuana River Valley have starved Imperial 
Beach shoreline of the historical annual supply of 655,000 cubic yards of beach 
sand. Instead of demanding this sand supply be restored the City of Imperial Beach 
uses a defective and hastily conceived Local Coastal Plan to use eminent domain to 
seize private beach homes with-out public knowledge.  Do you think that it is 
unfair and it seems unreasonable that in at least 3 other river systems in San 
Diego County rechanneling has occurred?  But for some reason out of town 
consultants and experts ignore this basic fact of our coastline.  They can’t seem to 
promote that this sand supply should be restored as part of the Tijuana Valley 
Restoration Plan? Their first reaction was to take private homes?  You have to 
ask yourself why are we being treated differently than other parts of the county. 

 
We also asked that any further projects under your consideration are put on hold until 
a full public Environmental Impact Report is filed and a full disclosure is made to the 
public. 
 
In this way the public can have a voice on projects before they are approved. 
 



NO MORE MEETINGS HELD IN PRIVATE WITH SPECIAL INTERESTS!!! 
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From: j <jpqsd@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 7:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan.

My name is Tram Nguyen___________________________________ and I am a resident of ___Imperial 
Beach_____________________.   I am in complete disagreement with the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan 
because it takes away our rights to access our shoreline in the South San Diego Bay and does not provide a 
vision for our future communities. 

This Master Plan is wrong because it takes away the public infrastructure investment and transfers that 
investment to private lease hold improvements which cannot be used by the public at large.  We request the 
San Diego Port District amend the Master Plan as now proposed and include the improvements as outlined in 
the “South Bay Shoreline Improvement Plan” (SBSIP) as created by the Citizens for Coastal 
Conservancy.  The SBSIP plan provides a vision for the long term investment by the San Diego Port District 
and gives the people the shoreline access that is provided in the California State Constitution. These access 
rights are the history of our South San Diego Bay and we ask you restore the damaged environment, our 
physical access to our coastline, and provide recreational infrastructure through the revised Master Plan which 
benefits all the communities which are served by the San Diego Port District not just the NOT JUST THE 
NORTH PART OF THE SAN DIEGO BAY. 

We request the San Diego Port District to rethink its limited and closed minded outreach efforts and provide a 
plan which provides access to our bay front in Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City and South San 
Diego.  We want a place where our children and families can go to and enjoy a day at the beach.  As of right 
now the people of the south bay have very limited access to our shoreline.  The shoreline we do have is 
covered with demolished asphalt, chunks of concrete, car engines and miscellaneous trash.  We cannot walk 
on the sand because it would cut our feet. 

I and many other San Diego County residents in San Diego feel the end result of the Port Districts Master Plan 
is the complete disenfranchisement of ordinary citizens from the use and access of their Bayfront. 

 Tram Nguyen  

Citizens for Coastal Conservancy 

619-628-0067

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: Andrew Shorenstein <dudegruvy@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2019 7:30 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: SEAPORT VILLAGE

Regarding the plans for Seaport Village,  consider re‐imagining it as our front porch, where we go to enjoy 
local art, food and music. San Diego has many talented chefs, artists and musicians, who can 
create a unique destination if there are reasonable rents from the Port District.  Imagine local 
restaurants with outdoor cafes, local art on display in galleries, and local musicians playing in 
bars and on outdoor stages. Together, they would create something bigger than the sum of it's 
parts, and become a venue for San Diegans and tourists alike to enjoy all the things that make 
our city great. Wake up Port Commisioners! Here is your chance to give a wonderful gift to our 
city. It's not always about maximizing revenue - it's about making the wise choice that enhances 
our quality of life and makes San Diego a place we can be proud of. 
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From: Ralph Leisz <leisz@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2019 5:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: C

Reducing Scott to two lanes and narrowing Shelter Island Drive is ridiculous. The area is already impacted by 
increased multi family dwellings, increased military presence at NIWC, Pacific and a projected 7% increase in 
travel for the airport. Add, the City’s push to increase (seldom used) bike lane thereby reducing traffic flow. 
Please say “no” to this! 

Ralph Leisz 

Point Loma Resident 
966 Tingley Lane 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: jaab <jaab@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2019 12:46 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

Will you please have a meeting to debate this plan in Point Loma. 

Why to choose locations so far away and ignore where the action is? 

Please let me know the name or names that made this unacceptable decision. 

A Point Loma Resident 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Anne Hill <ajhill41@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 22, 2019 4:43 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Changes to Plans for Shelter Island

To Whom it May Concern, 

I have recently heard about the preposed revisions made to height restrictions on Shelter Island. They state that the 
height “should be compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with adjacent jurisdiction standards.” I am 
strongly opposed to this proposed change. The term “compatible” leaves too much leeway for someone to make 
decisions that are detrimental to the beautiful entry  to San Diego bay. One of San Diego’s greatest assets is her 
waterfront. Fuzzy wording that opens the door for skyscrapers on our beloved Shelter Island is not something we should 
allow. Shelter Island is a treasure for locals who enjoy waterfront access, boating, picnicking and other outdoor 
pleasures. We don’t want it to look like Waikiki. 

Who thought it was a good idea to incorporate this wording? I do not think their motives were something most San 
Diegans would agree with. 

Sincerely, 

Anne J. Hill 
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From: Danielle Myers <danimyers76@mac.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 22, 2019 10:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comment on Port of San Diego Updated Master Plan

I searched the draft updated master plan for “climate change” and “sea level” and am very concerned that the draft plan 
does not appear to take into account likely sea level increases as a result of climate change.  Even worse, the draft 
appears to use data from 1983‐2001 ‐ it’s 2019 and the recent data indicates we will experience sea‐level rise. 

There was a recent article about the cost of fortifying our sea walls, estimated to be nearly $1 billion by 2040 for the 
county, nearly $350 million for the city alone ‐ that’s just over 20 years away.  What is the Port’s plan to address sea‐
level rise in this updated plan, and to pay for fortifying our seawalls?  If the Port is planning to beautify the coastline, it 
should have a plan to fortify and pay for the seawalls to ensure the safety of residents and visitors.  Otherwise, 
beatifying the road and coast will be an epic waste of time and money when it’s literally under water. 

Respectfully, 
Danielle Myers 



From: Port of San Diego <noreply@portofsandiego.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 9:29 AM 
Subject: Webform submission from: Integrated Planning Comments > Paragraphs 
 

Thank you for your request. 

On Tue, 06/25/2019 - 09:29, Anonymous, Sent to the Port of San Diego: 

First Name 
bob 
 
Last Name 
hansen 
 
Email 
vampire14@charter.net 
 
Address 
dayton, Nevada 
 
Comment 
This Master Plan has a lot of ideas and covers many issues in great detail as it should. 
It seems like it glosses over the Sea Level Rise as something that can be managed without much 
additional planning. However it uses historical mean tide averages, that don't account for the rapidly 
increasing estimates of the rise, which is constantly being recalculated to be higher. I used to work for 
the Port and on the King tides the gangways and pile posts were already almost maxed out . Perhaps it 
would be wise to start filling sandbags now. 
Thank you 

 

mailto:noreply@portofsandiego.org
mailto:noreply@portofsandiego.org
mailto:vampire14@charter.net
mailto:vampire14@charter.net


1

From: George Palermo <gpalermo@flagshipsd.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 3:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Sharon Cloward
Subject: Comments on the Discussion Draft, Coronado

My questions apply to page 234, item PD10.12. My questions are: 
1. Is the Mobility Hub on City of Coronado property, directly across from the ferry landing, currently occupied by

public works?
2. When the Ferry Landing is redeveloped can some or all of their parking requirements be met thru the use of the

Mobility Hub?
3. Are any agreements planned between the City of Coronado and the Port with respect to the Mobility Hub?

GEORGE PALERMO 
VICE PRESIDENT OF FINANCE
gpalermo@flagshipsd.com 

 

1311 First Street, Coronado, CA 92118 

 

D:619.992-1699 

T: 800.442.7847 x 1010
  

Please consider the environment before printing this email 
 

This e-mail message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable 
law.  If you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by reply email to postmaster@flagshipsd.com and delete or destroy all copies of the original message and attachments thereto. Email sent to or from Flagship Cruises & Events or any of its 
member companies may be retained as required by law or regulation.    
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From: Brad Brown <bob385@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 10:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: proposed changes to Port master plan

I understand that the Port intends to nearly double the number of rooms at Kona Kai and Humphreys. As a 
member of SDYC and a resident of Point Loma, I would be impacted by this outcome. 

I grew up in NYC and spent 38 years in Boston. I've lived in San Diego for 15 years and have seen Newport 
Beach, Pacific Beach, Solana Beach, Pismo Beach and more. The contrast to East Coast coastal cities is stark. 
Many East Coast beach towns are packed with high rises which block out the sun. 

We have an advantage here; low rise, lots of light, the ability to experience distance, and lack of shadows from 
buildings. Three, four and five story buildings may not seem like much, which is what doubling the number of 
rooms would require. They may not seem very tall. But I've lived with tall buildings, with lack of light, and 
shadows.  

Now about traffic. I was lucky enough to live on my boat for five years at Silver Gate Yacht Club on Shelter 
Island. There is only one way on and off Shelter Island.  Unless you're planning on making Shelter Island Drive 
a four lane highway, the traffic will come to a standstill if you double the number of rooms at Kona Kai and 
Humphreys. 

Don't let Shelter Island become an East Coast beach town. Coming from the East Coast, I'm a believer. San 
Diego is truly America's finest city. Let's keep it that way! 

Sincerely, 

Brad Brown 
3030 Locust Street 
San Diego 
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From: Kinkade, Charles           Collins <charles.kinkade@collins.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 2:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Comments

Hello 

I live in Point Loma in the Sunset Cliffs Area and am a member of the SDYC. I have reviewed 
the master plans impacts to the areas of Shelter Island and have some comments listed below. 

1. If more hotel rooms are planned please ensure a good percentage of the rooms are
affordable. The short term vacation rental issue in the city is partly due to the lack of
and high cost of hotel rooms. STVRs in my area run between $75 and $150 per night.

2. Additions of rooms comes with additional traffic and parking. Please ensure traffic
studies are performed, look into creation of new roads in and out of point Loma and
mandate underground parking or parking shuttles.

3. Any modifications or additions to existing traffic corridors should include
implementation of safe pedestrian only thoroughfares, public transit and traffic calming
infrastructure.

4. Please consider traffic and public security cameras to ensure public safety and reduce
city and port liability.

Best Regards, 

Charles Kinkade  

A350 XWB Product Support Engineer | Aerostructures 
COLLINS AEROSPACE  
850 Lagoon Drive, Chula Vista, CA 91910 USA 
Tel: +1 619 691 3263 | Mobile: +1 619 917 8234  
charles.kinkade@collins.com | collinsaerospace.com 

24/7 Tel: +1 619 691 2089 | 24/7 Communications: AerostructureSupport@collins.com 
Operational Repairs & Technical Support: NacelleRepairs@collins.com 
Customer Portal: www.customers.utcaerospacesystems.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING: This message may contain proprietary and/or privileged information of Collins Aerospace and its affiliated companies. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please 1) do not disclose, copy, distribute or use this message or its contents. 2) Advise the sender by return email. 
3) Delete all copies (including all attachments) from your computer. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.
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From: James P. Hill <hill@sullivanhill.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 2:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Discussion Draft of Port Master Plan Update

To the Port of San Diego: 

My wife and I have been residents in the Point Loma area since the mid‐1980s and have raised three children in our 
Loma Portal home.  We moved to Point Loma from further inland in San Diego to be close to the beautiful San Diego Bay 
and its many amenities—on the bay and along the waterfront.  We are both boaters, kayakers, windsurfers, paddle 
boarders, as well as being avid runners, swimmers and hikers—all of which we have done on and around the bay.  This 
note is in response to the invitation from the Port of San Diego to provide comments and feedback on the Port’s 
Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).  Many of the projects identified in the PMPU impact my family 
and our neighbors and our use of the Bayfront. 

First, we are extremely concerned about some of the projects that will impede our use and access to Shelter Island and 
in particular to the San Diego Yacht Club (SDYC) of which we have been members since 1990 and where we keep a boat 
in the marina and have other watercraft in land‐based storage.  While the Port’s plans appear well intentioned to 
expand access to Shelter Island, some of the plans will in fact restrict current use and enjoyment of the area.  The idea of 
breaking up the SDYC with an internal promenade, dividing the marina area from the existing structures, is simply not 
workable and likely will create many more problems than any benefit to be derived from such a walkway, particularly in 
terms of safety and access to boats both in the marina and stored on land.  Furthermore, the internal path expands the 
responsibility of SDYC staff and members to police the public who would presumably have 24‐hour access through prime 
areas of the club, some of which present dangerous environment for those not familiar with boating activities and 
equipment (such as hoists, ramps, trailers, powered boat movers, and more).  As an alternative, the Port should view 
how the City of Chicago has developed and maintained its iconic waterfront promenade and walkways along Lake 
Michigan around and not through the grounds of the Chicago Yacht Club.  The same approach could be done in San 
Diego by running the promenade outside the perimeter of SDYC along Anchorage Lane, instead of inside the club 
grounds, with little disruption of long existing structures and activities.  Moreover, that sort of approach (providing a 
better walkway/pathway along Anchorage Lane) would enhance the experience of walkers and bikers who right now 
don’t have a connection between the walkways and bike paths on Shelter Island and the La Playa Trail.  In short, the idea 
of a path through the SDYC is infeasible.  Expanding a walkway along Anchorage Lane is far more sensible, less costly, 
safer and is the least disruptive long existing improvements and activities at SDYC. 

Second, the proposal to expand hotel rooms and remove existing height restrictions on buildings on Shelter Island would 
be disastrous.  There is enough congestion already on Shelter Island and its bike and walkways.  Many of us regularly 
bike and walk in and about Shelter Island.  Further hotel development on Shelter Island would threaten the enjoyment 
we receive now.  Moreover, increasing island density with more hotels is antithetical to the important history and role of 
Shelter Island to the boating community.  We regularly access and use the commercial boat oriented businesses on 
Shelter Island to service our family’s boats and those of our San Diego neighbors—and which also provide services to the 
commercial boats that San Diegans like us use for fishing excursions and to provide scenic tours in area waters.  There 
are so many other areas of town that are ripe for hotel development, closer to our downtown and important convention 
facilities.  Adding more hotel development on Shelter Island would require more cars and more buses (to transport 
convention goers downtown), negatively impacting the enjoyment so many San Diegans get from our Shelter Island.  We 
need to protect and keep the current boating industry base, and not turn Shelter Island into another Harbor Island 
(which is not yet saturated in terms of hotel development, and which is much closer to the San Diego Airport and to 
downtown and our convention facilities). 



2

Third, we are all in favor of protecting and enhancing the existing La Playa Trail.  Again, simply connect that trail to 
Shelter Island’s existing walkways and bikeways via an expanded Anchorage Lane pathway and bikeway—and you are 
done! 
 
Thanks for considering these thoughts. 
 
Jim and Gale Hill 
2215 Willow Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Land PH: 619‐226‐3480 
Work PH:  619‐595‐3226 
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From: John Otterson <john@otterson.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 1:30 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: input on Port Master Plan - John Otterson

Dear Port of San Diego team, 

Thank you for reviewing email, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the port master plan. 

With respect to the West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina I would like to share the 
following: 

The inclusion of a Promenade or Walkway between the landside facilities of the SDYC and  marina is troubling. While it is 
a noble endeavor to provide continuous public access around the bay and harbors, in certain circumstances that access 
will impinge upon access of other members of the public.  In this case, the longstanding SDYC facilities, which are 
frequently used by non‐members for regattas, ongoing military appreciation events, and many other charitable events, 
would need to be reconfigured in a manner that would be irresponsible from both economic and ecological 
perspectives. 

I trust that you will share my view that the Continuous Promenade would be subject to the Standard noted on page 126 
that states “The following standards apply to all water and land development and improvement within the Shelter Island 
Planning District, unless it is infeasible due to geographic or site constraints and/or inconsistent with public safety, 
security, or protection of sensitive coastal resources.” 

Thank you for allowing me to share this perspective. 

John Otterson 
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From: Neal Schneider <neals92110@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 9:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Port Master Plan Update

As a life-long resident of Point Loma, I read thoroughly the Port 
Master Plan Update in regards to the Shelter Island East and 
Shelter Island West proposals.  Frankly, I don't know where to start 
and I will make a concerted effort to maintain a civil discourse on 
this subject, however, this plan makes me so angry I could spit. 

First and foremost, as the proposal points out, Point Loma is 
primarily a residential community.  It does not have the access that 
places like the Embarcadero or Seaport Village have.  Rosecrans 
Street is choked with traffic most of the time and Scott Street is too 
short to have any impact, especially if you reduce it from four lanes 
to two with a center turn lane.  And you guys want to add 1,300 
additional hotel rooms?  70,000 square feet of additional building 
space?  Where are all these cars going to park?  In my driveway? 

I can see where some misguided commissioner(s) might want to 
duplicate the multi-use promenade that's along the Embarcadero 
and Seaport Village.  I enjoy those promenades myself.  The fact is, 
though, that any attempt to recreate the same thing in Shelter 
Island will destroy an important part of that community's 
fabric.  Sure, you can come up with some overpaid consultant who 
will impress you with graphs and charts, cute little line art 
conceptual drawings but once it's built it will be too late,  The 
damage will have irreparably ruined a once-charming 
neighborhood. 

It's quite likely with the commissioner's half-million-dollar salary, 
several of them might own yachts and it's possible that the 
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stratospheric slip fees inside Shelter Island don't have any impact 
on their lifestyle.  However, for many of us, the cost of keeping a 
boat in Shelter Island forces us to reevaluate even owning a 
boat.  And the PMPU suggests that the available slips might be 
reduced by 10%, which would only make a bad situation worse. 
 
Finally, I find it incredulous that you would consider allowing high-
rise hotels to be built on Shelter Island. You might call it 'enhancing 
fiscal sustainability' but I call it 'greed'. 
 
I'm ashamed that you're putting forth such a poor proposal. 
 
Neal Schneider 
 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office pre
auto matic downlo ad o f this picture from the Intern

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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From: Scott Schechter <sschechter@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Concept

As a harbor and sailing enthusiast, I am excited to see the proposed updates to the Port Master Plan.  Although I haven’t 
reviewed the whole document, I noticed one thing that is troubling.   

Shelter Island Planning District – PD1.12 provides for a continuous promenade along the water’s edge. 
As an avid sailor, I am aware that the San Diego Yacht Club provides significant services to national and international 
regattas that come to San Diego.  Some of those services include launching boats from their site in the Shelter Island 
Planning District.  If the promenade were built, I don’t know how they would be able to maintain their cranes and 
provide services like this.  It seems that San Diego could lose the ability to be a premier destination for regattas that 
bring prestige, money, and fun to our city.  Although I believe in public access to the waterfront, I have to oppose this 
promenade. 

Thank you, 
Scott Schechter 
1048 Johnson Ave 
San Diego, CA 92103 
619‐350‐3601 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: David Kreiss <dgkreiss@live.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 8:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Port Master Plan

I appreciate the hard work that went into crafting the plan. Many interests and constraints to consider. I 
would like to offer a general comment. It lacks specificity but I can share details if you are interested. 

The San Diego port is an opportunity. San Diego harbor has the potential to be the jewel of the United States. 
Right now the harbor cannot be considered a "wonder of the world". It is frankly not that attractive, offers 
only basic tourist opportunities, does not cater to recreational sailing (few places to pull up to eat or play), and 
has many eyesores along the shore.  

What if the above constraints could be addressed and the port is transformed into a magnet for tourists and 
residents alike? I have thoughts in mind taken from European ports but the San Diego Port could have its own 
character. Obtaining a true designer/visionary would not be hard to find. Given a design having corporate 
investments would be available. The military and commercial components could be treated as assets rather 
than constraints.  

The result would be huge economic benefits in terms of tourism and related spending. Also, significant 
benefits to residents in terms of recreational opportunities and ascetics.  

Regards, 

David Kreiss 
dgkreiss@live.com 
619‐2269721 



Comments on Port district draft master plan update 

Plan areas ---Shelter Island East and West 

 

Dennis Case 757 Armada Terrance-----6/27/2019 

 

 

Comment #1-----Traffic and parking 

 

In the combined areas of Shelter Island East and West the plan provides for the 
net additions as follows: 

Additional hotel room      1,600 

Additional meeting space    6,000 sq ft 

Additional Non-boating retail/dinning   240,000 sq ft 

These net additions will add considerably to the number of daily car trips in the 
Shelter Island East and West areas.  I saw no expansions of existing roadways or 
the addition of useable mass transit.  These additional developments will result in 
additional traffic congestion.  The main thoroughfare for this area is Rosecrans St 
which is already severely congested for much of the daylight hours.  When Liberty 
Station was approved, we were told that traffic would not be the issue that many 
claimed.  Now we see, that traffic is a big issue. Much has been done 
subsequently to improve the flow with turning lane additions and computerized 
signaling but these changes have not solved the problem.  The additional 
developments that this Master Plan proposes will only make a bad situation 
worst.  Without offsetting improvements to traffic flow these net additional 
developments should not be approved.   

 

Scott St is a major alternative to Rosecrans St and provides the primary route to 
the airport. If Scott St is modified in any way that restricts car traffic that will 



impact the usage  of Rosecrans St adversely.  If bicycle traffic is to be encouraged,   
it needs to be done with a dedicated pathway of it’s own.  Remember Point Loma 
is a peninsula and alternative routes are limited.   

I saw no provision for additional off-street parking.  Without added general 
parking space traffic congestion will be aggravated while drivers search for a 
parking space.  The incursion of visitor cars parking in residential neighborhoods 
will also increase. 

 

Comment #2  San Diego Yacht Club bisected by waterfront walkway 

 

The proposal to create a public walkway between the landed SDYC club house 
and the marina is totally unworkable.  Your staff needs to visit the site and 
attempt to envision how this would work.  If implemented as described many of 
the public services the club provides would need to be abandoned.  

For example:   

During the summer months the club provides youth sail boat training/camps.  
There are hundreds  of children enrolled each summer.  This program is open to 
children of members and non-members.  Most children start at about age 7.  The 
SDYC facility is 100% fenced with a guard at the entry.  The safety of the children 
while at SDYC is a top priority.  The nature of their training requires them to go 
back and forth from class to the water.  They take their boats in and out of the 
water.  This would not be possible to do with a public path transiting the 
waterfront while also providing the required safety for the children.  SDYC must 
know at all times where these children are and who they are with. 

The club has three cranes and one boat ramp.  These devices are by nature at the  
junction of water and land and would cross the proposed public pathway.  The 
issue would be the safety for the public and frequent closure of the pathway to 
accommodate the use of these devices.  The closures would be frequent and the 
time period could be extensive. 

Examples: 



Summer youth sail training/camp (above) requires each child to rig their own 
boats and launch them.  To do this they line up and use the boat ramp until all 
boats are in the water and ready to go.  The reverse is done at the end of the 
class.  These events take time to complete safely. 

 

The club has a fleet of 20 small 14 foot boats.  These are used almost every day to 
support local high school sailing teams.  In addition they are used on the 
weekends to support youth sailing competitions.  Many if not most of those that 
use the boats are non- SDYC members.  These boats launch and returned each 
day via the boat ramp.   

 

The cranes are used for boats that are generally between 14 and 30 feet in length.  
These cranes are again located at the waters edge.  They support the local E-22 
and Star fleets.  They are also extensively used for the small boat regattas that 
SDYC is uniquely qualified to host.  SDYC is one of the foremost location in the 
world for these types of competitions.   These events are----National class 
championships,  North American class championships, World Championships and 
Olympic qualifying events.  These events usually number 50 boats in size with 
some approaching 100.  The line up to launch using these three cranes is at time 
hectic and would require the closure of the pathway for hours if not days.  These 
events are attended primarily by out of town competitors who use shoreside 
businesses for housing and meals.  These events bring visitor to San Diego and 
world wide credit to our reputation as an exciting seaside community. 

 

How this pathway would be constructed  while proving the necessary safety for 
both the using public and the SDYC facilities is hard to envision.  It would require a 
great deal of work and would produce a product less useful and enriching than 
your planners may think.  The alternative of the pathway along Anchorage lane is 
by far the most workable and beneficial to accomplish your desired goals. 
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From: Gail Hutcheson <gailhutch@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: S Doug Hutcheson
Subject: comments on proposed changes to port land

The proposal to add walkway between the SDYC facility and the docks does not seem feasible due to the fact that the 
clubhouse deck already extends over the water. 
The security of the vessels and club property would be severely impacted. SDYC is a world renowned facility  that brings 
people from all over the world to race and supports the sport of racing more than any other club in the area.  Many of 
the cranes used to support the boating would pose a injury risk to the public. 
Would other marinas also be open to the public wandering their facilities? 
There are really no open areas to swim or access the water such as beach areas on SDYC property so the public use is 
really not limited. 
As far as the La Playa path proposal I support maintaining the path and keeping the character intact. 
The work that the navy has done removing the pipeline has been very detrimental and only added to the erosion.  The 
plants have not taken well and the path is very narrow in places and I have seen people slip where the soil is not stable. 
Still can’t understand why the pipeline wasn’t capped and left in place to avoid unnecessary spending.  
I don’t think bike traffic is helpful to this cause. Extending the path over the water could be one good option with the 
base of it well planned and supported. otherwise erosion will continue to narrow the path. If the only way to stabilize 
the path is to pave it, that option could be explored. It would be better than losing the path. 
As far as removing the docks, I think they add character to the area and really don’t impact the access for the public.  
The only one I could see removing is the La Playa Yacht Club dock as it is the most poorly maintained dock of all. Oddly 
enough, it’s the only one that is to be left according to the proposal. 
I do agree that no more docks should be allowed, but the impact to the property value of the homes that now have 
docks would be substantial.   
How are they to be compensated ? 
thank you for making it easy to comment of the proposals. 
I’m sure you have the best intentions. . .  
sincerely 
Gail Hutcheson  
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From: Mary Cairns <mmacairns@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 12:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update - San Diego

Good day, 

My name is Mary Cairns, a retired federal atmospheric scientist, long‐term native resident of Point Loma, 
and member of the San Diego Yatch Club.  My family has lived in PL  since 1949, and in San Diego since 
1907.   

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the PMPU, specifically for the West Shelter Island Subdistrict.  

Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 
I disagree with allowing higher buildings.  This is not Harbor Island.  Keeping the heights where they are 
now allows for additional views of the bay from both the SDYC and along the La Playa Trail.  Adding 
heights to hotels would limit these precious views.   It would turn it into a mini‐Miami beach area with  
high rise hotels.  This is not for Shelter Island.    

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 
I disagree with adding more hotel rooms.  Shelter Island Drive is already congested and on the weekends 
there is so much traffic I don’t go down there.  It’s already too much, and most of the time there is 
no parking with the current parking lots on the weekends, especially with people and their RVs.   

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.18b and PD1.19 (page 129) Reconfiguration of pathways and roadways 
(Figure PD1‐4) 
I disagree with some of the proposed reconfiguration.  I like and appreciate then current path along the 
bay where people walk.  I totally do not want any sort of a walking pathway that allows bicycles!  This is 
one of the few areas you can walk without feeling like someone is going to run into you.  If you must have 
a separate walkway, put it closer to the street, or just keep the street with the “shared lane” that every 
place else in the city has on busy city streets.  And having a meandering pathway (and please no more 
commercial crud there! No walk through structures to enhance the experience) doesn’t allow for  
getting handicapped folk closer to the water.  Most of the time handicapped parking is full, and I had 
personal experience with this after my hip replacement where the Shelter Island pathway was the best 
place to walk, because the car parking was close and no bikes.  I do agree that you can put the angled 
parking along the street, but my experience is by doing away with a lot of the parking lots you will 
limit access to the general public.  As I said, it’s so crowded on weekends I don’t go down there any more. 

West Shelter Land Subdistrict, PD1.21 (page 129) Develop additional activating features 
I disagree with the addition of activating features unless they consist of seats to sit down, or like the 
existing shaded seating area.  The document is not clear on the “type” of activating features, and 
I object to having any commercial activating features, i.e., kiosks, food venders, etc.  You need to 
clarify this, and again I object to having anything commercial as it would ruin the experience of a 
nice, quiet, lovely place to take a walk or have a picnic.  San Diego residents need a place to go 
that is pretty much free of all the commercial crud.  We have the fishing pier. 

Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane 
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I disagree with the need to widen the sidewalk.  It’s fine as it is, and I never see very many people 
walking it all the time.  It still allows someone to walk from the La Playa Trailhead on Talbot to 
Shelter Island Drive.  Keep as is. 
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the update plan. 
 
Regards, 
Mary Cairns 
619‐223‐8859 
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From: sam38@san.rr.com
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 1:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Proposal for increased Hotel Density...Ramona Morebello

As a native San Diegan, born and raised in Point Loma and Life Member of San Diego Yacht Club. I want to 
voice my outrage over the proposed hotel density project for Shelter Island.  I was here to watch Shelter 
Island being built and never, ever imagined that anything would compromise the views that so many of 
us  built homes for, and the high property taxes we pay as a result. 

Many events already clog the island roadways such as concerts, resturants, bay boat parades, regattas  and 
boat yards, where large yachts have to be transported.  This could result in the loss of lives if that many 
people tried to evacuate at the same time.  With all the boat fuels and fiberglass used on the island, fire is 
always a concern. 

The port has many other bay properties such as Harbor Island to build hotels. The thought  of no restrictions 
on how high these hotel can build, is unreasonable. 

Please vote no on this idea . 

Regards, Ramona Morebello 
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From: Adrienne <adrienne@ygytraining.com>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 7:46 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FW: VIEW CORRIDORS IN EMBARCADERO -NORTH

Dear Planning Committee, 

After reviewing the recent Port Master Plan update, we noticed a few items that are extremely vague , but are VERY 
important to our community. 

(1) Although the preservation of several “view corridors” were mentioned,  there was NO mention of the A Street
corridor, and we need clarification that that corridor will also be preserved. There are several residential hi‐rises
affected that need to preserve their view and would have extreme reduction in value if bay view was blocked.

(2) Although Wyndham Hotel remodel was mentioned…it was not detailed as to WHAT the remodel will entail. –
Again, we urge you to make sure any remodel or increase in rooms cannot compromise the view corridor on
either side of A street, as this will block several residential hi rise views.

(3) Any structure put up on 1220 Pacific Highway( Navy Building) should be limited to the same height as current
building – or no more than 4‐5 stories tall‐   so as not to compromise the view of the neighboring hi rise homes
(most notably Sapphire Tower. A mobility hub sounds terrific, and should not take more than a few stories to
work well.

We truly appreciate all the hard work you are doing to make the San Diego Port a beautiful and accessible waterfront 
location for many tourists and visitors…….BUT we must make sure that the residents don’t get the short end of the deal, 
as we pay a GREAT DEAL of property taxes, city taxes and the money we spend in the city every day to support the local 
businesses, ferries, transportation, etc.  We residents support this city as much or more than the tourists. 

We look forward to hearing back from you to address these issues as soon as possible. 

Thank you, 
Dr Corey and Adrienne Gold  
1262 Kettner Blvd. 
San Diego 92101 
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From: Michael + Marilyn Foster <mfoster7960@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 12:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

As a 56 year member of San Diego Yacht Club I strongly agree with their response to the Shelter Island component of the 
proposed Master Plan. I particularly agree that a public walkway between the club land and marina is not feasible. This 
was attempted at California Yacht Club in Marina del Rey perfectly demonstrating the conflicts discussed in the 
response. 

I have watched the property evolve from the clubhouse floated on a barge from Coronado to the present iconic 
structure. Several buildings left from when the Coast Guard occupied portions of the property were converted to 
maintenance and locker uses. Today the Burnham Sailing Center provides educational class and meeting rooms. There is 
also a fitness center and offices which are key to the junior sailing program. 

Please follow the SDYC response. 

Michael R. Foster 
Senior Life Member 
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From: Nancy Caine <ncaine@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 3:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Increased hotel rooms and height 

Hello, 
I would like to object strongly to the increase in hotel rooms on Shelter Island. The traffic in that area is already very 
congested. Creating more rooms would only make it worse. Hotels should not become high rises on Shelter Island, as 
views from Pt Loma homes would be blocked. Why not put the taller hotels on Harbor Island.  
Thanks for your attention.  
Nancy Caine 
1257 Bangor St 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Gold, Sara <SLGold@law.cwsl.edu>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 8:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Concern about development

Dear Planning Committee, 

After reviewing the recent Port Master Plan update, we noticed a few items that are extremely vague, but are VERY 
important to our community. 

1. Although the preservation of several “view corridors” were mentioned,  there was NO mention of the A Street
corridor, and we need clarification that that corridor will also be preserved. There are several residential high‐
rises affected that need to preserve their view and would have extreme reduction in value if bay view was
blocked.

2. Although Wyndham Hotel remodel was mentioned, it was not detailed as to WHAT the remodel will entail.
Again, we urge you to ensure any remodel or increase in rooms cannot compromise the view corridor on either
side of A street, as this will block several residential hi rise views.

3. Any structure put up on 1220 Pacific Highway (Navy Building) should be limited to the same height as current
building – or no more than 4‐5 stories tall‐   so as not to compromise the view of the neighboring high rise
homes, most notably Sapphire Tower. A mobility hub sounds terrific, and should not take more than a few
stories to work well.

We truly appreciate all the hard work you are doing to make the San Diego Port a beautiful and accessible waterfront 
location for many tourists and visitors…….BUT we must make sure that the residents don’t get the short end of the deal, 
as we pay a GREAT DEAL of property taxes, city taxes and the money we spend in the city every day to support the local 
businesses, ferries, transportation, etc.  We residents support this city as much or more than the tourists. 

We look forward to hearing back from you to address these issues as soon as possible. 

Thank you, 
Sara Gold 
1262 Kettner Blvd. 
San Diego 92101 
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From: Zach Paul <zachdostart@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 3:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: A Street View Corridor

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have reviewed the PMPU and it appears to be in conflict with the Downtown Community Plan in so far that it does not 
seek to preserve the A Street View Corridor.  My question is: is this intentional?  Does the PMPU intend to allow 
development of buildings that will block this View Corridor?  I stand in strong opposition to any such development and 
would appreciate being made aware of the Port's plans with respect to this View Corridor and why it is not included in 
the PMPU.  Thank you. 

Regards, 
Zach Dostart 
Sapphire Tower Resident 
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From: Amy Hinkel <stagingamy@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 9:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: “A” street view corridor

To whom it may concern, 
We are residents of Sapphire Tower. We purchased our condo with a view to the water which we were informed was a 
preserved view corridor. We bought knowing that other open space around us would be built on, ie. Savina for example, 
but nothing that would restrict our water view.  
At PMPU discussion, nothing was mentioned about the “A” street view corridor, causing our concern.  
We realize that the Wyndham may expand, but it should not be allowed to block more of that view corridor. 
We know the navy building across from the Wyndham is being considered for expanded parking or a potential mobility 
hub, but, once again, that should not block that view corridor. I cannot imagine the thought of parked cars having a 
better view than we do. The new city parking garage for City hall has ample space to be piggy backed onto for example, 
not a front row seat to a water view. 
We realize and appreciate the efforts to make the embarcadero a beautiful, muilti‐functional accessible waterfront, but 
not at the expense to those who chose to live there who have already made our investment in living here by purchasing 
our condo. 
Sincerely,  
Amy and Jean‐Denis Hinkel  
Sapphire Tower residents 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Christine Hottinger <chottinger@me.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 7:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft

Comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft

1. The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street, Broadway and E Street.

There is no mention of the A Street "view corridor", which is an established view corridor and is included in the 
Downtown Community Plan, 

The PMPU needs to preserve the A Street view corridor. 

2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the County Administration Building

Any such addition cannot compromise the A Street view corridor. 

3. The plan proposes the District's acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities Engineering Command building at
1220 Pacific Highway to build a "Local Gateway Mobility Hub".

Any development of the property between the Grande North Townhouses and the Wyndham Hotel 
cannot compromise the views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay, i. e. any new or altered building cannot 
be taller. 

Thank you. 

Christine Hottinger 
1262 Kettner Blvd. Unit 904 
San Diego, CA 92101 
chottinger@me.com 

29 June 2019 
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From: Fred Hottinger <hottshot@mac.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 7:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft

Comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft

1. The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street, Broadway and E Street.

There is no mention of the A Street "view corridor", which is an established view corridor and is included in the 
Downtown Community Plan, 

The PMPU needs to preserve the A Street view corridor. 

2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the County Administration Building

Any such addition cannot compromise the A Street view corridor. 

3. The plan proposes the District's acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities Engineering Command building at
1220 Pacific Highway to build a "Local Gateway Mobility Hub".

Any development of the property between the Grande North Townhouses and the Wyndham Hotel 
cannot compromise the views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay, i. e. any new or altered building cannot 
be taller. 

Thank you. 

Fred Hottinger 
1262 Kettner Blvd. Unit 904 
San Diego, CA 92101 
hottshot@mac.com 

29 June 2019 
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From: Fred Hottinger <hottshot@mac.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 7:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft

Comments on the PMPU Discussion Draft

1. The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street, Broadway and E Street.

There is no mention of the A Street "view corridor", which is an established view corridor and is included in the 
Downtown Community Plan, 

The PMPU needs to preserve the A Street view corridor. 

2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the County Administration Building

Any such addition cannot compromise the A Street view corridor. 

3. The plan proposes the District's acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities Engineering Command building at
1220 Pacific Highway to build a "Local Gateway Mobility Hub".

Any development of the property between the Grande North Townhouses and the Wyndham Hotel 
cannot compromise the views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay, i. e. any new or altered building cannot 
be taller. 

Thank you. 

Fred Hottinger 
1262 Kettner Blvd. Unit 904 
San Diego, CA 92101 
hottshot@mac.com 

29 June 2019 
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From: kathy Mac <kmacsean@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 3:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments and concerns about Master Plan

I am a resident of Coronado and have some great concerns regarding the Port’s plans for the Ferry Landing area and Tidelands 
Park, especially as it relates to increased traffic and congestion.  

The impact of having new restaurants and a 350 room hotel as well as what looks like a potential marina means an increase in 
cars and traffic.  With 90,000+ cars crossing the bridge each day my main concern is how are these cars going to exit the 
island?   

Currently when visitors go to Tidelands they tend to exit the park and turn onto A, B or C avenues to proceed to 4th St/State 
Route 75 and the bridge to San Diego.  These neighborhoods are inundated with traffic coming off the bridge and visitors 
exiting Tideland and the congestion and disruption to residents in this area is unacceptable. 

If the Port plans to add more restaurants and hotels and create more incoming traffic I’d like to ask that there be some 
alternatives to the current situation for moving vehicles off the island.  Since the Port owns the land at Tidelands, I think it 
is incumbent upon the Port to find a way for cars to safely and efficiently leave the island with disrupting residents. 

It’s necessary to make some kind of egress from Tidelands, which would also be used by visitors to the hotels and restaurants 
planned at the Ferry Landing.  I suggest building a road that goes either around the tollbooth or over the tollbooth and goes 
right onto the bridge.  A clover leaf exit is another consideration.  This would mean cutting into some of the land or the 
frontage road, but something has to be done to mitigate what is already an unruly, over saturated traffic issue in 
this particular area. 

The bottom line is if the Port plans to add to the traffic problem that plagues Coronado the Port must find a solution to move 
cars off the island. 

Sincerely, 
Kathy MacDonald 
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From: Terry Bolander <bolanderterry@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 30, 2019 4:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Port Plan

As a resident of Coronado for 30 years I have seen the upside of new restaurants & development of The Landing.  
However the downside is the overcrowding of our public parks, lack of care of our natural resources by tourist, parking 
problems, pollution both trash & noise.  If you allow another major hotel & other large commercial projects on the 
waterfront looking at downtown you will destroy what little we have of our natural resources.  Coronado already is over 
crowded with tourist.  This continued commercial growth is choking the community & we need to stop this over building 
on our waterfront.  The Del is already doing a major addition which will negatively impact the small foot print of 
Coronado with my issues listed above. At what point does the Port stop worrying more about money & start caring more 
about the communities & surrounding  waterfronts well being?  I send a vote of no, to your current redevelopment plan 
of Coronado.  

Regards,  
Terry Bolander 
400 4th St 
Coronado, CA 92128 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Bill O <orabone@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 2, 2019 1:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan comments

A few things jump out at me when reviewing the draft MP. 

1. Up to 12,210 new hotels rooms! This seems excessive for public benefit lands. (I fully understand
the Port's desire for revenue, but really?)

2. Protected view corridors only at Hawthorn, B, Broadway and E streets, but not at Grape, Ash, A, C,
F & G streets where view corridors already exist. How can you justify removing existing view
corridors that the City of SD already protects? The greatly reduced access and view corridors at the
South Embarcadero should not be carried to the North and Central Embarcadero.

3. Creating further separation from downtown SD is shortsighted. Downtown residents would use
store, shops and restaurants more if there was easy access. Revamp this to include an open
contiguous boarder with downtown instead of hindrances.

It would seem that the basic assumption is that all of the land and amenities are for tourists rather 
than the residents of San Diego. That's a fundamental flaw and residents should be at least equal. 

Cordially, 
Bill Orabone 
orabone@gmail.com 
619-751-3391
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From: Julia Viera <jjjav@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 2, 2019 6:43 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Re the proposal for the Coronado Ferry Landing

Be advised, Commissioner Bonelli was appointed by Coronado, but as it turns out, he 
DOES NOT REPRESENT CORONADO.  Citizens of this island town are 100% opposed 
to developing the area next to Il Fornaio with a hotel, or with anything.  It is not 
going to happen, but not before a community uprising.  The Port and Bonelli are 
causing unnecessary organizing and filing of lawsuits at a time when we should be 
enjoying summer, which is perfect in Coronado.  Wise up.  Back off. Take some 
lessons from the Port of San Francisco's Waterfront Plan, which protects the 
working waterfront and the city's "front porch" with extended public access  and 
view corridors along the shoreline.   
Julia Viera, 563 Alameda Blvd., Coronado, 619-435-4496  
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From: Annie Phillips <annie95@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 2:13 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning Department, 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, 92101

Hello,  

I am an owner and resident of Sapphire Tower, 1262 Kettner Blvd and I have the following comments about the Port 
Master Plan Update.  

1. The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street, Broadway and E Street. There is no
mention of the A Street "view corridor," which is an established view corridor and is included in the Downtown
Community Plan, The PMPU needs to preserve the A street view corridor.

2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the County Administration Building.
Any such addition cannot compromise the A street view corridor.

3. The plan proposes the District's acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities Engineering Command building at
1220 Pacific Hwy. to build a ”Local Gateway Mobility Hub." Any development of the property between the Grande North
Townhouses and the Wyndham  Hotel cannot compromise the views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay.

Thank you,  
Annie Phillips 

July 3, 2019 
1262 Kettner Blvd #2302 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Pedro Fuentes <pete93khj@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 11:05 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Possible development on 1st street Coronado, the Ferry Landing site

Dear Port Commissioners and Planning Department, 

I’m Pete Fuentes a resident and owner of a home on 1st street in Coronado.  It has come to my attention of a possible 
development on the site of the current Ferry Landing in Coronado.  From what I’ve read, there are already formative 
steps toward building a huge hotel on the site of the Landing parking lot next to Il Fornaio.  When I heard about the idea 
I did not believe it especially when you consider the environmental impact to sea and property. I am opposed to to such 
a project on our bay front.  I can’t see how a project this big will gain environmental approval. My concern is shared by 
many of my neighbors who fear that the hotel will add to the density of the area, both in people, and cars, and demands 
on services.  I will keep this short and sweet, this hotel plan is bad and I don’t want it!   Thank you for your attention to 
this matter. 

Sincerely 

Pete Fuentes 
1433 1st Street 
Coronado, Ca. 92118 
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From: Ruth Sandven <rmsandven@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 11:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Discussion 

Port Commissioners‐ 

I am very opposed to the addition of hotel rooms on Shelter Island. Not only will additional rooms add to the current 
traffic nightmare in Point Loma, they will significantly change the character of what makes  Point Loma and Shelter 
Island a charming and unique neighborhood of San Diego . Your plan changes the area into a touristy, downtown like 
circus. 

I furthermore oppose the creation of a wider walkway along the head of La Playa Cove. This is a neighborhood with very 
limited access. This is also a sensitive wetlands area, and it is already in jeopardy due to the amount of dogs and foot 
traffic. 

You mention in the plan the Port’s need for financial solvency. An entity that owns all property along San Diego Bay will 
never have to worry about money. Please don’t be greedy. 

Sincerely  
Ruth Sandven 
Point Loma Resident 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: DEAN ECKENROTH <deaneckenroth@me.com> 
Date: July 5, 2019 at 9:05:46 AM PDT 
To: Garry Bonelli <gbonelli@portofsandiego.org> 
Cc: Tom Lyons <tomlyons37@gmail.com> 
Subject: Suggested sport Master Plan Changes 

Garry,  

 

Again, I appreciate you extending advice regarding the Poirt Master Plan planning process. 

 

I am including three suggestions for your review: 

 

PD10.24 The first paragraph removal of “for” simply cutting a possible typo ( may have occurred due to 
cut and paste editing ). 

 

PD10.24 b.Replacing “yacht club” with “Coronado Bay Promenade Park” reflects treatment of similar 
areas within the master plan such as PD1.24 ( page 129 ) and PD2.14 ( page 145 ) and is in keeping with 
other yacht club entities. 

 

PD10.25 Replacing “Establilsh a” with “Preserve the” might be a simple way of eliminating the confusion 
acknowledged by Lesley in her May 23 email to you ( forwarded to me ). 

 

Your input would invaluable; and please let me know if I should submit this in some formal manner. 

 

Again, I appreciate your time. 

 

DEAN ECKENROTH 

JR Staff Commodore 

deaneckenroth@me.com 

 

mailto:deaneckenroth@me.com
mailto:gbonelli@portofsandiego.org
mailto:tomlyons37@gmail.com
mailto:deaneckenroth@me.com
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From: Michael Williams <michaelwayne998@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 6, 2019 1:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Dan Malcolm; Serge Dedina; SCEDC@SouthCountyEDC.com 
Subject: PMPU Comment and Input 

Re:   Planning District 7 – South Bay – Pond 20 

I am a resident of Imperial Beach.   I have been away for a while so missed many of the planning 
meetings/forums.   After reading the draft PMPU (an impressive job), I noted that Pond 20 is not included other than a 
mention it has an area of 95.2 acres.  

Years ago I was associated with a local construction company.   We were doing some conceptual work for Pond 20 for a 
possible lease project we called “The Salt Works.”   One proposal was to dredge the pond to increase its depth and cut a 
channel to the Bay to allow water to fill the pond.   The pond could then be used for multiple purposes to include small 
aquaculture, eel grass cultivation, a possible habitat for sea turtles, in addition to recreational and commercial 
uses.    The pond could provide a safe area for kayaking, canoeing, electric or paddle boating, types of recreational 
activity not readily available in the South Bay, particularly Imperial Beach and the Egger Highlands part of San 
Diego.   We also included the idea of building a “light house” type of structure on the Bikeway, possibly with a rotating 
non‐navigation light (blue?) to highlight the location but that could also be used as a daytime viewing platform for 
birdwatchers.   The South Bay is a favorite destination of those looking at unique waterfowl.    

An additional idea was to include floating houseboats that could be used as small shops, overnight lodging, and 
dining.   Sausalito, CA, Aberdeen Floating Village, Hong Kong, and Ha Long Bay Floating Village, Vietnam are tourist 
attractions with floating structures.   Houseboats for actual low cost housing would also be a possibility and tied to the 
current trailer park.   

I recently saw a report on efforts in Baja del Sur, Mexico to reintroduce a certain species of mangrove to help restore 
some wetlands.   Pond 20 could also include a tree restoration project, perhaps along the boundaries of the pond.  Tree 
growth would also help mitigate CO2 as part of an overall climate change environmental program.   

As the climate changes with expected sea level rise, dredging Pond 20 provides another location for seawater to 
expand.   Excavated material from the Pond could be used elsewhere in Imperial Beach to help build berms to protect 
the town from future flooding.    If there is insufficient seawater available to keep Pond 20 filled, excess water from the 
South Bay Water Reclamation Plant that is currently pumped off‐shore via the Ocean Outfall could be used to supply 
supplemental water, rich in nutrients, for possible aquaculture purposes in Pond 20.   

Such a project would be highly beneficial to Imperial Beach and the South Bay, both financially and environmentally.   It 
would certainly be a great improvement over the current hideous empty space that collects trash.    The decorative 
fence has improved it but the Pond is simply an eyesore.    

Such a project meets the PD 7 PMPU STANDARDS that include: 

 Allow for habitat restoration, habitat replacement, and
habitat enhancement to improve the quality of coastal 
resources and ecosystems. 

 Protect coastal wetlands and marine ecosystem areas
within this planning district. 

 Identify and potentially establish opportunities for
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mitigation banking, as appropriate. 

 Maintain connections between the Bayshore Bikeway 
and Tidelands within the planning district. 

 Coordinate bayfront access and uses with resource 
management agencies and the adjacent jurisdictions. 

 Allow aquaculture and blue technology activities where 
complementary to adjacent natural resources and where 
impacts are limited or mitigated. 
 
I believe this is a concept that should be included in the PMPU.   Pond 20 has been a neglected resource for too many 
years.   
 
Michael Williams 
Imperial Beach, CA 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Sue Steven <sue_e_steven@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 6, 2019 4:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: comments on port master plan update

I attended the Imperial Beach community discussion, but I am a resident of Coronado. The following are my comments 
on the Port master plan. 

1. Some of the staff were unaware of certain particulars of boating on the bay. For example, they did not know the
La Playa anchoring area north of the Southwest Yacht club had been closed, or that there has been a decrease in
anchorages in the bay over the last 10 years. My first recommendation is that all senior staff and all board
members should be boat owners. This is no different than many cities requiring their representatives and police
live in the city that they represent.

2. Regarding anchorages for pleasure boats, there need to be more established. One needs to be established
outside Chula Vista for example. More area of Glorietta bay needs to be expanded with short term anchorages,
and also more short term anchorage off the city piers. Create a better anchorage area off of the concert area
near Seaport village.

3. Restaurants adjacent to the water should provide “FREE” docking to guests. There are very few places in the bay
where you can boat to dinner. For example, Seaforth Boat rentals in Glorietta bay has a guest dock, but it is not
for the adjoining Boathouse restaurant. In addition Seaforth charges $20 for 2 hours!

4. There should be a grocery store with a dock in the Shelter Island area, or adjoining area, so boats could take
their dinghies to the store. This is really helpful for all the cruisers who come to San Diego prior to the start of a
long trip.

5. Access to the bay should include access for all types of boats and people, not just the rich. Charging $20 to park
your boat for 2 hours to go eat dinner is not accessible to most.

6. San Diego really has it all. Replacing quaint, cute, small, locally owned stores and restaurants along the bay with
all big shiny new  expensive ones will ruin San Diego’s character. This is the fear at the Coronado Ferry landing. If
the development turns off the locals, the restaurants and stores won’t survive the off season.

7. How about dredging (and marking) an “alleyway” for electric boats to cruise down towards the Salt plant, the
bird sanctuary and where the turtles congregate? There are over 50 electric boats in the Coronado Cays and
they don’t have many places to go. Creating this unique area, and limiting it to electric boats would encourage
clean boating in the south bay. Connecting it to Chula Vista marina would be great too.

8. We really need a first class senior/independent living/assisted living/nursing home complex somewhere on the
bay. Watching the boats go by when you are too old to sail them yourself, is very enjoyable. And it addresses
access for all, even if it is mostly visual.

9. All public docks should have free power to encourage more electric boats to get out of the neighborhood.
10. South Bay needs a fuel dock. Pier 32 Marina would be a perfect location.

Thank you for considering this input. If you need me to expand on any of the ideas, feel free to contact me.  
Regards, 
Sue Steven 
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From: barbara kramer <bonjour1bjk@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 11:50 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

To whom it may concern 

I am very concerned that relaxing the height limit on hotels on Shelter Island and adding 1,300 new hotel rooms 
could be catastrophic for our community. The addition of such an enormous amount of rooms will greatly impact 
traffic, the environment and quality of the neighborhood. Shelter Island and surrounding community of Point Loma is 
not condusive to your proposed plans. Access in and out of the area is very restricted in case of emergency/natural 
disaster. Please reconsider your proposed plan — 

Barbara Kramer 
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From: Linda Lynn <lindalynn@me.com>
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 10:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 
I live on the bayside of Point Loma and am concerned about relaxing height restrictions on Shelter Island. This would 
certainly have a negative effect on the view from many homes here. 
Also increasing the number of hotel units on Shelter Island would undoubtably increase traffic on Rosecrans, which is 
already heavily trafficked.  
Please retain Shelter Island as it is.  
Linda Lynn  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: lkennylaw@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 12:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: For your consideration...

Dear Port of San Diego, 

I have been a life-long resident of Point Loma.  I am now 50 years old and have watched the unrelenting development of 
our Peninsula, particularly of late.  Just because our area can be developed, doesn't mean it should.  My focus is to 
preserve the beauty of our area, the character that I love, I want what is special about Point Loma to remain and it seems 
that the Port and the developers are always looking for a way to take what is special and unique about our neighborhood 
and give it away to people who want to make more money.  It seems all you are looking to do is increase revenues, get 
more taxes and TOT money.  It seems irresponsible to relinquish our precious coastal resources to developers - what will 
we be left with?  I know the answer because I've been here for 50 years and watched the increase in unbearable traffic, 
loss of our open space, less trees and plants and natural land, less open air.  I've seen the streets become more crowded, 
the sidewalks, you have blocked our views and vistas, we have less parking or we are left with expensive and time limited 
paid parking.  Of course people want what we have - it is a special place - but please stop giving it away because you are 
taking it's many benefits away from the residents and burdening us in many ways. 

My family and I have been members of San Diego Yacht Club since the early 1970s and I wish to incorporate the 
following Comments on my own behalf.  I have added my own comments, but for the most part, the following is taken from 
the SDYC report on the April 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update Standards, beginning at PD1.1 (page 126) 
Narrow Scott Street Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 
(page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. West 
Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms East Shelter Island Subdistrict, 
Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms  

Like SDYC, I oppose these six proposals on the basis they are likely to substantially increase traffic congestion in the 
area: ● Scott Street is the primary alternative route to Rosecrans Street. Narrowing Scott Street will exacerbate already 
critical traffic delays along Rosecrans Street, which is the result of continuing residential and commercial development on 
Point Loma plus activity at the naval installations.  Anyone who knows PL knows that the Sub Base creates an extreme 
traffic situation for La Playa and all the way up Nimitz and out Rosecrans every morning and every afternoon/evening of 
the week.  We live on a Peninsula so ingress and egress is limited and this situation is not only maddening, it is unsafe. 
Sometimes it takes an hour to get from La Playa to the freeway - particularly 5 South around 3-4 p.m., but really 
throughout the day as well. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 693 hotel rooms in the West Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 1300 more
rooms to a planned total of 1993 (nearly tripling the total), will add substantial new traffic congestion on all local roads and 
additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. ● According to Port staff, there are currently 397 hotel 
rooms in the East Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 300 more rooms to a planned total of 697 will add substantial new 
traffic congestion on all local roads and additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island.  You cannot 
keep forcing our neighborhood to absorb endless new visitors, employees and their vehicles-there needs to be a stopping 
point - you have pushed us to our brink and it's making our neighborhoods less and less enjoyable to live in.  Please 
consider that we have already lived through NTC turning into Liberty Station, you've imposed multiple hotels in that area 
as well as permitted hotel growth on Rosecrans and  the Kona Kai keeps adding building after building and you have 
allowed the empty lots to become homes, the homes to become large apartment buildings, all with no concern for parking, 
neighborhood character and enjoyment of life for the people who live here. 

I feel like the height of buildings on Shelter Island had to have been set with a thought of consideration for the residents of 
Point Loma - Shelter Island sits between PL and it's views of the City and our beautiful Bay.  Why would you take that 
away from us?  Is there no longer any consideration for the residents?  Also, the relaxation of building heights that would 
be required to achieve this increase in hotel rooms would drastically change the character of Shelter Island and the 
surrounding community.  

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge Water and Land Use, 
Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina  
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Like SDYC, I vehemently oppose the inclusion of a Promenade or Walkway between the landside facilities of the club and 
the marina. SDYC has been a good neighbor to Point Loma and its residents and it enhances the community with it's 
maritime activities.  But by it's nature, a yacht club needs the ability to provide security to the boats and members.  There 
has never been public access, so why now would you consider such an intrusion - the members of SDYC would have a 
huge impact and it's not like the community is losing something it had, rather the club has occupied a coastal space 
without public access for over a century. This public access would be infeasible for several reasons: ● The current design 
of the clubhouse includes a deck that already extends over the water ● The club currently utilizes four cranes at two 
separate locations to launch boats, that are critical to daily sailing activities and without which SDYC could not host the 
many regional, national and international championship races and regattas that occur many times during a year. These 
cranes cross over the land/water boundary and would create a public safety hazard. ● Security would be impossible to 
maintain without the installation of substantial fencing or other obstacles, frustrating the whole point of the public access.  
 
● Note on page 126 under Standards, “The following standards apply to all water and land development and improvement 
within the Shelter Island Planning District, unless it is infeasible due to geographic or site constraints and/or inconsistent 
with public safety, security, or protection of sensitive coastal resources.” Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 
130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to Rosecrans St Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 
(page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on 
Anchorage Lane SDYC is supportive of the existing La Playa Trail and appreciates the Port’s intent to maintain it and its 
unique character. The trail currently connects to the intersection of Talbot St and Anchorage Lane at the western corner of 
our leasehold. The current space along our leasehold on Anchorage Lane from the curb to our fenceline, including our 
landscaped set back, is typically 12 feet or more. To increase the width of the walkway beyond the existing would impinge 
on existing facilities and not materially improve the walkway experience. Page 3 of 3 San Diego Yacht Club Comments on 
the April 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update Planning District Character (page 125) West Shelter Island 
Subdistrict, PD1.126 (page 130) Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive Shelter Island Planning Area, PD1.50 (page 
132) Intensify/Reconfigure Marine Sales and Services East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.63 (page 133) Encourage 
Marine Sales and Services Land Uses East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.65 (page 133) Allow Additional Commercial 
Uses on Shelter Island Drive and Harbor Drive Appealable Projects, Table PD1.1 (pages 134 and 135) 70,000 net new sf 
(West) and 20,000 net new sf (East) of non-water oriented retail The text of the paragraph titled Planning District 
Character states, “Shelter Island has historical ties to the boating and fishing community and is representative of how 
Public Trust uses can be integrated and add value to one another.” A key aspect of this are the commercial marine 
businesses on Shelter Island, which provide important support to the robust boating population of well over 2500 large 
boats in slips, plus probably an equal or larger number of smaller boats stored on land in the area or brought to Shelter 
Island and launched at the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. The seven references above both tout this important use, and 
potentially threaten it by expanding other commercial uses. SDYC strongly supports the Marine Sales and Services Land 
Uses to support the vibrant marine business and recreational environment. This issue also relates to the previously raised 
congestion concerns. If marine sales and services are not available in close proximity to boating use, travel to those 
resources will be increasingly necessary increasing the traffic along the two primary routes in and out of Shelter Island, 
Scott Street and Rosecrans St. Sequence Standards, PD1.44 (page 132) Reconfigure Anchorage Lane to create a larger 
development Parcel SDYC currently has a TUOP for a waterfront area currently used for boat storage (the area that 
formerly was the site of the famous North Sails Company). This is important storage capacity for the club, but it does not 
need to be waterfront. If Anchorage Lane were to be reconfigured, the club’s needs could be met adjacent to our current 
leasehold, but off the water, to free this for other development.  
 
Please consider that your plans for my neighborhood will negatively impact it's residents, including myself.  I am asking 
you to deny the proposed changes and let us live in peace without disruption of our way of life, the character of our 
neighborhood.  We already have a downtown with high-rise buildings.  Ours in not the same kind of space - it is a 
neighborhood - please don't ruin it any further for us.  You've crammed us in to the breaking point - remember that we are 
a peninsula and there is a limit to how much density we can handle and we probably passed that limit, in my opinion, 
about 15 years ago.  Make it stop for goodness sake. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the above. 
 
Lisa Kenny Cates 
Attorney at Law 
 
2366 Front Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619)234‐1910 
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From: Rodney Moll <rlm@trendsource.com>
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 10:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU comments

Dear Port of San Diego, 

Thank you for the PMPU Draft, and accepting public comment on it.  There are many fine ideas and aspirations outlined 
within it. 

I’ll limit my comments to height restrictions for Shelter and Harbor Islands.   There are many residents, including those 
of us in Mission Hills and Point Loma, who have views of the bay and beyond.   Where there are hotels over 30’ tall, the 
bay view is blocked, and instead of a waterway, we see the backside of a hotel.    Allowing more, higher hotels would 
certainly add tax base and more low paying service sector jobs, yet these benefits would come at a very high cost to us, 
the residents of the hillsides along the bay. 

Please consider us, the residents of San Diego, as the primary users of the bay.  Place our interest above those of hotel 
developers and those who would strive to monetize the mostly open bay view we enjoy today.   Keep and uphold the 30’ 
height restriction. 

Thank you kindly, 

Rodney Moll    
Resident, Mission Hills 
Business Owner; TrendSource, located along Pacific Highway employing 90 people 
Commercial Property Owner; Pacific Highway commercial office building 
SDYC Member, boat owner 

Rodney Moll  Chairman 
| M: 619.549.0739 | Disclaimer 
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From: Brian Marshall <bmarsh515@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 10:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposed to Point Loma/Shelter Island Plan

To Whom it May Concern, 

The plan to lift height restrictions and add hotel rooms will be catastrophic for the neighborhood. Traffic will be 
impossible, as it is already a major problem.  
The area doesn’t have the space to accommodate more volume. 
Also, you will destroy a community.  Point Loma is a family community, not downtown waterfront, which is built for 
tourism and entertainment.  
The biggest concern is the national security risk this plan would bring to the country’s southern most military presence.  
Please think with your brains and not your wallets before even considering this. Be a people for once, not more 
businessmen seeking to line your pockets.  The level of greed is out of control. Be human for once.  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Tess Jones <telojo2003@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 9:20 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: RE: National Security Risk of Tall Hotels at the mouth of the most Southern Naval Harbor-WRONG!
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From: Darrin Calin <dcalin11@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 8:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Do not allow hotels to break current Pt. Loma height restrictions. 

Darrin Calin 
Vice President of Operations 
Quake Global Inc.  
4711 Viewridge Ave. Suite 150 
San Diego, CA 92123 
1‐858‐277‐7290 x 228 (Office) 
1‐858‐245‐8886  (Mobile) 
DCalin@quakeglobal.com 
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From: Kerri DeRosier <kerriderosier@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 8:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: 'Dr. David DeRosier'
Subject: Feedback on Port Master Plan Update

Hello. 

Thank you for your work on the Port Master Plan Update. There are many features to be 
applauded, including more bike lanes, reconfiguring parking, planting trees, widening 
pedestrian thoroughfares, and adding to the existing water transit system. My husband and 
I recently took a walk to Seaport Village. On our hike back, we both laughed at how nice it 
would be to take a water Uber back to Point Loma! 

I live in Point Loma, and am concerned about a few proposals for Shelter Island, most 
notably this text: 

“Building height should be compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards.” 

We are in the Coastal Zone, which limits building heights to 30 feet. I would hate to see 
high-rise hotels on Shelter Island. Your report seems to pay attention to views, so this 
aspect seems to be a contradiction. 

On that same subject – how would you add 1300 hotel rooms to Shelter Island? 
Presumably with buildings that exceed the Coastal Zone height limit? It’s a concern. 

Thank you for paying attention to the La Playa Trail. I am in agreement with your 
improvements there. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Kerri De Rosier 



1

From: would be interested in renewing ONLY Randy Peterson subscription <lizpeterson@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: expansion by the Port District in Point Loma

As a long time resident I am adamantly against the proposed expansion of Shelter Island‐‐ 
adding more hotel rooms and relaxing the height restrictions..with more parking spaces. 
The Port District is lax about caring for this property…it has broken sprinklers and dead grass. 
Your homeless situation down there is appalling and will only encourage more broken down 
Motorhomes with the addition of more parking.  I never have understand why you don’t charge  
As do many of the north county lots. 
The traffic is horrible on Scott street and i understand you plan to cut those lanes down to 2 lanes. 
Any chance you have witnessed the traffic of 1500 cars going to and from the subbase?  You will  have 
A grid locked peninsula…all the time. 
Please don’t ruin our beautiful neighborhoods with more overcrowding  
Liz Peterson 
910 Gage Drive 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office pre
auto matic downlo ad o f this picture from the Intern

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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From: mkreeber <mkreeber@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan

I skimmed this very lengthy report. A summary with emphasis on specific areas affected would have been helpful. 
What totally stuns me however, is that I saw not one mention of climate emergency which seems to me to be one of the 
most critical issues facing the Port. 
Why the omission? Think we live in a Red State that denies it exists? 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Polly Tyndall <pollytyndall@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 6:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on proposals

If we don’t stop all this building, we will end up like LA.  Stop so we can all enjoy the space that is left.  Please. 

Polly 
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From: Shai Barak Jester <shai.barak@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 10:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan updates for Shelter Island / Point Loma

I am writing to comment opposing increased and relaxed height limits for development at shelter island, this will block 
the view from current residences and make money for hotels at the expense of people who live here. 

In addition to blocking the view, this will contribute to already congested roads.  

Please keep shelter island accessible to locals ‐‐ do not overdevelop hotels and increase the height limit do not convert 
parking to paid parking  

Thank you,  
Shai Jester 



July 10, 2019


Garry J. Bonelli, Chairman

Unified Port of San Diego

3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101


By Email:  PMPU@portofsandiego.org   

Copies:     Mayor Bailey, Coronado City Manager, Members of the Coronado City Council


Dear Chairman Bonelli and Unified Port Commissioners:


We are adding our names and full support to the following letter recently submitted to the 
Unified Port District:   

Objections to Port’s Proposed Master Plan of the Unified Port of San Diego (the “Plan”) for the 
North Coronado Subdistrict (the “Ferry Landing”). 

Letter and Email sent to Garry J. Bonelli, Chairman and Unified Port Commissioners submitted by the 
Coronado Village Homeowners Association, and the Coronado Coastal Conservancy, signed by Jennifer B. 
Rubin July 1, 2019. 

Furthermore, we would like to include the following additional objections: 

* The Plan does not address environmental justice issues

* The Plan does not support the Port’s “Climate Plan”

* The Plan does not support the Port’s “Values” of Fairness, Integrity, Teamwork and 

Transparency


Environmental Justice: 

The Port acknowledges that higher concentrations of air, water and noise pollution create public 
health burdens. With the massive size and scope of the Plan, the impacts will not only be felt by 
Coronado, but also by our neighboring communities, such as Barrio Logan, National City, Nestor 
and Imperial Beach.  


Traffic in and out of Coronado is mainly over the bridge or via the Strand. With more traffic comes 
more noise, more pollution, more safety issues. Barrio Logan and National City, our neighbors 
across the bay, will be heavily impacted even more than they are now. With only two entry and 
exit options available, the traffic impacts to our southern neighbors along the Strand such as 
Nestor and Imperial Beach will also be significant. The Navy’s expanding operations at North 
Island and the amphibious base will add even more traffic to our roadways.

 

And, with the Port’s additional plans to expand the shipyards, dock operations, commercial and 
recreational boating activities, the burdens to our health, and to the environment will be increased 
even more. Although the Plan indicates it can not address the Navy’s impacts, they should not be 
eliminated from the equation when considering the total, cumulative health and environmental 
impacts on the waterfront.
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Port’s Climate Plan: 

The Port gives lip service to a viable Climate Plan.


The Plan does not adequately address energy conservation measures, use of solar, wind power, 
water conservation, efficient and sustainable transportation options (electrical vs diesel for Port 
operations such as shipping and dock-side services), or sea level rising. 


The environmental impacts this Plan places on our climate are unacceptable. The Plan lacks the 
necessary measures to meet the  City of Coronado, City of San Diego, and State of California’s 
goals for reducing emission levels.


Fairness, Integrity, Teamwork and Transparency: 

In February a redevelopment plan by the Gensler Group (dated October 2018) was published in 
the Coronado Eagle. This leads us to believe that discussions about developing the Ferry 
Landing site between the leaseholders and the Port must have occurred months/years before.


Due to the outrage Coronado citizens expressed about the Plan, and lack of citizen involvement, 
a meeting was held at the Baptist church on March 5, 2019, to hear Commissioner Bonelli 
discuss the Ferry Landing project for the first time.


Commissioner Bonelli said the reason why he was called to the meeting was so he could “meet 
with the people who are the most impacted, the people closest to it. I want to start a 
conversation, the first of many, about what we can do. I’m trying to give a great waterfront to our 
residents.” 

“I met with Flagship Properties and they have renderings of what they think they would like the 
Ferry Landing to be. In looking at their piece of property, I’m interested, but can we do it better? 
There is more land on First Avenue, Instead of waiting and coming up with a full-scale plan, I 
want to get your input over the next year or so.”


“I pledge to keep you informed and to be transparent.” 

Unfortunately this has not been the case. The initial rendering became the Plan, with little, if any, 
input from the residents or from Coronado city officials.


Members of the Coronado community reported that at the Port’s June 27, 2019 “Waterfront 
Development Meeting” in Imperial Beach, no details were mentioned about the Ferry Landing 
project, and public questions and comments were not allowed. Furthermore, any citizen input 
needed to be made directly to the Port Commissioners. However, not one of the 
commissioners was at the meeting because apparently they do not attend open public 
meetings. 


We believe the entire process for the Plan was rigged from the start. The Plan was developed by 
the leaseholders, based entirely on generating revenue for themselves and for the Port’s self-
interest.
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* Fairness? Integrity? Teamwork? Transparency? All missing from the process. 

* Thorough evaluation of the impacts on the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens, and the 
protection of our coastal areas? Inadequate or not addressed.


* Obligations met under the “Doctrine of Public Trust” and maintaining the property for the 
benefit of “the people”?  Not happening. 

In conclusion: 

We support withdrawal of the Plan in its entirety and its replacement with a plan that is 
responsive to the objections of Coronado residents. We support better maintenance and 
the modest remodeling and modernization of the Ferry Landing. We support a project that 
maintains and enhances the village ambiance of the City, benefits and protects public 
health, safety and welfare, and protects our limited natural resources.   

Sincerely,


Stephanie S. Kaupp 

Sandor E. Kaupp

1133 1st Street

Unit #418

Coronado, CA 92118


Email: skaupp1@san.rr.com

Cell:  (619) 992-6436                                      
  

- 3 - 


mailto:skaupp1@san.rr.com


1

From: annestlouis4@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 9:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Port of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island

To whom it may concern, 
I am writing because I oppose the following 6 Port Master Plan Update to Shelter Island on the basis they are likely to 
substantially increase traffic congestion in the area. Further, any new development must adhere to current height 
restrictions. 

● Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street
● Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits West Shelter Island Subdistrict
● PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc.
● East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc.
● West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms
● East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms

Sincerely, 
Anne St Louis 
4421 Hill Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: kathy wileman <kdw2053@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 4:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Plans for the Ferry Landing and more

To Whom It May Concern: 
My name is Katherine D. Wileman and I am writing today regarding the proposed plans for the Coronado Ferry Landing, 
the Marriott and in general the northern port authority land along the Bay front of Coronado.  When I  was  10, my 
parents took our family around the world for thirteen months.  That year was 1963‐1964.  We visited wonderful cites 
and countries such as Paris, Venice, London, Rome, New Zealand, Polynesia, just to name a few of our many stops.  As 
an adult, I started returning to these places that had held so many beautiful memories.  Today I can say that over 
tourism has spoiled many of these cities, the countryside and the ambiance of these historical venues and wonders of 
our world. 

Iceland has closed its most famous river‐made canyon due to thousands of Justin Beiber’s fans flocking to the sight 
where he made a music video.  I watched the video in horror as I saw his disrespect for this beloved area. Reservations 
are now needed to swim in the Blue Lagoon. New Zealand will begin a tourist tax this year. Even if you are just passing 
through an airport in New Zealand en route to another destination, you will be charged approximately $35, no 
exceptions.  The Philippines closed Boracay, a beautiful and renowned beach resort.  I can list many more tragic effects 
of over tourism. Today I read that Paris will be banning all tour buses from the city center. The locals of these countries 
have been pushed out and are going  without because tourism was not controlled. 

We have an opportunity to learn from the situations that I have described.  No longer do we have a quiet Fall after Labor 
Day.  Our streets are already overburdened with traffic to and from the Navy base at least 3 times a 
day.  Spring/Summer tourism essentially begins March 1st.  We now pay for a Summer Shuttle bus with our tax dollars 
that could definitely benefit the residents of Coronado more than this shuttle does. 

I do not mind change.  Improvements need to be made and property maintained. But if the goal is to bring more 
tourists(day trippers/vacationers), it would have been nice to have included a group of citizens who represent our 
city.  As we read your proposed plan, those of us that live here come away with the sense that businesses and tourists in 
Coronado are more important to the Port than Coronado’s residences.  It isn’t a pleasant feeling.   

Sincerely, 
Katherine D. Wileman 

P.S. Perhaps it is time for a fee upon entering Coronado.  This might be one step towards recouping the dollars 
homeowners in Coronado “spend”  on the extra services required by the influx of visitors.  Just a thought. 

P.P.S.  The 4th of July brought thousands of visitors to Coronado the majority of which did not spend any money.  I 
watched in horror as they unloaded full size BBQs, tents, food coolers, generators on the beach, and speakers on stands 
as they set up in Centennial Park and the beach area for 7 or more hours before the fireworks.   

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Matthew Brown <matt@mattbrownperformancedesign.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 3:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Comments

To whom it may concern, 
Upon review of the Port Master Plan Discussion Draft it appears that a major component of the plan is the reduction of 
personal vehicle use.  To date the current mass transit and last mile transport is not effective or affordable.  That is why 
less than 5% of San Diegans are able to use it for their transportation.  If and when a transit system is implemented that 
is as good or better than the existing transportation system, I will gladly use it.  Until then, if you attempt to increase 
mass transit usage by making it harder to drive and park my car it will just make me angry and resistant to everything 
you are trying to do.  DO NOT DECREASE MY STANDARD OF LIVING! 

Cheers, 
Matt 

4621 Pescadero Ave, San Diego CA 92107 
P (619) 846‐9060  f (619) 224‐9027 
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From: Nadine Pekin <nadinepekin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 7:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan

To whom it may concern, 

I was alerted to the ports master plan and as a resident who was born and raised in the area I have concerns specifically 
regarding shelter island and the la playa trail.  

My 3 year old daughter and I walk the la playa trail a couple times a week and she loves the docks there. They are a 
staple of the community and I would very much like for them to stay. I don’t see a good reason to removed them.  

Secondly, I am very concerned about the wording about the changes to shelter island. I strongly suggest a specified 
height restriction at the height at or near the current hotels.  

The idea of hotels 8 stories high blocking the sight lines from Point Loma and la playa I feel would be an eyesore. The 
skyline we have now with lower buildings so that residents and visitors from the top of the hill down to the la playa trail 
can see out to the skyscrapers of downtown.  

Please consider revising your master plan with the best interest of the community in which you are planning in mind. I 
grew up here and I am not opposed to changes and upgrades. But taking away the historic docks and allowing massive 
hotels in shelter island would be a mistake.  

Thank you, 
Nadine Pekin 
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From: Corney, Steve <Steve.Corney@am.jll.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 9:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Comments

To the Port of San Diego, 

I am a resident on Anchorage Lane and have just reviewed the discussion draft of the PMPU. I have some serious 
concerns about the plan, primarily related to the concept of adding density of both buildings and people to an already 
congested area around Shelter Island. Specifically: 

1. The proposal for relaxing the building height limits to aid in the addition of 1300 new hotel rooms on Shelter Island
ignores the physical constraints of Shelter Island Drive and the surrounding roadways to handle the kind of traffic
which will be added to support those rooms. Those roadways are also used to move large and slow moving
vehicles towing boats to and from both the boatyards and the Shelter Island boat ramp. The additional vehicles
will make servicing the boating industry (yards and ramp) virtually unmanageable.

2. The proposed height limit increase also seems to be in conflict with the Port’s own preference for view corridors
and would substantially and negatively change the views/skyline of the bay while walking along The La Playa Trail
(which is supposed to be a “View Corridor” and “Scenic Vista.”

3. I am also a member of the San Diego Yacht Club (SDYC) and the proposal for a continuous water’s edge
promenade through SDYC is both dangerous to public safety and would render the club virtually useless in
providing many of its fleets and personnel/members, safe access to the water. Specifically:

a. The club has 4 cranes and 2 boat ramps (on both ends of the property) that are in near continuous
daytime use for the launch and retrieval of land-stored boats including all of the junior learning and racing
fleet boats as well as member-owned boats. For the same Public Safety reason that the Port is not
proposing a continuous walkway in front of the Shelter Island boatyards with cranes (who are
continuously launching and retrieving boats), should be the same with the yacht club operation. Not only
is this a significant risk to Public Safety, it is also a risk to children of our club members who are enrolled
in large programs (swimming, sailing, camp)  that they assume will be limited to the club grounds and with
no access to their children by the public.

b. These comments I believe apply to Southwestern Yacht Club as well.
4. I live on Anchorage Lane and do not oppose the creation of the proposed 12 foot wide walkway on Anchorage

Lane connecting the Talbot Street Walkway to Shelter Island Drive (though this would either make the roadway
too narrow or conversely eliminate a tennis court and parking areas at the yacht club). However, I object to having
both the new Anchorage Lane connector walkway AND the proposed water’s edge promenade connector just
adjacent at SDYC. It is redundant and as stated above, the water’s edge promenade is both unsafe for the public
as well as members and infeasible due to site constraints.

Sincerely, 
Steve Corney 

Steve Corney 
1056 Anchorage Lane 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Email address: steve.corney@am.jll.com  
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privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.
JLL Logo

One of the 2019 World’s Most Ethical Companies®  

Jones Lang LaSalle
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From: Terri Poulos <poulostm@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Terri Poulos
Subject: NO to Proposed changes to Shelter Island, Scott Street, Anchorage Lane etc.

We are OPPOSED to further growth and development in the Shelter Island and surrounding areas.  We have been 
property owners in Point Loma since 1980. We have worked at Naval Base Point Loma and other areas in Point Loma 
private businesses since 1976. Shelter Island has been a peaceful haven to visit and enjoy. Its character is special and 
provides a respite in a large city. Now, as senior citizens, we especially appreciate the calm atmosphere where we can 
drive there easily and find a parking place close to the grassy area and sidewalk.  As the city has grown and public areas 
are harder to maneuver around, we are more restricted in the public areas we can enjoy.  Shelter Island is a place we go 
several times a week just for some easy viewing and relaxing.  Please do not ruin this local paradise by allowing further 
development and high rise buildings and whatever else is proposed.  It is important to the quality of life for us and many 
others to preserve this special place in our community, especially when downtown and other waterfront areas are 
becoming increasingly over built and congested. Thank you for your consideration.  

Terri and Chris Poulos  
617 Savoy Street  
San Diego,  CA 92106 
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From: tcg2596@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 4:49 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: tcg2596@aol.com
Subject: Fwd: San Diego Port Master Plan

The comments in this note are in reference to PMPU Planning District 10, Coronado Bay Front North 

GENERAL 

The essence of public trust is accountability based on a transparent process that can be understood 
by ordinary citizens. While all may not reach similar conclusions the logic and rationale should be 
stated clearly so each individual can follow from premise to conclusion. In the Planning Document for 
District 10, Coronado Bayfront North, there are 21 "planning standards" presented that are a mixture 
of clear definitive statements that can be reasonably discussed (examples are PD 10.2, 10.3, 10.11, 
10.13, .....there are others but these are examples); some are ambiguous or confusing.....PD 10.9 
and 10.10 for example, appear to be contradictory; and, a few have no rationale provided that would 
allow for meaningful comment (PD10.19, 10.20).  But there is no overall concept of operation which 
integrates these various elements, although one must exist in the mind of the planner(s) or the parts 
are random elements devoid of context. The challenge is analogous to having a box of parts marked 
'some assembly required' without a schematic to guide the assembly effort. Because of this 
information gap there is a need for individuals to "fill in the blanks" to provide an appropriate 
response. 

The problem of incomplete information is also demonstrated in the vague information provided on 
what standards guide or control development. PD 10.9 and PD 10.10(which is language used in other 
planning districts also) include some general guidelines but appear in some ways to be contradictory 
and more broad than Baywide Standard 5d( p.114)....., while PD 10.10b is bureaucratic non speak.... 

"All major development and development should result in comprehensive, integrated development of 
commercial and public areas in a consistent landscaped setting" What does this mean??? 

However, the plan document references "Development Parameters" (p.250): 

             "Specific criteria for development facilities, or an activity. These may include criteria such as 
minimum and maximum widths, heights, square footages, setbacks, etc" 

If these standards were included in the document, public comment would be more informed. As 
development has taken place and is ongoing, these standards must exist today....why not include 
them??? 

There is much conversation locally about the Tideland Overlay Zone (TOZ), memorialized in 
Coronado as Chapter 86.39, which addresses some of the same standards issues included in the 
definition of "Planning Parameters". My understanding is that the TOZ was not incorporated in the 
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Coronado Land Use Plan approved by the Coastal Commission in 1983/1984 so it has no 
jurisdictional authority but given that the topic is one of great public concern and  the Development 
Parameters address some of the same topics why not include these parameters? Note the great 
specificity of the promenade width in various locations (PD 10.17, p. 235) with the amorphous 
descriptions in PD 10.9, PD 10.10 and many other planning standards. How can we know that the 
promenade should be 15 or 20 feet wide and provide no information on size, shape or location of 
structures?? 
 
There is minimal recognition of the residential character of the surrounding community or coordination 
with adjoining jurisdictions. There are some general references in Planning District Characteristics 
(p.232) but PD 10.3 is the only specific reference to coordination that I can find in the Planning 
Standards. I believe citizens expect more from elected and appointed representatives and their staffs 
to coordinate where there are clear impacts, producing a symbiotic result between and among them. 
As the majority of visitors will approach or enter from the land side rather than from the bay, 
consideration should be given to the orientation and elevations that these visitors will see. While the 
emphasis on "water facing" structures and activities is detailed there is nothing about how this design 
fits with the rest of the area. 
 
There is no proposed timing or sequencing of events nor that any development  would be subject to 
demand studies or coordination with other jurisdictions prior to implementing. The Planning Standards 
in several other districts do provide some timing/sequencing information. 
 
The maps are not to the same scale so that it is difficult to position some plan elements. The List of 
Figures Index (p6) does not align with the figures in the document. For Planning District 10 there are 
two figures cited in the index but three in the document(p. 230, 234 and 239) The figure on p.239 is 
identified as Figure 10.3 on the document but is listed as 10.2 in the index. I made adjustments for 
these identifications but it is concerning that I might be missing something. 
 
The plan calls for Major Redevelopment in two planning standards:  
PD 10.5 " Expand existing water accessible areas by requiring major waterside redevelopment and 
new development to provide overlooks and step-down areas, as well as maintain existing beach 
areas that enable users to touch the water" 
PD 10.7: Design and implement major redevelopment and new to orient open space towards the bay, 
and where feasible, adjacent to the bay" 
MAJOR REDEVELOPMENT is defined as....."cumulative demolition, modification, retrofit or 
replacement of 50% or more of major structural components or cumulative redevelopment of 50% or 
more of a development site"(p.236) 
 
The definition  goes on to say that cumulative 'is the sum over time' but there must be an overall 
concept that is an end goal......what is the end vision of buildings/ improvements, etc that will guide 
the interim decision process? This end vision should be defined in two ways: first, the guidelines for 
specific structures (development parameters, p.250) ; second, an overall plot plan showing the 
location of element positioning on the parcel. 
 
There are markings on Figure PD 10.3 (p.239) that indicate the area formed by 1st street on the 
north, 2nd street on the south, A ave on the east and B ave on the west is a subdivision boundary. 
The property inside of this area includes the City of Coronado public work building and a baseball 
field which is not in the Port Plan scope....just the street area. What is this? 
 
 
APPEALABLE PROJECTS (p. 237) 
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Each of the Appealable Projects is qualified by "up to" as in up to 350 net new hotel rooms, up to 
10,000 square feet of office space, up to 60,000 square feet of non-water-oriented retail, up to 12 net 
new vessel slips. 
As with the integration of the Planning Standards into an overall plan or vision, the use of "up to" 
implies that these elements are not mutually exclusive and that all, if approved, would fit on the site. 
The overall concept or rendering(s) that are viewed as possibilities should be included in the plan. 
This would not have to be an exhaustive listing or controlling for the future but just an indication that 
these elements work within the design parameters outlined. 
 
NON-DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE SPACE 
 
10,000 square feet of non-district office space is inconsistent with the Planning District Character 
(p,231).... 
"The Coronado Bayfront Planning District is a recreational crown jewel on the bay, providing strong 
public access to the shoreline, coastal-dependent activities, and passive and active open space as 
well as recreational opportunities" 
 
Non-district office space supports none of those objectives, does not represent the highest and best 
use of the site and creates additional pressure on parking as it would result in preemptive 
dedicated/reserved parking which further limits public access. Office space is readily available in the 
San Diego market and this element should not be included in the plan. It is a waste of public access 
possibilities. Why is it included? Was it requested? By whom? 
There is an existing oversized, unattractive office building on the site which should be significantly 
downsized or eliminated. On site administration can be handled with a small unobtrusive office with 
infrastructure and back office support functions located in a more office appropriate off site location. 
 
NON-WATER-ORIENTED RETAIL 
 
Up to 60,000 square feet of non water oriented retail including restaurants. The obvious question is 
how was the 60,000 number developed. Given that this type of development fits the mission of the 
site how did the specific number develop? Is there a formula or design criteria that was used? How 
does the 60,000 square feet fit with the Development Parameters (p.250)? 
 
MOBILITY HUB/PARKING FACILITY 
 
PD 10.12 (p.234) "Introduce a Local Gateway Mobility Hub near the Ferry Landing or located within 
one-quarter mile of major destinations. The mobility hub should connect to the nearby water-based 
transfer points by providing way finding and pathway connections. 
     a. Public parking and parking that serves commercial uses should be consolidated into a single  
parking facility which is integrated with the mobility hub" 
 
Comment: 
 
One of the design problems with the parcel called "ferry landing" is that development is unbalanced 
with the western portion having most of the commercial development and some of the parking while 
the eastern portion has the Il' Fornaio site, some administrative offices and a lot of parking....a 
development desert. There is also an anomaly in the development in that there is one structure 
between the promenade and the bay....all others are on the land side of the promenade. (This 
positioning appears to conflict with PD 10.17a) Relocating this structure, which currently houses the 
Pehoe's restaurant, would open a bay/San Diego city view similar to the view from Centennial Park at 
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the foot of Orange Ave, creating an additional "Window to the Bay" as defined on p.264 and a "View 
Corridor Extension" (p263) from the terminus of the existing intersection of 1st street and the existing 
access roadway west of A Ave. This would also allow for location of a mobility hub that aligns the 
ferry pier, the boat docking currently hidden on the bay beneath the restaurant site, MTS bus service 
which is at 1st street possibly 500-600 ft south of the site. It could serve as the 'center of gravity' for 
the parcel and also integrate with the existing contiguous surface level parking facility. It would also 
support PD10.1, PD10.5, PD10.6, PD10.7, PD10.11, PD10.18. Consideration should be given to a 
subsidized shuttle bus running along MTS route 904 to reduce local vehicle, cab and shared ride 
traffic. 
 
PARKING FACILITY (PD 10.12a, p. 234) 
 
There is currently a SURPLUS of parking at Ferry landing with a significant number of spaces rarely 
utilized. The lot at the west end of the parcel could be partially converted to open park space as the 
other parking is adequate for current needs. Also,  the west parking space is now misaligned based 
on the Water and Land Use Map (Figure PD 10.3) which indicates that about 50% of this space is 
"Recreation Open Space" and about 50% "Commercial Recreation". a smaller fraction of this area is 
currently Recreation Open Space.  
Parking requirements would be subject to demand studies and all possible efforts should be directed 
to minimizing the need. A consolidated parking facility should be mostly underground as included in 
Planning District 2 (PD2.5, p.114) with the top level being the  ground surface to maintain the 
ambience and views. Administrative parking should be moved off site with the elimination of the 
private office space and the attendant parking requirements thus enhancing public access. 
 
IF a parking facility, meaning structure,  is required there are three possible locations I can see that 
might be proposed: 
 
1) The area between A and B, north of 1st, west of the current Burger King and east of the existing 
access road from 1st. 
This location does not appear to be in any current view corridor but it would be directly in front of the 
view area created by the mobility hub. Free standing it would be a stark interruption of the 
environment interrupting the view created by the positioning of the mobility hub.and most likely look 
ugly.  
 
2) The area immediately north of Animal Services which currently has an Administrative Office 
building. 
 
3) The area at the northeast corner of the parking lot by Il' Fornaio. If this were one level under 
ground, one at ground level and one raised it would not obstruct current views any more than normal 
development. It would also move traffic to the eastern part of the parcel which would support 
commercial development in that area and better balance the site usage. 
The current Administration building would also be relocated off site.  
 
Any parking location should move traffic off the street and into the lot without backing up into the 
street. Currently parking accessed via the service road west of Animal Services accomplishes 
this.....the lot on the west end of the parcel does not and traffic frequently backs into 1st waiting to get 
in. Parking currently peaks on the 4th of July and the area handles that now which seems to make the 
need for parking expansion questionable. 
It would be helpful to understand the difference between 'public parking' and 'parking that serves the 
commercial uses' (PD10.12a, p.234). The planning standard calls for consolidating these into a single 
facility but, while there are multiple parking areas now there is no distinction between public parking 
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and commercial interest parking. Is this intended to indicate employee parking....office parking...pay 
parking. It is unclear what this distinction is intended to indicate 

HOTEL 

Hotel space is mentioned in the document in three places..... 

PD 10.19 (p.234) "Allow for additional hotel rooms with associated visitor serving uses at the existing 
hotel facility directly north of  Coronado Tidelands Park" 

PD 10.20 (p.234) "Allow for a mix of commercial uses and hotel development within the Commercial 
Recreation land use designation adjacent to the existing water based transfer point" 

APPEALABLE PROJECTS (p.237)    
Overnight Accommodations: "Up to 350 net new rooms with associated meeting space" 

Comment: 

The obvious question is why "......up to 350 rooms (p.237) in two physical  locations (PD 10.19 and 
PD 10.20)? 

There is no logical or economic rationale given for this proposed expansion or why it would be 
proposed to be split into two areas so to comment requires "filling in some blanks". I assume that 
there would be clear demand shown and that this type of development would be in the class that is 
coordinated with adjacent jurisdictions. 

The hotel business is both seasonal and cyclical with some value to scale based on purpose. This 
proposal should be more clearly defined with parameters that would trigger the need.......such as 
consistent occupancy levels indicating demand over time, inability to accommodate meeting groups, 
etc. 
However, if the research documents the requirement for additional space the expansion should be 
specified and limited to the existing hotel site.  

The current hotel facility has 273 rooms and 27 suites plus 21 meeting rooms with 44,871 square feet 
of space based on the operators website. If a second facility were constructed with "up to 350 rooms" 
in the Commercial Recreation land use designation it would create a similar size facility that would, in 
essence, be a competitor to the existing facility and basically compete for the same business as they 
would be comparable facilities. There is no value added in being able to attract larger groups or 
functions as the contiguous available meeting space would be the same in each.  
Expanding the current facility would provide greater flexibility in attracting various size groups as the 
added space could support it. It would also be possible to coordinate with conventions at the 
convention center by running a ferry shuttle from the water transfer point at this facility to the 
convention center. (This would be similar to the shuttle bus provided at Comic Con). 
An additional consideration for a hotel facility is vehicle access. Expanding the current hotel space 
would continue to allow direct access from the bridge without entering residential streets. Using the 
Commercial Recreation space for hotel expansion will generate additional vehicle traffic on the 
residential streets and intersect with the ferry landing day traffic which would create unnecessary 
congestion.Because hotel traffic and recreation/shopping/dining traffic are quite different in timing and 
volume it is best to maintain the separation that currently exists when addressing future hotel 
expansion. 
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Creating "critical mass" to do more or different things is preferable to having two facilities that can 
only do what is currently being done. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
1) There should be an additional public comment period for Planning District 10 after the comments 
submitted by July 31, 2019 are evaluated and incorporated, as appropriate, into a revised draft. 
Additional detail and granularity in a revised draft will assist in developing better public input. There is 
currently significantly greater specificity in the standards listed in Planning Districts 1,2,3 for example. 
The additional input should be in an open period with written comments allowed again.....limiting input 
to an oral discussion at a meeting does not provide for adequate time to have a dialogue 
comprehensive enough for the issues involved. 
 
2) A multi-decade plan requires a vision into which parts can be fitted in over time. A collection of 
elements assembled over time needs a context. While the context can be revised over time to 
accommodate new thinking there must be a starting concept of operation. Again, in other Planning 
Districts, there are recommendations for sequencing standards: District 1 (PD1.40 to 1.42, p. 
131),  District 2 (PD 2.23 to 2.25, p.143) and District 3 (PD 3.45 to PD 3.51, pp. 167-168) In one 
instance the sequencing is imbedded in the Planning Standard(PD3.39, P. 167) This guidance 
provides greater context and orientation for the plan. 
 
3) The plan draft identifies the 'what' pretty well. There are many gaps in the articulation of 'why' and 
considerable ambiguity in defining 'where'. Some examples:  
 
 * Why the specific numbers on hotel rooms, office space and commercial retail space? Are they the 
result of  research studies, staff recommendations or requests from private interests....? 
 
 * If all of the elements identified are approved what does the result look like? What are the options for 
putting the hotel, office space, retail space, mobility hub, etc. on the available land. One of the great 
challenges in commenting on the plan draft is this lack of context......'if you don't know where you are 
going any path will get you there'(Lewis Carroll). There must be some result or range of results that 
are considered possible.  The public should have the opportunity to comment on these.   
 
 * Long term plans are always subject to revision based on changing circumstances and new 
information. Approving a long term plan with so many vague specifications in my view is not good 
public policy. One example, the public is given the exact requirements for the width of the promenade 
but only amorphous standards on the potential dimensions, shape  or location of buildings. It 
potentially results in obfuscation. 
 
 
4) There should be more specifics regarding coordination with adjoining jurisdictions. There is some 
reference to this topic in PD 10.2 and PD 10.9 and PD 10.10 but there is a broader implication for the 
economic vitality of the adjoining city. Hospitality business--which the plan has major elements of---is 
an important part of the local economy. I believe that transient occupancy tax, sales tax, property tax 
are some of the significant contributors to the Coronado budget. Development that complements 
existing development is a potential economic plus where all can succeed. However, without 
coordination between jurisdictions there is the potential for redundancy or oversupply that 
cannibalizes and results in a lower result for all or failure for some. The combination of the current 
Hotel Del expansion, the up to 350 hotel rooms in Planning District 10 and the 360 hotel rooms in the 
Silver Strand District (PD 9.7) would add over 850 rooms to the Coronado supply....equivalent to 
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adding almost three facilities the size of the current Marriott! Is there an economic model that 
supports this level of expansion? What are the collateral impacts that are considered? 
 
5) Avoid the over commercialization/privatization of the bay front. There is a heavy emphasis on 
commercial in the development plan for the areas identified as commercial recreation but many 
require payment or ownership for public enjoyment. Currently in the stretch of bay front from the 
western edge of the sandy beach to Tidelands Park there are three water transfer points: the ferry 
pier used by the Broadway and Convention Center ferry, a public access pier with berthing for about 
12 boats, and a pier at the hotel location which looks private as it has hotel equipment and a gate for 
access. For the non-boat owners, there are just 4 benches facing the bay, only one of which has a 
small concrete pad adjacent to it that would accommodate a wheelchair. Also, there are several 
lookouts. None of those have seating, which would be a great amenity for the many older people that 
frequent the bayfront. 
There is a dedicated skateboard park for those who use it but no comparable facility for dogs which 
are more numerous. There are large numbers of bicyclists but there is no obvious 'bike corral' to lock 
a bike while enjoying the bay. 
 
Susan Orlean writing about libraries in the recently published "The Library Book" says at one point: 
 "The publicness of the public library is an increasingly rare commodity. It becomes harder all the time 
to think of places that welcome everyone and don't charge any money for that warm embrace" (p.67, 
The Library Book, c.2018, Simon & Schuster) Apply the concept to the Coronado bayfront. 
 
The intense focus on commercial development in this planning district may not serve the larger 
public. 
 
 
 
 
Tom Gorey 
1101 1st Street 
Coronado 
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From: Bill Burton <bill@burton.works>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 1:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Comments

To the Port of San Diego, 

I am a resident on Anchorage Lane and have just reviewed the discussion draft of the PMPU. I have some serious 
concerns about the plan, primarily related to the concept of adding density of both buildings and people to an already 
congested area around Shelter Island. Specifically: 

1. The proposal for relaxing the building height limits to aid in the addition of 1300 new hotel rooms on Shelter Island
ignores the physical constraints of Shelter Island Drive and the surrounding roadways to handle the kind of traffic
which will be added to support those rooms. Those roadways are also used to move large and slow moving
vehicles towing boats to and from both the boatyards and the Shelter Island boat ramp. The additional vehicles
will make servicing the boating industry (yards and ramp) virtually unmanageable.

2. The proposed height limit increase also seems to be in conflict with the Port’s own preference for view corridors
and would substantially and negatively change the views/skyline of the bay while walking along The La Playa Trail
(which is supposed to be a “View Corridor” and “Scenic Vista.”

3. I am also a member of the San Diego Yacht Club (SDYC) and the proposal for a continuous water’s edge
promenade through SDYC is both dangerous to public safety and would render the club virtually useless in
providing many of its fleets and personnel/members, safe access to the water. Specifically:

a. The club has 4 cranes and 2 boat ramps (on both ends of the property) that are in near continuous
daytime use for the launch and retrieval of land-stored boats including all of the junior learning and racing
fleet boats as well as member-owned boats. For the same Public Safety reason that the Port is not
proposing a continuous walkway in front of the Shelter Island boatyards with cranes (who are
continuously launching and retrieving boats), should be the same with the yacht club operation. Not only
is this a significant risk to Public Safety, it is also a risk to children of our club members who are enrolled
in large programs (swimming, sailing, camp)  that they assume will be limited to the club grounds and with
no access to their children by the public.

b. These comments I believe apply to Southwestern Yacht Club as well.
4. I live on Anchorage Lane and do not oppose the creation of the proposed 12 foot wide walkway on Anchorage

Lane connecting the Talbot Street Walkway to Shelter Island Drive (though this would either make the roadway
too narrow or conversely eliminate a tennis court and parking areas at the yacht club). However, I object to having
both the new Anchorage Lane connector walkway AND the proposed water’s edge promenade connector just
adjacent at SDYC. It is redundant and as stated above, the water’s edge promenade is both unsafe for the public
as well as members and infeasible due to site constraints.

Sincerely, 

Wm Burton, FASLA 

william burton | FASLA 
burton.works 

m. 858 342 8706 | w. www.burton.works

a. 307 s cedros ave solana beach ca 92075 
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From: Kay Spafford <kayspafford@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 4:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: New proposals for Pt. Loma and Shelter Island

to the committee: 

In my opinion, the city and port of San Diego are proposing too many drastic changes to this area too 
fast.  There is barely time to absorb and research one proposal before there is another one!  Point Loma and 
Shelter Island have both been wonderful places for locals to gather and enjoy, as well as the tourists.  With the 
airport changes, the changes coming to the Midway/Sports Arena area and Pacific Highway and, now, 
changes to Shelter Island (higher buildings, more hotel rooms with higher prices, and smaller roads) you are 
changing the character of our neighborhood and I disagree with the current plans. 

Kay Spafford 

kayspafford@cox.net 

3535 Wilcox Street 

San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Kellin Maurine Chatfield <kmchatfield@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 4:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Response to Port Plan for Shelter Island

  To Whom it May Concern, 

I write with concern and disappointment over the proposed plan for Shelter Island. It suggests a reckless desire for 
change for change's sake that is impractical and not appropriately tailored to meet the stated goals of the Port. 

The Shelter Island area is already a vibrant waterfront community with a rich history that has contributed recognition for 
the community and city.  The proposed plan would interfere with many of the institutions and services that support the 
community, interfere with the operations of established tenants, and increase traffic congestion with little to no 
practical improvements. 

First, I am concerned by the apparent reduction in the amount of space intended for commercial and sport fishing and 
maritime services (PD 1.126, PD 1.5, PD 1.63, PD 1.65).  This is an integral part of our waterfront and without adequate 
space reserved for these purposes, the very nature of the waterfront you seek to preserve would be undermined.  By 
contrast, the plan to add additional hotel rooms to the area and increase building height appears counter to the 
proposals elsewhere to reduce parking, constrain traffic flow by removing traffic lanes, and protect "view 
angles."  Shelter Island, unlike Harbor Island and Downtown, is not conveniently located near the attractions of 
downtown and has limited ingress and egress due to geographic constraints.  Thus, it is not the proper venue to expand 
hotel rooms or increase building height limits. 

Second, and moving along the map, the proposal to add walkways between the land facilities and water facilities for San 
Diego Yacht Club and Southwestern Yacht Club is counterproductive and provides no apparent benefit (PD 1.12 and 
1.5).  There is already ample access to the waterfront throughout Shelter Island.  The already‐existing public walkways 
along Anchorage lane and San Antonio are scenic and a more direct route to the water access than the circuitous new 
pathways proposed in the plan.  Separating the land and water facilities at these clubs would interfere with their 
operations.  Such walkways would require added, tall security fences and protections that would undercut the very 
access you seek to provide.  The walkways would also be dangerous as they would interrupt boat launch 
operations.  Importantly, the walkway would interfere with space dedicated to youth sailing programs, which are not 
restricted to the membership at these clubs and which are responsible for developing world‐class sailors and 
Olympians.  In particular, I see no safe way to continue launching activities for boats supporting San Diego's local high 
school, college, and other sailing teams.  Further, the proposed walkways would not be possible given the long‐standing 
structures and building facilities that these clubs have maintained for decades.  Likewise, the expansion of the trail on 
Anchorage Lane is not practical and not necessary given the amount of traffic.  Even if pedestrian traffic in the area 
quadrupled over the next five years, the number of people benefitting from the new "access" trails would be far 
outweighed by the negative impact. 

Third, the removal of all private piers within two years of adoption (PD 1.31) does not appear to meet any stated 
goal.  There is no alternative development or use proposed for those areas and no qualifier or exception for piers that 
are safely and well maintained.  These piers provide scenic benefits to the public and do not limit anyone's right or 
ability to access the shoreline.   

The Shelter Island community has a rich history and tradition and I welcome plans and proposals to engage the public 
more in the City's rich history of fishing, competitive sailing, and boating of all kinds and to foster an appreciation of the 
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natural beauty along the La Playa Trail.  The proposed plan largely ignores these goals and proposes changes that would 
only benefit the hotels, not the community.  I urge the Port to reconsider. 
 
Best, 
 
Kellin Chatfield Nicoletti 
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From: Niki McDonald <kat.n.mcdonald@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 11:09 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Discussion Draft

With attention towards Coronado's NIMBYs ‐  

As stated by the UT on July 12, 2019 - "The Port of San Diego’s proposal to add hotel rooms and increase 
density along Coronado’s Ferry Landing has locals worrying about the impact of more traffic and tourists."  I 
find this statement worrying for several reasons, as I will lay out in this comment. 

1 - The locals of Coronado seem to forget what the island's intended purpose was when it was first developed 
in the late 1800's.  When Elisha Spurr Babcock and Hampton L. Story bought Coronado for $110,000 in 1886, 
their sole intent was to create a resort community where tourists and locals alike could enjoy the natural beauty 
that San Diego beaches have to offer.  Hotel Del Coronado was built in 1888 to attract the most desirable of 
tourists and spend their hard-earned disposable income in San Diego, rather than at our rival beach cities to 
the north.  Tent City housed over 1,000 tents for recreational activities including swimming facilities, carnival 
booths, a Ferris Wheel, aquaplaning, sailing and numerous other activities for families to enjoy through 
1939.  Coronado used to attract prominent personalities including the Duke of Windsor, Thomas Edison, 
Charles Lindbergh, more than a dozen US Presidents, and celebrities such as Charlie Chaplin, Clark Gable, 
Rita Hayworth, Marilyn Monroe, and more.  For purely selfish reasons, the current inhabitants of the island 
would rather sacrifice this cherished history in order to keep non-locals out, which I find extremely posh and 
short-sighted.   For those of us who don't own million-dollar, ocean front real estate, affordable access to the 
beautiful landscapes on the island remains essential.   

2 - I'm sick and tired of hearing NIMBYs complain about the crowding in San Diego's desirable 
neighborhoods.  Yes, we are in a housing crisis.  Yes, we are in a funding crisis.  Yes, our roads are crumbling 
and our bridges are aging and our transportation needs continue to go ignored.  Who do they think is going to 
pay for all these improvements?  The residents of San Diego are already taxed enough as it is and that is the 
primary reason we need TOURISTS.  In 2018, 35.8 million visitors came to San Diego and directly spent a 
collective $11.5 BILLION at thousands of local businesses.  Tourism is the region's second largest traded 
economy, employing 194,000 locals (13% of all jobs in the region).  Tourists contribute a total of $19 billion in 
economic impact.  Last fiscal year, the County collected $306 million in TOT revenue, which goes directly to 
paying for road improvement, police, fire safety, lifeguards, parks, and other essential services.  The taxes 
spent by tourists saves each resident of San Diego over $500 a year in additional taxes.  Do the people of 
Coronado believe they are exempt from their share of these public services?  Do the people of Coronado 
believe they could survive on their island without these essential services??  Do the people of Coronado prefer 
to pay out of pocket in the form of higher taxes to pay for these services??  The answer to these questions is 
obviously NO, and therefore their argument to repel tourists from their slice of paradise is null and void.  When 
you live in paradise, you must accept the sacrifices demanded by such a beautiful location, ie, take your share 
of the tourists!!  Why should the rest of us hard-working, tax-paying citizens have to bear the burden of the 
tourists simply because we cannot pay for access to private beaches and the ear of our local 
representatives?  The Port is proposing an additional 350 hotel rooms to be built on the island - that's less than 
0.6% of the total hotel room supply (62.5 thousand rooms in total) in the County.  Let's be real, they're 
choosing to die on the wrong molehill here... 

3 - The residents of Coronado benefit from all the greatness San Diego has to offer and expect to be exempt 
from the downsides simply because they are wealthy.  This is ridiculous, and as a modest middle-class 
homeowner from East County, I'm tired of seeing the preferential treatment our government officials shower 
down upon the rich.  They can't have their cake and eat it too.  There are roughly 24,000 people living on the 
island.  That's 0.7% of the County's population.  Are we really going to allow 0.7% of the population dictate how 
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the 2nd largest local economy shall operate?  Their influence on the matter seems vastly skewed in their favor 
because of their wealth, and to an outside observer, this preferential treatment is highly suspect.  Government 
officials shall not show them favor because of their wealth, full stop. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kathrine McDonald 
San Diego native, SDSU alum, homeowner, tax-payer, stakeholder 
858-216-5796 
El Cajon, 92021   
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From: Garry Bonelli
Sent: Saturday, July 13, 2019 8:43 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Objection to Port's Proposed Master Plan-North Coronado

From: Jeri Hickman 
Sent: Saturday, July 13, 2019 8:51:19 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Garry Bonelli 
Subject: Objection to Port's Proposed Master Plan-North Coronado 

Mr. Bonelli‐ The Port is proposing change to the character and charm of the Ferry Landing neighborhood. The proposal 
of a Hotel and/or Music Performance Center is not in keeping with the charm of the involved location. Please consider 
another restaurant such as a beautiful Cohn Restaurant or something like Point Loma Seafood for that location. 
I spent 32 years working for CalTrans Legal Division and represented the taxpayer’s. The safety issues and traffic 
congestion that would be created by the addition of the Port’s current proposal are too numerous to list here. I live in a 
residence close to the Ferry Landing. Please consider another option for that location. I have polled the 22 owner’s at my 
condo complex. All are opposed. 
Sincerely, 
Jeri L. Hickman, Regatta Bay 
120 C Ave. Unit 306 
Coronado, CA 92118 
(619) 888‐4945
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From: John Sexton <drjohnsexton@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 13, 2019 9:14 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan for the Coronado Ferry Landing

While updating the Coronado Ferry Landing is indicated, the Port would harm the many residents who live in 
close proximity to the proposed expansion of the Ferry Landing.  Residents already suffer from the excessive 
noise related to delivery trucks and near gridlock from the many vehicles visiting the Ferry Landing.  Vehicle 
exhaust has worsened the cardio-pulmonary health of those living nearby.  The carcinogenic properties of the 
idling diesel engines and truck refrigeration units almost assuredly have worsened our health.  Peer-reviewed 
articles in prestigious medical journals point the harmful health effects of the pollutants that emerge from 
commercial overbuilding in residential communities.  Please update, don’t overbuild.    

Dr. John Sexton 
1099 1st Street, Coronado 
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From: Tess Jones <telojo2003@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 13, 2019 7:21 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: RE:Approval needed by Secretary of the Navy and Homeland Security for proposed "Battery" at 

mouth of harbor

This is like building a Battery against the USA security. We saw what happened at the Mandala Bay Hotel in Las Vegas 
shooting. 
It was the deadliest shooting in USA history. 
That is why through out history militaries have built Batteries at the entrance to a harbor. This is too close to the 
entrance to our harbor and North Island. You need to get this approved by the Secretary of the Navy and Homeland 
Security.  
This is a few peoples greed over National Security. This needs to be looked at by smarter people who are not just greedy. 
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From: Dawn <dmmitchell@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 9:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port plans 

Dear confused planners,  
The current residents of the Point Loma area do NOT want the height limits of new buildings removed. We do not want 
you to continue taking parking away for bike lanes that are rarely used. LISTEN TO THE RESIDENTS AND NOT THE 
GREEDY BUILDERS!   
We are on a point...meaning there is no other way out. You plan to add more and more people to an area that is already 
overpopulated and too congested. YOU ARE DESTROYING OUR QUALITY OF LIVES JUST TO PUT MORE MONEY INTO THE 
POCKETS OF HOTEL BILLIONAIRES!   
Not all of us want a bigger city. Not all of us want more people living and visiting SD. Not all of us want to sit in traffic 
longer.  We do not want the miseries of LA and that is exactly where you are heading. I have been leaning towards 
leaving SD. I’m tired of paying so much money to live in an area that I can’t even enjoy anymore because of the traffic 
and rapidly growing population. Our natural treasures are no longer enjoyable when you have to shuffle through the 
scooters and bikes littering our streets, harassed by the homeless drug addicts that you seem to turn a blind eye to, to 
get to a place overexposed by social media and overrun with morons trying to get their perfect Instagram picture.  
ENOUGH!  Let’s focus on the residents of this city and not the expansion of tourism to only benefit a few.  
Dawn Ziegler 
Home owner in 92107, business owner, contributing member of society 
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From: NA NA <herbglynda@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 10:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Port  of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island

To  Whom it may Concern: 

I am writing because I oppose the following 6 Port Master Plan Update to Shelter Island on the basis they are likely to 
substantially increase traffic congestion in the area. Further, any new development must adhere to current height restrictions. 

● Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street

● Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits West Shelter Island Subdistrict

● PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc.

● East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc.

● West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms

● East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms

Sincerely,  

Glynda L. Hronesh 

3113 Dickens Street, Apt. A 

San Diego, CA 92106  
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From: Jim Ferris <ferris.jl@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 9:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FERRY LANDING RENEWAL

Input on Long Term Port Plan for Coronado Bayside 

Yes, the Ferry Landing shopping complex needs some updating but your plans are outrageous 
and I am strongly opposed.  

Another hotel here?  10,000 square feet of new office space?  A transportation hub for the area 
with new ferry service crossing the bay?  Are you nuts? 

Your report has some nice words about your objectives, but it appears the overriding [and 
unmentioned] objective is to make more money for the Port. 

Are any of you old enough to have visited Fisherman's Wharf in San Francisco in the 60's?  What 
a nice place to visit.  A real gem for the city and for the nation.  Been there lately?  Nothing nice 
there.  Capitalism ran amok there and made that place look like any other tourist place in the 
country that happens to sit on water.  Same buildings, same re4staurants, same traffic mess, 
same unpleasant experience.  A consultant to Coronado once said that if we make our city a 
great place for the citizens,  the tourists will love it's uniqueness and charm.  Make it for the 
tourists and you have nothing special to attract them as it will be a copy of every other tourist 
locale in the country. 

I strongly oppose your plan as it negatively impacts everything here on the Bayside.  What is 
your vision?  How will this be better for Coronadans?  Who will gain from new hotels, office 
space, transit hub other than the Port's coffers.  You tout new jobs but your plan to destroy 
Coronado Bayside as we know it [and Shelter Island, I might add] can not justify the few jobs 
created.   

At one time, San Diego had visionary leaders who saw the value of parks and open space and 
neighborhoods as a way for San Diegans to enjoy life as well as attract tourists.  Think of the 
commercial opportunities and tax revenue if San Diego elders had simply agreed to carve up 
Mission Bay Park for industry or other commercial establishments.  But they did not.  They had a 
greater vision than making money.  Your Port plan reminds me again how great those leaders 
were and how mercenary the current Port Board is acting as it grinds up open space and 
neighborhoods in the pursuit of more money. 

James Ferris 
Coronado 
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From: kellyppowell <kellyppowell@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 4:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan Update - Comments

To whom it may concern: 

I just reviewed the Port’s Master Plan Update and wanted to provide my feedback during the open‐comment period. 

On one hand, I think that some of the proposed changes seem like they will improve the area.  Specifically, I would 
welcome enhancing the area with bike lanes and adding a multi‐use path to connect Shelter Island to Spanish Landing 
Park.  These changes seem to be in keeping with the way Point Loma residents (of which I am one) live their active lives. 

However, I am very concerned about any plan that would relax the height limit on hotels on Shelter Island; the height 
rules are in place for the good of everyone and should be used to ensure that all builders play by the same rules.  I also 
believe that adding up to 1,300 new hotel rooms would be catastrophic for our community, which already faces 
significant congestion, especially when expansion of roadways is limited by our geography/topography.  Lastly, I would 
be worried about transitioning any parking to diagonal parking – backing out of diagonal spaces is inherently dangerous 
with car traffic (e.g. blind spots), but especially dangerous given the increase of bike, foot, scooter traffic where backing 
into a person could be life‐ending.  I would also be opposed to any change to the number of currently existing free 
parking spaces – Let’s make sure San Diego remains accessible to people at all income levels. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Kelly Powell 

4662 Coronado Ave 

858‐449‐2048  



 
From: Kitty S 
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 12:21:40 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Michael Zucchet; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama 
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing 

While updating the Coronado Ferry Landing is indicated, the Port would harm the 
many residents who live in close proximity to the proposed expansion of the Ferry 
Landing.  Residents already suffer from the excessive noise related to delivery trucks 
and near gridlock from the many vehicles visiting the Ferry Landing.  Vehicle exhaust 
has worsened the cardio-pulmonary health of those living nearby.  The carcinogenic 
properties of the idling diesel engines and truck refrigeration units almost assuredly 
have worsened our health.  Peer-reviewed articles in prestigious medical journals 
point to the harmful health effects of the pollutants that emerge from commercial 
overbuilding in residential communities.  Please update, don’t overbuild.    

  

Kitty Sexton  

1099 1st Street, Unit 306 

Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Korla Eaquinta <korlajane@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 7:53 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan update.  My 
specific concerns include the heigh limit,  traffic and congestion and parking. 

PLEASE respect the 30’ height limit on Shelter Island.  California voters overwhelmingly approved Prop D and they 
continue to support it.  Relaxation of this sacrosanct height limit will drastically change the character of Shelter Island 
and the surrounding community.  We do NOT want our coastlines to end up looking like Miami!   

Adding many more hotel rooms will only make traffic on Rosecrans, Scott St. and Shelter Island Drive worse than it 
already is.  Residents of Point Loma cannot get in and out of the area at certain times of the day due to traffic and 
congestion now.  A major question remains, “What if there is an emergency and we need to evacuate?”  There is one 
way in and one way out.  PLEASE consider traffic and congestion impacts with future development.  Be good neighbors 
and respect the long time residents who live just up the street. 

Parking on Shelter Island is another concern.  This is a wonderful place for people to come to the beach, playgrounds, 
fish on the dock, launch boats, marine business and for recreation in many forms.  IF there is no parking, then the public 
cannot enjoy this wonderful resource.  Please provide for open space and a convenient way for people to enjoy this 
wonderful area and do not put additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

Thank you, 

Korla Eaquinta 
korlajane@icloud.com 
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From: Janie/Al Hansen <janiealhansen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 12:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado

Dear Sir or Madam: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan of the Unified Port of San Diego (the “Plan”) for the North 
Coronado Subdistrict (the “Ferry Landing”). 
Summary of Objections 
1. Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado is primarily a residential neighborhood entirely unsuitable for
additional commercial development.
2. The Plan proposes to materially and permanently destroy the bay and coastal areas.
3. The Plan will irreparably burden Coronado’s infrastructure serving city residents.
4. The Plan will inhibit access to coastal recreational and other resources.
5. The Port proposes profound changes to the character, charm and habitability of the Ferry Landing property and the City
of Coronado.
It would appear that the Port is the sole proponent of the proposed Draft Master Plan and that the uniform and unified
opposition to it informs and most importantly drives the next steps in this process – which is the withdrawal of the Plan in
its entirety and its replacement with a plan that is responsive to the objections outlined below.
Basis of Objections
I object to the Plan because it poses:
• material detrimental impact to the health and welfare and living environment of Coronado residents;
• enduring and permanent damage to our diminishing and fragile environment and eco-systems encompassing the area;
• threats to Coronado’s existing City infrastructure, which currently inadequately supports existing population and traffic
density; and
• interference with access to the Bay and the recreational activities associated with unrestricted Bay access.

Sincerely, 

Allen Hansen 
Address: Email Address:janiealhansen@gmail.coim 

Phone:6198894540 
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From: David Pitta <dpitta@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 1:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: David Pitta 
Subject: Comments on Port of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island

Expires: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 12:00 AM

To whom it may concern, 
I am writing because I oppose the following 6 Port Master Plan Update to Shelter Island on the basis they are likely to 
substantially increase traffic congestion in the area. Further, any new development must adhere to current height 
restrictions. 

● Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street
● Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits West Shelter Island Sub-district
● PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc.
● East Shelter Island Sub-district, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc.
● West Shelter Island Sub-district, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms
● East Shelter Island Sub-district, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms

Sincerely, 
David Pitta 
959 Temple Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Leibbrandt, Helmut <helmut.leibbrandt@puma.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 9:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Re: Port Master Pan Update

Dear Sirs and Madams from the Port Authority, 
I am owner of a very nice Condo within Sapphire Building – 1262 Kettner Blvd ‐ #1602. I have invested a 
lot of money in the location and view! I am very supportive of your project nevertheless we cannot 
compromise the view which was included in the Downtown Community Plan when I bought. 

I really appreciated if you take my below arguments into considerations. 

1.The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street,
Broadway and E Street. There is no mention of the A Street view corridor, which is an
established view corridor and is included in the Downtown Community Plan
The PMPU needs to preserve the A Street view corridor.
2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of
the County Administration Building
Any such addition cannot compromise the A Street view corridor, i.e. no larger
footprint.
3. The plan proposes the District's acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities
Engineering Command building at 1220 Pacific Highway to build a "Local Gateway
Mobility Hub"
Any development of the property between the Grande North Townhouses and the
Wyndham Hotel cannot compromise the views for Sapphire Tower residents
towards the Bay, i. e. any new or altered building cannot be taller.

Best regards, 

Helmut Leibbrandt  

Senior Vice President, Supply Chain Management & Logistics - Americas 
T +1 978-698-1220 
C +1 978-996-3780 
helmut.leibbrandt@puma.com 
PUMA North America Inc 
10 Lyberty Way 
Westford, MA 01886 
USA 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______ 
This communication and its contents are being sent without prejudice. Further, the information contained in this 
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communication is confidential and intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity(ies) named above and may be 
subject to attorney client, work product or other privilege. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized dissemination, distribution or 
copying of this communication is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please delete the 
communication and notify the sender using the phone number stated above. 
 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______ 
Please be advised that the information contained herein is confidential and intended only for use by the individual 
stated above. 
If you are not the named recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, distribution, dissemination, or copying is 
prohibited. 
If this information has been directed to you in error, please contact the sender immediately at the telephone number 
listed above. 

Please don't print this e‐mail unless you really need to.  
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From: Janet Hansen <jmshnado@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 12:33 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado

Dear Sir or Madam: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan of the Unified Port of San Diego (the “Plan”) for the North 
Coronado Subdistrict (the “Ferry Landing”). 
Summary of Objections 
1. Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado is primarily a residential neighborhood entirely unsuitable for
additional commercial development.
2. The Plan proposes to materially and permanently destroy the bay and coastal areas.
3. The Plan will irreparably burden Coronado’s infrastructure serving city residents.
4. The Plan will inhibit access to coastal recreational and other resources.
5. The Port proposes profound changes to the character, charm and habitability of the Ferry Landing property and the City
of Coronado.
It would appear that the Port is the sole proponent of the proposed Draft Master Plan and that the uniform and unified
opposition to it informs and most importantly drives the next steps in this process – which is the withdrawal of the Plan in
its entirety and its replacement with a plan that is responsive to the objections outlined below.
Basis of Objections
I object to the Plan because it poses:
• material detrimental impact to the health and welfare and living environment of Coronado residents;
• enduring and permanent damage to our diminishing and fragile environment and eco-systems encompassing the area;
• threats to Coronado’s existing City infrastructure, which currently inadequately supports existing population and traffic
density; and
• interference with access to the Bay and the recreational activities associated with unrestricted Bay access.

Sincerely, 
Janet Hansen 
jmshnado@gmail.com 
6193220629 
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From: Mary Heintz <maryheintzlpc@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 1:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: North Coronado Planning District

To Whom It May Concern, 

My husband and I are residents of Coronado, and live near the Ferry Landing, at Regatta Bay.  We are opposed to a hotel 
and performance center being built at the Ferry Landing. 

It would be nice if current businesses/restaurants were supported/refurbished.  Also it would be helpful for the land 
next to Il Fornio, which is one of our favorite restaurants, to be cleaned up. 

Coronado is packed with people, and building this hotel/performance center would  only make that worse. 

The Marriott is never anywhere near full, so why would we need another hotel?  It doesn’t make sense. 

Sincerely, 
Jim and Mary Heintz 
719 232‐8222 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jon Belsha <jbplbrew47@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Julie
Subject: PMPU

I am a native San Diego resident and a homeowner in Point Loma for over 50 years. 
    I am in strong opposition to a section of the PMPU regarding La Playa Piers. These historic piers are an integral part of 
the cultural ambience of the La Playa basin.  
    The owners of these piers pay substantial  use fees to the Port. Removal of these piers at the owners expense is 
arbitrary and unnecessary. It is a solution to a nonexistent problem.  
  Section PD1.31 also raises the specter of preferential treatment for the La Playa Yacht Club Pier. 

    I urge the Port to remove from the PMPU SpecificArea Standards A. La Playa Piers 
PD1.30 and 
PD1.31 

I further strongly urge the Port to reconsider and redefine specifics listed under B. La playa Trail Further community 
comment is needed.  
I have yet to speak with anyone in Point Loma who have heard anything about these proposed dramatic changes to our 
community. 

Jon Belsha 
3625 Loma Way 
San Diego,  Ca. 92206 
Jbplbrew47@gmail.com 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: June Mac Leod <junefmacleod@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 8:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed hotel in Coronado at Ferry Landing

Dear Commissioners, 

I respectfully urge you to consider very carefully proposed plans to redevelop (and over develop) Coronado’s Ferry 
Landing.  Many of us long time residents are concerned over how Coronado has become so commercially oriented, 
ruining the small town, quaintness that has made Coronado such an idyllic place to live and visit.  The traffic has become 
a real issue.  Rental costs for small businesses have gone up to such a degree that many business owners have had to 
close their shops.  Crime has increased.  Now, the proposed redevelopment at the Ferry Landing including the  building 
of a large hotel only adds to the problem.    We don’t need anymore hotels in Coronado.  

 The San Diego side of the bay is already overgrown with buildings.  Don’t let that happen to Coronado. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Regards, 

June Mac Leod 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: laurie mccray <lkm33@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 7:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing

I am a homeowner in Coronado for 40 years. We do not need another hotel or more rooms. Our island already has 
enough hotels and is now experiencing 120 more rooms being built at the Hotel Del Coronado. We have so much traffic 
with the navy near the landing and horrible parking problems. If a new hotel comes in guests will certainly try to avoid 
parking fees and try to park on our already overcrowded streets.  

PLEASE DO NOT DESTROY OUR ISLAND! We do not need more rooms and crowds of people!!! 

Respectfully, 

Laurie McCray 
1710 Avenida del Mundo 
601 
Coronado, CA. 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Vicki Mariotti <hessogirl@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 11:47 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: N. Coronado planning District

I’m a Coronado resident who lives on C Ave.  
I’m writing to let you know I am opposed to a hotel and performance center at the ferry lands g location. 

 Icky Mariotti 
Vicki Sent from my iPad 
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From: Wayne Bardwell <bardwellwa@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 7:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Preservation of View Corridor A in PMP

I am writing to urge the Port Authority to preserve View Corridor A in the Port Master Plan.  

To my knowledge this View Corridor was not included in discussion of protection of other view corridors in the Update 
to the PMP. As homeowners in Sapphire Tower, we have a vested interest in preserving this view corridor. However, as a 
resident of the city of San Diego, we want to prevent a 'tower wall' that would result from new construction or 
elaboration of current buildings along the bay.  

There are two major concerns in preserving the View Corridor A: 

1. Expansion of Wyndham Hotel towers. Should the Wyndham Hotel be allowed to increase their width (north‐south
dimension), it would nearly, if not fully, obliterate View Corridor A views for pedestrians and for homes from the ground
level thru the 13th or 14th floors, and partially eliminate the view for home on higher floors.  This would be of particular
concern given that newer construction is required to have the building's longest dimension going East to West to
preserve views.

2. Construction at 1220 Pacific Hwy (2‐story Navy Bldg).  When we purchased our Sapphire property, we were told
there was a chance of building a parking garage that would be 3 to 4 stories high. However, in Port Authority public
meetings, discussion has been around a parking garage of greater height. Thus, similar view concerns apply.

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely 

‐‐  Wayne A. Bardwell PhD 
    1262 Kettner Blvd #1101 
    San Diego, CA 92101 
    858‐254‐5760 
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From: Francesca Kingsmore <jkingsmore6@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 1:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Concerned resident

As a resident of Coronado, I would like to voice my concerns with the proposed plan with the Port of San Diego. Please 
do not build an extra hotel as it will ruin the island. We are already at capacity and our visitors are amazing but this will 
make it suffocated. Please hear the voices of the community. Please leave the ferry landing AS IS! 

Thank you for your consideration.  

Francesca Kingsmore  



1

From: Jay P <nado92118@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 9:13 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: No to the Proposed Development

I oppose the proposed development plans for the Coronado Landing.   
Jean Peterson  
Coronado Resident  
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From: Peter Hamilton <peterh3417@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 2:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Lynn Hamilton
Subject: Coronado Resident Opposition to Proposed Master Plan - North Coronado

To: Chairman Gary Bonelli and Unified Port Commissioners 

I am writing to register my strong opposition to certain aspects of the Proposed Master Plan ‐ North 
Coronado.  Specifically I oppose: 

1. The addition of a three hundred room hotel on the Ferry Landing property.  This type of development
will generate traffic and associated visitor related impacts that cannot be accommodated with the
existing road and public  infrastructure of Coronado.  I am unaware of ANY Coronado residents who
believe this type of development on this property best serves the interests of Coronado residents.

2. The addition of a multi‐story parking structure.  Surface parking, as it currently exists, provides
sufficient parking for the current uses  and would be sufficient for any reasonable  re‐purposing of the
property.

3. The re‐naming of permitted use as pertains to the golf course. Coronado residents do not want any
potential confusion about substitute recreational uses that might be proposed for the golf course
property in the future.

Thank you 

Peter Hamilton 
1220 First St #305 
Coronado, CA  92118 
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From: Todd Little <todd@toddlittle.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 12:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Coronado section of draft master plan

Thank you for holding your public forum last night in Coronado. Unlike 
many attendees, I am not in panic, but certainly wish to share my 
comments:

1) Please consider the fact that the current leaseholder has not kept the
Port property clean and well-maintained. They are tarnishing the Ports
reputation.

2) Please consider another lease-holder for that property who will fulfill
your obligations. May the best man/woman win the lease.

3) Please reconsider adding up to 350 additional hotel rooms in that
region.  It will generate heavy traffic/volume in a limited area and produce
negative press/opinions from affected residents.

4) Please consider the fact that any additional hotel rooms will negatively
impact an existing (and good-standing) Port Tenant in the Coronado Island
Marriott Resort. Hotel occupancy in Coronado cannot sustain another
vendor.  Adding inventory will devalue the appeal of the destination.

5) Please consider additional ferry service to Chula Vista and Point Loma to
help activate the Tidelands property with the addition of vehicles.

6) Lastly, please use Coronado's City Council as a reliable resource of
information and residential opinion.

Thank you,
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Todd Little 

350 H Avenue 

Coronado, Ca. 92118 

todd@toddlittle.com 

858-621-6215 
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From: Wendy Morrison <wlmorrison02@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 11:25 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: SAVE LA PLAYA DOCKS!

I am writing as a frequent visitor to the La Playa Trail and DO NOT want the historic docks removed.  They are managed 
by the neighboring homeowners and there is no reason for them to be removed. 

Respectfully, 

Wendy Morrison 
Point Loma Resident 
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From: Barbara Lebojesky <cingee526@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 3:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan

I strongly object to the proposed plan for development of the Ferry Landing and adjacent land by IlFornio. We do not 
need more tourists, buildings blocking views , offices etc. The village charm we as residents want to maintain would be 
ruined and undesirable to live here. Listen to the residents of Coronado that want to preserve their town. Also if there is 
another meeting I feel the Commissioner and other significant members of the Port should attend. Stop ruining 
Coronado !! Thank you Barbara Lebojesky 
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From: Chris S <chris-84rower@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 1:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Piers - PMPU

To whom it may concern and Port Commissioners, 

I have recently found out in the PMPU there is a section addressing the La Playa Piers.  I feel these piers should stay in as 
they are.  To except on pier, La Playa YC Pier and not the others is not the correct thing to do.  The couple of piers in La 
Playa cove look to be maintained appropriately, does not create an obstruction, are photographed often and historic, 
therefore they should remain as part of the topography in this area.  

I do not support additional piers.  The length of the current piers do not get into the way of the other activities currently 
on the bay and therefore I do not support lengthening them. 

Please allow the 3‐4 piers to remain.  Please do not destroy SD history. 

Have a terrific day 

Chris Shannon 
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From: Gina Bernsen <gbernsen@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 8:54 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMP for Coronado Ferry Landing

To Whom it May Concern at the San Diego Port: 

As a California voter and resident of Coronado, I AM VERY MUCH AGAINST ANOTHER HOTEL IN CORONADO.  We already 
have too many hotel rooms in Coronado, and congestion has made our town almost unliveable, especially on the 
weekends and summer.  There is already a very large hotel less than an 1/8th of a mile away from your proposed 
site.  Put a park in there instead. 

Coronado's environment is already overwhelmed with congestion and any incremental emissions will make it hard for our 
city to meet emissions goals set by state. Our sewage system is already overtaxed and additional hotel rooms and 
occupants will exacerbate those problems. 

Not only will the emissions increase, but parking in that area is overwhelmed already and 350 rooms will make it 
worse.  The hotel occupants will be in cars and won't be using public transport. 

The hotel there will allow only those with the "means" to have access to that beautiful coast and vista of San Diego. 

It would seem to me that the Port would be interested in beautifying that area, by putting in a park with lots of 
trees.  The trees would help the environment, and it would be a lovely locale for anyone to come sit, have a picnic and 
enjoy the beautiful skyline of San Diego.  That area would be accessible to everyone, not just people with money. 

Do the right thing for a change, and not just be interested in making money for the Port District. 
We have very little "bayfront" available for a person to just sit and look at the beauty of San Diego and it's 
skyline.  Currently on most of the Port lands around the bay you have to pay to sit in a restaurant, bar or hotel bar to 
enjoy our city skyline.   

Save Coronado's unobstructed views.  It is good for everyone and the environment. 

Do the right thing for Coronado and our visitors too.  Help keep it the "gem" it is by beautifying that area. 

Gina Bernsen 
461 H Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: John Hickman <johnhickman@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 11:34 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: North Coronado Master Plan

I am OPPOSED to over‐development of the Ferry Landing site.  Leave it as is. 
Some cosmetic remodeling is okay.  Turn the lot next to Il Fornio into a park for paddleboarders and people fishing.  We 
have too much traffic and safety issues to consider a Hotel or Performance Center. N‐O!! 

John Hickman, 120 C Ave. Unit #306, Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Lynn Hamilton <llbhamilton@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 3:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli
Subject: Ferry Landing, Coronado

Dear Garry and Port officials, 
I attended the meeting on Monday, July 15 with the Coronado residents. Clearly the response to 
the site plan published in the Eagle Journal touched a nerve. I agree that the solution as 
presented and the new Port guidelines which invite a heavy handed development, are not 
what Coronado needs or wants. But let's talk constructive ideas. 

Kudos to Garry for suggesting at the CREIA meeting several months ago that the block  
across the street, bordered by 1st, 2nd, C and B is planned in conjunction with the Ferry 
Landing site. The possible uses for the sites are a very high end boutique hotel (40 rooms) 
with associated outdoor dining, open space for the vibrant Tuesday Farmer's market and other 
music and art shows, park space, an outdoor amphitheater with water views, a compact Trader 
Joe's type market, retail and outdoor dining space for the current and new tenants on both sides of 1st and 
and subterranean parking.  A wide promenade along the water and the view corridors from A and B  
should be preserved. The developments should be no more than 2 stories on the north side of 1st 
and 3 on the south. 

There are very talented architects who can create a vision like this that would enhance the lifestyle 
of the Coronado population and give the ferry riders a reason to visit and spend. In the meantime, 
I hope the Port will pressure the current lease holders to do a better job of maintaining the current 
Ferry Landing which is falling into disrepair. 

Thank you, 

Lynn Hamilton 
1220 1st St. #305 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Lynn LaBreche Hamilton  
Hamilton Residential Realty 
DRE License #01265662 
858-761-1113
www.lynnhamilton.com
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From: Steven Ford <sford@proimagingservices.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 12:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: plans for shelter island and area

I live in Point Loma and visit shelter island more than once a week.  I read the master plan.  It seems to me that the 
master plan document obscures some important information: 

If 1300 net additional hotel rooms are to be added, what will the height limit be?  That equates to roughly 550,000 
additional square feet of hotels…and Shelter Island is pretty much full right now. 

What will the net change in the number of parking spaces be? 

What will the net change in traffic be, with the added hotel spaces and business development?  If traffic is added and 
the street is changed, what will be the net effect on traffic congestion? 

Thanks, 

Steven 

Steven Ford 
President 
Professional Imaging Services, Inc. 
The In-Office MRI Specialists 

NEW ADDRESS  
751 Main Street 
Chula Vista, CA 91911 

Cell (760) 250-0713 
Office  (619) 271-1021 
Fax     (619) 271-1140 
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From: Clarice Perkins <claricep@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 11:13 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Bill Perkins
Subject: Coronado resident opposed to Prosed Master Plan--North Coronado

To: Chairman Gary Bonelli and Unified Port Commissioners 

We are writing to register our strong opposition to certain aspects of the Proposed Master Plan ‐ North 
Coronado.  Specifically we oppose: 

• The addition of a three hundred room hotel on the Ferry Landing property.  This type of development will
generate traffic and associated visitor related impacts that cannot be accommodated with the existing road and public 
infrastructure of Coronado. We are unaware of ANY Coronado residents who believe this type of development on 
this property best serves the interests of Coronado residents. 

• The addition of a multi‐story parking structure.  Surface parking, as it currently exists, provides sufficient
parking for the current uses  and would be sufficient for any reasonable  re‐purposing of the property. 

• The re‐naming of permitted use as pertains to the golf course. Coronado residents do not want any potential
confusion about substitute recreational uses that might be proposed for the golf course property in the future. 

Coronado is already inundated with traffic and noise.  Please do not add to it! 
Thank you 
William and Donna Clarice Perkins 
1128 First St. 
Coronado CA 92118 
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From: blossom sanger <blossom@san.rr.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 4:50 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Blossom Sanger; Wendy McGuire; Tim Rohan
Subject: Coronado planning for the proposed new Port Master Plan

From a resident of Coronado for the last 60 years:   

POINT 1:  Please extend the deadline.  The other Port communities had at least 3 more weeks after the presentation 
than Coronado. You need to honor the outreach described in your website: 
DISCUSSION DRAFT OF  
PMPU NOW AVAILABLE 
The Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update  
(PMPU) is now available for review. The Port is  
inviting the public to review the full Discussion Draft  
and provide written comment during a 90‐day review  
period, ending  
July 31, 2019 
. This is the first time  
in the Port of San Diego’s robust public outreach  
efforts on the Integrated Planning initiative that the  
Discussion Draft of the PMPU is available for review. 
…The public will have an  
opportunity to ask questions of the Port’s planning  
staff to help navigate the Discussion Draft’s contents  
and the process for providing input during the  
90‐day review period. 
Placing Coronado's wonderful opportunity to get the discussion going , we were given 2 weeks to read carefully the 
more than 300 pages of the proposed plan before the deadline.   But just a quick start to reading the plan raises 
questions that our community needs to read and understand.  
EXAMPLE: page 55  paragraph "Economics:1.3  Periodically assess the water and land use needs of the District's coastal‐
dependant and Visitor‐serving commercial and industrial sectors to assist in planning for , and facilitating , economic 
growth through surveys of existing occupants, tenants and permittees and analysis of economic forecast. 
HEY THERE!   DID YOUR ASSESSMENT FIND THAT WE EXITING OCCUPANTS OF CORONADO NEEDED ANOTHER HOTEL ON 
THE BAY?? 
What kind of assessment did you do?  
If you are true to your word, there needs to be an extention of the final date for input from our community.  
.  
2. This upgrade to the Master Plan is looking forward to the "next three decades" :The Port was created and conveyed in
trust tidelands and submerged land surrounding San Diego Bay.

    As "TRUSTEES " OF THE SAN DIEGO BAY AND TIDELANDS, YOU HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY  OF ADDRESSING THE 
CONSEQUENSES OF RISING OCEAN LEVELS THAT ARE NO LONGER IN QUESTION BUT ARE  OBVIOUS EVERY DAY REALITY 
TO THOSE OF US WHO LIVE NEXT TO THE BAY.  
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WHAT  steps are you taking to protect the tidelands property you already have on Coronado? To mitigate 
NOW  the  rising tidal waters ?   What are the projections the Port Engineers are assuming for the tide height 
by 2050?  

ON PAGE 71 of the proposed plan, "COASTAL FLOODING ADAPTATION STRATEGIES" 10 paragraphs that 
follow  say nothing about rising sea levels over the next 20 years. Yet you still plan on building on the 
"Tideland" you have been created as the overseer to protect.   We don't want "view corridors"s. We want the 
WHOLE VIEW. And we want you to protect our shoreline.  

  

AVOIDING BUILDING STRUCTURES ON THE WATERFRONT  should be as great a priority as building more 
structures that will be  flooded in the future.  

  

Most sincerely.  Blossom Sanger 

515 1st street  

Coronado 82118      blossom@san.rr.com  

 
 

blossom sanger 
blossom@san.rr.com 
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From: DEAN ECKENROTH <deaneckenroth@me.com>  
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 1:06 PM 
To: Garry Bonelli <gbonelli@portofsandiego.org> 
Cc: Lesley Nishihira <lnishihi@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Port DRAFT Master Plan 

Garry,  

Trust your time as Chair of the Board of Commissioners is going well. 

After reviewing Port DRAFT Master Plan Page 236 further, I would like to suggest the below additional edit that might go 
a long ways to clearing up any confusion regarding the pathway and Glorietta Bay. I took the liberty of copying Lesley on 
this email. 

Again, thank you for your time. 

Nancy and I are heading to Italy for a couple of weeks. Hope to see you when we return. 

DEAN ECKENROTH 
JR Staff Commodore 
deaneckenroth@me.com 



�

PD10.22 Maintain established anchorages and if feasible,
temporary anchorages for recreational vessels.

PD10.23 Maintain the existing water-based transfer point in the
subdistrict, as depicted on Figure PD10.2.

PD10.24 Establish and preserve the following Scenic Vista
Areas, as depicted on the for Coronado Bayfront
Water and Land Use Map.

      a.   View of the Coronado bridge from Centennial park
  and

      b.   View overlooking Glorietta Bay from the Yacht Club Coronado Bay
  Promenade Park

PD10.25 Establish a Maintain the existing continuous pathway around Glorietta 
Bay

In addition to the Port Master Plan, Glorietta Bay within the 
South Coronado subdistrict is subject to the Glorietta Bay 
Master Plan. All the public improvements contemplated for this 
area have been constructed.
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From: Dianne Falcione <d@falcione.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 7:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

I do not understand the desire of the Port to add another hotel at the Ferry Landing.  It makes no sense at so many 
levels.  Existing problems need to be dealt with before any “Plans” for additional “Projects” can be drafted.  

Traffic‐  How would Coronado possibly deal with the additional traffic when it barely can handle it now?  What about the 
green gas emissions from the added traffic? 

The Coastal Commission would need to be consulted prior to the Port wasting time and money on these plans that 
might be, and should be, thrown out. 

No agency is taking responsibility or action for the water problems that occurred and will keep occurring on First Street 
in front of the Ferry Landing area. This is unacceptable. 

I noticed that the owner of Flagship Cruises/Events is also an officer of Ferry Landing LLC.  Is the City allowing this Trust 
to monopolize all of Coronado for its personal financial gain?   

The appropriate lease holders need to improve/cleanup the existing commercial properties via physical structure 
improvements, paint, additional landscaping and maintenance, etc. that will enhance the area to pristine condition.  It is 
starting to look neglected at best.   

We were told that an Environmental Impact Study would be done next spring.  Shouldn’t this be done prior to any 
master plan update?    

I offer my comments respectfully and hope you review with same. 

Sincerely, 

Dianne Falcione 
1443 1st Street 
Coronado 
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From: Miriam Limmer <miriamlimmer@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 9:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port plans for the Ferry Landing

Dear Sirs, 

As part time residents at the Coronado Point next to the Ferry Landing, for over 20 years, we have witnessed the steady 
increase in congestion on 1st  Street.  It has become more hazardous and inconvenient trying to pull out of our 
underground parking area as more pedestrians and cars travel along the street. 

 The proposed plan for an additional 350 bed hotel and parking structure will dramatically increase the volume of 
vehicles as well as the character of this primarily residential area.  The proposed 40ft height will impact our bay views 
dramatically and negatively affect property values as well as quality of life. 

It is our hope the other proposed changes to the area would be coordinated with the primarily residential nature of our 
bay front properties and not create a more overcrowded commercial district. 

We are aware that the port is looking to increase revenues, however, we request you consider the historic and special 
character of the Ferry Landing and the many residents who will bear the negative impact of this plan. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dr Howard and Miriam Limmer 
1133 1st Street, #218 
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From: gailwrogers <gailwrogers@att.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 8:30 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: re PortMaster plan

From: gailwrogers <gailwrogers@att.net> 
Subject: re PortMaster plan 
Date: July 15, 2019 at 10:06:34 PM PDT 
To: PMPO@portofsamdiego.org 

To the Port Comissioners 

I am writing to voice my concern about the plan for Coronado . Our community is already congested and 
I do not think it wise to invite more traffic and tourists to add to the problem. I don't think we need 
more hotels or restaurants . Consideration should be given to the residents’ quality of life and desires.. 
The environmental impact is also a concern. 
I hope you recognize that Coronado is a residential community and would like to stay that way. 

Sincerely, 
Gail Rogers 

Gail Rogers 
gailwrogers@att.net 

Gail Rogers 
gailwrogers@att.net 
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From: Jerry Toci <jtoci@san.rr.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 6:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: rbailey@coronado.ca.us; richard@richardbailey.com; 'Clifford, Mary'; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; 

'Whitney Benzian'; mheinze@coronado.ca.us; mdonovan@coronado.ca.us; 'Michael Donovan'; 'Blair 
King'

Subject: Objections To Port Master Plan Update

Board of Commissioners 
Unified Port of San Diego 
July 18, 2019 

Dear Chairman Bonelli and Commissioners Moore, Zucchet, Castellanos, Malcolm, Merrifield and Valderrama, 

The deadline of July 31, 2019 leaves little time for the public to provide detailed comments regarding the Port Master 
Plan Update.  Therefore, I hereby express overwhelming objection to every aspect of changes proposed for Port 
property adjoining the residential community of Coronado. 

In the most strenuous terms, I object to all concepts presented thus far for changes to North Coronado (Ferry 
Landing), South Coronado (Glorietta Bay), and Silver Strand (Coronado Cays Grand Caribe Isle).  In case the 
Commissioners hadn’t noticed, Coronado is sold out.  There is no additional capacity for one more person, bicycle or 
motor vehicle within the city limits of Coronado. 

All of Coronado is zoned as Residential, and all streets within Coronado are Residential Streets.  Therefore, 
commercial traffic is carefully restricted, and vehicle traffic destined to any location other than a residence or military 
installation is prohibited.  The Port of San Diego’s policies and agendas have already damaged to our community, and 
we are resentful.   

As a strictly residential community, we will not tolerate any further development adjacent to our homes by Port of 
San Diego.  The Port’s goal is to generate income for the Port.  Our goal is to preserve our right to a SAFE, CLEAN, 
QUIET place to live.  Under no circumstances will we allow the Port to infringe upon this right.  Please realize that 
Coronado residents have no use for any of the Port’s tastelessly ambitious projects. 

You have my permission to publish this letter, and I am willing to meet with Port staff at any time to further delineate 
my position. 

Yours truly, 

Gerald L. Toci 
901 Balboa Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
(619) 522‐0510  jtoci@san.rr.com
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From: Images by Giselle <giselle@imagesbygiselle.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 8:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Comments

Hi, 

I’d like to voice my concerns regarding the PMPU plans.  

As a Point Loma native, I am saddened to hear of the idea that the La Playa trail will be modified in any way… and that 
the historic and beautiful docks are to be removed.  Widening and paving the path will destroy its character. I grew up 
riding my bike on this path and take my children their on walks to enjoy the quiet of the trail. Paving it would destroy it. 
Everything about the path is the charm of walking the La Playa trail. The calm, peaceful and nautical nature of the area 
are what make it so serene. Please do not remove these docks. Please do not pave the trail. Please do not change this 
little slice of heaven.  

I have also read that there are plans to develop the hotels on Shelter Island. We have lived here for over 40 years and 
have loved the way the island stands offering tourist just enough space to enjoy the location but not too much that it 
closes in on everything we love (let alone add more traffic to an already congested area). I ask that you do not allow for 
the development of mini high rise towers on Shelter Island.  

In addition, the changes proposed for the San Diego Yacht Club with an public footpath would impede the use of the 
facilities. Hundreds of kids spend their summers at the yacht club launching their boats, learning to love the water… 
changing all these dynamics would impact them as well.  Access to docks, boats, etc would all be stripped away. Please 
do not put a walkway through the middle of San Diego Yacht Club.  

The area of Point Loma has been built of tradition, history, and generations of families continuing to live in this beautiful 
charming spot. We welcome new friends, we welcome all who want to enjoy this area for what it is – an adorable, 
nautical, serene and quiet area.   

Please don’t turn this beautiful neighborhood into a concrete, paved, light filled, amusement park with no natural 
charm. Please leave Point Loma, Shelter Island, the La Playa Trail, and SDYC as is.  

Thank you for your time. 

Giselle Nyenhuis 
619‐865‐5038 



 

Harold Myers 
749 C Ave 
Coronado, CA 92118 
619 435-6132 
harold.myers@gmail.com 
 
July 18, 2019 

Port of San Diego 
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Regarding the PMPU for the North Coronado Planning District 
 
 
The Value is the Iconic View 
 
Much has changed since the original Port development of the Ferry Landing area.  Not much has 
changed on the Coronado side of the bay, but it has on the San Diego side.  In the past 30 years San 
Diego’s downtown has grown into a major urban area with a spectacular glimmering skyline.  The Bay 
has grown into one of the nation’s busiest ports.  That has changed the Ferry Landing area from a 
place to buy a snack or a T-shirt, into a prized viewing area of the San Diego Bay and the San Diego 
skyline.  It is where brides come for wedding pictures, tourists take selfies, and TV reporters report 
“LIVE from San Diego.” 
 
The view creates a joy similar to looking up at a giant sequoia, or down into the Grand Canyon.  Spend 
a few minutes at the Ferry Landing, watch the first time visitors, and you will understand what I mean.   
 
The View Should Be Enhanced And Preserved 
 
The most popular part of the Ferry Landing are the green grassy areas, where folks can sit and be 
calmed by the gentle motion of the water, or watch the ships, the birds, or people on personal 
watercraft.  This open space should be enlarged. 
 

mailto:harold.myers@gmail.com


Development should be small in scale and limited to Coronado’s 40’ height limit.  Structures should be 
set back from the waterfront toward the interior of the property to create a panoramic view of the Bay. 
Currently, Peohe’s and the Il Fornaio restaurants block the view.  They should be relocated away from 
the water.  If structures are set back, the view will be opened up for a full panoramic view. 
 
Improve Accessibility 
 
Open parking areas near the shoreline are essential to people with disabilities who must have space to 
unload motorized wheelchairs.  Ramps must provide accessibility to the waterfront promenade. 
 
Likewise, those with kayaks or paddleboards on the rooftops of their vehicles need space to unload 
and in some instances inflate their boards.  These parking spaces need to be near an area suitable for 
launching these small watercraft.  There is no other place near the Ferry Landing to launch such craft. 
 
No Hotels or Office Space 
 
In this case, hotel rooms or office space would not enhance the Ferry Landing waterfront.  Due to the 
fact that the Ferry Landing is a relatively small area, there is no space for a hotel or commercial office 
space without severely limiting the view and/or access to the water.   
 
The Public Trust Doctrine 
 
The Public Trust Doctrine requires the Port to serve statewide purposes.  Developing our Tidelands 
with an eye to generating maximum revenue to the Port fails to meet statewide purposes. The iconic 
view from the Ferry Landing area is now a major statewide attraction and needs to be preserved and 
enhanced for residents and visitors to enjoy. 
 
 
 
Best regards, 
 
Harold Myers 
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From: marie roeder <mariefranceroe@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 10:21 AM
To: Harold Myers
Cc: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Lasiter, Melody@Coastal; Mike Donovan; Whitney Benzian; 

Bill Sandke; Marvin Heinze; Richard Bailey
Subject: Re: Comments regarding PMPU for the Coronado Ferry Landing

 Great comments Harold and I second all the points that you make 
Francette (Marie Roeder) 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 18, 2019, at 9:29 AM, Harold Myers <harold.myers@gmail.com> wrote: 

Please see the attached. 

Harold Myers 
619 435-6132 
vimeo.com/haroldmyers 

<PMPU Coronado‐2.pdf> 
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From: James Jamison <james.f.jamison.sr@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 4:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan Policies Affecting Coronado

Dear Port Commissioners, 

I object to the current policies affecting Coronado that are being considered for the plan's update. I believe they favor 
visitors over Coronado residents, fail to consider the residential nature of our city, do not adequately consider traffic 
mitigation, and disproportionally and negatively impact Coronado. Specifically: 1) the plan is silent regarding Tidelands 
Park traffic mitigation (an issue that has languished for decades); 2) the plan's policy allows for a hotel where it is not 
needed or welcomed; 3) the environmental impact policy seems to be nothing more than a bureaucratic hand wave; and 
4) the 90‐day public comment period has proved inadequate.

While the presentation by the Port staff this past Monday was a great step, I recommend that the Commissioners 
formally seek input from Coronado's civic organizations, citizens, and elected officials using a third‐party monitored 
online/written survey. This could be accomplished by extending the comment period sixty days, at a minimum. 

Respectfully, Jim Jamison 
‐‐  
James F. Jamison 
Colonel, USMC (Ret) 
601 4th St 
Coronado, CA 92118 
(619) 857‐2742

Email: james.f.jamison.sr@gmail.com 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY- This transmission contains information that is protected from disclosure by the Privacy Act of 1974 
(5 USC 552a) and exemption (b)(6) of the Freedom of Information Act (5 USC 552, as amended).  Please ensure that this 
information is used solely for the requested purpose. Further duplication and/or distribution without prior authorization from this 
office is not authorized. Civil and/or criminal penalties can apply for improper use.  
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From: Keith <kbehner@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 11:36 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: 'Catherine Stiefel'; 'Marcie Rothman'; 'Ann Hunter-Welborn'; 'Wasserman, Allan'; 'karen harris'; 'Julie 

Dillon'; 'Rosemary Van Gorder'; 'Hank Robinson'
Subject: Comment on Drat of Port Master Plan Update

Dear Port of San Diego Planning Department: 

My wife and I reside at 809 San Antonio Place ( immediately next to Planning Dist.1) adjacent to the bayside La Playa 
Trail. The following are our initial comments regarding the Draft Master Plan Update: 

Planning District 1 

We object to the PD 1.1 proposal to narrow Scott Street from 4 to 2 lanes.  Given the current high volume of traffic on 
this roadway, created by tourist‐serving, marine, recreational and Naval Base traffic, a narrowing of this roadway will 
significantly degrade Level of Service (LOS),  increase exhaust pollution and overall congestion.  Add the current level of 
usage on Scott Street to the Draft Master Plan’s proposal to increase, within both the East and West Shelter Island 
Subdistricts, existing hotels rooms by 1,600 and retail/restaurant space by an additional 220k net square feet and you 
have ensured a significant reduction in the Level of Service on a major arterial roadway.  At minimum, the Port needs to 
conduct a modeling circulation survey of Scott St. that includes the new traffic generation that will be created by the 
proposed sections PD1.1, PD1.25, PD1.51, PD1.64 ,PD1.65 & PA‐1.  Disclosure of this information will be the only way 
the public will be able to construct an informed opinion regarding the ramifications of the proposal.  

PD1.8 – Building heights should be required to conform and be compatible with the heights of structures and residences 
that are adjacent to the Planning Area.  The preservation of neighborhood character and compatibility are important 
objectives in all adopted land‐use planning and coastal regulations.  In addition, regulations on height are important in 
preserving the open vistas to our public bays, coves and inlets. Sound and equitable planning practice recognizes that 
arbitrary plan boundary lines shouldn’t exclude public and adjacent negative impacts and concerns.  

Specific Area Standards 

B. La Playa Trail

PD1.35 – The terms “Pedestrian Amenities” and “Public Safety Features” aren’t defined and therefore informed 
comment cannot be made.  Please define. 

La Playa Cove Anchorage 

Transit and recreational anchorage for boaters should continue to be required to adhere to the existing Port of San 
Diego/Harbor Police’s “Visitor’s Dock & Anchorage” rules, Section A1 – “La Playa Cove.”      

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these important issues. 

Sincerely, 

Keith Behner 
Catherine Stiefel     
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809 San Antonio Place 
San Diego, CA 92106        
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From: Kelly De Laurentis <kpdelo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 1:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF CORONADO FERRY LANDING

To Whom it May Concern, 

As a 43 year resident of Coronado, California I am 100% opposed to the Ports proposed 
development of Coronado Ferry Landing. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan of the Unified Port of San Diego for 
Coronado Ferry Landing. 

1. Unlike all the other Port managed properties, Coronado is primarily a residential neighborhood
entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development.
2.The Plan will irreparably burden Coronado's already burdened infrastructure.
3. The Plan will permanently destroy the bay and coastal areas making accessible to the rich and
visiting tourists.
4. the Plan will inhibit access to coastal recreational and other resources.
5. The Plan will change the character, charm and habitability of the Ferry Landing Property and the
City of Coronado, ultimately affecting quality of life for all Coronado residents.

It would appear that the Port is the sole proponent of the proposed Draft Master Plan and that the 
uniform and unified opposition to it informs, and  most importantly, drives the next steps in this 
process: which is the withdrawal of the Plan in its entirety and its replacement with a plan that is 
responsive to the objections below: 
1. Material detrimental impact to the health and welfare of living environment of Coronado Residents.
2. Enduring and permanent damage to our diminishing environment and fragile eco-system of our bay
side waterfront.
3. Damaging threat to Coronado's existing infrastructure which at the moment cannot handle the
traffic density.
4. Damaging threat to Coronado's existing antiquated sewer system.
5. Interference with access to the Bay and the recreational activities for all residents.

The Public Trust Doctrine requires the port to serve statewide purposes. Developing our Ferry 
Landing area with sole purpose of generating maximum revenue for the Port fails to meet statewide 
purposes. 

The view from the Ferry Landing is a major attraction for all who live and visit Coronado and San 
Diego and should be preserved for all Coronado residents and visitors to enjoy. 

Very Sincerely, 

~Kelly De Laurentis 
  Coronado Resident for 43 years 
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From: Lodewyk <beethoven1@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 6:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update Coronado section

I request the following: that the comment period be extended beyond 31 July to give more time for?? Coronado 
residents to review the proposed development that will very significantly impact our quality of life.Second that another 
public forum be held with chairman admiral Bonelli and other board members present. 

Thank You 
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From: Phyllis Morgan <phyllis.captmorgan@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 10:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: phyllis.captmorgan@gmail.com
Subject: City council port District 

1631 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 

July 20, 2019 

Dear Mr Bonelli 

I am writing this letter of concern in response to the meeting held this past week in Coronado outlining the Port 
Authorities Plan for the future of Coronado.  

Having lived in Coronado for the past ten years one understands the complexity of the congestion problems that occur 
due to Islands configuration and the Strands attached access.  

There is already a real safety concern with the bridge being the only access point for the Navy and the City’s residents. 
Accidents as well as suicides have caused the only flowing causeway to be backed up for six to eight hours at a time.  

I have lived in the Cays as well as the village and even trying to work your way to the bridge each morning  can take over 
an hour in the mornings.  

Your proposal to add units to the Cays and more units to the Bayside  begs one to understand how people will continue 
flow on and off the island. A tunnel or at least another causeway needs to be constructed for the safety and well being 
of everyone before adding more permanent residents.  

Coronado is considered an attraction for recreation for all of San Diego. Yet students who have attended our schools 
write letters to the City Council all the time to increase park space and available parking areas for the residence. Children 
play sports in our fields and parks but parents can not park cars to watch them.  

Yes build and widen more recreational pathways for walking and bikes in areas that area already vacant and available.  
However the golf course does not need a ten foot fence around it to protect pedestrians from balls. Enlarging the bike 
path around the golf course as it is allows everyone the views of the water.  

I am requesting another thirty day extension be added for further comment. There is a need for an environmental 
impact report. I know the Port Authority Master Plan includes adding residences but the unintended consequences will 
heavily impact the safety of all who access the island in the future without a future for traffic flow.  

I know you can appreciate that Islands need a different consideration and more careful planning to be accessible for the 
future vision of land access and usage.  

Sincerely,  
Phyllis T Morgan  
Coronado Resident   
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Phyllis.captmorgan@gmail.com  
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From: Robert Eddy <bobeddy2027@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 12:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

As a resident living at 1220 1st Street in Coronado, I wanted to make comments on the current PMPU that is 
being considered by the Port of San Diego. My comments are as follows:  

1. State there should be no new hotels on the Ferry Landing port district property. Part of Coronado bargaining
chip may to suggest that the 300 some additional rooms be added at the Marriott and Lowes instead of a new
hotel. Both hotels have indicated that they may be willing to add rooms.

2. Port District will be responsible, i.e. pay the cost, for any traffic enhancements that will be required by any
additional Port District’s future projects.

3. As there is no mention in the PMPU about the fact that a residential area is adjacent to the Ferry Landing.
Suggest that the same wording that is in the current PMPU for District 1 residential areas, should be included
when referencing District 9 residential areas.

4. The PMPU should include reference to the Tidelands Overlay Zone (TOZ), which was agreed to by the Port
District and the City of Coronado in 1980s. In this agreement a height restriction of 40 feet was mentioned as
well as other issues.

5. Delete the plan that calls for a walkway around the golf course and Coronado Yacht Club, as this will
require a tall fence by the golf club that will negatively impact the view.

6. The PMPU should address the issues with drainage and sewer on First Street especially when there is
substantial rain or tide issues.

Thank you for giving my comments your attention. 

Robert Eddy 

1220 1st Street Unit 302  

Coronado, CA 92118  



July 18, 2019 

RADM (Ret.) Garry J. Bonelli 
Chairman 
Board of Port Commissioners 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Garry, 

It was nice to meet you and talk briefly at the bar in The Brig in 
Coronado recently. It is logical that two old sailors compare notes in 
a fine watering hole.  

I attended the Port briefing at the Nautilus Room recently regarding 
the Port Master Plan Update. Nearly 500 in attendance found the 
subject matter very unpopular if not repulsive; but your team did a 
courteous, competent, patient and respectful job of presentation.  

I have some comments, and I request that you distribute this letter 
to your fellow Commissioners. My comments are derived from the 
Standards PD10.1 through PD10.25. I will be using your words. 

1. Public Trust Doctrine. You are the Trustees of the port for the
benefit of its people. I emphasize for the benefit of its people. We
trust you to do the right thing for us, not for the lease-holder or
developer.

2. Any change or development must have “strong relationships to
surrounding Coronado neighborhoods.” A large multi-story building
would therefore be completely unacceptable.

3. “Coronado Bayfront Planning District is a recreational jewel on the
bay, providing strong public access to the shoreline.” The people
want to keep it that way. What is the reason for change?

4. Change or development “shall maintain a low-profile architectural
scale and height, and be context-sensitive in size, scale and design.”
We are vigilant about this. It is what makes our home special.



 
5. View corridor extensions shall be preserved if not expanded. This 
is mandatory. 
 
6. “Public parking and parking that serves the commercial uses 
should be consolidated into a single parking facility.” Restricted 
public parking at a fee was attempted by the lease-holder. It failed 
because people were outraged and did not pay for or use the 
parking. Where did the cars park? On our streets which are already 
overwhelmed by autos from the bay-front and Sharp Coronado 
hospital. There can be no more cars on our streets.  
 
7. “Building height should be compatible.” Nothing should be higher 
than the Marriott. Nothing. If one views photographs taken from the 
San Diego waterfront, the Marriott looks like it belongs, that it is a 
precise part of the Coronado city scale.  
 
8. “Require major redevelopment or new development to improve or 
expand public access.” It is doubtful this can happen without your 
oversight. We trust you, remember? 
 
9. “Require major redevelopment and new development to establish 
a promenade and a landscape buffer setback.” These are logical 
projects for the benefit of the people.  
 
10.” Preserve and enhance the Scenic Vista Areas that are depicted 
on the Coronado Bayfront Water and Land Use Map.” These are also 
logical projects for the benefit of the people.  
 
11. “Allow additional hotel rooms with associated visitor-serving 
uses at the existing hotel facility directly north of Coronado 
Tidelands Park.” The Marriott has 312 rooms. How many does it 
need?  Do they even want them? On only three levels the Marriott is 
a beautiful site. Why would you arbitrarily crowd and enlarge it?  
 
12. “Up to 350 net new hotel rooms.” Why? There is no logic for this.  
Who selected 350? By what calculation? There is no plan to park the 
cars.  
 
13. “Up to 60,000 square feet of non-water-oriented retail and/or 
non-water-oriented retail with restaurants.” This is crazy. Where 
will you put the vehicles? We don’t need this retail. We are fine 
without it.  
 



 
 
14. “Up to 10,000 square feet of office space.” Why? Who wants 
such expensive offices? The offices don’t benefit the people who call 
Coronado home. This is also crazy.  
 
15. Were 12, 13 and 14 generated by the lease-holder? Probably. 
And why? Greed? Or were those figures generated by Port staff, 
using what input? There was no input asked from us.   
 
The Ferry Landing has no style or prestige, and it has not really been 
well kept. The buildings can be shabby, their windows are plastered 
with unsightly advertising signs and gadgets and their commercial 
space overflows onto the walkway with trinket and cheap souvenir 
stands.   
 
The pad next to Il Fornaio is an eye-sore, and has been for a long 
time.  The lease-holder has allowed this for years. So, what gives us 
confidence that he will take good care of any redevelopment or 
development? Maybe there should be a new lease-holder. The 
current track record is not a good one.  
 
The lease-holder’s brown building next to Il Fornaio is a mystery 
building with its own self-designated reserved parking spaces. We 
really don’t think these people are part of our community or even 
care about Coronado. We never see these people.  
 
Please, my comments reflect the thoughts of many other deeply 
caring Coronado citizens. Don’t let us down. We trust you.  
 
Very Respectfully,  
 
 
 
Steve Duermeyer 
CAPT, USN (Ret.)  
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From: Alexandra Taliaferro <gardenwerks@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 3:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: elon@cox.net
Subject: I am a resident of Point Loma 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am a resident in Point Loma at the La Playa Basin and the new 2019 Port of SD Plan would affect my family 
immeasurably. I happen to be 5th generation here. I am an active member of the community and belong to 3 yacht 
clubs in the area. I have participated with beach clean up over the years and have been an enthusiastic observer of the 
migratory birds here which I would like to see supported. I have also done unofficial consultation with port officials 
regarding reestablishment of native plants along the La Playa path which the Port subsequently installed. My family has 
had a watchful eye over protection of our community resources and native environment for at least 50 years.  

I am very concerned with the Port’s proposals as demonstrated by the recent 2019 Port Plan and have co‐authored the 
following document. Please take these points under advisement. I anticipate tremendous uproar among Point Loma 
residents should the Port decide to ram through these projects without community approval. Incidentally, I do not 
notice in the Port Plan much in the way of CA State directives reflected in this document. I suspect this is primarily a way 
to attract more tourist business and I happen to know that many others in the neighborhood are of the same opinion.  

Thank you for your attention to these issues.  
I would appreciate a written response. 

With Respect,  
Alexandra Gonzalez 

1. Port should not approve building higher than 30’ limit on Shelter Island.

• Views will be blocked in the Point Loma community. The Port of San Diego should notify the Point
Loma community by mail, and provide a hearing for community commentary to decide if exceeding the
30’ limit is in the best interests of the community.

• Construction of taller buildings on Shelter Island will force heavy aircraft, including cargo and refueling
planes, to assume a steeper flight path in order to ascend over the taller buildings, which will inevitably
produce greater noise and vibration and exacerbate structural damage to neighboring homes beneath
the flight path.
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•  Taller hotels will increase the demand for parking on Shelter Island to accommodate more hotel 
guests, while simultaneously reducing the supply of parking spaces, will create parking gridlock and 
consequently increased traffic as automobiles roam in search of available parking spaces.   

 
 

•. Why does a non‐profit entity like the Port of San Diego need to make more money by restricting the 
public’s access to waterfront parklands?  

The San Diego waterfront exists to serve the enjoyment of all, not just tourists. 

  

2. The Port needs to keep hands off La Playa Trail.  

•    Currently, the Port of San Diego plans to create public access to the water along the Shelter Island/La 
Playa Basin. This would require steps and handicap access and will disturb the critical natural habitats of 
migratory birds as well as disrupting a cherished Historic Trail which residents have fought to preserve 
for generations. 

 
 

Additionally, parking in the La Playa neighborhood has already been exceeded due to the combined 
needs of residents and yacht clubs.  There is no additional space available for parking and underground 
parking is not an option due to the water table. 

 
 

The “Transient Boat” population entering La Playa on weekends and holidays has been accompanied by 
greatly increased pollution due to effluence. To date, this issue has not been dealt with by the Port and 
Public Health Administrators. Increasing public use at La Playa will lead to the increased spread of 
disease such as Ecoli. Maritime Law protects the use of La Playa as a safe harbor and anchorage can 
therefore not be restricted.  

 
 

•   The Port also wishes to add drinking water fountains (as stated in their 2019 plan) which would 
require bathrooms and handicap access. 

They are currently adding a bathroom where none is needed at the end of Seacoast Drive in Imperial 
Beach. This would further attract drug users and vagrants.  

The Port of San Diego failed to post a public notice for community commentary about this bathroom. 
The residents of La Playa do not want this at our La Playa Basin. 
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There is already existing drug use and trash associated with the “Transient Boaters” at La Playa Trail. 
Increasing use due to new amenities such as bathrooms and water fountains will exceed the tolerance 
of delicate ecosystems and the residential community. 

 
 

3. Historic area Yacht Clubs, some of which date back to the late 1920’s will also be affected in the new 
Port Master Plan of 2019.  

 
 

The plan to make all shorelines accessible to the general public will add more traffic and cars to the 
already maximized community. How will the Port provide adequate safeguards to theft 24/7 of property 
in the Yacht Clubs? That includes cars, boats, dock boxes, dinghies and small boats, etc… Also, increased 
public access increases vagrants as well as more crime such as drug use under docks and secluded areas. 
Residents would likely experience an increase in crime associated with this measure. 

 
 

4. Piers along La Playa Trail have been identified for removal in the new Port Plan. The historic docks, 
which mostly pre‐date the Port District, have not been a blight on the community and have added 
charm and enjoyment to the neighborhood for generations. Additionally, the precedence of age and the 
historic nature of these docks engender California State rights to owners and the community. These 
rights are longstanding and clearly defined by California State Law and are “not to be capriciously 
removed.” 

  

____________________ 

Alexandra Gonzalez 

2845 Qualtrough St. 

San Diego Ca. 92106 

gardewnerks@cox.net 

  



1

From: Angela Shaw <angela.shaw1125@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 7:52 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Changes proposed in Pt Loma

Hello.  My name is Angela Shaw.  I am writing about the proposed development and changes to Shelter Island and the 
La  Playa area.   
I am very much opposed to removing the docks along the La  Playa path.  These docks have been there a long time and 
add to the beautiful scenery there.  The path is perfect the way it is, I oppose any changes especially signage, stairs, 
bathrooms or whatever else might be planned.  These things are unnecessary and will detract from the simple beauty of 
the area.  The public has access as it is.  I would be opposed to anything that may attract more people to the area. 
As for Shelter Island, please do not plan high rise buildings.   This will block views for residents and the public visiting the 
area.  Any changes to parking that may decrease the number of spaces I would also oppose. 
Point Loma is changing and not necessarily for the better in my opinion.   More density and traffic, increased homeless 
and crime are concerns.  Anything that may increase these problems I would oppose.   
La  Playa is a beautiful spot mostly enjoyed by people who live here.  The path is alongside residents.  Please consider 
the impact when planning any upgrades or changes. 
I am a life long Point Loman.  My family has lived here since the 1920's.  The changes proposed I believe will negatively 
impact one of the last quiet, beautiful places here.  Kellogg Beach and the La  Playa path should be preserved as is. 
Thank you for allowing me to voice my concerns.  I hope it will make a difference. 
Angela Holmes Shaw 
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From: Frank Taliaferro <elon@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 2:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Discussion Draft of the PMPU

1. Port should not approve building higher than 30’ limit on Shelter Island. Here are some sample issues to be
raised:
• Views to be blocked in the Point Loma community. The Port of San Diego should notify the Point Loma
community by mail,
and provide a hearing for community commentary to decide if exceeding the 30’ limit is in the best interests of the
community.

• Constructing taller buildings on Shelter Island will force heavy aircraft, including cargo and refueling planes, to
assume a steeper flight path in order to ascend over the taller buildings, which will inevitably produce greater noise and
vibration and exacerbate structural damage to neighboring homes beneath the flight path.

• Increasing the demand for parking on Shelter Island to accommodate more hotel guests, while simultaneously
reducing the supply of parking spaces, will create parking gridlock and consequently increased traffic as automobiles
roam in search of available parking spaces.
• Why does a non‐profit entity like the Port of San Diego need to make more money by restricting the public’s
access to waterfront parklands?
The San Diego waterfront exists to serve the enjoyment of all, not just tourists.

2. The Port needs to keep hands off La Playa Trail. Here are some sample issues to be raised:
• Currently, the Port of San Diego plans to create public access to the water along the Shelter Island/La Playa
Basin. This would require steps and handicap access and will disturb the critical natural habitats of migratory birds as
well as disrupting a cherished Historic Trail which residents have fought to preserve for generations.
Additionally, parking in the La Playa neighborhood has already been exceeded due to the combined needs of residents
and yacht clubs.  There is no additional space available for parking and underground parking is not an option due to the
water table.
The “Transient Boat” population entering La Playa on weekends and holidays has been accompanied by greatly
increased pollution due to effluence. To date, this issue has not been dealt with by the Port and Public Health
Administrators. Increasing public use at La Playa will lead to the increased spread of disease such as Ecoli. Maritime Law
protects the use of La Playa as a safe harbor and anchorage can therefore not be restricted.
• The Port also wishes to add drinking water fountains (as stated in their 2019 plan) which would require
bathrooms and handicap access.
They are currently adding a bathroom where none is needed at the end of Seacoast Drive in Imperial Beach. This would
further attract drug users and vagrants.
The Port of San Diego failed to post a public notice for community commentary about this bathroom. The residents of La
Playa do not want this at our La Playa Basin.
There is already existing drug use and trash associated with the “Transient Boaters” at La Playa Trail. Increasing use due
to new amenities such as bathrooms and water fountains will exceed the tolerance of delicate ecosystems and the
residential community.
3. Historic area Yacht Clubs, some of which date back to the late 1920’s will also be affected in the new Port Master Plan
of 2019. Some issues are:
The plan to make all shorelines accessible to the general public will add more traffic and cars to the already maximized
community. How will the Port provide adequate safeguards to theft 24/7 of property in the Yacht Clubs? That includes
cars, boats, dock boxes, dinghies and small boats, etc… Also, increased public access increases vagrants as well as more
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crime such as drug use under docks and secluded areas. Residents would likely experience an increase in crime 
associated with this measure. 
4. Piers along La Playa Trail have been identified for removal in the new Port Plan. The historic docks, which mostly pre‐
date the Port District, have not been a blight on the community and have added charm and enjoyment to the 
neighborhood for generations. Additionally, the precedence of age and the historic nature of these docks engender 
California State rights to owners and the community. These rights are longstanding and clearly defined by California 
State Law and are “not to be capriciously removed.” 
 
____________________ 
Frank Taliaferro 
2849 Qualtrough St. 
San Diego Ca. 92106 
elon@cox.net 
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From: jeffdlamb@cox.net
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 12:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port plan update comments from Pt Loma

First off, the updated plan is so vague or non‐specific it's really hard to figure out specifically what the impacts might be 

As a resident of Pt Loma near Rosecrans and Shelter drive, my biggest comments are 

 Have no idea what a "mobility hub" really means; whether it's a glorified bus stop or some mega structure with
big parking garage, etc. You need to be very specific by area. I for one don't want to see massive parking
structures in  the middle of my area or piles of bikes and scooters laying around (yes, it is even currently hard to
walk with the clumps of bikes and scooters blocking the sidewalks)

 All sections mentioning "relaxing building heights" and "compatible but not necessarily compliant" are
unintelligible, so many of us assume it means you want to let buildings over the current size and height limits.
Especially since other sections in the updated plan seem to contradict when they talk about actions to be taken
against "non‐compliant" structures.  Please be very specific

 You need a much better plan for parking on Shelter Island than radically reducing it. As we essentially have only
one bus (#28) running every 30 minutes and a lot of the cars are from other areas or tourists, how do they get
back and forth?

 The parts about "more hotel/retail/meeting rooms" on shelter island are totally vague ‐ you need to be specific.
Our assumption is it would radically turn the area into high‐rise, totally commercial look and feel while also
making demands for more more people to come and go

 Admittedly, some of the open space ideas might not  be too bad,but they are so vague it's hard to determine if
they will add value or be a nightmare ‐ ex: "extend La Playa trail on a 'promenade' to Shelter Island drive"
(paraphrase) could mean anything from a real nice walk to large slabs of concrete

 In short, the cryptic way in which this updated plan is written, since it is so vague in many areas, it implies
o More dense commercial areas, high rise, big buildings ‐ Disneyland for big business and non‐residents
o Less transportation and exacerbated demands for more people to come and go ‐ and in lack of real

substance of what a "mobility hub" in my area really means, we get a picture in our heads of this ‐
https://www.theatlantic.com/photo/2018/03/bike‐share‐oversupply‐in‐china‐huge‐piles‐of‐abandoned‐
and‐broken‐bicycles/556268/

o It will push the needs for services into other parts of Pt Loma ‐ overcrowded buses, visitors parking cars
all over Pt Loma, more abandoned rent‐a‐bike/scooter (they already clog our sidewalks)

--  
------ 
J Lamb 
------  
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From: Jessica Pohle <jepohle5@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 10:58 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa/Point Loma Bayside Community

To Whom it May Concern,  

As a resident of Point Loma who enjoys the beach frequently with my young ones, I would like to express my opposition 
to the proposed changes / developments to this precious area. Please do not develop where there is already so little 
space left for this community. We would like to preserve the existing landscape and community as‐is. Thank you for your 
time, Jessica Pohle (resident since 2011)  
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From: j <jrmediation@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 9:36 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Port Master Plan Update

Dear Folks,  

My wife and I live at 767 Rosecrans St next to Planning District One adjacent to the Bayside La Playa 
Trail. 

I attended last night's meeting at the Point Loma Library, but did not speak as the moderator 
encouraged us to email you. 

By now I suspect you have heard from your people in attendance that the draft plan met with 
overwhelming opposition from all in attendance: both citizens and OB/Point Loma planning groups. 

I share many of the concerns expressed as well as other concerns. 

Here is my list: 

1)we don't need more hotels or restaurants or retail in Point Loma because we have reached a
saturation point

2)we most definitely are opposed to a height waiver for more hotels. High-rise hotels belong on
Harbor Island. The one true high-rise we have is an eyesore in our community (The Consulate Hotel
at Nimitz and Scott)

3)we cannot accommodate more of anything without a tremendous increase in parking (for which we
do not have enough land) and high-rise parking structures would be incompatible with the community

4)increasing density and then narrowing Scott St from four lanes to two would be a disaster from a
traffic flow standpoint

5)our community is extremely heavily impacted already by those outside the community using our
neighborhoods for recreation (parks, boating, sports events that shut our roads down)

6)the Port has not been very successful in maintaining the existing infrastructure: adding more will
only make the problem worse. (our bathrooms on Shelter Islandf are in terrible shape, the parking lots
on Shelter Island have not been re-surfaced in decades, we have ugly parking meters everywhere,
etc)

7)beyond Port property we have streets and sidewalks that are in terrible condition and the City has
not fixed many of them in decades (a classic example is that the recent ironman organizers had to
use spray paint on one of our streets to warn the bikers of deep ruts and paving gaps so they would
not be injured)
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8)instead of a long term plan designed on bringing more people to our community, we need a short-
term plan to fix our infrastructure to sustain the use that already exists 
 
        a)because we already have heavy use of our community, what we really need is better street 
lighting and better pedestrian painted cross-walks (people are in constant danger of being hit by cars) 
 
        b)as to the bayside pathway, we need an immediate repair of the area near Talbot where the 
path is heavily eroded that people are going to start falling to the beach below (and we need the ugly 
concrete rip-rap dumped at Talbot years ago removed because it is an embarrassing eyesore. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Jim Roberts 
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From: Karen Ness <karenness1@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 10:36 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public comment on Port Master Plan

Hello, 
I am writing to give comments on the Port’s Master Plan with concern to Shelter Island/La Playa starting on page 123. 

1. Removal of all docks except La Playa Yacht Club. While I live in the area I do not have a house on the water but I find
these docks charming and quaint. For the 2 just south of the San Diego Yacht Club, I have many times with my young
grandkids walked on the public sections of those docks to explore sea life and barnacles seen from above and through
the water. Please allow these docks to remain. For the one just north of Kellogg’s beach, I find this dock to be a good
safety zone for Kellogg’s. My grandkids and I are there a lot and this dock gives them a sense of security ‐ while
swimming, don’t go farther than the dock or go ahead and kayak just around the dock. It also keeps boats from coming
too close in that area which keeps the water and beach that much safer. Please allow this dock and their boats to
remain.

2. I’m very concerned about the height restriction wording on Shelter Island. Please follow the law that was voted in.
There are many designs that can thrive while still maintaining the current and legal height limits. Don’t waver on this.

3. I can understand removing some of the parking on Shelter Island but from what I gathered, you are planning on
removing way too much. It’s a beautiful area but people need a place to park to be able to enjoy it.

Thank you for your time 
Karen Ness 
619‐846‐3181 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Klonie Kunzel <kunzel@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 11:46 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan

Hello 
I would like to confirm a couple of items… 

  The La Playa Trail won’t be paved….it will be a maximum of 6 feet across… 
  Concerning “pedestrian amenities”….I think it’s ridiculous to install a drinking fountain anywhere….and wonder 

how much additional seating you are considering. 
Thank you 
Klonie Kunzel 
Chair…La Playa Trail Association 
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From: Leslie Huntley <lhuntley.sd@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 5:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed changes to the La Playa and Shelter Island area

Hi Port of San Diego, 

I wanted to comment on the proposal for changes to the La Playa and Shelter Island areas. I lived at the end of San 
Antonio Ave. growing up and walked the beach path to the yacht club almost every day. Now, my husband and I belong 
to the San Diego Yacht Club and have a boat there. It is in my opinion the most special part of San Diego. It's charm is 
mainly because it's been so unspoiled. The beach path looks as it did when I was a teenager. The docks have been there, 
some of them since the 1940s!! They add to the beauty, so much so that artists love to paint it! People will walk down 
the path and take pictures. And they will take their family photos here. The docks are part of our history and set this 
area apart from other neighborhoods. In my opinion, they should be deemed historic. We don't want to be Mission Bay, 
please. The public is already able to use the beach path and walk out on the docks. To make any of the proposed 
changes would ruin this special place. 

In addition, the traffic that more hotels and businesses would bring to the area would be unmanageable! We are a small 
neighborhood. If you want to develop something further, maybe consider redoing Harbor Island. There seems to be a lot 
that could be done with that area and there are no homes or residents to consider in that location. 

If you haven't already, please come and walk along the path. Bring your dog and your kids. You will love it. It is perfect 
just the way it is! 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Leslie Huntley 
619‐991‐0042 

‐‐  

Leslie Huntley 
Luxury Property Specialist 

619-991-0042
Coldwell Banker Residential Brokerage 

5530 La Jolla Blvd.  
La Jolla, CA 92037 

www.lesliehuntleyhomes.com 
CalBRE# 01437569

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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From: Finkmm <finkmm@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 2:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Thank you for for diligence in preparing the very detailed update now available to the community. My family has lived in 
Point Loma for generations. Our family now lives in Fleetridge Heights. I have seen a pretty dramatic increase in traffic 
since the onset of multi‐family housing where before there were single family homes. We are a cul‐de‐sac neighborhood 
which necessarily must navigate our local byways in limited fashion—there aren’t too many ways in or out. We live in a 
big city but remain a small town community. We don’t want unnecessary increased congestion on Rosecrans, Shelter 
Island and Chatsworth, including more dense housing, higher building heights and more hotel rooms. These local routes 
are our only means of travel in our area. Absolutely nobody who lives here wants any changes to the La Playa Path or 
docks. Doing so would be for the benefit of developers and commerce and not landowners.  Please concentrate any 
efforts of change for the sake of change to Port property that is not confined and geographically constrained. We just 
can’t take anymore unnecessary growth in Point Loma. Maintenance and upkeep are great—no more growth.  

Mari Hamlin Fink 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: M Rowling <mrowling02@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 5:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: No to changes in Point Loma: La playa and shelter island 

Good day  

I just found out about all the plans of construction and changes in Point Loma and I strongly disagree with it, I moved 
here because of how beautiful, peaceful, quiet, secure and the friendly neighborhood this place is, Point Loma will stop 
being secure and peaceful with all your changes, so I respectfully want to ask to stop all this and go build it somewhere 
else.  

(Attach you can find your plan project in case you don’t know what construction I’m talking about) 

Thank you  

Maritza Rowling  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Pat Cates <patcates@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 8:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan 

While the Port Authority has shown with decisions made in the past that it has little to no concern for the opinions it receives when 
soliciting public input I submit this nonetheless to express my  adamant opposition to the proposed development on Shelter 
Island.  Leave Shelter Island alone!!!! Please!!! Do not pave La Playa trail, do NOT remove historic docks, do not for once sell 
yourselves and the residents of Pt Loma out to developers and their cries to bring in more tourists.  
The Port Authority has already devastated much of the waterfront changing what was once the unique charm of this city, a working 
waterfront, into just another steel/glass/concrete cookie cutter cluster of revenue generating monstrosities with no thought whatsoever 
to the psychic revenue that defines the peninsula.  
You, Port Authority members, come and go.  Your accomplishments defined by how many hotel rooms, etc you have added before you 
move on.  We live here, we like it here, we are here for the long run and the vast majority of us STRONGLY !!!! oppose the plans you 
propose.   
Pat Cates  
Point Loma  
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From: Ruby Baum <simmi1@att.net>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 6:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Port Master Plan as it Applies to Coronado

Unlike other Port properties, the Ferry Landing is right in the middle of a primary residential neighborhood.  Coronado is 
already burdened with traffic congestion issues with about 75,000 cars crossing the bridge daily.  The 1st Street and NE 
quadrant of the city are already congested with trucks and vehicles transporting people and supplies to and from the 
Naval Air Base.  Adding a hotel plus other tourist attractions will exacerbate the problem. 

The hotel and added tourist attractions may sound like good ideas, but who are they designed for?  Not the residents of 
Coronado.  People come to Coronado because of the quaintness of our homes, the wonderful beaches we have and the 
friendly community.  The Port’s Master Plan will give Coronado an over-crowded theme park atmosphere rather than the 
relaxing one we have today. 

Please think of the residents. 

Sincerely, 

Ruby Baum 
821 Cabrillo Ave. 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: charlene brown <charlenewbrown45@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 5:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Downtown Community Plan

To whom it may concern: 

I have noticed in your Downtown Community Plan that although the views along Hawthorne, B. St., Broadway and E St. 
will be preserved, there is no mention of the A St. view corridor. 

Any development of the property between Grande North Townhouses and the Wyndham Hotel must not compromise 
the view of Sapphire Tower residents down the A St. corridor to the bay. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

Charlene W. Brown 
20 July 2019 
1262 Kettner Blvd. #1002  San Diego, CA  92101 
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From: Cheryl Gaughan <cgaughan@pointloma.edu>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island

Greetings: 

I have lived in Point Loma over 30 years and a frequent user of Shelter Island and the 
west bay area here in P.L.  I am vehemently opposed to the proposed changes for our 
community. To mention a few: the huge addition of hotel rooms, relaxing the height 
limit, loss of parking, removal of docks and changes along the La Playa trail. 

Point Loma is HIGHLY congested already with the local community as well as the traffic 
from the two naval stations, the university, the vast increase in condo/apt building being 
built and the limited roads into and out of the point.  Adding hotel rooms would make 
the traffic much more worse as well as ruining the calm, tranquil beauty of Shelter 
Island and along the La Playa Trail, Kellogg Beach, etc. where we go to get away from 
the craziness. The parking is already fully used particularly during the summer months 
when travelers are here en masse.  To remove parking is ridiculous, not to mention I'm 
sure the plan is to now charge people to park on the island.  This means loss of a local 
park as many of us living here can't afford the cost of living anyway, and now to enjoy 
some of the city's natural beauty we will be forced to "pay" to enjoy it. 

Shelter Island is a wonderful respite from the traffic, noise, influx of people and enjoyed 
not only by us locals, but by those who use the hotels currently on the island.  This 
proposal will ruin this way of life as it seems profits are the only thing the City/Port cares 
about. 

I ask that these proposals changing the beautiful, already heavily used areas in Point 
Loma into a profit making, traffic nightmare be thrown out. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Gaughan 

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.
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From: Frank Thompson <thompjf@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 6:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Draft Master Plan

Sirs, 

The Port Authority has  a discussion draft of a master plan out for comment. In particular, beginning on page 123 is a plan 
for Shelter Island. One of the ideas in the plan is additional hotel rooms on Shelter Island (Paragraph 1.25). Another is 
that new construction apparently doesn't have to meet current height limitations (Paragraph 1.8). 

I object to more hotel rooms on Shelter Island. An increase will add to the already bad traffic congestion problem, as many 
attractions in San Diego aren't on Point Loma. 

More importantly, I strongly object to any increase in the height of buildings on Shelter Island. High rise buildings are out 
of character with Point Loma, the only existing ones being along Harbor Drive. If more hotel rooms are needed, build them 
on Harbor Island or downtown, where high rise buildings are already common. 

Taller buildings on Shelter Island will also spoil the views of many houses, thereby substantially reducing their value. 

Frank Thompson 
3024 Kona Way 
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From: Jerry Lohla <jerbirdsd@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 11:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public comment on Port Master Plan Update from Point Loma residents

We are fortunate to be twenty year homeowner in Point Loma who enjoy walking our dog along Shelter Island and along 
the La Playa path from Talbot Street to Kellogg beach. 

Our comment is that the homeowners along Scott Street, San Antonio Place, and Rosecrans Street whose homes are 
adjacent to the Port's tidelands along the La Playa are continuing their decades‐long encroachment onto the Port's 
property to the detriment of public use of the La Playa pathway. The Port seems indifferent to this 'land grab' by these 
contiguous private property owners. 

The boundary of the Port's property is delineated by the fences or walls that these homeowners have built to keep the 
public off of their private property. The problem is that many of these private property owners are 'extending' the 
APPEARANCE of private property in several ILLEGAL ways: (1) planting gardens of non‐native plant species that extend 
from private property almost to the water's edge; These gardens give public users the impression that these garden 
areas are PRIVATE property rather than PUBLIC property for public use and enjoyment; (2) a few of these homeowners 
go far beyond planting gardens on Port property by installing PRIVATE IRRIGATION SYSTEMS for their gardens (Question: 
Does the Port give permits for these private irrigation systems?); (3) Some of these homeowners have installed concrete 
sidewalks on Port property, which again is intended to give the impression of PRIVATE property rather than PUBLIC 
property; (4) Some of these homeowners have operable gates in their fances to allow themselves to the convenience of 
launching their private boats via Port property. 

In summary, over the decades these homeowners whose properties back on the La Playa footpath (or "Bessemer path") 
continue to do ILLEGAL landscape and hardscape 'improvements' which give a perception to public users of the La Playa 
footpath that PRIVATE property extends toward the water's edge beyond the fence lines of these homes. We have 
witnessed public users chased away from lawn areas of the Port's property by the adjacent homeowners, which is 
unacceptable behavior besides being illegal. 

The Port of San Diego needs to take an ACTIVE role in promoting and enforcing an identity of PUBLIC PROPERTY all along 
the La Playa footpath. We recommend the folllowing: 

(1) All constructed improvements on Port property, including formed concrete, paver blocks, timbers, etc. be REMOVED
by the private property owners who installed them.
(2) All irrigation lines installed on Port property by adjacent private property owners by removed by same.
(3) Non‐native plant species on the Port property should be removed in order for the public to see what the La Playa
trail looked centuries ago.
(4) Gate access from adjacent private property be made illegal and ENFORCED.
(5) Visible signage identifying "Port Property" be placed along the boundary of Port property every fifty yards so that
the public properly understands where PRIVATE property is respected.
(6) Permanent bench seating be installed by the Port every one hundred yards along the La Playa path, so that public
users have places to rest and enjoy the La Playa view.without being threatened by adjacent homeowers.
(7) All private piers along the La Playa are anachronisms of inappropriate private use of public lands prior to the
existence of the Port of San Diego, and they are infrequently used by the permit holders. These piers should all be
removed as being inappropriate with a "public benefit" concept for the La Playa footpath.



2

The Port of San Diego has a history of bowing to interests of wealthy property owners along the La Playa, rather than 
facilitating the recreational enjoyment of the PUBLIC on Port property. 
 
The Port needs to take ACTIVE steps to remedy the status quo, before its property has the APPEARANCE to the public 
that there is private property all the way down to the water's edge. 
 
Thank you for considering these comments. We look forward to the Port placing higher priority on the PUBLIC INTEREST 
than on the private interests of contiguous homeowners. 
 
Jerry Lohla 
3531 Lowell Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
 
jerry.lohla@yahoo.com 
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From: Patricia Escher <patescher@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 8:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

We are residents of Coronado and are writing to strongly object to the PMPU as it pertains to Coronado. The plan 
proposes adding 350 hotel rooms at the Ferry Landing with wholly inadequate consideration of the impact such 
development would have on the surrounding area or the infrastructure that would be needed to support it. Coronado 
already has significant traffic congestion, and this development would only increase that problem. The addition of hotel 
rooms may be nice for San Diego, but it would be terrible for Coronado. We are a small town, that is what gives 
Coronado its charm. If your proposal is implemented, it will destroy the very qualities that make Coronado such a 
wonderful place to live and to visit. Your mission statement calls on you to take a “balanced approach” among 
competing interests. The PMPU is not balanced; it is skewed in favor of tourism to the detriment of the community. We 
urge you to rethink the proposal and develop a plan that is beneficial to Coronado. 

John and Pat Escher 
420 J Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Jon Belsha <jbplbrew47@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 3:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

 This email is to document my strenuous objection to the proposed changes to Shelter Island and the La Playa area. 
I consider these changes to adversely affect the safety, environment and historical aspects of the area. 
I am a 50 year resident of Point Loma. I do not want to see these changes to my community. 

Jon Belsha 
3625 Loma Way 
Sa Diego, Ca. 92106 
jbplbrew47@gmal.com 
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From: Peg Eddy <mfe2027@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on PMPU as it pertains to Coronado

Dear Port Commissioners: 

As a full time resident of Coronado, I am emailing you to voice my concerns and objections to the current portion of the 
PMPU for the North Coronado Subdistrict, aka "The Ferry Landing". 

Here are  my comments: 

‐‐Unlike the other Port‐managed properties,  this portion of Coronado is primarily a residential neighborhood that is 
unsuitable for any additional commercial development;  
‐‐I live at 1220 First Street.  This street already has an inordinate amount of traffic during the week from military and 
civilians traveling to North Island for work. In addition, art exhibits, bands, beer festivals and other similar events on the 
weekend result in large amounts of traffic, trash left on the sidewalks, and parking shortages.  To add additional traffic 
to First Street is detrimental to the environment and will overtax our already stressed infrastructure; 
‐‐There should be no new hotels on the Ferry Landing port district property. It is my understanding that both the 
Marriott and Lowes resorts are willing to consider adding rooms to their existing foot prints. Adding a hotel in this area 
would result in added traffic, less access to the bay, and parking headaches‐ we do NOT want a two story parking garage 
built on or near the waterfront!  
‐‐There is no mention int he PMPU about the fact that the areas adjacent to the Ferry Landing are residential areas.  The 
same wording that is in the current PMPU for District 1 residential areas should be included when referencing District 9 
residential areas; 
‐‐The PMPU should include reference to the Tidelands Overlay Zone which was agreed upon by the Port District and the 
City of Coronado in the 1980's.  In this agreement, a height restriction of 40 feet was mentioned as well as other issues 
that need to be echoed in the PMPU. 
‐‐Any walkway around the golf course ( which should NOT be designated anything OTHER THAN A GOLF COURSE) and 
the Coronado Yacht Club will require unsightly fencing further negatively impact the view; 
‐‐the PMPU completely ignores the drainage and sewer issues on First Street  
‐‐the PMPU should state that the Port district will underwrite any and all costs for any traffic enhancements the PMPU 
requires‐and NOT the homeowners who don't want any such changes made; 
‐‐there is no need for a large art/entertainment center at the Ferry Landing; Coronado has already done a major study 
for our citizens and such a facility is much better accommodated on the Strand adjacent to the city hall or community 
center. 

The current PMPU sends a message that the Ferry Landing current leaseholder(s) ( the two LLC's) are eager to have 
changes made that will accommodate already completed renderings of their proposed development plans.  They don't 
live here.  Twenty‐five thousand people live in Coronado which is already a tourist destination with major traffic and 
parking problems already. 

I respectfully ask that the above changes be reflected in any finalize PMPU and hope that we will be notified so that we 
can read the latest "edition" that will be submitted for approval. 
Thank you for your attention to the above. 

Margaret Eddy 
1220 First Street Unit 302 
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Coronado, California 92118 
619 985‐2826 
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From: buzzpack@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 12:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Authority Plan for Coronado Landing

To Whom it may concern: 

My name is Marcia Packard and I live at 324 9th Street in Coronado,, California 92118 

My concerns about your plans for the Coronado Landing are that it will overcrowd an already overcrowded Coronado.  I 
grew up in this beautiful and quaint village and have watched many changes.  The Port Authority vision for our bayfront 
landing is outrageous to say the least.  Traffic is at a standstill on Orange Avenue all day long now, visitors have been 
encouraged to park on our quiet residentIal areas to avoid metered parking.  It is visited because it is quaint and slowed 
down unlike any area on the ocean in California, please don't let money hungry developers change this for the owners in 
Coronado.  We came here as we didn't want to live in a city-like evironment like La Jolla became.  WE DON'T WANT 
DEVELOPERS RUINING OUR CITY THEN WE FACE THE AFTERMATH WHILE THEY GO ELSEWHERE TO MAKE 
THEIR MILLIONS AND NEVER LOOK BACK AT THE DAMAGE THEY DID TO A WONDERFUL, FRIENDLY SMALL 
COMMUNITY.  

Thank you for reading this, THE FUTURE YOU PLAN FOR CORONADO IS NOT WHAT THE MANY CORONADO 
RESIDENTS WANT! 
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From: Sarah Moynier <sarah.moynier@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 12:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Keep the La Playa Piers and Docks!!!

Hello Port of San Diego, 

Please do not remove the La Playa piers and docks! Bessemer Path is a beloved area by the Point Loma community, and 
many including myself enjoy spending afternoons on those docks. See attached for photos ‐ I even got engaged on one 
of the docks this past summer! 

Point Loma will not be the same without these piers and docks. They will be deeply missed by residents and those 
passing by if they are taken away.  

This area is such a serene, tucked away place in Point Loma that I regularly depend on to unwind, clear my head, and 
spend time with friends and loved ones. The docks are near and dear to my heart and I sincerely hope you will consider 
keeping them. 
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From: Sheryl Rowling <SherylCPA@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 12:03 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Discussion Draft

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Stephanie Wilson <runnerswilson@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 4:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Plan to change La Playa trail

Hi, 
I am opposed to the proposed changes to the La Playa trail. It does not need to have all those amenities like bathrooms, 
wider trails, etc. And please DO NOT remove all those private piers. It gives the area character.  

Why can't the neighborhood stay the same? It's done fine for all these years. 

Thanks, 
Stephanie Wilson 
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From: Betsy Andersen <bandersen57@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Port Master Plan regarding Coronado

To whom it may concern: 
My name is Betsy Andersen and I live at 200 orange ave #204 in Coronado, California 92118 
     I have lived in Coronado since the early 50's. I have been trying to keep up with all that is projected for 
additional development in our  
town. I do not want to sound rude and impolite but for the life of me I do not understand the port's idea of 
additional development. As you know we have a terrible traffic problem in Coronado such as bumper to 
bumper to an extreme daily. we also have lack of parking and none of us want tri level parking garages upper 
or lower. We really need to keep traffic down . The hotel 350 rooms you mention is in the same area as the 
Marriott. why would that be necessary? I know its not possible to get the town back the way it was 50 yrs ago 
but why shove additional building and parking when you already know we are up to our eyeballs over here. If 
someone would be able to call me and enlighten me on why all of this is even considered I would appreciate. 
Betsy Andersen 619‐913‐5107. 
Thank you. 
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From: Carrie Chandler <carcha100@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 12:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Robert Valderrama; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Rafael 

Castellanos; Ann Moore
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing

To All Concerned 

Please understand that Coronado is my home, and I have paid dearly to live here.  We already deal with horrendous 
traffic and noise from the Naval base.  Please don't add to it by building another hotel on 1st street.  (This happens to be 
the street where I live.)  Already the tourists destroy our beautiful town with their trash, loud cars, roaring motorcycles, 
smoking, and profanity.  Almost every morning I find dirty diapers, beer bottles, and fast food wrappers in my 
hedges.  ENOUGH!!  All we want is a little peace and quiet. 

Additionally, the people of Coronado do NOT want you to disregard our ban on buildings over 40'.  This severely blocks 
our view corridors and destroys our small town vibe.  We do not want a change!  We love Coronado just the way it 
is.  Don't take away from residents by catering to visitors and businesses.  The people who live here and make their lives 
here should be what matters most. 

Thank you, 

Carrie Chandler 
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From: Dan Wieder <dwieder@mac.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 7:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments to the Proposed Master Plan Update 

Dear Friends, 

We are concerned about the possible changes to Shelter Island that include taller buildings and waterfront 
development. We support more housing, but we worry about the impact such development will have on the peninsula 
and all the visitors who currently have free and unfettered access to this idyllic place no matter where they live or how 
much they make. And we are concerned about ourselves and other residents who must live with the consequences of 
any decisions developers make.  

We hope any development undertaken will not compromise what draws people to our neighborhood in the first place. 
We’d like the changes to help those who want to live here and businesses that want to thrive here while maintaining the 
beauty and neighborhood feel of the peninsula.  

We specifically worry about increased traffic, and also how much public space will be left after all the development. Will 
Shelter Island turn into one of those developed areas where you have to live there or do business there in order to really 
enjoy it? 

The proposal to ignore the 30 foot height limit negatively impacts the area for several reasons. Most important is the 
increasing number of aborted landings at the airport. When those aborts occur, the planes turn south over the southern 
end of Point Loma. If the 30 foot height limit is ignored, that could potentially lead to a preventable accident. 

Another reason to honor the 30 foot height limit is the views from all the surrounding residences. Ignoring the height 
limit would detract from this wonderful public space. It would start to turn Shelter Island into something like Harbor 
Island with very little free public parking. 

We ask that you listen to what the community has to say, not just what developers want to do,  and that you honor 
those concerns by being a good neighbor.  We hope that there is transparency in whatever plans are developed and that 
the public has adequate input and weight. We live here while the developers do not. Please consider that as plans move 
forward. 

We are writing because we care, not because we want to deny people the opportunity to live and play in this area. We 
love it, and we understand the draw. We just hope the decision makers fully understand the need for smart and creative 
solutions that preserve the charm of the area while making it more accessible to others. 

Dan & Becky Wieder 
2860 Chatsworth Blvd 
San Diego, CA  92106 



1327 8th Street 
Coronado, CA 92118 

(619) 990-4622 |ludell@san.rr.com 
 

 
 
July 21, 2019 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
 Re: Comments on Draft Port Master Plan Update (“PMPU”) 
 
Dear Leslie and Port Staff: 
 
Thank you for providing the PMPU and this public comment process for the community.  It is evident a 
lot of work and thought, time and effort have gone into the process thus far. You and the Port District 
staff can be proud of your efforts to date. 
 
I write to comment on the development standards proposed for Planning District 10, the Coronado 
Bayfront. As a general comment, it appears not a great deal of change is contemplated for the Port lands 
within Coronado, and this is appropriate in light of the long-settled character of the adjacent 
neighborhoods and land uses. I support this aspect of the PMPU. 
 
However, I ask you to note that this element—the character of adjacent neighborhoods—is missing 
from the Port District’s stated goals, and should have been included.  It is not a sufficient goal to merely 
balance the needs of development vs. natural resources.  To ensure public health, safety, and welfare, 
the Port’s plans must also weigh the needs and legitimate interests of adjacent neighborhoods. This is 
especially true when those neighborhoods are not commercial or industrial, but residential. Failure to 
include this within the Port’s own vision and stated goals makes the Port planning process adversarial 
and ultimately leads to poorer planning, higher costs, litigation and delays. 
 
I also support the PMPU insofar as it was represented by Leslie, at the public workshop held in Coronado 
on July 15, 2019, that the plan does not call for a coastal walkway at the water’s edge in front of (on the 
water side of) the Coronado Golf Course or the Coronado Yacht Club. Leslie stated that this was the 
staff’s clear intent and recommendation, and that the PMPU would be revised to eliminate any 
uncertainty on that score and make clear the intention to exclude the yacht club and golf course from 
the plan’s stated requirement of a water-side walkway around the entire island. I support this revision, 
and look forward to seeing a revised draft that makes this clear. 
 
Finally, I am pleased to see that a performance venue or facility is an approved land use in the areas 
designated in the Northern subdistrict of the Coronado Bayfront. I support the PMPU in this respect and 
hope the Port will partner with the City of Coronado to explore the possibility of a venue with stunning, 
landmark architecture, complimentary to the intimate scale of Coronado and yet suitable as a world-
class gateway to the San Diego Bay. 
 



The concerns I ask you to consider are the following: 
 

1. Failure to acknowledge the residential character of adjoining land uses.  The description of the 
Setting for Planning District 10 nowhere acknowledges that the Coronado Bayfront planning 
district, especially the North subdistrict, is located immediately adjacent to predominantly 
residential neighborhoods.  This omission stands in contrast to Planning District 1 (Shelter 
Island), for example, which explicitly recognizes that District 1 is located adjacent to a residential 
neighborhood.  Coronado merits this same recognition. It is important that this fact is 
recognized so it can be in the forefront when considering what is appropriate and compatible 
for development standards. 

 
2. Failure to acknowledge Districts 9 and 10 are not easily accessible. Coronado’s location and 

geographic features as an island/peninsula, accessible to cars only via two roads (the bridge and 
the strand highway), mean there are serious bottlenecks restricting the accessibility of Port 
District lands here. Those lands can only be accessed by burdening the surrounding community. 
While other Port lands such as Harbor Island and Shelter Island share this factor, they do not 
share the residential neighborhood aspect of Districts 9 and 10. This fact is a constraint that 
should be acknowledged and should inform development standards, particularly standards 
calling for commercial development and standards informing the density of developable areas.  

 
3. Consideration of small-scale watercraft. Other than mentioning kayaks, Standard 10.1 does not 

describe the small and personal scale of watercraft found on our Bayfront, including jet skis, 
paddleboards (lie down), stand-up paddleboards, and even fishing float tubes (inner tubes). It is 
important to keep the smaller and more vulnerable nature of these watercraft in mind when 
planning for water and land uses, because of important differences in what is safe and 
compatible and useful for personal-sized watercraft, vs. boat-sized uses. 

 
4. Inflexibility of one parking facility. A single consolidated parking facility does not best fit nor best 

serve the community.  To hold the number of cars demanded by the density of the uses 
proposed, it would have to be of a scale that is wholly incompatible with the neighborhood. 
Omit this language and leave the flexibility for either consolidated or dispersed parking to be 
evaluated as specific projects are proposed. 

  
Thank you again for your consideration and your efforts to balance the non-economic factors in 
managing the Port lands.  We all beg your understanding and consideration of the burdens placed on 
residents of Coronado as involuntary and unwilling “visitors,” and on the City as the host of a million 
more visitors, to Port lands. I hope the Port recognizes that the limits to growth and development have 
been reached in District 10, and that only redevelopment to modernize, not expand, can be permitted 
now. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      David Udell 
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From: storylori . <storylori@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Master Plan

My husband and I are vehemently opposed to the proposed Coronado Master Plan and changes to the waterfront at 
Ferry Landing. My husband worked at the former Albertsons near Ferry Landing for 18 years and we frequently visit the 
island for its hometown feel and sweeping views of the San Diego skyline. Coronado offers a precious counter‐balance to 
the frenetic pace of downtown and it needs to be maintained. With massive redevelopment going on in Chula Vista and 
other coastal communities, San Diegans need and deserve quiet play areas. The open green belt along the ferry needs to 
be protected. Please select a plan that provides similar retail and restaurants without erasing the unique bayside charm. 

Eugene and Lori Arnold 
619.303.2189 



The Port of San Diego 

Attn: Planning Department 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA  92101-1128 

 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

 

You have received a variety of responses verbally, and in writing, regarding the Proposed Master Plan 

of the Unified Port of San Diego for the North Coronado sub-district (The Ferry Landing).  Here are 

our comments and objections: 

 

1.  The area in the vicinity of the Ferry Landing already suffers from serious congestion. 

 

Any observer in the neighborhood can tell you about the ‘bad’ behavior by visitors and residents. 

The very narrow streets on the residential section of First St. and the intersection of Orange Avenue are 

not suitable for large groups of people. Only two individuals can safely walk side by side on the street. 

 

Bicycles constantly violate the usage of the bike lanes.  Many ride in the wrong direction and others 

use the sidewalks  between sections.  Others go through traffic lights illegally.  This causes 

confrontation and serious safety issues between walkers and  pedestrians crossing at the crosswalks. 

 

Traffic from North Island is prohibitive for residents and tourists particularly in the hours between 2:30 

and 5:00 PM on weekdays.  Although tourists are more frequent during the weekends weekday traffic 

does not need additional traffic from a hotel and other tourist attractions. 

 

2.  The Management of the Ferry Landing in the past  has not been responsive to the  residential needs 

of the area regarding their choices of tenants for the shopping center. 

 

It has been our, and others, observation that when ‘tourist’ season is over, or diminished, local residents 

support local business.   If they are not responsive to that fact shops suffer financially.  There has to be 

a relationship between the local residents to be successful.  Lately there has been frequent turnover in 

the The Ferry Landing shopping center and diminished upkeep in the area. 

 

3.  There is not the need for additional restaurants, shops  and hotels that sell liquor by the bottle, or 

provide it to customers in an establishment. 

 

Several years ago when Nikki Rotten’s restaurant intended to keep late hours, serving alcohol with 

music, residents adjacent to the establishments and other residents objected to the noise.  As a result the 

city put restrictions in place to help maintain peace. The State Liquor License Board was involved and 

it was clearly noted that for the size of Coronado we have far more liquor licenses issued than should 

be allowed by law. Keep that in mind.    

 

In conclusion this community is a residential area where peace and quiet are a huge concern and will 

continue to be.  It is not in our interest to support further expansion to the area you have designated the 

North Coronado sub-district.  You may not want to risk the bad feelings of residents toward visitors 

should you ignore these issues. 

 

Sincerely,    James Seeright & Sondra Seeright 

619-435-3603  1099 First St., Unit 403, Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: john blocker <johnblocker1325@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on PMPU

John Blocker

Coronado, California

Below are my comments to the Port Master Plan Update. In 1964 when the original plan was implemented 
no consideration was given was given to preserving the culture of adjacent communities as was the standard
during that era. Today, when planning documents are written the culture and history of the impacted area is
usually considered. Your document needs to be updated to do this. 

            The Port’s Missions Statement includes taking into consideration “benefits” of Port projects to the
community. A project can provide benefits to a community (such as tax dollars) and still adversely affect the 
community’s culture. Putting a large hotel and office complex in a residential community could adversely affect
that community. As an example, the project may cause more congestion, encourage more development and
ultimately drive people from their homes to live in other neighborhoods, changing the character of the community.

            It is the mantra of the Port District that they have authority over San Diego Bay tidelands so they need not
comply with community plans and ordinances. All military bases in the United States since about 1985 must
comply with local requirements by presidential decree. Military bases are located on Federal land and need not
do this. Until the Port agrees to comply with community plans and ordinances this plan will remain out of date.

            I am only commenting on your Mission Statement page (1.1 Port Master Plan). If the changes are adopted,
the rest of the plan would need to be updated. My additions to the PMPU’s Mission Statements are written in red.

Adverse effects to the community need to have the same force of law to development proposals as
environmental impacts now have.

Sincerely,

John Blocker
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COMMENTS TO THE PMPU: 

  

1.1 THE PORT MASTER PLAN 

  

The intent of the Port Master Plan is to protect and promote coastal-dependent and coastal-related uses, allow 
for and encourage a diverse range of uses around San Diego Bay (Bay), and provide and ensure coastal access 
to explore and enjoy areas within the San Diego Unified Port District’s (District) jurisdiction and to protect the 
culture of adjacent communities. To meet this intent, the Port Master Plan serves as the primary tool to guide 
water and land uses and development on District lands, tidelands, and submerged lands. The Port Master Plan 
controls and regulates the allowable water and land uses, including the type and characteristics of development, 
recreation, and environmental stewardship throughout the District’s jurisdiction.  

  

The District’s first Port Master Plan was adopted by the Board of Port Commissioners (BPC) in January 1964. 
Since then, sections of the Port Master Plan have been revised; however, this document is the first 
comprehensive update. Throughout the process of updating the Port Master Plan, the District identified 
additional objectives for the plan to achieve (see Section 1.4.1 for more information on Integrated Planning), 
including: 

       Be market ready. 

       Streamline the permit process.  

       Provide certainty with flexibility.  

       Balance development with natural resources, while enhancing fiscal sustainability. 

       Preserve the culture of impacted communities 

The Port Master Plan, as well as the process to develop and implement it, is intended to be consistent with a 
legislative framework, which is composed of the Public Trust Doctrine (Doctrine), the San Diego Unified Port 
District Act (Port Act), and the California Coastal Act (Coastal Act) (see Section 1.3 for more information on 
the Legislative Framework), community plans and ordinances, and the culture of the community. The Port 
Master Plan also upholds the District’s mission.  

  

1.1 THE PORT MASTER PLAN The District’s mission statement is: “The Port of San Diego will protect the 
Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach 
to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land recreation, environmental stewardship, public safety without 
substantial adverse effect to the culture of adjacent communities.” 
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From: John Hickman <johnhickman@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli
Subject: Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Coronado

1. No development of any new hotel or Performance Center on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.
2.No exceeding Coronado's 40‐foot height limit on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.
3. Adhere to important view corridors and preserve view vistas.
4. Do not increase density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict.
5. Do not fail to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

Thanks, 

John E. Hickman 
120 C Ave. Unit 306 
Coronado, CA 92118 
(619) 888‐4945
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From: Keith Palmateer <rkpalmateer@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 5:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island planning.

Please! No more rooms, no more retail! 
We are already choked with traffic and suffer from lack of parking. Please don't turn this area into another seaport 
village.  

Also, leave the docks and the la playa path alone! 

Thank you, 
Keith Palmateer 

Fairwind, Inc. 
2726 Shelter Island Drive. 
#387 
San Diego Ca. 92106 

619‐985‐3077 
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From: Kelly Madruga <kmadruga@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 8:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Port Plan

To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. 
As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent 
jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion and environmental ramifications that ensue from over 
developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York please keep its 
citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Kelly Madruga  
3220 Hugo St 
San Diego Ca 92106  
619‐993‐1641  
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From: Matthew Dathe <matt@encompas.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:36 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)

As a local business owner and a member of the San Diego Yacht Club, I’m compelled to add my opposition to the current 
draft, especially the addition of more hotel rooms  in the area, as well as any proposed public access through SDYC. 

• Adding more hotel rooms will add more traffic to the already congested roadways.

• SDYC is a world leader in sailing and adds great benefit to the community through our sailing programs. Getting these
boats to the water requires our cranes to be actively used and pedestrian access would be a safety issue.

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Matt Dathe 
Encompas Network, Inc. 
DBA Encompas Printing and Graphics 
2907 Shelter Island Drive #105-260 
San Diego, CA 92106 
(858) 488-1117 Office
(619) 846-2036 Cell
matt@encompas.net
www.encompas.net
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From: Mike <mbgiants@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:32 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado

To whom it may concern, 
My wife and I live in Coronado and are concerned about the proposal to add a 350 room hotel.  Our town is already 
struggling with overcrowded conditions.   
We often struggle to find parking on our street, much less in front of our house.   
Please don’t approve hotel.   
Thank you for your consideration, 
Michael and Marian Burke 
460 E Ave 
Coronado 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: michel szalay <michelszalay@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: michel szalay; Neri Marbella
Subject: Shelter Island

To: PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
Subject: I am a resident of Point Loma 
To Whom It May Concern, 
We are a resident of Point Loma, Dubai & France and being at Point Loma we enjoyed the wide diversity of nature and 
history of the place. The high rise building will interfere with the natural façade of the area and will the crowded.  We 
have lived part time in an environment which the Port of San Diego proposes to create in its 2019 Master Plan. 
Manmade structures obscuring the views, more concrete everywhere, higher density of traffic and trash/noise pollution 
is precisely what we seek to escape when we come to Point Loma. We would be very sad and disappointed to see the 
charm and quiet serenity of our PL neighborhood altered by these projects. We will not benefit from the additional 
“improvements.” The environment will become crowded and overused. We’ve seen this kind of redevelopment before. 
It isn’t an improvement.   Thank you for your attention to these issues. I would appreciate a written response. 
1. Port should not approve building higher than 30’ limit on Shelter Island.
• Views will be blocked in the Point Loma community. The Port of San Diego should notify the Point Loma community
by mail, and provide a hearing for community commentary to decide if exceeding the 30’ limit is in the best interests of
the community.
• Construction of taller buildings on Shelter Island will force heavy aircraft, including cargo and refueling planes, to
assume a steeper flight path in order to ascend over the taller buildings, which will inevitably produce greater noise and
vibration and exacerbate structural damage to neighboring homes beneath the flight path.
• Taller hotels will increase the demand for parking on Shelter Island to accommodate more hotel guests, while
simultaneously reducing the supply of parking spaces, will create parking gridlock and consequently increased traffic as
automobiles roam in search of available parking spaces.
• Why does a non‐profit entity like the Port of San Diego need to make more money by restricting the public’s access to
waterfront parklands? The San Diego waterfront exists to serve the enjoyment of all, not just tourists.
2. The Port needs to keep hands off La Playa Trail.
• Currently, the Port of San Diego plans to create public access to the water along the Shelter Island/La Playa Basin.
This would require steps and handicap access and will disturb the critical natural habitats of migratory birds as well as
disrupting a cherished Historic Trail which residents have fought to preserve for generations.
Additionally, parking in the La Playa neighborhood has already been exceeded due to the combined needs of residents
and yacht clubs.  There is no additional space available for parking and underground parking is not an option due to the
water table.
The “Transient Boat” population entering La Playa on weekends and holidays has been accompanied by greatly
increased pollution due to effluence. To date, this issue has not been dealt with by the Port and Public Health
Administrators. Increasing public use at La Playa will lead to the increased spread of disease such as Ecoli. Maritime Law
protects the use of La Playa as a safe harbor and anchorage can therefore not be restricted.
• The Port also wishes to add drinking water fountains (as stated in their 2019 plan) which would require bathrooms
and handicap access. The Port of San Diego is currently adding a bathroom where none is needed at the end of Seacoast
Drive in Imperial Beach. This would further attract drug users and vagrants. The Port of San Diego failed to post a public
notice for community commentary about this bathroom. The residents of La Playa do not want this at our La Playa Basin.
There is already existing drug use and trash associated with the “Transient Boaters” at La Playa Trail. Increasing use due
to new amenities such as bathrooms and water fountains will exceed the tolerance of delicate ecosystems and the
residential community.
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3. Historic area Yacht Clubs, some of which date back to the late 1920’s will also be affected in the new Port Master Plan 
of 2019.  
The plan to make all shorelines accessible to the general public will add more traffic and cars to the already maximized 
community. How will the Port provide adequate safeguards to theft 24/7 of property in the Yacht Clubs? That includes 
cars, boats, dock boxes, dinghies and small boats, etc…  Also, increased public access increases vagrants as well as more 
crime such as drug use under docks and secluded areas. Residents would likely experience an increase in crime 
associated with this measure.  
4. Piers along La Playa Trail have been identified for removal in the new Port Plan. The historic docks, which mostly pre‐
date the Port District, have not been a blight on the community and have added charm and enjoyment to the 
neighborhood for generations. Additionally, the precedence of age and the historic nature of these docks engender 
California State rights to owners and the community. These rights are longstanding and clearly defined by California 
State Law and are “not to be capriciously removed.” 
 
Respectfully,  
 
Dr. Michel Charles Szalay 
Nerissa Szalay 
2875 Qualtrough St. 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Sevi <sevi.milano@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objection to Hotel Proposal

I firmly object to the construction of a hotel at the Port owned property at the Coronado Ferry Landing.  

We do not need it. It would create a nightmare for residents.  

Thank you 

Sent by Sevi Milano 
Sent from iPad  
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From: Tyler Wehr <twehr324@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Docks

Hello ‐‐ 

This email is in regards to the purposed plan to remove the La Playa Docks. This place has been extremely important to 
me for many years, and recently I even got engaged at those docks. Please do not remove the docks. I think they are 
extremely charming and very important to many people in the San Diego area. 

Thank you! 
Tyler 

‐‐  

Tyler Wehr 
San Diego State University 2019 
Master's of Science in Accountancy ‐ Taxation 
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From: barryeaustin@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update — Coronado

Dear Sir or Madam — 

With no disrespect intended, are you nuts?  Coronado already has too many people and too much traffic for the small 
portion of land that doesn’t belong to the Navy.   

Putting in a large hotel and other amenities to draw more tourists to this land-locked “island” makes absolutely no sense.   

Please consider the impacts to existing residents  !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

The purpose of the Port is not just to maximize its revenue, but also to ensure the livability of the area surrounding the 
properties it controls.  The proposed changes would degrade EVERYONE’s (resident and visitor) enjoyment of Coronado. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Barry Austin 
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From: Brad Herrin <bradherrin@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Shelter Island

I am a resident of Point Loma and use Shelter Island. 

I want to apologize for the poor treatment that Port presenters of the Port Master Plan received during their 
presentation at the Peninsula Community Planning Board meeting last Thursday the 18th. Some residents of the 
community (self‐identified as yacht club members) were rude, entitled(!) and disrespectful. I was disgusted by their 
behavior. In the face of this boorish behavior, the Port employees were supremely professional throughout. Thank them 
for me. 

Because of the comments I heard the other night, I’ve changed my mind about installation of walkways around the bay 
through the yacht clubs. Please do, they’ve used public land long enough. Get rid of those four private docks too, or at 
least charge the users enormous rental fees and use it for bayside maintenance.  

My comments on the Shelter Island Plan. 

Scott Street. Single through lanes and a central turn lane. So many cars turn at PL Seafood. Great idea. 

Shelter Island. Yes! Get rid of those huge asphalt expanses. Turn it into a park with a true bike/mobility path! Presently, 
one has to ride a bike through the parking lots, not along the bay. The bayside path is pedestrian only and people get 
upset unless one rides on the grass. We need a bike path. Excellent! 

Shelter Island Drive. 

I urge you to strongly consider reverse diagonal parking on Shelter Island Drive opposite of the park. (Page 129 Figure 
PD1.4) 1. Conventional diagonal parking will be dangerous, with the unloading of vehicles into traffic. By backing into the 
spaces, park users will be able to safely unload their car trunks and vehicles into the park instead of into the street. 
2. Reverse diagonal parking will also make for safer sight lines exiting the spaces.

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best, 

Brad Herrin 
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From: Bruce Gresham <bruce@eventsonline.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 9:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: NO to the current Shelter Island changes. 

Dear Port of San Diego planning dept. 

I read with dismay the plans for the Shelter Island changes. These include removing the historic docks, adding hotel 
rooms to an already congested Shelter Island with no provision for traffic mitigation, making a pedestrian path for 
the public through San Diego Yacht Club, and enhancing the La Playa Trail, again, with no plan for visitor parking. 
We deserve better. I am sure your  professional planners can design a workable, reasonable and sensible plan for 
all San Diegans and our visitors. 

Please work on this plan some more  

Regards 
Bruce Gresham 

Bruce Gresham / President 
Events Online  
858 245 7074 mobile 
bruce@eventsonline.com 
eventsonline.com 
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From: Caroline Haines <linashore@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 7:21 AM
To: Leslie
Cc: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; Richard Bailey
Subject: Re: Proposed Port for Coronado

Well done Leslie.... 

Thank you, 

Caroline Haines 

#00953131 
Ascent Real Estate 
944 Orange Ave, Coronado, Ca 92118 
619‐435‐5200 
Chaines@ascentrealestate.com 

On Jul 21, 2019, at 11:33 AM, Leslie <leslie‐reynolds@att.net> wrote: 

Good afternoon. 

As a former Planning Commissioner for the City of Coronado, and a nonprofit leader working in the 
arena of state and local climate change policies and programs, I am shocked and dismayed  at the Port 
Commission’s proposed land use change in support of a large hotel facility here.  In addition to the 
serious quality of life implications for this unique and treasured City, the air quality and additional 
climate‐related impacts will pose serious legal challenges to the Commission’s efforts.  Our City cannot 
be put at risk to meet Commission financial goals.  

I look forward to your response. 

Leslie Reynolds 
Executive Director 
5106 Federal Blvd #203 
San Diego, Ca 92105 
Groundwork San Diego‐Chollas Creek 
619 543 0430 
www.groundworksandiego.org 
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From: Diana Richardson <rockcrk@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 10:31 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Letter re: Port of San Diego Master Plan Update

July 21, 2019 

To: Port of San Diego, Planning Dept. {Via email PMPU@portofsandiego.org} 
From: Diana Gauss Richardson, and Fritz Richardson 
Regarding: Port of San Diego Master Plan Update 

As long‐time residents of San Diego, we have enjoyed the park and recreation resources of the Shelter Island 
area for decades. We appreciate the accessibility, scenery, and other amenities of the Shoreline Park, which 
your website calls “A Mile‐Long Scenic Park”.  We walk the park frequently, and always enjoy seeing countless 
families picnicking, walking, using the boat‐launch ramp, the beach and just being together. It is easy for 
people to get there along Shelter Island Drive, via Scott Street or Rosecrans Street, and parking is adjacent to 
most of the length of the park. The Port has done a wonderful job in providing these recreational resources to 
a great diversity of San Diego county residents, and in providing accessibility to them.  The Port’s own Master 
Plan highlights recreational areas as one of its major land uses, and stresses the importance of serving a 
diverse population. In fact, in an Oct. 15, 2018 press release, the Port touts its diversity and inclusion goals, 
highlighting equal opportunity but also stressing access for all.  

Those are reasons why 1) the Port’s proposed additional 1600 hotel rooms where there are currently 1090 
would create a tremendous impact to the character of Shelter Island, and to the accessibility of the recreation 
resources there.  This would move Shelter Island from being accessible to many populations, and family‐
friendly, to that of tourist‐only. Take Harbor Island as an example. Its extremely limited parking, and high‐rises 
basically repel any interest from San Diego residents to even try to enjoy the beautiful bayside walk and views 
along its shoreline.  The more than doubling of the hotel room capacities on Shelter Island would require 
heights that are completely out of character with what makes the Shelter Island area so charming and inviting. 
The traffic alone would make attempts to access the Shelter Island park prohibitive. Additionally, the 2) 
proposed narrowing of Scott Street is counterproductive to providing safe and free‐flowing traffic; Scott Street 
(and Rosecrans St.) is already highly impacted at times, including when commuters leave the military facilities 
further south – levels of service would be significantly impacted by this proposed narrowing of Scott 
Street.  Exacerbating the significant impacts from the proposed increases in hotel rooms and the narrowing of 
Scott Street is 3) the proposed intensifying of commercial uses, including non‐water‐oriented retail. Two‐lane 
Shelter Island Drive is able to accommodate most traffic now with acceptable levels of service at most times – 
not only would this add to the other impacts described above to traffic, but it would also directly impact the 
character of the boating, fishing and recreational community that is historical to this area. Finally, 4) the 
proposed continuous promenade along the water’s edge, though nice to think of in theory, makes no sense in 
practicality nor in improving public access. It is already possible to walk along a public walkway through most 
of Shelter Island, even along hotels and marinas. The proposed new public walkway would not work 
logistically, as there are docks, cranes, and boating activities that would be disrupted by this walkway. Since 
there is already walkway access, providing a small amount more would create significantly large disruptions 
and potential safety hazards, which makes no sense.  The cost and effort to provide this is not warranted. 
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In summary, based upon the significant and adverse effects that are described above to diversity and 
inclusion, access, traffic congestion, community character and safety, we strongly reject these particular 
proposals to the Port’s Master Plan update.  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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From: Faruk Taysi <irm01@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Port of San Diego 
Planning Department 

We live in the Sapphire Towers and reviewed the Discussion Draft for the Port Master Plan Update. The following is our 
Public Comments on this Draft.    

1. The PMPU PD3.24 proposes the Districts acquisition of the lease of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command Building
at 1220 Pacific Highway to build a " Local Gateway Mobility Hub". We are supportive of this idea, yet any development
of the property between the Grand North Tower and the Wyndham Hotel should not comprise the established A Street
view corridor, maximize public access to and from the waterfront and maximize views of the bay as stated in the PMPU
PD3.25. Proposed new parking structure height should not exceed the existing Naval Facilities Command Building and
should not compromise the views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay.
2. The PMPU PD3.26 proposes to establish and preserve View Corridors Extensions on Hawthorn Street, B Street, West
Broadway and E Street. We are asking the PMPU to also establish and preserve the A Street as a View Corridor
Extension. A Street is an established view corridor and is included in the Downtown Community Plan and stated as a goal
in PMPU PD3.25.
3. The PMPU PD3.29 proposes to allow for additional hotel rooms at the existing Wyndham Hotels south of the County
Administration Building. This addition should not compromise the A Street view corridor presently established. The
additional hotel rooms should be sensitive as to the massing so it does not create a solid barrier and ensure visual
connectivity from and to the Bay as stated as one of the goals in the PMPU. The height of the new development should
be the same or less than the existing Wyndham Hotel.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with these comments.
Thank you,
Faruk and Paula Taysi
1262 Kettner Blvd. Unit 2201
San Diego, Ca 92101
206‐992‐2285
Sent from my iPad
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From: Hillary Karno <hkarno@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: AGAINST the Hotel in Coronado at Ferry Landing 

My opinion regarding the Port of San Diego and the proposed plan for a 300 person hotel in Coronado. 

I am AGAINST the building of a hotel in the area of the Ferry Landing. I am also against any building of any structures 
that are commercial in nature.  The Ferry Landing has enough restaurants and retail space in the Ferry Landing.  What is 
there currently needs to be better maintained by whomever owns the leases and is in charge of up keep of this heavily 
visited area. 

Coronado is first and foremost a community. People live and work right around the Ferry Landing. Coronado is also 
home to a huge military population, the majority of whom travel onto and off the island 24 hours each and every day.  
We also get a tremendous amount of day trippers and we already have several hotels.  I can’t imagine that the island 
can sustain any more people, driving and parking here; or occupying all the hotel rooms. 

The village is already overun with visitors. We barely have enough bike parking. And we definitely do not have enough 
parking for cars or motorcycles. 

Why I am against this  proposal: 

1. Already over populated with tourists.
2. Too many cars, bikes and motorcycles
3. The square footage of the island can not sustain more people.
4. the amount of military personnel that come & go everyday, 24 hours a day 5. the increase in the amount of crime and
thefts 6. Increase in the amount of green house gases from all the cars & motorcycles 7. Visitors are insensitive to the
residents ‐ They smoke everywhere (its against the Law in many areas) and will continue even when you ask them to
stop. They ride their bikes where they are not allowed. They throw their garbage out of the car onto the street. They pee
& poop in residents yards.
8. The traffic on the bridge is backed up often and god forbid if there is someone considering suicide.
9. Visitors do not respect traffic speed limits 10. Visitors will cause an accident and flee the scene without leaving any
notes 11. Many people from Imperial Beach & chula Vista use Coronado & the bridge to travel to SD downtown ‐ so we
already have more cars traveling through Coronado
12. Ferry Landing already has a 300 person hotel ‐ it doesn’t need any more hotel rooms in that area.
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From: joseph bacon <joehbacon22@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 7:13 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Plans for new Coronado Hotel and retail

No thank you, Port Commisioners.. 
Open space for visitors from San Diego and around the world enjoy and use the bayfront ..our quality of life would be 
taken down several notches with more developement in our neighborhood, and we need more open spaces, not less ! 
Joe Bacon 
516 E Ave 
Coronado 
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From: Laurie Kellerhouse <lek3lek@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point Loma Piers

To whom it may concern, 

I've been blessed to live Point Loma most of my life. I walk the La Playa path most every day with my dogs. 
One of my many hobbies is photography, and photographing the La Playa path with the beautiful boats and 
Piers is so special. Please leave Point Loma as it is!!  We love the beauty of the piers and the boats. 

Thank you, 
Laurie Kellerhouse 
619‐990‐4098 
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From: Michael Fink <Michael.Fink@kratosdefense.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 11:52 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Planning Department, Port of San Diego, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of your draft Plan. 

As a third generation Point Loman and Staff Commodore of San Diego Yacht Club, I’m very interested in keeping Point 
Loma beautiful and maintaining its current quality of life.  Your suggestion to narrow Scott Street and increase the 
number of hotel rooms on Shelter Island by relaxing the current height limitations would have a negative impact on all 
of Point Loma.  Rosecrans and Scott Streets feed Shelter Island Drive and these streets are already overcrowded, 
especially on weekends.  We do not want the Port to turn Shelter Island into a hotel eyesore like Harbor Island, please 
maintain the current height limit restrictions and number of hotel rooms. 

The continuous promenade along the waterfront is a noble suggestion, but simply not practical or safe given the current 
layout of the San Diego Yacht Club and our use of machinery to move boats in and out of the water.  This would also 
make security nearly impossible.  

Regards ‐ Mike 

Michael W. Fink 
3410 Bangor Place 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Paul <paulggeorge@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ICE 1-Lynn (wife)
Subject: PMPU for Coronado Ferry Lansing

My wife and I have been residents in Coronado for more than 20 years.  We have watched as the density of buildings, 
population, and tourists/non‐resident visitors has grown exponentially.  This growth has swamped Coronado’s capacity 
to accommodate all populations.  The last five years have been exceptionally difficult due to traffic, excess littering, 
crowding of public facilities and restaurants and unlawful parking.  We object to adding more hotel space and the 
expansion of business in Coronado as the infrastructure simply can’t possibly support any further increase.  The 
currently proposed development will substantially deteriorate the quality of life in Coronado. 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: rick@navysealmuseum.com
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 9:03 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: National Navy SEAL Museum

Ms. Lesley Nishihira 

            Re:  Port Master Plan Update, Embarcadero Planning District 3 

 Good morning Lesley, 

The National Navy SEAL Museum is coming to San Diego and specifically is looking for a home within the 
Embarcadero planning district 3 of the proposed Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).  We have followed with 
much interest the efforts to date associated with formulation of the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan 
Update and believe that our vision for the new San Diego Navy SEAL museum is extremely compatible with the 
planning district’s character that is described within the PMPU. 

Since 1985, the National Navy SEAL Museum (a 501(c) (3) nonprofit organization dedicated to preserving the 
history and heritage of Naval Special Warfare) has successfully been operating in Fort Pierce, Florida drawing 
tens of thousands of visitors every year.  After experiencing an accelerated phase of growth and expansion, 
and the acquisition of artifacts and dramatic displays in the Fort Pierce location, the National Navy SEAL 
Museum is now ready to further its mission of honoring Naval Special Warfare by opening a new museum in 
San Diego. The new Museum will have an emphasis on West Coast SEAL Teams and preserving their heritage. 
From the perspective of the Board of Directors, the opportunities offered within planning district 3 correspond 
perfectly with the SEAL’s mission and goals for this new museum. 

We would therefore, on behalf of the Navy SEAL Museum Board of Directors, respectively request that 
consideration of a Navy SEAL Museum be provided for as a compatible use within Planning District 3 of the 
Port Master Plan Update. Thank you very much for consideration of our request. 

Rick Kaiser 
Executive Director 
Navy SEAL Museum 
757‐635‐6002 
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From: Stan Miller <smiller@asymca.org>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objection to hotel plan

Greetings. 
I am Stan Miller. I reside at 1522 1st street in Coronado with my wife. We both strenuously object to the 
revisions in the port master plan that would allow a 350 room hotel to be built at the ferry landing. This is a 
residential neighborhood that would be impacted very negatively by such a development.  
Please alter the plan to preserve the character of our neighborhood. 
Regards, 
Stan and Char Miller 
1522 1st street 
Coronado, .CA 92118 

Get Outlook for Android 
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From: Stan Kim <hello@stan.kim>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Stan Kim
Subject: PMPU Development Concerns: A Street Corridor

Dear PMPU, 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns. We are new resident  owners at the Sapphire Tower at 1262 
Kettner and are worried about obstructions of our views. 

1. The PMPU makes no mention of preserving the A Street view corridor.
This is an established view corridor and is included in the  Downtown Community Plan. It must be preserved for the
beauty and value of our residents.

2. Regarding adding additional rooms at the Wyndham Hotel, any additions should not compromise the A Street view
corridor. The footprint must remain the same.

3) Regarding the District's acquisition of the US Naval Facilities at
1220 Pacific Highway, any development between the Grande North Townhouses and Wyndham cannot compromise the
views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay. There should be no additional height to any new or altered
building.

We appreciate your consideration and trust that all efforts will be made to maintain our open corridors and beautiful 
views. 

Thank you, 

Stan Kim 

‐‐  

_________________________________________________________ 
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From: Jay Talbert <jay.talbert3@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:49 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to the proposed Master Plan for Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please Consider these following concerns from a 3rd generation Coronado resident.  It is important 
that we preserve the unique character of the city for both today’s residents and visitors and for the 
future residents and visitors of this town.  This proposed plan simply puts more development on our 
small island that it can properly absorb. 

Some of my reticular objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize

the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht

Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Some recommendations for future plans. 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of

the bayfront.

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Talbert 
940 Country Club Lane Coronado 
858-602-2600
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From: ann sonne <asonne@san.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; amorre@portofsandiego.org; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: I object strongly to the Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 
Coronado has had a terrible traffic problem for as long as I can remember.  Residents are finding it more and more 
difficult to keep our children and our bicyclists safe – as more automobile traffic crosses over the bridge all year every 
year.  Not only has navy traffic increased, but when the bridge toll was eliminated, the number of vehicles entering 
Coronado greatly increased.  To add a 350 room hotel at the ferry landing would have a huge, negative impact on the 
community.  The streets simply cannot absorb the increase in population. And parking – that is already sparse‐‐ would 
become non‐existent.  I think that as residents of Coronado our community already does more than its full share of 
attracting and accommodating visitors to San Diego.  It is time that OUR REPRESENTATIVES ON THE PORT OF SAN DIEGO 
actually represent the interests of the residents of Coronado.  To date, my family has treasured the small‐town feeling of 
the community.  We don’t even mind it when thousands of people come across the bridge on the 4th of July to enjoy the 
parade – even though we have to pay for the event and the clean‐up, even though we can’t even find parking in front of 
our own homes, even though we cannot access restaurants on that day due to the crowds.  The Christmas parade and 
the many running and surfing and cycling events also draw lots of tourists – which do impact our community.  However, 
this kind of traffic every day of the year would be intolerable for the reasons mentioned above.  I’ve talked about density 
and cost concerns, but I am also opposed to your plan that increases the 40‐foot height limit for buildings– which would 
greatly impact everyone who lives here.  Coronado is first and foremost a community – a home for families whose 
children want to safely walk to schools and play in the city’s parks.  It is also a community that treasures the service and 
sacrifices of a significant military population – where children go up to persons in uniform and thank them for protecting 
our freedoms.  There is no desire to change this community into a Balboa Island community – that is primarily a tourist 
destination.  Please respect and honor the wishes and concerns of Coronado’s residents and vote against building a new 
hotel here in the Coronado community – that already features so many hotels.    
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Betty Padgett <betty.padgett@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU for Coronado

The Port Authority of San Diego self describes itself as a champion and focused on enriching the relationship people and 
businesses have with the waterfront: 

Mission

The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic vitality and community 

benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land recreation, 

environmental stewardship and public safety. 

It appears that businesses are being put first.  Environment and Experience last. 

A healthy tidal environment provides ecosystem services like wildlife habitat, flood mitigation from extreme tides and 
precipitation, and does not put heavy infrastructure in sandy subsrate and softer bedrock that can liquify and deform 
during earthquakes.  It increases air quality and public health by encouraging multi‐modal exploration of the waterfront 
and provides connective bike and walking paths that are safe for families. 

Putting another tourist‐centric shopping development at tidelands and obliterating the parks, open spaces, and iconic 
scenic views of the great blue bridge and the San Diego skyline is a short‐sighted plan.  Traffic and parking will consume 
the tidelands.  The people that are most connected to this part of the bay and act as its stewards will be 
disenfranchised.  Shop owners from other proximal shopping centers will see more competition, leading to a 
destabilization of existing businesses that have invested in current Port projects. 

Development does not pay its own way.  Coronado will be left with another traffic nightmare, and justice and public 
safety costs.  We do not need more vehicles on Coronado.  The Port should be prioritizing the environment and 
experiences that allow for intimate exploration and outdoor recreation (which has a huge positive economic impact and 
San Diego’s economy).  Outdoor recreational opportunities on revitalized waterways are economic engines.  Pittsburgh 
is known for its revitalized river paths and arts districts that celebrate its three rivers, not for the t‐shirt shops.   
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The best way to enrich our relationship with the tidelands and Bay, is to provide excellent park infrastructure at our 
existing Tidelands.  There is no replacing this gem as a community gathering spot for sports, photography, biking, 
walking, kite flying, and having a safe route for families to bike and be outside together.   

T 

The Port Authority Draft Master Plan Update shows hotel construction in a Coronado C-R zone (Commercial-
Recreation) that does not allow hotels (H-M zone).  

 

I firmly believe the Port Authority Draft Master Plan Update for the City of Coronado should be revised to be in 
agreement with the City of Coronado's building restrictions. As the Draft Master Plan Update is currently written, the 
Port Authority of San Diego can disregard local ordinances. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Betty Padgett 

Coronado resident and home owner 
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From: Cameron Silver <silver5@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:10 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: No hotel at the ferry  landing 

The ferry landing is an amazing place . We do not need another hotel on the island taking the place of our beloved ferry 
landing . It’s a destination for many people with a long history for generations of families. Please do not allow this 
wonderful place to be torn down .  

    Cami Silver          480‐703‐8561 
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From: Camilla Koon <camillak@rchco.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 2:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port of San Diego - Coronado Master Plan -- Interested Real Estate Developer

Greetings,  

I am writing to you from the R.C. Hedreen Co. in Seattle, WA.  R.C. Hedreen Co. is a real estate development firm that 
has been in the construction and development business for over 60 years, working primarily in hotel development.  We 
are interested in exploring the opportunity of developing the hotel in Coronado, CA and have some questions about the 
project.  I am a Project Manager for R.C. Hedreen Co. and am originally from Coronado.  I am going to be in town later 
this week and was wondering if there was someone I could meet with on Friday to ask some questions about the 
project/plan. 

Please find below our company’s website which outlines some of our holdings; we most recently completed as 
developers and owners, the Hyatt Regency Seattle – the largest hotel in the Pacific Northwest (1,260 hotel rooms and 
103,000 sq. ft. of meeting space).  

Please let me know regarding Friday and thank you in advance. 

Best, 
Camilla 

http://www.rchco.com/  
https://www.seattletimes.com/business/opening‐seattles‐largest‐hotel‐required‐heavy‐preparation‐including‐a‐5‐ton‐
boulder/?utm_source=facebook&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=article_left_1.1&fbclid=IwAR0n2ffDate_a3QBEo
8‐KLfNc85tnDEVr‐2xqsGEjQywx6HBC0MYqMgPGig  

Camilla Koon 
Project Manager 
R.C. Hedreen Co.
Office: 206.624.8909
Mobile: 619.840.0063
camillak@rchco.com
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From: Camille Johnson <camillejo@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: AGAINST Removal of La Playa Piers

July 23, 2019

TO:              Planning Department
Port of San Diego
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101
PMPU@portofsandiego.org

FROM:       Camille L Johnson
4655 Newport Avenue
San Diego, CA 92107
camillejo@gmail.com

RE:             Removal of La Playa Piers
Port Master Plan
Section PD1.31

Let me begin with this statement:  As a homeowner, tax payer and resident of San Diego I am 
AGAINST the removal of the historical piers in the La Playa Basin.

I lived for many years in the College (SDSU) and Tierrasanta neighbors of San Diego.  As a 
beach/water lover I was drawn to the coast and have spent lots of leisure time with family and 
friends along the shores of La Playa Basin because of its accessibility, unique setting and 
charm. 

Section PD1.31 of the Port Master Plan states that the piers “shall be removed, within two years 
of certification of this Port Master Plan.”  This is a mistake! The piers along this basin are part 
of our nautical heritage and should be preserved and celebrated NOT destroyed.

Now that I live in Ocean Beach I am much closer to this beautiful, unique spot and so get to 
enjoy it more often.   Daily there are people of all ages picnicking on the shore, kids with 
parents and grandparents fishing from the piers, families gathering on the pier to document 
special moments with a photograph. I invite you to take a stroll along this shoreline any time of 
the year, on any given day and you will see San Diegans of all ages and from all areas of the 
city fishing, swimming, walking, running, biking, using walkers, wheelchairs and strollers as 
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they relax, visit and enjoy the surroundings.  It is the last little section along our bay that 
remains undisturbed and I admonish you to PLEASE PRESERVE IT.  
 
‐‐  

Camille L. Johnson 
Carpe Diem ‐ Seize the Day 
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From: Carla Fargo <carlafargo@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 4:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Object to Updates to Port District Master Plan 

Dear Commissioner, 

As 40 year, full time resident and home owner in Coronado, I objection to the any Revisions/Updates to Master Plan of 
the Port of San Diego, as it relates to Coronado, which: 

Adds New Hotels, apartments, office/commercial buildings or decreased parking in any way.  

Increases tourism or attempts to attract tourists in any way, without the express approval of the residents of Coronado; 

negativly impacts the health and/or quality of life of Coronado residents, visitors, commuters and/or employees 
(including Naval Base) , domestic and wild animals. This includes negative health impacts due to increased auto 
emissions, or degraded water quality in and around Coronado (fresh, brackish, saline, storm runoff or sewage).  

Reduces or Negatively impacts scenic views from all areas of Coronado (public and private); 

Requires any funding from residents of Coronado, now or in the future.  

Carla Fargo 
741 Cabrillo Ave 
Coronado 

From my iPhone 
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From: commissioners mailbox <commissioners@portofsandiego.org> 
Date: July 23, 2019 at 4:45:47 PM PDT 
To: Lesley Nishihira <lnishihi@portofsandiego.org> 
Cc: Commissioner Services Staff <Commissioner_Services_Staff@portofsandiego.org>, 
ELG ‐ cc Assistants <ELG_‐_cc_Assistants@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Master plan update 

Good afternoon Lesley; 
Passing along an email sent to all the commissioners.  Ms. Fargo has requested a reply 
(see bottom of email).  
I will update the commissioners that the email has been forwarded to you for 
action.  Please cc Commissioner Services on all responses.   
Thank you! 
Julie  

From: Carla Fargo 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 4:38:56 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Dan Malcolm 
Subject: Master plan update 

Dear Commissioner, 

As 40 year, full time resident and home owner in Coronado, I objection to the any 
Revisions/Updates to Master Plan of the Port of San Diego, as it relates to Coronado, 
which:  

Adds New Hotels, apartments, office/commercial buildings or decreased parking in any 
way.  

Increases tourism or attempts to attract tourists in any way, without the express 
approval of the residents of Coronado;  

negativly impacts the health and/or quality of life of Coronado residents, visitors, 
commuters and/or employees (including Naval Base) , domestic and wild animals. This 
includes negative health impacts due to increased auto emissions, or degraded water 
quality in and around Coronado (fresh, brackish, saline, storm runoff or sewage).  
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Reduces or Negatively impacts scenic views from all areas of Coronado (public and 
private); 

Requires any funding from residents of Coronado, now or in the future. 

The favor of a reply is requested.  

Carla Fargo 
741 Cabrillo Ave 
Coronado 
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From: Gerald Susko <FirstBuckFan@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: 350 Room Hotel In Coronado?

Please, no hotel.  The city of Coronado is vastly overcrowded.  Tourist season is already a nightmare.  No hotel, please. 

Gerry Susko 

Coronado Resident 
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From: Gregg Morton <greggmorton@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa 

To whom this may concern, 
I am a 3rd generation resident and home owner in the La Playa neighborhood. I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to 
"all" of your Plan B (so called) improvements. This entire plan would completely ruin our neighborhood. 
Really???? There is nothing wrong with the way it is currently!!!!  

Sincerely, 
Gregg Morton 
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From: John Don Carlos <jdoncarlos@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 7:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan regarding the Bayside Trail

As a resident and homeowner in La Playa for 20 years I would like to make a few observations and suggestions on the 

draft Port Master Plan regarding the La Playa Trail along the bay (pages 130 – 131).  My wife and I walk the healthful and 

tranquil trail several times a week.  Unfortunately, public access to the trail and Kellog Beach at the South end have been 

eroded and continue to be threatened.  Admittedly natural forces are partly to blame but we implore the Port to 

explicitly document the objective to provide and maintain public access in the Master Plan.  Specifically: 

 It used to be possible to walk the trail all the way to Kellog street.  After a sea wall was constructed to

protect the property on the south side of Laurence Street the trail eroded away and is no longer passable, i.e.

the trail is no longer publicly accessible between Laurence and Kellog.  I recommend that a walkway be

constructed on the side of the sea wall to provide public access.

 Massive new construction is being considered on the bayside property just north of Laurence Street.  Given

that bay already encroaches onto the property at high tide and sea levels are expected to continue to rise that

construction does not seem reasonable and prudent.  However, at a minimum any plan for the property should

include the provision to provide public access to the La Playa Trail from Laurence street, perhaps by

incorporating a public access walkway.

 The trail is interrupted between the Southwestern Yacht Club and just south of Owen street.  A walker must

walk on San Antonio Ave instead of following the bay shore for this section.  In addition to being less pleasant,

this causes a dangerous mix of pedestrian and the vehicle traffic accessing the yacht club.  There is not even a

sidewalk for part of that stretch.  I recommend that the Master Plan provide for a publicly accessible bayside

trail along this section.

Thanks for your work on the Master Plan.  If it will help, I will be pleased to provide photos and elaboration on these 

recommendations ‐ let me know how I can help.  I encourage you to walk the trail and experience how special it is. 

John Don Carlos 
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From: Kathy Reynolds <kreyn4460@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 6:52 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Greg Reynolds; Matt Reynolds; Jeff Reynolds
Subject: La Playa changes

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a 50+ year resident of Point Loma, I want to state my vehement objection to your planned redevelopment of the La 
Playa area.  I have read your document about the proposed changes, but instead of focusing on what you state will bring 
positive changes to the area, I'd like to deal with the other aspect of your proposed changes....namely, LOSS.  The LOSS 
of natural habitat which feeds the soul, and once taken away can never be replaced; the LOSS of a gathering spot for 
neighbors and visitors alike; the LOSS of a walking and jogging path; the LOSS of a quiet place of solitude for so many 
who appreciate and need what the beauty of nature can provide for individuals and families alike; and finally, the LOSS 
of a community who love this neighborhood and who pay dearly to keep and maintain it.   
Yours is a shameful plan to "pave paradise", and after reading and rereading your proposed changes to this area, I am 
still left with the unanswered question of "WHY?"  What exactly is the PURPOSE of redeveloping this neighborhood?  If it 
is to allow access for everyone to this beautiful area, that is already being accomplished with access points at Talbot, 
Bessemer, and San Antonio St.  Those of us who live in this neighborhood know that we do not need to redevelop 
Anchorage Lane, add parking to Talbot, remove private piers, etc.   
Your plan is an outrage, and I can speak for the hundreds of residents who will not take the time to write and send their 
objections, but who feel as strongly as I do about this ill‐conceived plan!  I hope that you will take the concerns of this 
community seriously, and reconsider your proposed changes to the La Playa area of Point Loma. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Reynolds 
Narragansett Ave, SD  92107 
former resident of San Antonio Place, SD  92106 
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From: Kathleen Shanahan <kathleen@bocacommunications.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 2:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Concerns about Port Master Plan Update - La Playa | Shelter Island

ATTN: Port Authority / San Diego City: 

It has come to the attention of our family that the master plan for the La Playa area will negatively impact our 
community and our neighborhood that our family loves dearly.  

The plan will create a massive shortage of parking and increased traffic in an area that is already congested due to the 
Navy Base in our neighborhood. We live on Rosecrans and the Navy traffic, the speeding drivers, the motorcycles that 
are already hustling down our streets are all huge concerns for me ‐ a mom with a four and eight year old.  

The idea of putting in public bathrooms is also a HUGE red flag ‐ have you not seen the statistics around public 
restrooms and crime? Have you gone to Ocean Beach and seen the homeless bathing in the bathrooms? We don't need 
anymore structures that will drive additional transients such as the slips either. The current slips already cater to 
predominantly boarder line homeless individuals that can be quiet harmful to my family / children and their friends. We 
don't need more slips for more transients. Trust me, I live here and I watch them paddle into land from their boats ‐ they 
are usually drunk or drugged out ‐ pretty scary already. 

Speaking of crime and security beyond the above, we moved from the San Francisco Bay Area ‐ a city that has been 
overtaken by homelessness, dug.s and crime ‐ to get away from that life. We moved for safety. We also joined the San 
Diego Yacht Club to give our children access to a safe place where they can roam freely, build confidence and develop 
their skills in independence, sportsmanship, swimming. If the city builds the boardwalk, gates will be put up and the 
entire safety of the club is at risk due to anyone and everyone being able to walk through it. Again, we moved here for 
safety and security, not to become a destination for transients and tourists. This is not a tourist destination, it is a 
community of home owners, boat owners, multi‐generational families, history and charm.  if we wanted to buy in an 
amusement park, we would have opted for Mission Beach. People in this community don't want that and you need to 
hear us.  

The majority of the community members also purchased their homes specifically for atmosphere, the beach, the view of 
downtown, the overall waterfront and the list goes on. We bought into the essence of a small town community and we 
paid for that with the cost of our home. If high rises or additional floors are added to the Shelter Island Hotels, all 
housing values with any view ‐ which includes La Playa, Fleetridege, Roseville and more ‐ will go down in value. This is an 
issue for people that are depending on their homes value for retirement ‐ like us.  

If our La Playa path is impacted, a place I walk daily while my kids bike daily, there are longer term implications ‐ coastal 
erosion. There is no need to spend our tax dollars on something that isn't broken. People use this path everyday, it is 
fine. There is existing public access and a path for people that want to make there way here.  

The community is also enraged about the idea of taking down our docks. I don't have a dock and I am friend with almost 
everyone on the La Playa path b/c this is my community and my family with our dog walk the path daily. The docks are 
part of the historic charm of La Playa and our community wants them to stay just the way they are... 

Please do not change our charming community that we all chose. We welcome tourists and we welcome them just the 
way our community exists now.  
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I want to end by re‐emphasizing how impacted we already are. Rosecrans is beyond congested due to the Base as well 
as the folks that come to visit all the time. We do not need more congestion ‐ it is honestly crazy. My address is 690 
Rosecrans and trust me ‐ I am already scared to get my kids out of the car ‐ we don't need more traffic ‐ trust me ‐ 
Rosecrans is already a giant hot mess. 
 
Thank you, 
Kathleen Shanahan  
Mom of Two Children 
Point Loma / La Playa Enthusiast  
 
‐‐  
Kathleen Shanahan | BOCA Communications 
Phone: M. +1‐415‐570‐1405 
Email: kathleen@bocacommunications.com 
Become a BOCA Facebook Fan ‐ learn about our clients and our culture. 
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From: Kathleen Spane <katspane@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to Coronado PMPU

To Whom It MayConcern at the San Diego Port Commission, 

As a full time resident of Coronado, a homeowner, parent of school age children, a public school teacher married to an 

active duty retired military officer, and concerned citizen I share the opinion of Coronado Mayor Richard Bailey in 

opposition to, “...the Port of San Diego’s Proposed Master Plan Update (“PMPU”) that would allow for a new 350 room 

hotel at the Ferry Landing, as well as other new development.”  I also agree with Mayor Bailey’s opinion that, “Unlike 

other cities, this type of development is simply incompatible with the surrounding residential community, as it would 

result in more traffic, less parking and a reduction in the quality of life for Coronado residents.”  Particularly when as 

many or more San Diego residents utilize the public park and Bay access on a regular basis.   

Considering this point, Mayor Bailey states, “The San Diego Bay is a precious regional asset meant for everyone to enjoy. 

While other cities may benefit from increased economic development along the bayfront, Coronado is an active and 

environmentally conscious community that would benefit more from greater open space and enhanced public access to 

the bay.” 

As a Coronado resident, I do appreciate that, ”The PMPU did contain a big win for Coronado in the changing of land use 

for Grand Caribe Isle from previously allowing a hotel to now preserving open space,” with thanks in part to the efforts 

of Commissioner Garry Bonelli, to once again quote Mayor Bailey. 

Thank you for hearing my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Spane 
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From: Garry Bonelli
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 10:00 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Proposed development plan for Coronado

From: Murray Kevin 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:59:35 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Garry Bonelli 
Subject: Proposed development plan for Coronado 

Dear Admiral Bonelli, 

As a resident of Coronado for the past 29 years, I am strongly opposed to the suggested 
plan to add another hotel to the Coronado shore.  Additionally, the ideas for an additional 
70,000 square foot mixed use office/restaurant site and an additional ferry landing are 
completely out of proportion to our community and its needs. 

I am not opposed to development of the pad next to Il Fornaio as a stand-alone restaurant, 
although this too would create parking problems for an already congested area.  I sincerely 
request that you and the Commission consider the “small town” atmosphere of Coronado 
and the scale of other projects on the island in your planning, and I hope you will take the 
overwhelming voice of the community to heart. 

V/R, 

Kevin Murray, CAPT,MC USN (ret) 
523 J Ave. 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Murray Kevin <kevin.m.murray@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:54 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan for North Coronado subdistrict

To:  Port Planning Director Lesley Nishihira 

Subj:  Opposition to excessive development for Coronado bayfront 

Dear Ms. Nishihira, 

As a resident of Coronado for the past 29 years, I am strongly opposed to the suggested 
plan to add another hotel to the Coronado shore.  Additionally, the ideas for an additional 
70,000 square foot mixed use office/restaurant site and an additional ferry landing are 
completely out of proportion to our community and its needs. 

I am not opposed to development of the pad next to Il Fornaio as a stand-alone restaurant, 
although this too would create parking problems for an already congested area.  I sincerely 
request that you consider the “small town” atmosphere of Coronado and the scale of other 
projects on the island in your planning, and I hope you will take the overwhelming voice of 
the community to heart. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin Murray, MD 

523 J Ave. 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Cathy Askenasy <kurt2cathy@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry landing development

As  residents of Coronado, please add our names to the list of numerous Coronadans who do not want a hotel on the 
bay side of our island. We do not want the increased traffic and the beauty of our town harmed.  
Thank you,  
Kurt and Catherine Askenasy 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: marilyn jf <mf3233@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Future of Coronado

Commissioner Bonelli 

I would like to express my concern and dismay regarding your plan for the Coronado waterfront. 

The public pedestrian walkway through the Coronado Yacht Club is a non‐starter.  This would present an unacceptable 
danger  to the young Coronado children who sign up for sailing classes throughout the summer.  Some of these children 
are as young as 6 years old. 

The golf course is so very beautiful and open to the PUBLIC.  Please don't consider any other use for this property. 

A 350 room hotel at the Landing , when fully occupied, means 700 more tourists.  Where do they park their cars? 

How do you plan to evacuate Coronado in the event of disaster?  There  are already days, due to traffic congestion, that 
we are unable to leave the Island, either over the bridge or down the Stand. 

Have you seen how often Tidelands Park is used for local sports activities? 
This is a treasure for Coronado and the public on the other side of the bridge, who come to picnic on Sundays. 

The Cays should be able to use the Grand Caribe Park as green space for the enjoyment of all the residents. 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 

Marilyn Fulton 
1000 Glorietta Blvd 
. 
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From: Mark Croshier <cro3cc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fw: Ferry Landing and Master Port Update
Attachments: Coronado city letter.docx

Dear to whom it may concern: 

Please make sure this letter gets to the proper people involved with any type of decision making in  
concerns to the above mentioned subject matter. 

This is VERY important matter of concerns for the betterment of the City of Coronado and ALL of the 
residents including myself. 

Thank you for your time and efforts in concerns to this very important matter. 

Best, 
Mark Croshier 
39 Aruba Bend 
Coronado,  Ca.  92118 
619-507-2641 Cell



CROSHIER CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
39 ARUBA BEND, CORONADO, SAN DIEGO, CA.  92118 

CELL PHONE: 619-507-2641 PHONE: 858-273-2178  
COMMERCIAL & RESIDENTIAL 

A & B LICENSED #509643 & BONDED 
 

 
Honorable Mayor        7/23/19 
Members of the City Council 
Port of San Diego      
 
Subject:  Ferry Landing and Port Master Plan Update 
 
To start off as a resident of Coronado I would like to keep this as short 
and to the point as possible.  For the implecations of this "idea" reaches 
far and wide into the very core of Coronado itself. 
 
As stated above I do own a construction company and have for many 
years.  San Diego is my base to where all my work comes from but 
Coronado is my home.  So I speak with some authority as opposed to 
just a citizen of the community. 
 
First off would be the enviornmental impact which should be one of 
the items of concern for not only Coronado but for the city of San Diego.  
We as residents have yet to see any such reports. 
 
As for the MOU that was dictated back in the late 70's should be the 
most important part of the any points of interest.  The Coastal 
Commission was in force at that time without the Port having their 
master plan even on the table.  Yet there seems to be some twists and 
turns included to negate that MOU---how is that even possible without 
the vote of the people it will impact so severly. 
 



In fact to date you should not have to look very far to see what kind of 
"mess" it has made of the city's traffic and pedestrian traffic of not only 
the residents of Coronado but the influx of all the tourists.  That being 
the Hotel Del...that endeavor is going to take another 3 years to 
complete...might want to ask the residents how they feel about that 
happening.  OH--by the way---that IS with an exisiting structure on the 
property not a gound up project. 
 
Parking:  Well the Hotel Del does not even have enough...so let's build 
another massive complex on the East side of the island so that we can 
really pack them in here for the almighty buck.  This is with the total 
disregard of any of the residents that live here in Coronado.  Who are we 
competing with here?  La Jolla---what a pleasure it is on a nice day to 
find ANY parking anywhere to enjoy our neighbor to the North.   
Really---we can charge for the parking to make MORE money---but let's 
remember that not all will pay for it---they will move on to the adjacent 
streets where all our wonderful residents live and park for free. 
 
Noise:  Well if the Hotel Del was not in it's current location and being 
built in and among the residental area I am sure there would  be a 
multitude of people at the front doorstep of the Mayor's office 
demanding something be done.  Now it is all still in the "process" but 
this is when it should be given to ALL the residents of Coronado in and 
with all the factors that will effect their lifestyle for many years in the 
future.  Not just the build out phase. 
 
Location:  How about taking on some of the Navy land.  Certainly they 
have enough for even another city---well that is already been and being 
built right next to Imperial Beach.  Or how about the Navy housing area 
already built---maybe they would like that down in their area for 
convienence?   
How about in a commercial location like next to the Hotel Del or by the 
Shores---I am sure with all that is going on around there they would not 
mind another building or two? 



In fact it probably would fit in with that monster across the bay where 
Sea Port Village is located.  I personally worked on that project and can 
attest to all the efforts put into the user friendly application of every on 
site building within Sea Port Village.  Seems someone dropped the ball 
when it comes to this project in Coronado and its residents. 
 
Permits:  Well being in the buisness of obtaining so many of those in 
fact in Coronado alone for example for a deck...it took forever and was 
redesigned several times to "meet" all those requirements. 
So for a projected project of this size I would think probably at least 2-3 
years "in the process" to "meet" all the requirements of the city.   
In fact IF it gets even this far I would think the city officials to flex their 
muscle to keep this from ever passing this point in time.  Using the full 
demand of the rules and regulations to the extreme to keep this project 
tied up for the sake of the residents of Coronado.  
 
Expansions:  When all is said and done what about expansions?  Just as 
mentioned above the Sea Port Village project.  How are the residents of 
Coronado going to deal with another such project being demoed and 
rebuilt?  Or revisions or delta's along the way during the build?  Who 
will have the last word on those?  Coastal Commission, Port Authority, 
City of Coronado or even the residents of Coronado???  What about the 
cost factors for these items---who will foot the bill for these? 
 
Last but certainly not least of all the sewer system?  Who will be the 
responsible party for the floods of sewage that is already a major 
problem on the West side of the island?  We already know we have to 
close off the beaches of our neighbor to the South Imperial Beach 
because of Mexico and their sewage issues.  So what do we do when that 
happens---shut down the City of Coronado???  Really need to put all 
these parts into the whole to get the full picture of what WILL happen to 
not only our City of Coronado but to the residents and our way of life 
here. 
 



As per the many letters from some of the concerned residents of this fine 
and wonderful City of Coronado this project is nothing but a 
"boondoggle" of someones dream for the money---plain and simple.  It 
is like what the hell is going on with our nation.  Some individuals 
THINK they can dictate THEIR agenda on the masses without the 
consent of the people.  If this is such a wonderful project for the City of 
Coronado lets vote on it!  Not anyone else because it AFFECTS only 
Coronado---lets do it the RIGHT way and not "keep" all the facts from 
the public (as per the individuals in power in Washington) put it out 
there for WE THE PEOPLE to vote on---Then and only then will this 
project be set on its TRUE course. 
 
Sincerely Yours, 

 
 
Mark Croshier 
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From: Nash, Mark (MMA) <Mark.Nash@MarshMMA.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 2:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego's PMPU 90-Day Review - Action Required

Attention ‐‐ Planning Department of 3165 Pacific Highway 

1. The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street, Broadway and E Street.  There is
no mention of the A Street view corridor, which is an established view corridor and is included in the
Downtown Community Plan.  The PMPU needs to preserve the A Street view corridor.

2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the County Administration
building.  Any such addition cannot compromise the A Street view corridor.

3. The plan proposes the District’s acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities Engineering Command building
at 1220 Pacific Highway to build a “Local Gateway Mobility Hub.”  Any development of the property between
the Grande North Townhouses and the Wyndham Hotel cannot compromise the views for Sapphire residents
towards the Bay.

Respectfully, 
Mark Nash 
1262 Kettner Blvd. 
Unit 2402 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Mark Nash 
Principal | Tech & Life Science Practice | Property + Casualty Division
Marsh & McLennan Insurance Agency LLC 
9171 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 500 | San Diego, CA 92122
p: (858) 587-7595 | m: (619) 972-7150 | f: (858) 452-7530 
Mark.Nash@MarshMMA.com *New* | MMA-West.com

map | events | vCard

CA Insurance LIC 0H18131

This e-mail transmission and any attachments that accompany it may contain information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise exempt from disclosure under 
applicable law and is intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it was intended to be addressed. If you have received this e-mail by mistake, or you 
are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or other use or retention of this communication or its substance is prohibited. If 
you have received this communication in error, please immediately reply to the author via e-mail that you received this message by mistake and also permanently 
delete the original and all copies of this e-mail and any attachments from your computer. 

Please note that coverage cannot be bound or altered by sending an email. You must speak with or receive written confirmation from a licensed representative of 
our firm to put coverage in force or make changes to your existing program. Thank you.
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********************************************************************** 
This e-mail, including any attachments that accompany it, may contain  
information that is confidential or privileged. This e-mail is  
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it was intended to be 
addressed. If you have received this e-mail and are not an intended recipient, 
any disclosure, distribution, copying or other use or  
retention of this email or information contained within it are prohibited. 
If you have received this email in error, please immediately  
reply to the sender via e-mail and also permanently 
delete all copies of the original message together with any of its attachments 
from your computer or device.  
********************************************************************** 
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From: Mary Sue Gladstone <marysuegladstone@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:28 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa

You know the old addage," if it ain't broke, don't fix it"; that applies to La Playa and the docks. It's special; the 
Promenade in front of Eppig is awesome and needed improvement; key word "needed"; 
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From: Matthew Herron <mherron@herronlawapc.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 2:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Denise Herron
Subject: Draft Master Plan and Coronado Yacht Club
Attachments: 2018-05-30 Letter from Herrons to Port .pdf; 2014-11-01 Lease Agreement.pdf

This is to point out a material error in the Draft Master Plan regarding the Coronado Yacht Club. 

At page 231, the Draft Master Plan states "The golf course, marina and yacht club in Glorietta Bay 
are under long term commitments with the City of Coronado" but this is not true as to the yacht 
club.  

Actually the long term lease expired years ago and the yacht club only holds a 5 year lease 
entered into in 2014 which is ready to expire. A copy of the lease obtained from your records is 
attached.  

The lease should not be extended but instead the property should be subject to a bid process for 
a public marina and boat house for the reasons outlined in the letter to Commissioner 

Bonelli  last year, which is also attached. 

There is no justification for the private use of this property any further. 

herron law 

Diamond View Tower  350 tenth avenue  suite 880 

san diego  california  92101 

A paperless office implementing SilverFile paperless technology   ‐  www.silverfilecorp.com
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LEASE 

THIS LEASE, made and entered Into this 1st day of November, 2014, between the 
SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT, a public corporation, hereinafter "Lessor," and 
CORONADO YACHT CLUB, a California non-profit corporation hereinafter "Lessee," 
WITNESSETH: 

Lessor, for the consideration hereinafter set forth, hereby leases to Lessee for the term and 
upon the conditions hereinafter set forth, a portion of those lands conveyed to the 
San Diego Unified Port District by that certain Act of the Legislature of the State of 
California entitled "San Diego Unified Port District Act," Stats. 1962, 1̂ ' Ex. Sess., c. 67, as 
amended, and property leased by Lessor from the City of Coronado under a lease dated 
May 8. 2007, which lease is on file in the Office of the Clerk of Lessor bearing Document 
No. 52713, hereinafter "City of Coronado Lease", which lands are more particularly 
described as follows: 

Approximately 675,376 square feet of land and water area (Parcel No. 1); 
approximately 39,858 square feet of land area that Lessor leases under the 
City of Coronado Lease, on file in the Office of the Clerk of Lessor bearing 
Document No. 52713 (Parcel No. 2); located at 1631 Strand Way in the City 
of Coronado, California, more particularly described and delineated on 
Drawing No. 055-001 dated April 9, 2008, attached hereto as Exhibits "A" and 
"B," and by this reference made a part hereof, hereinafter "Leased Premises". 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, Parcel No. 2 shall immediately cease from 
being part of the Leased Premises at such time that the City of Coronado 
Lease covering Parcel No. 2 terminates. 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD said Leased Premises for the term of the Lease and upon the 
conditions as follows: 

1. TERM 
The term of the Lease shall be for a period of five (5) years, commencing on the 1*' day of 
November 2014, hereinafter called the "Commencement Date," and ending on the 31^' day 
of October 2019, hereinafter called the "Termination Date," unless sooner terminated as 
herein provided. 

2. USE 
Lessee agrees that the Leased Premises shall be used only and exclusively for a non-profit 
private yacht club of approximately 264 slips, ancillary dry boat storage, lockers and 
supporting food and beverage operations including catering, for the promotion of San Diego 
Harbor and navigation, for recreational activities such as aquatic sports, regattas, and other 



boating-related events. Except as expressly provided herein. Lessee shall not use or permit 
the Leased Premises to be used for any other purpose whatsoever. This restriction on use 
of the Leased Premises absolutely prohibits a change in use. 
Further, Lessee covenants to Lessor that it shall not take any action that results in a default 
under the City of Coronado Lease covering Parcel No. 2 of the Leased Premises. 

2.1 UNAUTHORIZED USE CHARGE 
Lessee shall pay Lessor Twenty Percent (20%) of the gross receipts for any service or use 
that is not permitted under this Lease. This payment is subject to the due date for rent and 
the provisions for delinquent rent provided in Paragraph 3 herein. The existence of the 
Twenty Percent (20%) charge in this Paragraph and the payment of this charge or any part 
thereof, does not constitute an authorization for a particular service or use, and does not 
waive any Lessor rights to terminate a service or use or to default Lessee for participating in 
or allowing any unauthorized use ofthe Leased Premises. 

3. RENT 
Lessee agrees to pay to Lessor rent in accordance with the following: 

(a) The rent commencing November 1, 2014 and ending October 31, 2019, shall 
be the cumulative total of the percentage rents as provided below. 
Percentage rents shall be calculated on a monthly basis and shall be based 
on the following percentages of the gross income (as described in Paragraph 
3[gj below) of certain operations and business conducted on or from the 
Leased Premises: 

1. From November 1, 2014 through December 31, 2014, Nine and Nine-
Tenths Percent (9.90%) of Lessee's gross income; 

2. From January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015, Ten and Forty-Five 
Hundreds Percent (10.45%) of Lessee's gross income; 

3. From January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2016, Eleven Percent 
(11.0%) of Lessee's gross income; 

4. From January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017, Eleven and Fifty-Five 
Hundreds Percent (11.55%) of Lessee's gross income 

5. From January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2018, Twelve and One 
Tenth Percent (12.10%) of Lessee's gross income 

6. From January 1, 2019 through October 31, 2019, Twelve and Sixty-Five 
Hundreds Percent (12.65%) of Lessee's gross income 

7. During the entire term of this Lease, Twenty Percent (20%) of the gross 
income from any and all services or uses not permitted under the terms of 
the Lease and not otherwise addressed within the foregoing provisions. 



(b) On or before the 20th day of each month. Lessee shall render to Lessor, in a 
form prescribed by Lessor, a detailed report of gross income for that portion 
of the accounting year which ends with and includes the last day of the 
previous calendar month. The accounting year shall be 12 full calendar 
months. The first accounting year shall begin on the first day of the first 
month during which the percentage rent described in this Lease becomes 
effective. Subsequent accounting years shall begin upon each anniversary of 
that date during the Lease term or any extension thereof. Each report shall 
be signed by Lessee or its responsible agent under penalty of perjury and 
shall include the following: 

(1) The total gross income for said portion of the accounting year, 
itemized as to each of the business categories for which a separate 
percentage rent rate is established. 

(2) The related itemized amounts of percentage rent computed, as herein 
provided, and the total thereof. 

(3) The total rent previously paid by Lessee for the accounting year within 
which the preceding month falls. 

Concurrently with the rendering of each monthly statement. Lessee shall pay 
the greater of the following hwo amounts: 

(1) The total percentage rent computed for that portion of the accounting 
year ending with and including the last day of the preceding month 
[Item (2) above], less total rent previously paid for the accounting year 
[Item (3) above], or 

(2) One-twelfth (1/12th) of the Minimum Annual Rent, multiplied by the 
number of months from the beginning of the accounting year to and 
including the preceding month, less total rent previously paid for the 
accounting year [Item (3) above]. 

(c) All payments shall be delivered to and^statements required in Paragraph (b) 
above shall be filed with Lessor's Treasurer. Checks shall be made payable 
to the Sain Diego Unified Port District and mailed to the Treasurer's Office, 
San Diego Unified Port District, Post Office Box 120488, San Diego, 
California 92112-0488, or delivered to the Treasurer's Office, San Diego 
Unified Port District, 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, California. Lessor 
may change the designated place of payment and filing at any time upon ten 
(10) days' written notice to Lessee. Lessee assumes all risk of loss and 
responsibility for Late Charges, as hereinafter described, if payments are 
made by mail. 



(d) Lessee hereby acknowledges that late payment by Lessee to Lessor of rent 
and other sums due hereunder will cause Lessor to incur costs not 
contemplated by this Lease. Accordingly, in the event Lessee is delinquent in 
rendering to Lessor an accounting of rent due or in remitting the rent due in 
accordance with the rent provisions of this Lease, Lessee shall pay, in 
addition to the unpaid rent, five percent (5%) of the delinquent rent. If rent is 
still unpaid at the end of fifteen (15) days, Lessee shall pay an additional five 
percent (5%) [being a total of ten percent (10%)] (collectively, "Late 
Charges"). The parties hereby agree that said Late Charges are additional 
rent and are not interest, and that said Late Charges are appropriate to 
compensate Lessor for loss resulting from rent delinquency including, without 
limitation, lost opportunities and the cost of servicing the delinquent account. 
Acceptance of such Late Charges and any portion of the late payment by 
Lessor shall in no event constitute a waiver of Lessee's default with respect to 
such overdue amount, nor prevent Lessor from exercising any of its other 
rights and remedies. The Executive Director of Lessor shall have the right to 
waive for good cause any Late Charges upon written application of Lessee 
for any such delinquency period. 

(e) All payments by Lessee to Lessor shall be by a good and sufficient check. 
No payment made by Lessee or receipt or acceptance by Lessor of a lesser 
amount than the correct amount of rent due under this Lease shall be 
deemed to be other than a payment on account of the earliest rent due 
hereunder, nor shall any endorsement or statement on any check or any 
letter accompanying any check or payment be deemed an accord and 
satisfaction, and Lessor may accept such check or payment without prejudice 
to Lessor's right to recover the balance or pursue any other available remedy. 

(f) Lessee shall, at all times during the term of this Lease, keep or cause to be 
kept, accurate and complete records and double entry books of account of all 
financial transactions in the operation of all business activities, of whatever 
nature, conducted in pursuance of the rights granted herein. The records 
must be supported by source documents of original entry such as sales 
invoices, cash register tapes, bank depository documentation, purchase 
invoices, or other pertinent supporting documents. Financial statements (a 
balance sheet and income/expense statement), based upon the double entry 
books of account, shall be prepared not less than annually. 

All retail sales shall be recorded by means of cash registers, except as 
expressly provided for herein. All cash registers shall be equipped with sales 
totalizer counters for all sales categories, as herein provided, which counters 
are locked in, constantly accumulating, and which cannot be reset. Said 
registers shall further contain tapes upon which sales details are imprinted. 
Beginning and ending sales totalizer counter readings shall be made a matter 
of daily record. Retail sales may be recorded by a system other than cash 
registers, provided such system is first approved in writing by the Executive 
Director of Lessor. 



All Lessee's books of account, records, financial statements, and 
documentation related to this Lease or to business operations conducted 
within or from the Leased Premises, shall be kept either at the Leased 
Premises or at such other locations as are acceptable to Lessor. Lessor shall 
have the right at any and all reasonable times to examine and audit said 
books, records, financial statements, and documentation, without restriction, 
for the purpose of determining the accuracy thereof, the accuracy of the 
monthly statements of gross income submitted, and the accuracy of the rent 
paid to the Lessor. In the event that the Lessee's business operations 
conducted within or from the Leased Premises are part of a larger business 
operation of the Lessee, and any part of the books, records, financial 
statements and documentation required herein is prepared only for the larger 
operation, and not solely for the business operations ofthe Leased Premises, 
then the Lessor shall also have the right to examine and audit that part of said 
books, records, financial statements, and documentation of the larger 
business operation. 

Lessee's failure to keep such books of account, records, financial statements, 
and documentation and make them available for inspection by Lessor is a 
breach of this Lease and cause for termination. The Executive Director of 
Lessor shall have the discretion to require the installation of any additional 
accounting methods or controls he may deem necessary, subject to prior 
written notice. In the event the Lessee does not make available the original 
records and books of account at the Leased Premises or within the limits of 
San Diego County, Lessee agrees to pay all necessary travel expenses 
incurred by Lessor in conducting an audit at the location where said records 
and books of account are maintained. 

Additionally, if the audit reveals a discrepancy of more than five percent (5%) 
between the rent due as reported by Lessee and the rent due as determined 
by the audit, and/or Lessee has failed to maintain complete and accurate 
books of account, records, financial statements, and documentation in 
accordance with this Lease, then Lessee shall pay the cost of the audit, as 
determined by the Executive Director of Lessor, plus the rent determined to 
have been underpaid. In addition, should Lessee fail to pay said amounts 
within thirty (30) days after written notice from Lessor, then Lessee shall pay 
an additional fee of ten percent (10%) of said unpaid amounts as 
compensation to Lessor for administrative costs, as previously described 
herein, along with the rent determined to have been underpaid. 

Furthermore, if the audit reveals that rent due to Lessor is less than five 
percent (5%) between the rent due as reported by Lessee and the rent due 
as determined by the audit, and should Lessee fail to pay said unpaid rent 
within thirty (30) days after written notice from Lessor, then Lessee shall pay 
an additional fee of ten percent (10%) of said unpaid rent as compensation to 
Lessor for administrative costs, as previously described herein, along with the 
rent determined to have been underpaid. 



Lessee agrees to pay such amounts set forth above. Acceptance of Late 
Charges and any portion of the late payment by Lessor shall in no event 
constitute a waiver of Lessee default with respect to late payment, nor 
prevent Lessor from exercising any of the other rights and remedies granted 
in this Lease. The Executive Director of Lessor shall have the right to waive 
for good cause any Late Charges upon written application of Lessee for any 
such delinquency period. 

(g) Gross income upon which the percentage rent is to be based shall only 
include income from slips, dry storage and lockers, dues, member and guest 
food and beverages, catered food and beverages, and ships stores resulting 
to the occupancy or use of the Leased Premises in any manner, whether by 
Lessee, its sublessees or concessionaires, or parties operating through 
Lessee, its sublessees, or concessionaires, from whatever source derived, 
and whether for cash or credit. 

Gross income shall include any manufacturer's or importer's excise tax 
included in the prices of the goods sold, even though the manufacturer or 
importer is also the retailer thereof, and it is immaterial whether the amount of 
such excise tax is stated as a separate charge. 

Gross income, however, shall not include any ofthe following: (1) sales of United 
States postage; (2) any sales or excise taxes payable by Lessee to any 
governmental agency as a direct result of operations under this Lease, provided 
that the amount of such taxes is shown on the books and records elsewhere 
herein required to be maintained; and (3) gratuities, provided the customer 
voluntarily determines the amount of said gratuity to be paid, or the customer is 
aware that the Lessee has added a pre-established gratuity to the charge for the 
services rendered and said additional amount is segregated and identified as a 
gratuity on the billing to the customer. Further, gross income shall not include 
revenue from junior sailing programs, regatta entry fees, and sponsor revenues 
(provided any income in excess of event costs is contributed to a charitable 
organization), outstation locations not on Lessor's property, initiation fees or 
interest income as well as any amounts set aside by Lessee for Capital 
Investment (as defined below) or the debt on Capital Investment, whether such 
amounts are collected as special assessments, dues, percentage of slip rents, or 
otherwise. 

Capital Investment should only include expenditures that 
usually increase the value (efficiency, productivity, or use utility) 
or the life expectancy of the improvements; cannot reasonably 
be amortized during the existing remaining term; are not 
recurring in nature; and are: (a) $100,000 or more, or (b) 10% 
of the value of the improvements or more. It should specifically 
exclude deferred maintenance and expenditures for repairs to 
keep the existing improvements in good condition. 



Items that separately would not qualify for lease term extension 
may be considered collectively as part of an overall plan of 
renovation or redevelopment. In a renovation or 
redevelopment project, qualifying Capital Investment may 
include, at the sole discretion of the Lessor, the value of 
superior improvement condition. The intent is to recognize the 
efforts of Lessee to maintain improvements in like-new 
condition in the latter stages of the lease term. The value of 
superior improvement condition may be measured by 
documented costs, or by replacement costs and depreciation 
tables such as those published by Marshall Valuation Service. 
Public art expenditures should be included as Capital 
Investment. Non-realty property may be given consideration 
depending on property type. An example of this would be the 
purchase by industrial tenants of specialized fixtures or 
equipment that are necessary for its operation. 
If lease term is granted for a Capital. Investment in non-realty 
property, the new lease should include a provision requiring 
that the non-realty property (or an equivalent replacement as 
approved by Lessor) remain in place for the entire lease term. 
Purchase of Lessor-owned improvements may be considered 
qualifying Capital Investment. The cost of environmental 
cleanup is specifically excluded as a qualifying Capital 
Investment. 

If Capital Investment will be undertaken in phases, then the 
Lessee must identify the timeline for completion of all 
improvements in the tenant project application. 

Further, refunds for goods returned shall be deducted from current gross income 
upon their return. 

Bad debt losses shall not be deducted from gross income. 

In the event of a dispute between Lessor and Lessee as to what is included 
and/or excluded from gross income on which percentage rent is to be based, the 
dispute shall be resolved in accordance with Paragraph 47 below. 

4. IMPROVEMENTS 
(a) In accordance with the procedures described herein. Lessee may, at its own 

expense, make alterations or changes, or cause to be made, built, installed, 
or removed any structures, machines, appliances, utilities, signs, or other 
improvements necessary or desirable for the authorized use of the Leased 
Premises. Provided, however, said work shall be in accordance with plans 
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and specifications, including but not limited to working drawings, hereinafter 
"Plans," previously, submitted to and approved in writing by Lessor. 

(b) No construction, installation, or removal of any improvement upon the Leased 
Premises shall commence without Lessor's prior written approval. All 
construction, installations, and removals shall be in accordance with Plans 
submitted to and approved in writing by Lessor prior to the commencement of 
any such work. All Plans are subject to changes as may be approved by 
Lessor, in Lessor's sole discretion. Further, all work shall be in accordance 
with all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and codes. 

(c) Notwithstanding the foregoing, within the interior of any enclosed building 
structure, and without Lessor's prior consent. Lessee shall have the right to 
install and/or remove machines, equipment, appliances, and trade fixtures 
that are necessary or desirable for the authbrized use of the Leased 
Premises. 

(d) When required by Lessor, Lessee shall, at its sole cost and expense, pave or 
landscape the entire portion of the Leased Premises not covered by 
structures. All paving and/or landscaping shall be in accordance with Plans 
which must be submitted to and approved in writing by Lessor prior to the 
commencement of any such paving and/or landscaping. 

(e) Lessee shall notify Lessor prior to submitting application(s) to any 
governmental regulatory agency for any development or construction permit 
or license pertaining to the Leased Premises. Lessee shall also provide 
Lessor with a copy of all application(s) within five (5) days of making said 
application(s), along with copies of all Plans submitted as part of the 
application(s). Lessee shall also provide Lessor, within ten (10) days of 
Lessee's receipt, a copy of all permits, licenses, or other authorizations 
subsequently issued. 

(f) Lessee agrees that no banners, pennants, flags, spinners, or other 
advertising devices, nor any temporary signs, shall be flown, installed, placed, 
or erected on the Leased Premises without Lessor's prior written consent. 

(g) In the event Lessee proposes a redevelopment of the Leased Premises 
("Redevelopment Project") to Lessor, if a California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") document and/or Port Master Plan Amendment ("PMPA") and/or 
appealable Coastal Development Permit ("CDP") are deemed necessary for 
the Redevelopment Project in Lessor's determination. Lessee agrees to 
reimburse Lessor for all costs and expenses incurred by Lessor in obtaining 
the necessary entitlements for the Redevelopment Project, including but not 
limited to, the preparation and certification of the CEQA document by the 



Board of Port Commissioners of Lessor, the preparation and approval of the 
PMPA by the Board and the California Coastal Commission ("CCC"), the 
preparation and issuance of an appealable CDP by the Board or, if appealed, 
the CCC, and any other costs and expenses arising out of the entitlement 
process in Lessor's determination 

(h) For tenant development projects pursuant to Board of Port Commissioners' 
Policy No. 357 - Policy For Approval of Tenant Project Plans with a project 
cost of $1,000,000 or more. Lessee shall allocate no less than one percent of 
the Lessee improvement's total project cost on artwork for the project 
pursuant to Board of Port Commissioners' Policy No. 608 - Tenant Percent 
for Art. All commissions or purchases of artwork in fulfillment of the tenant 
percent for art requirement or otherwise must be approved in writing by 
Lessor before installation on the Leased Premises. Lessee acknowledges 
and understands that all commissions or purchases of artwork or otherwise in 
fulfillment of the tenant percent for art requirement or installed on the Leased 
Premises shall comply with Board of Port Commissioners' Policy No. 608 -
Tenant Percent for Art and Board of Port Commissioners' Policy No. 609 -
Public Art, respectively, in effect at the time the Tenant Project Plan is 
deemed complete by the District. 

Lessee shall enter into a tenant art agreement with the District to outline the 
parties' responsibilities related to fulfilling the requirement in compliance with 
Board of Port Commissioners' Policy No. 608 - Tenant Percent for Art, 
including but not limited to: artist, artist concept proposal, final design, 
artwork, representations and warranties, ownership and rights. Lessee 
obligations, public safety, maintenance and conservation, removal, 
disposition, signage and time schedule. Alternatively, Lessee shall deposit 
into the public art fund, payment of an in-lieu contribution in accordance with 
Board of Port Commissioners' Policy No. 608 - Tenant Percent for Art. 

5. TITLE TO IMPROVEMENTS 
For the purpose of this Paragraph, "improvements" shall include, but are not limited to 
subsurface improvements. On the Commencement Date of this Lease, all existing 
structures, buildings, installations, and improvements located on the Leased Premises are 
owned by and title thereto is vested in Lessee, with the exception title to artwork created in 
compliance with Board of Port Commissioners' Policy No. 608 - Tenant Percent for Art 
which shall be outlined in a tenant art agreement. All said existing structures, buildings, 
installations, and improvements, as well as structures, buildings, installations, and 
improvements of any kind placed on the Leased Premises by Lessee subsequent to the 
Commencement Date of this Lease shall, at the option of Lessor, be removed by Lessee at 
Lessee's expense. Lessor may exercise said option as to any or all of the structures, 
buildings, installations, and improvements either before or after the Termination Date or 
sooner termination of this Lease. If Lessor exercises such option. Lessee shall remove 



such structures, buildings, installations, and/or improvements within sixty (60) days after the 
Termination Date of this Lease or sooner termination thereof, whichever occurs earlier. 
Provided, however. Lessee agrees to repair any and all damage occasioned by their 
removal. Title to any such structures, buildings, installations, and/or improvements not so 
removed within said sixty (60) days shall vest in Lessor, without cost to Lessor and without 
any payment to Lessee, except that Lessor shall have the right to have them removed and 
to repair any and all damage occasioned by their removal, all at the expense of Lessee. 

On the Commencement Date of this Lease, all existing machines, appliances, equipment 
and trade fixtures located on the Leased Premises are owned by and title thereto is vested 
in Lessee. Furthermore, all machines, appliances, equipment and trade fixtures placed on 
the Leased Premises by Lessee subsequent to the Commencement Date of this Lease are 
owned by and title thereto is vested in Lessee. All machines, appliances, equipment and 
trade fixtures shall be removed by Lessee, at Lessee's expense, within sixty (60) days after 
the Termination Date of this Lease or sooner termination thereof, whichever occurs earlier. 
Provided, however, Lessee agrees to repair any and all damage occasioned by their 
removal. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, any machines, appliances, equipment and trade fixtures 
placed on the Leased Premises by Lessee, as well as portable public artworks placed on 
the Leased Premises on the Commencement Date of this Lease, may only be removed by 
Lessee, at Lessor's option. If machines, appliances, equipment and trade fixtures required 
by Lessor to be removed are not removed by Lessee within sixty (60) days after the 
Termination Date of this Lease or sooner termination thereof, whichever occurs earlier, the 
same may be considered abandoned and shall thereupon become the property of Lessor, 
without cost to Lessor and without any payment to Lessee, except that Lessor shall have 
the right to have them removed and to repair any and all damage occasioned by their 
removal, all at the expense of Lessee. 

During any period of time employed by Lessee under this Paragraph to remove structures, 
buildings, installations, improvements, machines, appliances, equipment and trade fixtures, 
Lessee shall continue to pay the full rent to Lessor in accordance with this Lease, which 
said rent shall be prorated daily. 

6. LIENS 
Lessee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Lessor against all claims and liens for 
labor, services, or materials in connection with improvements, repairs, or alterations made 
by Lessee or Lessee's sublessees, contractors, and agents on the Leased Premises, and 
the costs of defending against such claims and liens, including reasonable attorneys' fees. 

In the event any such claim or lien, or any other claim(s), lien(s) or levy(ies) whatsoever of 
any nature caused by Lessee or Lessee's sublessees, contractors, and agents, is filed 
against the Leased Premises or the leasehold interests of Lessee therein, Lessee shall, 
upon written request of Lessor, deposit with Lessor a bond conditioned for the payment in 
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full of all claims upon which said lien(s) or levy(ies) have been filed. Such bond shall be 
acknowledged by Lessee, as principal, and by an entity licensed by the Insurance 
Commissioner of the state of California to transact the business of a fidelity and surety 
insurance company, as surety. Lessor shall have the right to declare this Lease in default in 
the event the bond required by this Paragraph has not been deposited with Lessor within 
ten (10) days after written request has been delivered to Lessee. 

This provision shall not apply to a foreclosure of a trust deed or mortgage encumbering the 
leasehold if the encumbrance has previously received Lessor consent in accordance with 
Paragraph herein. 

7. LEASE ENCUMBRANCE 
Lessee shall not encumber the Lease, leasehold estate, and/or improvements thereon by a 
deed of trust, mortgage, or other security instrument to assure the payment of the 
promissory note of Lessee, without the prior express written consent by resolution of Lessor 
in each instance. If any deed of trust, mortgage, or other security instrument encumbering 
the Lease, leasehold estate, and/or improvements thereon is entered into by Lessee without 
Lessor's prior express written consent. Lessor shall have the right to declare this Lease in 
default. 

In the event Lessee requests Lessor's consent to any Lease encumbrance, hereinafter 
referred to as a "transaction" in this Paragraph 7, Lessee shall reimburse Lessor for all 
Lessor's reasonable costs and expenses associated with said transaction. Said costs shall 
include reasonable legal fees and disbursements relating to or arising out of any such 
transaction, regardless of whether such transaction is consummated. 

If a consented-to deed of trust, mortgage, or other security instrument should at any time be 
in default, before Lessee's interest under said Lease may be sold as part of any foreclosure 
or trustee's sale, or be assigned in lieu of foreclosure, the prior express written consent by 
resolution of Lessor shall be obtained in each instance. However, the original beneficiary of 
the deed of trust, original mortgagee of the mortgage, and original holder of the security 
instrument which Lessor has consented to by resolution, may purchase Lessee's interest at 
a foreclosure or trustee's sale, or accept assignment of the Lease in lieu of foreclosure, 
without the requirement of any further consent on the part of Lessor, provided said party, as 
an express condition precedent, agrees in writing to assume each and every obligation 
under the Lease. Furthermore, before any said original beneficiary, mortgagee, or holder of 
a security instrument, or any other consented-to assignee or purchaser may subsequently 
assign or sublease any of the leasehold or Lessee's interest, it shall obtain Lessor's prior 
express written consent by resolution. The decision of Lessor as to such assignee, 
purchaser, or sublessee shall be final. 
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8. ASSIGNMENT - SUBLEASE 
Lessee shall not, without the prior written consent of Lessor: 

(a) Assign or transfer the whole or any part of this Lease or any interest therein; 

(b) Sublease (which shall also include management and/or operating 
agreements covering the Leased Premises) the whole or any part of the 
Leased Premises; 

(c) Permit transfer of the Lease or possession of the Leased Premises by 
merger, consolidation, or dissolution of Lessee; 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions contained in Paragraph 8 herein, permit 
hypothecation, pledge, encumbrance, transfer or sale, voluntary or 
involuntary, in whole or in part, of this Lease or any interest therein; or 

(e) Permit the occupancy of the whole or any part of the Leased Premises by any 
other person or entity. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein shall be construed to prevent the occupancy 
of said Leased Premises by any employee or business invitee of Lessee. 

Further, Lessee shall not, without the prior written consent of 
Lessor: 

(a) Permit assignment, hypothecation, withdrawal, admittance, 
dissolution, change, pledge, encumbrance, transfer or sale, voluntary or 
involuntary, of a controlling interest in the voting stock of Lessee; 

(b) Contract for the management or operation of the whole or any part of the 
Leased Premises; or 

(c) Permit transfer of the Lease or possession of the Leased Premises by 
any changes in the respective interests ofthe stockholders of Lessee. 

It is mutually agreed that the personal qualifications of the parties controlling the 
corporation named herein as Lessee are a part of the consideration for granting this 
Lease. Said parties do hereby specifically agree to maintain active control and 
supervision of the operations conducted on the Leased Premises. 

In the event Lessor consents to any sublease, said consent shall be conditioned upon the 
following: (i) if, upon the effective date of any said consented-to sublease, the rent being 
paid for the sublease area is less than market rent. Lessor shall thereafter be paid 
additional rent to equal market rent for the sublease area as long as said sublease is in 
effect; (ii) if deemed necessary by Lessor, a Lease amendment shall be executed which 
shall include new or revised lease provisions; and (iii) Lessee shall comply with other 
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conditions and qualifications determined by the Board of Port Commissioners of Lessor. 
Furthermore, as long as said sublease is in effect, rent for the sublease area shall be 
subject to adjustments and rent reviews as provided in Paragraph) 3 herein. For purposes 
of this Paragraph 8, the term sublease shall not include the temporary and intermittent 
rental of boat slips and dock lockers to transient boaters. 

In the event of a consented-to assignment or sublease, if the parties cannot agree to an 
amount that is equal to the market rent, the rent shall be determined by the arbitration 
procedure described in Board of Port Commissioners Policy No. 355, except that the award 
shall be effective and retroactive to the effective date of the assignment or sublease. 
Because of this provision, underpayment of rent, if any, shall be paid to Lessor within ten 
(10) days ofthe date that the market rent is determined by said arbitration procedure. 

9. DEFAULTS AND REMEDIES 
(a) Defaults. The occurrence of any one (1) or more of the following events shall 

constitute a default hereunder: 

(1) Abandonment of the Leased Premises. Abandonment is herein 
defined to include, but is not limited to, any absence by Lessee from 
the Leased Premises for ten (10) consecutive days or longer. 

(2) Failure by Lessee to pay, when due, any Lease-required rent, other 
payment, and/or charge herein, where such failure continues for a 
period often (10) days after written notice thereof. Provided, however, 
any such notice provided in this Paragraph 9(a)(2) or in subsequent 
Paragraph 9(a)(3) shall be in lieu of, and not in addition to, any notice 
required under Section 1161 of the California Code of Civil Procedure, 
as amended. 

(3) Failure by Lessee to perform any other express or implied covenants 
or conditions in this Lease (other than any breach under Paragraph 8, 
for which immediate notice of termination may be given), should such 
failure continue for thirty (30) days after written notice thereof. 

(4) Subject to any restrictions or limitations placed on Lessor by 
applicable laws governing bankruptcy. Lessee's: (a) applying for, 
consenting to, or suffering the appointment of a receiver, trustee, or 
liquidator for all or a substantial portion of its assets; (b) making a 
general assignment for the benefit of creditors; (c) admitting in writing 
its inability to pay its debts or its willingness to be adjudged a 
bankrupt; (d) becoming unable to, or failing to, pay its debts as they 
mature; (e) being adjudged a bankrupt; (f) filing a voluntary petition or 
suffering an involuntary petition under any bankruptcy, arrangement, 
reorganization, or insolvency law (unless in the case of an involuntary 

13 



petition, the same is dismissed within thirty (30) days of such filing); (g) 
convening a meeting of its creditors, or any class thereof, for purposes 
of effecting a moratorium, extension, or composition of its debts; or (h) 
suffering, or permitting to continue unstayed and in effect for ten (10) 
consecutive days, any attachment, levy, execution, or seizure of all or 
a substantial portion of Lessee's assets or of Lessee's interest in this 
Lease. 

This Paragraph 9(a)(4) shall not be applicable or binding on the 
beneficiary of any deed of trust, mortgage, or other security instrument 
on the Leased Premises which is of record with Lessor and has been 
consented to by resolution of Lessor, or to said beneficiary's 
successors in interest consented to by resolution of Lessor, as long as 
there remains any monies to be paid by Lessee to such beneficiary 
under the terms of such deed of trust; provided that such beneficiary 
or its successors in interest, continuously and timely pays to Lessor all 
rent due or coming due under the provisions of this Lease and the 
Leased Premises are continuously and actively used in accordance 
with Paragraph 13 of this Lease, and provided that said beneficiary 
agrees in writing to assume and perform each and every obligation 
under the Lease. 

(5) Failure by Lessee to comply with all time periods specified in this 
Lease. 

(6) Notwithstanding Paragraph 9(a)(5), failure by Lessee to timely comply 
with all other provisions of this Lease. 

(b) Remedies. In the event of any default, Lessor may exercise the following 
remedies: 

(1) Termination: Terminate Lessee's right to possession of the Leased 
Premises whereupon this Lease shall terminate and Lessee shall 
immediately surrender possession of the Leased Premises to Lessor. 
In such event, Lessor shall be entitled to recover from Lessee: 

(i) The "Worth at the Time of Award", as hereinafter defined, of the 
unpaid rent which had been earned at the time of termination; 

(ii) The "Worth at the Time of Award" of the amount by which the 
unpaid rent which would have been earned after termination 
until the time of award exceeds the amount of such loss that 
Lessee proves could have been reasonably avoided; 
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(iii) The "Worth at the Time of Award" of the amount by which the 
unpaid rent for the balance of the term of this Lease after the 
time of award exceeds the amount of such loss that Lessee 
proves could have been reasonably avoided; and 

(iv) Any other amount necessary to compensate Lessor for all the 
detriment proximately caused by Lessee's failure to perform its 
obligations under this Lease, or which would ordinarily be likely 
to result therefrom, including but not limited to the cost of 
recovering possession of the Leased Premises, expenses of 
reletting (including necessary repair, renovation and alteration 
of the Leased Premises), reasonable attorneys' fees, and any 
other reasonable costs. 

The "Worth at the Time of Award" of the amounts referred to in 
Paragraphs 9(b)(1)(i) and 9(b)(1)(ii) shall be computed by charging 
interest at ten percent (10%) per annum from the dates such amounts 
accrued to Lessor. The "Worth at the Time of Award" of the amount 
referred to in Paragraph 9(b)(1)(iii) shall be computed by discounting 
such amount at one (1) percentage point above the Discount Rate of 
the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco at the time of the award. 

(2) Reletting: Without terminating or effecting a forfeiture of the Lease, or 
otherwise relieving Lessee of any obligation herein. Lessor may, but 
need not, relet the Leased Premises or any portion thereof, at any time 
or from time to time, for such terms and upon such conditions and rent 
as Lessor, in its sole discretion, deems proper. Regardless of whether 
the Leased Premises are relet. Lessee shall continue to pay to Lessor 
all Lease-required amounts up to the date that Lessor terminates 
Lessee's right to possession of the Leased Premises; provided, 
however, following a default. Lessor shall not unreasonably withhold 
its consent to any Lessee-requested assignment of this Lease or 
subletting of the Leased Premises, unless Lessor shall also elect to 
terminate this Lease and Lessee's right to possession of the Leased 
Premises, as provided in Paragraph 9(b)(1). Such payments shall be 
due at the times provided in this Lease and Lessor need not wait until 
the termination of the Lease to recoveî  said amounts. If Lessor relets 
the Leased Premises, or any portion thereof, such reletting shall not 
relieve Lessee of any obligations herein, except that Lessor shall apply 
the rent or other proceeds actually collected for such reletting against 
amounts due from Lessee herein, to the extent such proceeds 
compensate Lessor for Lessee's nonperformance of any obligation 
herein. Lessor may execute any lease made pursuant thereto in its 
own name. Further, Lessor shall be under no obligation to reveal to 
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new lessee how these proceeds were applied, nor shall said new 
lessee have any right to collect any such proceeds. Lessor shall not, 
by any reentry or other act, be deemed to have accepted Lessee's 
surrender of the Leased Premises or Lessee's interest therein, nor be 
deemed to have terminated this Lease or to have relieved Lessee of 
any obligation herein, unless Lessor shall have furnished Lessee with 
express written notice of Lessor's election to do so, as set forth herein. 

(3) Other: Any and/or all other rights or remedies of Lessor specified 
elsewhere in this Lease or provided by law. 

In the event Lessor has consented to an encumbrance of this Lease for security purposes in 
accordance with Paragraph 7 of this Lease, it is understood and agreed that Lessor shall 
furnish copies of all notice(s) of default(s) to the beneficiary or mortgagee under said 
encumbrance by certified mail (provided Lessee has delivered to Lessor written request, 
therefore, together with the name and address of any such beneficiary or mortgagee) 
contemporaneously with the furnishing of such notices to Lessee. Furthermore, in the event 
Lessee fails to cure such default(s) within the time permitted herein, said beneficiary or 
mortgagee shall be permitted to cure such default(s) at any time within fifteen (15) days 
following the expiration of the period within which Lessee may cure said default(s); 
provided, however. Lessor shall not be required to furnish any further notice(s) of default(s) 
to said beneficiary or mortgagee. 

In the event this Lease is terminated pursuant to the provisions of this Paragraph 9, Lessor 
shall continue to have all rights provided in Paragraph 5 of this Lease. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, should a default not be cured within the cure periods 
referred to above, said Lease shall not be terminated as to said beneficiary or mortgagee 
unless Lessor first legally offers to enter into a valid lease with said beneficiary or 
mortgagee, and said offer is not accepted in writing within (30) days after said offer is made. 
Furthermore, such new lease must be entered into as a condition concurrent with such 
termination for the then-remaining term of this Lease. Furthermore, the new lease must 
contain the same terms, conditions, and priority as this Lease, provided the mortgagee or 
beneficiary promptly cures all then-existing defaults under this Lease when and to the 
extent it is able to cure them. Such new lease may be entered into even though possession 
of the Leased Premises has not been surrendered by the defaulting Lessee. In such event, 
unless legally restrained, Lessor shall promptly proceed to obtain possession of the Leased 
Premises and to deliver possession to said mortgagee or beneficiary as soon as the same 
is obtained. Should the mortgagee or beneficiary fail to accept said offer in writing within 
said thirty- (30) day period, or, having so accepted said offer, should it fail promptly to cure 
all existing defaults under this Lease when and to the extent it is able to cure them, then 
such termination shall also be effective as to said mortgagee or beneficiary. 
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10. BANKRUPTCY 
If Lessor shall have the right to declare this Lease in default if Lessee: (i) becomes 
insolvent; (ii) makes an assignment for the benefit of creditors; (iii) becomes the subject of a 
bankruptcy proceeding, reorganization arrangement, insolvency, receivership, liquidation, or 
dissolution proceeding; or in the event of any judicial sale of Lessee's leasehold interest. 

The conditions of this Paragraph shall not be applicable or binding on: (1) Lessee; or (2) the 
beneficiary in any deed of trust, mortgage, or other security instrument encumbering the 
leasehold interest which Lessor has consented to in writing; or (3) the aforesaid 
beneficiary's successors in interest which Lessor has consented to in writing, as long as 
there remains any monies to be paid by Lessee to such beneficiary under the terms of such 
deed of trust; provided Lessee, such beneficiary, or such beneficiary's successors in 
interest continuously pay to Lessor all rent due or coming due under the provisions of this 
Lease, and the Leased Premises are continuously and actively used in accordance with 
Paragraph 13 herein. 

11. EMINENT DOMAIN 
If any public authority takes the whole or a substantial part of the Leased Premises under 
the power of eminent domain, then the term of this Lease shall cease as to the part so 
taken from the day the possession.of that part is taken. Further, the rent shall be paid up to 
that day. Lessee shall then have the right either to: (i) cancel this Lease and declare the 
same null and void; or (ii) continue in possession of the remainder of the Leased Premises 
under the then-current Lease terms. Provided, however, the rent shall be reduced in 
proportion to the value of the portion of the Leased Premises taken. All damages awarded 
for such taking shall belong to and be the property of Lessor, whether such damages shall 
be awarded as compensation for diminution in value to the leasehold or to the fee of the 
Leased Premises. Provided, however. Lessor shall not be entitled to any award made for 
the taking of any of Lessee's installations or improvements on the Leased Premises. 

12. TERMINATION OF PRIOR AGREEMENT(S) 
The Leased Premises are currently leased by Lessee pursuant to that certain Lease 
Document No. 58165 made and entered into on the 19th day of October, 2011, between 
Lessor and Lessee and the Lease expires on October 31, 2014. Any continuing rights, 
duties, and obligations of the parties, if any, pursuant to the terms, covenants, and 
conditions in the expired lease shall remain enforceable and subject to all defenses, 
including without limitation any applicable statute of limitations. Further, said statute shall 
not be waived or extended because of this Lease. Nothing herein is intended nor shall be 
construed as a waiver of any such rights, or as a release of any such duties or obligations, 
whether known or unknown at this time or upon the effective date of this Lease. 

13. USE OBLIGATION 
Lessee shall actively and continuously use and operate the Leased Premises for the limited 
particular exclusive use expressly provided for in Paragraph 2, herein, except for failure to 
so use caused by wars, strikes, riots, civil commotion, acts of public enemies, and acts of 
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God. Said active and continuous use and operation enhances the value of the lands within 
Lessor's jurisdiction; provides needed public service; and provides additional employment, 
taxes, and other benefits to the general economy of the area. Lessee, however, shall not 
and is expressly prohibited from using the Leased Premises for any other purpose or use 
whatsoever, whether it is purported to be in addition to or in lieu of the particular exclusive 
use expressly provided in Paragraph 2, herein. 

14. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 
As part of the consideration for this Lease, Lessee shall assume full responsibility for 
operation and maintenance of the Leased Premises throughout the term and without 
expense to Lessor. Lessee shall perform all maintenance, which includes all painting, 
repairs, and replacements, including in-water dredging, necessary to maintain and preserve 
the Leased Premises in a good, safe, healthy, and sanitary condition, satisfactory to Lessor 
and in compliance with all applicable laws. Provided, however, prior to Lessee performing 
any extraordinary repairs, plans and specifications must first be submitted to Lessor and 
receive Lessor approval, pursuant to the procedures provided in Paragraph 4 herein. 
Further, Lessee shall provide approved containers for trash and garbage and keep the 
Leased Premises free and clear of rubbish, litter, and any other fire hazards. Lessee waives 
all rights to make repairs at the expense of Lessor, as provided in Section 1942 of the 
California Civil Code, and all rights provided by Section 1941 of said Code. 

For the purpose of keeping the Leased Premises in a good, safe, healthy, and sanitary 
condition. Lessor always shall have the right but not the duty to enter, view, inspect, 
determine the condition of, and protect its interests in the Leased Premises. Provided, 
however. Lessor or its representatives shall: (a) conduct such entry in a manner that 
causes the least inconvenience and disruption to Lessee's operation as practicable; and (b) 
comply with all safety and security requirements of Lessee. It is not intended, however, that 
Lessee's safety and security requirements be used to bar Lessor's right of inspection. 
Further, Lessee shall provide Lessor reasonable access to the Leased Premises for such 
purpose. 

If inspection discloses the Leased Premises are not in the condition required herein. Lessee 
immediately must commence the necessary maintenance work, and complete said work 
within ten (10) days after written notice from Lessor. However, if such work cannot 
reasonably be completed within ten (10) days, Lessee shall immediately commence said 
work, provide Lessor with a reasonable date of completion and diligently pursue to 
completion but in no event longer than one hundred eighty (180) days. Further, if at any 
time Lessor determines the Leased Premises are not in the condition required herein, 
Lessor may require Lessee to file and pay for a faithful performance bond to assure prompt 
correction, without additional notice. The amount of said bond shall be adequate, in 
Lessor's opinion, to correct all unsatisfactory conditions. 

18 



Notwithstanding, Lessor shall not be required to perform any maintenance, including 
painting, repairs, or replacements; or to make any improvements whatsoever on or for the 
benefit of the Leased Premises. 

The rights reserved in this Paragraph shall not create any obligations or increase any 
obligations for Lessor elsewhere in this Lease. 

15. PERFORMANCE BOND 
Lessee shall not commence any major construction upon the Leased Premises until 
performance bonds in the amount of the total estimated construction cost of the proposed 
improvements have been secured and submitted to Lessor. In lieu of said performance 
bonds, the Executive Director of Lessor may, in his sole discretion, accept performance and 
labor and material bonds supplied by Lessee's contractor or subcontractors, performance 
guarantees, or other satisfactory evidence that said construction will be timely completed. 
Said bonds must be in a form acceptable to Lessor and have been issued by a company 
qualified to do business in the state of California. 

16. TAXES AND UTILITIES 
This Lease may result in a taxable possessory interest and be subject to the payment of 
property taxes. Lessee shall pay before delinquency all taxes and assessments of any kind 
assessed or levied upon Lessee or the Leased Premises by reason of: (i) this Lease; (ii) 
any buildings, machines, or other improvements of any nature whatsoever erected, 
installed, or maintained by Lessee; or (iii) the business or other activities of Lessee upon or 
in connection with the Leased Premises. Lessee also shall pay any fees imposed by law for 
licenses or permits for any business or activities of Lessee upon the Leased Premises, or 
under this Lease, and shall pay before delinquency any and all charges for utilities at or on 
the Leased Premises. 

17. CONFORMANCE WITH LAWS AND REGULATIONS 
Lessee agrees that, in all activities on or in connection with the Leased Premises, and in all 
uses thereof, including the making of any alterations, changes, installations, or other 
improvements, it will abide by and conform to all laws and regulations. Said laws and 
regulations shall include, but are not limited to those prescribed by the San Diego Unified 
Port District Act; any ordinances of the city in which the Leased Premises are located, 
including the Building Code thereof; any ordinances and general rules of Lessor, including 
tariffs; and any applicable laws of the state of California and federal government, as any of 
the same now exist or may hereafter be adopted or amended. In particular and without 
limitation. Lessee shall have the sole and exclusive obligation and responsibility to comply 
with the requirements of: (i) Article 10 of Lessor Code entitled "Stormwater Management 
and Discharge Control," and (ii) the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990, including but 
not limited to regulations promulgated thereunder, and Lessor shall have no such 
obligations or responsibilities as to the Leased Premises. 
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18. NONDISCRIMINATION 
Lessee agrees at all times to fully comply with all laws now existing or hereinafter enacted, 
prohibiting discrimination against any person or class of persons by reason of race, color, 
religion, sex, national origin, ancestry, physical or mental disability, veteran status, medical 
condition, marital status, age, sexual orientation, pregnancy, or other non-job related 
criteria. In complying with all such laws, including without limitation the Americans With 
Disabilities Act of 1990, Lessee shall be solely responsible for such compliance and 
required programs, and there shall be no allocation of any such responsibility between 
Lessor and Lessee. 

19. COMPLIANCE WITH EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR REQUIREMEMNTS 
Lessee shall comply with the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; the Federal Labor-
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959; the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970; the California Constitution; and any other applicable federal, state, or local laws 
and regulations now existing or hereinafter enacted, regarding employment and labor 
practices. Lessee shall also comply with the National Labor Relations Act, including the 
provisions with respect to the rights of employees to organize. Additionally, Lessee shall file 
a "statement of compliance" providing that Lessee shall comply with the above-referenced 
state and federal labor employment laws. Provided, however, Lessee is only required to file 
the Statement when the average annual employment exceeds fifty (50) employees. 

20. PARTIAL INVALIDITY 
If any term, covenant, condition, or provision of this Lease is held by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remainder ofthe provisions herein shall 
remain in full force and effect, and shall in no way be affected, impaired, or invalidated 
thereby. 

21. HOLD HARMLESS 
Lessee shall, to the fullest extent permitted by law, defend, indemnify, and hold harmless 
Lessor and its officials, officers, representatives, agents, and employees (collectively 
"Indemnitees") for any and all liability, claims, actions, losses, fines, penalties, judgments, 
damages, proceedings, orders, directives, costs, including reasonable attorneys' fees, or 
demands (collectively, "Claims") arising directly or indirectly out of the obligations 
undertaken in connection with this Lease, or Lessee's use, occupancy, possession or 
operation of the Leased Premises, except claims or litigation arising through the sole 
negligence or willful misconduct of Lessor. It is the intent of this Paragraph that Lessee 
indemnify and hold harmless Indemnitees for any actions of Lessee or Lessor, including 
duties that may be legally delegated to Lessee or to third parties, except for those arising 
out of the sole negligence or willful misconduct of Lessor. This indemnity obligation shall 
apply for the entire time that any third party can make a claim against or sue Lessor for 
liabilities arising out of Lessee's use, occupancy, possession or operation of the Leased 
Premises, or arising from any defect in any part of the Leased Premises. 
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In the event Lessee proposes a Redevelopment Project to Lessor, Lessee agrees to 
indemnify and hold harmless Indemnitees from any and all Claims arising directly or 
indirectly out of Lessor's review, analysis or approval(s) related to the Redevelopment 
Project, including, but not limited to, all specifications, plans, and reports, any third party 
challenges to an environmental document, mitigation and/or monitoring plan, or 
determinations conducted and adopted pursuant to CEQA for the Redevelopment Project, 
any third party challenges to any Lessor issued permits and other approvals, including, but 
not limited to, CDPs, PMPAs, concept design, working drawings, subleases, assignments 
and assumption agreements, letter agreements, memorandum of understanding, operating 
contracts, estoppel certificates, and any and all amendments or addendum to the same, 
and/ Lessee's development and operation of such Redevelopment Project. 

In the event such Claims arise. Lessor may, in its sole and absolute discretion, participate in 
the defense of any Claims and the Lessee shall reimburse Lessor for said defense, 
including, but not limited to reimbursement for reasonable outside attorneys' and experts' 
fees and other costs. The Lessor's participation shall not relieve the Lessee of any of its 
obligations under this Paragraph 21. In the Lessor's sole and absolute discretion, the 
counsel of the Lessor or its Indemnitees may also jointly represent the Lessee. The Lessor 
shall promptly notify the Lessee of its receipt of any Claims. 

22. SUCCESSORS IN INTEREST 
Unless otherwise provided in this Lease, the terms, covenants, conditions, and agreements 
herein shall apply to and bind the heirs, successors, executors, administrators, and assigns 
of all the parties hereto, all of whom shall be jointly and severally liable hereunder. 

23. EASEMENTS 
This Lease and all rights granted hereunder are subject to all easements and rights-of-way 
previously granted or reserved by Lessor in, upon, over, and across the Leased Premises 
for any purpose whatsoever. Said Lease and granted rights shall be subject to future 
easements and rights-of-way for access, gas, electricity, water, sewer, drainage, telephone, 
telegraph, television transmission, and such other Lessor or public facilities as Lessor may 
determine from time to time to be in the best interests of the development of the lands within 
Lessor's jurisdiction. Lessor agrees to make an effort to locate future easements and 
rights-of-way, and to install associated public facilities, so as to produce a minimum amount 
of interference with Lessee's business. Further, Lessee shall not be entitled to any 
monetary payment or other remuneration for any such future easements and rights-of-way. 

24. TITLE OF LESSOR 
Lessor's title is derived from the provisions of the San Diego Unified Port District Act, 
Appendix 1, Harbors & Navigation Code, and is subject to the provisions of said Act. This 
Lease is granted subject to the terms and conditions of said Act. 
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25. INSURANCE 
Lessee shall maintain insurance acceptable to Lessor in full force and effect throughout the 
term of this Lease. The policies for said insurance shall, as a minimum, provide the 
following: 

(a) Forms of Coverage 

(1) "OCCURRENCE" form Commercial General Liability covering the 
Leased Premises, operations, and contractual liability assumed by 
Lessee in this Lease in the amount of not less than Five Million Dollars 
($5,000,000) combined single limit per occurrence for bodily injury, 
personal injury, and property damage. The general aggregate shall be 
Ten Million Dollars ($10,000,000) unless a Ten Million Dollars 
($10,000,000) per location aggregate limit is provided separate by 
endorsement. 

If alcoholic beverages are served or sold on the Leased Premises, 
Liquor Liability coverage in the amount of not less than Two Million 
Dollars ($2,000,000) shall be obtained. If no alcoholic beverages are 
served or sold on the Leased Premises, the proof of insurance shall so 
state. 

(2) All Risk Property Coverage, including water damage and debris 
cleanup provisions, in an amount not less than the full replacement 
value of all Improvements located within the Premises without 
deduction for depreciation of the covered items and in amounts that 
meet any co-insurance clauses of the policies of insurance and shall 
include business interruption and extra expense for full recovery of the 
net profits and continuing expenses (including the rent to lessor) for 
the duration of the period of restoration, a vandalism and malicious 
mischief endorsement, sprinkler leakage coverage and, if so required 
by Landlord, flood and earthquake coverage. The coverage policies 
shall be endorsed with a Loss Payee endorsement in favor of Lessor. 
It is agreed that any insurance proceeds in excess of Twenty-Five 
Thousand Dollars ($25,000) resulting from a loss under said policies 
shall be payable jointly to Lessor and Lessee to ensure that said 
proceeds will be reinvested in rebuilding and/or repairing the damaged 
portions of the Leased Premises and any damaged or destroyed 
improvements located thereon. However, if there is a Permitted 
Encumbrance held by a Financial Institution encumbering the 
leasehold, then all proceeds from such policies of insurance shall be 
payable in trust with safeguards reasonably acceptable to Lessor to 
the Consented to Lender which is a Financial Institution to be 
disbursed for the repair and restoration of the Premises (or, if there is 
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no Consented to Lender, or the Consented to Lender declines to hold 
and disburse such proceeds, to a bank or trust company doing 
business in the County of San Diego agreed upon by the parties, or if 
the parties fail to agree, to Bank of America, N.A., or its successor, 
which proceeds shall be deposited in interest bearing accounts or 
deposits agreed upon by the parties, or if the parties fail to agree, then 
in the bank's regular passbook savings account). All interest shall be 
added to the trust funds to be disbursed with the principal. All 
proceeds shall be disbursed in progress payments for the payment of 
the cost of repairing or restoring the property so damaged or 
destroyed. The specific manner of holding such proceeds and the 
method and conditions of disbursement shall be subject to the prior 
written approval of Lessor so as to ensure the application of such 
proceeds in compliance with this Lease. 

(i) In the event that this Lease is terminated with consent of both 
Lessor and said mortgagee or beneficiary, and the 
improvements are not reconstructed, repaired, or replaced, the 
insurance proceeds shall be retained, without liability, by said 
mortgagee or beneficiary to the extent necessary to fully 
discharge the debt secured by said mortgage or deed of trust. 
Furthermore, said mortgagee or beneficiary shall hold the 
balance thereof to restore the Leased Premises to a neat and 
clean condition. Any remaining funds shall lastly be paid to 
Lessor and Lessee, as their interests may appear. 

(3) In the event underground storage tanks are located on the Leased 
Premises, Lessee is required to comply with Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 40, Chapter I, Subchapter H or Title 23, Division 3, 
Chapter 18 of California Code of Regulations, collectively, herein "UST 
Law." At the time Lessee is required to comply with any provisions of 
UST Law requiring financial assurance mechanisms, Lessee shall 
provide Lessor with a certified copy of its Certification of Financial 
Responsibility. If Lessee's program for financial responsibility requires 
insurance, then Lessee's policy(ies) shall name Lessor and its officers, 
employees, and agents as additional insureds, and all other terms of 
Subparagraph (b), below, shall apply. Should Lessee change its 
financial assurance mechanisms. Lessee shall immediately provide 
Lessor with a certified copy of its revised Certification of Financial 
Responsibility. 
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(b) General Requirements 

(1) All required insurance shall be in force the first day of the term of this 
Lease, and shall be maintained continuously in force throughout the 
term of this Lease. In addition, the cost of all required insurance shall 
be borne by Lessee. During the entire term of this Lease, Lessee 
shall provide Lessor with Certificates, in a form acceptable to Lessor, 
evidencing the existence of the necessary insurance policies and 
original endorsements effecting coverage required by this Paragraph, 
The Certificates and endorsements for each insurance policy are to be 
signed by a person authorized by that insurer to bind insurance on its 
behalf. Notwithstanding the forgoing. Lessor reserves the right to 
require complete, certified copies of all required policies at any time. 

(2) All liability insurance policies shall name, or be endorsed to name 
Lessor and its officers, employees, and agents as additional insureds 
and protect Lessor and its officers, employees, and agents against any 
legal costs in defending claims. All liability policies shall provide cross-
liability coverage. All insurance policies shall be endorsed to state that 
coverage will not be suspended, voided, cancelled, or reduced in 
coverage or in limits, except after Lessee has furnished Lessor with 
thirty (30) days' prior written notice by certified mail. All insurance 
policies shall be endorsed to state that Lessee's insurance is primary 
and not excess or contributory to any insurance issued in the name of 
Lessor. Further, all insurance companies must be satisfactory to 
Lessor. 

(3) Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared and 
acceptable to Lessor. If the deductibles or self-insured retentions are 
unacceptable to Lessor, then Lessee shall have the option to either: (i) 
reduce or eliminate such deductibles or self-insured retentions as 
respects the Lessor and its officers, employees, and agents; or, (ii) 
procure a bond guaranteeing payment of losses and related 
investigations, claim administration, and defense expenses. 

(4) Lessor shall retain the right at any time to review the coverage, form, 
and amount of insurance required herein. If, in the opinion of Lessor, 
the insurance provisions in this Lease do not provide adequate 
protection for Lessor and/or members of the public using the Leased 
Premises or using services connected with Lessee's use or occupancy 
of the Leased Premises, Lessor may require Lessee to obtain 
insurance sufficient in coverage, form, and amount to provide 
adequate protection. Lessor's requirements shall be reasonable, but 
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shall be designed to ensure protection from and against the kind and 
extent of risks that exist at the time a change in insurance is required. 

(5) Lessor may require that Lessee obtain and maintain additional or 
increased insurance from time to time. Lessor shall notify Lessee in 
writing of changes in the insurance requirements. With respect to 
changes in insurance requirements that are available from Lessee's 
then-existing insurance carrier. Lessee shall deposit Certificates 
evidencing acceptable insurance policies with Lessor incorporating 
such changes within sixty (60) days of receipt of such notice. With 
respect to changes in insurance requirements that are not available 
from Lessee's then- existing insurance carrier. Lessee shall deposit 
Certificates evidencing acceptable insurance policies with Lessor, 
incorporating such changes, within one hundred twenty (120) days of 
receipt of such notice. In the event Lessee fails to deposit insurance 
Certificates as required herein, this Lease shall be in default without 
further notice to Lessee, and Lessor shall be entitled to exercise all 
legal remedies. Without limitation ofthe foregoing, Lessee agrees that 
if Lessee does not take out and maintain such insurance or furnish 
Lessor with renewals or binders in a timely manner, Lessor may (but 
shall not be required to), procure said insurance on Lessee's behalf 
and charge Lessee the cost thereof, which amount shall be payable by 
Lessee within thirty (30) days of written demand with interest at the 
Default Rate from the date such sums are expended. 

(6) If Lessee fails or refuses to maintain insurance as required in this 
Lease, or fails to provide proof of insurance. Lessor has the right to 
declare this Lease in default without further notice to Lessee, and 
Lessor shall be entitled to exercise all legal remedies. 

(7) The procuring of such required policies of insurance shall not be 
construed to limit Lessee's liability hereunder, nor to fulfill the 
indemnification provisions and requirements of this Lease. 
Notwithstanding said policies of insurance. Lessee shall be obligated 
for the full and total amount of any damage, injury, or loss caused by 
negligence or neglect connected with this Lease, or with the use or 
occupancy of the Leased Premises. 

(8) Lessee agrees not to use the Leased Premises in any manner, even if 
use is for purposes stated herein, that will result in the cancellation of 
any insurance Lessor may have on the Leased Premises or on 
adjacent premises, or that will cause cancellation of any other 
insurance coverage for the Leased Premises or adjoining premises. 
Lessee further agrees not to keep on the Leased Premises or permit 
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to be kept, used, or sold thereon, anything prohibited by any fire or 
other insurance policy covering the Leased Premises. Lessee shall, at 
its sole expense, comply with all reasonable requirements for 
maintaining fire and other insurance coverage on the Leased 
Premises. 

26. COMPLIANCE WITH PREVAILING WAGE LAWS 
Lessee acknowledges and agrees that: (1) it is the sole and exclusive responsibility of the 
Lessee, and not Lessor, to ensure that all persons and/or entities who provide any labor, 
services and/or equipment in connection with any construction or work of improvement on 
any land or water areas occupied by Lessee, shall comply with the requirements of 
California's prevailing wages laws (the "PWL"); and (2) it is the sole and exclusive 
responsibility of Lessee, and not Lessor, to determine whether such construction or work of 
improvement is subject to the PWL by obtaining a determination by means that do not 
involve Lessor. If such construction or work of improvement is determined to be subject to 
the PWL, Lessee shall comply with all applicable provisions of the PWL, and shall ensure 
that all persons and/or entities who provide any labor, services, equipment and/or materials 
in connection with such construction or work of improvement shall likewise comply with all 
applicable provisions of the PWL. 

27. WARRANTIES-GUARANTEES-COVENANTS 
Lessor makes no warranty, guarantee, covenant, including but not limited to covenants of 
title and quiet enjoyment, or averment of any nature whatsoever concerning the condition of 
the Leased Premises, including the physical condition thereof, or any condition which may 
affect the Leased Premises. It is agreed that Lessor will not be responsible for any loss, 
damage, and/or costs, which may be incurred by Lessee by reason of any such condition or 
conditions. 

28. DAMAGE TO OR DESTRUCTION OF LEASED PREMISES 
Should Lessee-owned improvements be: (i) damaged or destroyed by fire, the elements, 
acts of God, or by any other cause; or (ii) declared unsafe or unfit for occupancy or use by a 
public entity with the appropriate authority, (i) and/or (ii) hereinafter "event," Lessee shall, 
within ninety (90) days of such event, commence and diligently pursue to completion the 
repair, replacement, or reconstruction of the improvements necessary to permit full 
occupancy and use of the Leased Premises for the uses required herein. Repair, 
replacement, or reconstruction of such improvements shall be accomplished in a manner 
and according to Plans approved by Lessor. Provided, however. Lessee shall not be 
obligated to repair, reconstruct, or replace the improvements following their destruction in 
whole or substantial part, except to the extent the loss is covered by insurance required 
pursuant to Paragraph 25 herein (or would be covered regardless of whether such required 
insurance is actually in effect). 
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If Lessee elects not to restore, repair, or reconstruct as herein required, then this Lease 
shall terminate. Further, Lessor shall have any rights to which it would be entitled under the 
provisions of Paragraph Nos. 5 and 25 herein. 
No event described herein shall relieve Lessee of its obligations to pay all rent and other 
amounts otherwise due hereunder 

29. QUITCLAIM OF LESSEE'S INTEREST UPON TERMINATION 
Upon termination of this Lease for any reason, including but not limited to termination 
because of default by Lessee, Lessee shall execute, acknowledge, and deliver to Lessor 
within thirty (30) days after receipt of written demand therefore a good and sufficient deed 
whereby all Lessee's right, title, and interest in the Leased Premises is quitclaimed to 
Lessor. Should Lessee fail or refuse to deliver the required deed to Lessor, Lessor may 
prepare and record a notice reciting the failure of Lessee to execute, acknowledge, and 
deliver such deed. Said notice shall be conclusive evidence ofthe termination of this Lease 
and of all right of Lessee, or those claiming under Lessee, in and to the Leased Premises. 
30. PEACEABLE SURRENDER 
Upon expiration of this Lease or earlier termination or cancellation thereof, as herein 
provided, Lessee shall peaceably surrender the Leased Premises to Lessor in as good 
condition as the Leased Premises were at the Commencement Date of this Lease, except 
as the Leased Premises were repaired, rebuilt, restored, altered, or added to as permitted 
or required by the provisions of this Lease, ordinary wear and tear excepted, and subject to 
Paragraph 5 herein. If Lessee fails to surrender the Leased Premises at the expiration of 
this Lease or the earlier termination or cancellation thereof. Lessee shall defend and 
indemnify Lessor from all liability and expense resulting from the delay or failure to 
surrender, including without limitation any succeeding lessee claims based on Lessee's 
failure to surrender. 

31. WAIVER 
Should either Lessor or Lessee waive any breach by the other of any Lease covenant, 
condition, or agreement, such waiver shall not be, nor be construed to be, a waiver of any 
subsequent or other breach of the same or any other Lease covenant, condition, or 
agreement. Further, failure on the part of either party to require or exact the other's full and 
complete compliance with any of the Lease covenants, conditions, or agreements shall not 
be, nor be construed as in any manner changing the terms, or preventing the enforcement 
in full, of the provisions hereof. In addition, Lessor's subsequent acceptance of rent 
hereunder shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any preceding Lessee breach of any 
Lease term, covenant, or Condition, other than Lessee's failure to pay the particular rent so 
accepted, regardless of Lessor's knowledge of Lessee's preceding breach at the time rent 
is accepted. 

32. HOLDOVER 
This Lease shall terminate without further notice at expiration of the term. Any holding over 
by Lessee after either expiration or termination shall not constitute a renewal or extension, 
or give Lessee any rights in or to the Leased Premises. 
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If Lessee, with Lessor's consent, remains in possession of the Leased Premises after Lease 
expiration or termination, such possession shall be deemed a month-to-month tenancy 
terminable upon thirty (30) days' notice furnished at any time by either party to the other. In 
addition, all provisions of this Lease, except those pertaining to term, shall apply to the 
month-to-month tenancy, and Lessee shall continue to pay all rent required by this Lease. 
Provided, however, if percentage rent is required by this Lease, it shall be paid monthly on 
or before the tenth (10th) day of each month, including the tenth (10th) day of the month 
following the expiration of any such holdover period. 

33. PARAGRAPH HEADINGS 
The Table of Contents and Paragraph Headings contained herein are for convenience in 
reference and are not intended to define or limit the scope of any provision thereof. 
34. ENTIRE UNDERSTANDING 
This Lease contains the entire understanding and agreement of the parties. Lessee 
acknowledges there is no other written or oral understanding or agreement between the 
parties with respect to the Leased Premises, and that this Lease supersedes all prior 
negotiations, discussions, obligations, and rights of the parties hereto. No waiver, 
modification, amendment, or alteration of this Lease shall be valid unless it is expressly in 
writing and signed by authorized representatives of the parties hereto. Each of the parties 
to this Lease acknowledges that no other party, agent, or representative has made any 
promise, representation, waiver, or warranty whatsoever, expressed or implied, which is not 
expressly contained in writing in this Lease. Each party further acknowledges it has not 
executed this Lease in reliance upon any collateral promise, representation, waiver, or 
warranty, or in reliance upon any belief as to any fact not expressly recited in this Lease. 

35. TIME IS OF THE ESSENCE 
Time is of the essence of each and all of the terms and provisions of this Lease. This 
Lease shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the parties hereto and any 
successors of Lessee as fully and to the same extent as though specifically mentioned in 
each instance. All covenants, conditions, and agreements in this Lease shall extend to and 
bind any assigns and sublessees of Lessee. 

36. NOTICES 
All notices provided for by this Lease or by law to be given or served upon Lessor or Lessee 
shall be in writing and: (i) personally served upon Lessor or Lessee, or any person hereafter 
authorized by either party in writing to receive such notice, or (ii) served by certified letter 
addressed to the appropriate address hereinafter set forth, or to such other address 
designated in writing by the respective party. 

To Lessor To Lessee 
Executive Director Commodore 
San Diego Unified Port District Coronado Yacht Club 
Post Office Box 120488 1631 Strand Way 
San Diego, CA 92112-0488 Coronado, CA 92118 
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Should any consented-to assignee, consented-to purchaser, or Consented-to-Lender notify 
Lessor in writing of its desire to receive notices, such party shall also be personally served, 
or served by certified letter at such appropriate address designated in writing by the 
respective party. 

Any notice or notices given or served as provided herein shall be effectual and binding for 
all purposes upon the parties so served; provided, however, if served by certified mail, 
service will be considered completed and binding on the party served forty-eight (48) hours 
after deposit in the U.S. Mail. 

37. REMOVAL OF MATERIALS 
Lessee shall, upon expiration of this Lease or sooner termination as herein provided, 
remove within sixty (60) days all materials, including without limitation all ships, vessels, 
barges, hulls, debris, and surplus and salvage items, hereinafter "Materials," from the 
Leased Premises and adjacent property, so as to leave the same in as good condition as 
when first occupied by Lessee, subject to reasonable wear and tear. Provided, however, if 
Lessee fails to remove all Materials within sixty (60) days. Lessor may remove, sell, or 
destroy said Materials at the expense of Lessee. Further, Lessee agrees to pay Lessor the 
reasonable cost of such removal, sale, or destruction; or, at the option of Lessor, said 
Materials not removed, sold, or destroyed by Lessee shall become the property of Lessor, 
without cost to Lessor, and without any payment to Lessee. 

During any period of time required to remove said Materials, or to test for and/or remediate 
Hazardous Materials as required in Paragraph 42 herein. Lessee shall continue to pay the 
full rent to Lessor in accordance with this Lease, which said rent shall be prorated daily. 

38. WASTE/NUISANCE 
Lessee shall not use the Leased Premises in a manner that constitutes waste or nuisance. 

39. NUMBER AND GENDER 
Words of any gender used in this Lease shall include any other gender and each word in 
the singular number shall include the plural whenever the tense requires. 

40. APPLICABLE LAW 
The Lease will be governed by and construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of 
the State of California. 

41. ATTORNEY FEES 
Should any suit be commenced to enforce, protect, or establish any right or remedy of any 
of the terms and conditions hereof, including without limitation a summary action 
commenced by Lessor under the laws of the state of California relating to the unlawful 
detention of property, the prevailing party shall be entitled to have and recover from the 
losing party reasonable attorney fees and costs of suit. 
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42. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
(a) Definition of "Hazardous Matenal." The term "Hazardous Material" shall 

mean any pollutant, contaminant, or hazardous, dangerous, or toxic chemical, 
material, or substance, including oil and petroleum products, which now or in 
the future may be within the meaning of any applicable, federal, state, or local 
law, regulation, ordinance, or requirement at any concentration that is or has 
become regulated by the United States, the State of California, or any local 
government authority having jurisdiction over the Leased Premises. 

(b) Lessee Use of Hazardous Materials. Lessee shall not cause or permit any 
Hazardous Material, or products or materials which include any hazardous 
substance as a component, to be generated, brought onto, used, stored, 
emitted, released or disposed of in or about the Leased Premises by Lessee 
or its agents, employees, contractors, sublessees, or invitees unless 
expressly approved, at Lessor's sole discretion, in writing by Lessor after 
submittal by Lessee of Material Safety Data Sheets ("MSDS") or other 
information requested by Lessor. Limited quantities of equipment, materials 
and supplies customarily used in connection with the construction of 
improvements and standard office, food service and janitorial supplies 
customarily used in places of business which contain chemicals categorized 
as Hazardous Matenal are excluded from this requirement. Lessee shall use, 
store, and dispose of all such Hazardous Materials in strict compliance with 
all applicable statutes, ordinances, regulations, and other requirements in 
effect during the Lease Term that relate to public health and safety and 
protection of the environment ("Environmental Laws"); and shall comply at all 
times with all Environmental Laws. 

(c) Notice of Release or Investigation. If during the term of this Lease (including 
any extensions). Lessee becomes aware of (i) any actual or threatened 
release of any Hazardous Material on, in, under, from, or about the Leased 
Premises; or (ii) any inquiry, investigation, proceeding, or claim (collectively 
"Inquiry") by any government agency or other person regarding the presence 
of any Hazardous Material on, in, under, from or about the Leased Premises, 
Lessee shall give Lessor written notice of the release or Inquiry within five (5) 
days after Lessee learns or first has reason to believe there has been a 
release or Inquiry and shall simultaneously furnish to Lessor copies of any 
claims, notices of violation, reports, warning or other writings received by 
Lessee that concern the release or Inquiry. 

(d) Lessor Right to Inspect. If Lessee has in the past or continues to use, 
dispose, generate, or store Hazardous Materials on the Leased Premises, 
Lessor or its designated representatives, at Lessor's sole discretion, may at 
any time during the term of this Lease, but is no way obligated to, enter upon 
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the Leased Premises and make any inspections, tests or measurements 
Lessor deems necessary to determine if a release of Hazardous Materials 
has occurred. Lessor shall furnish Lessee a minimum of twenty-four (24) 
hours' notice in writing prior to conducting any inspections or tests, unless, in 
Lessor's sole judgment, circumstances require otherwise. Such tests shall be 
conducted in a manner so as to attempt to minimize any inconvenience and 
disruption to Lessee's operation as is practicable. If such tests indicate a 
release of Hazardous Materials, then Lessor, at Lessor's sole discretion, may 
require Lessee, at Lessee's sole expense and at any time during the term of 
this Lease, to have such tests for such Hazardous Materials conducted by a 
qualified party or parties on the Leased Premises. If Lessor has reason to 
believe any Hazardous Materials originated from a release on the Leased 
Premises have contaminated any area outside the Leased Premises, 
including but not limited to surface and groundwater, then Lessor, at Lessor's 
sole discretion, may require Lessee, at Lessee's sole expense and at any 
time during the term of this Lease, to have tests for such Hazardous Materials 
conducted by a qualified party or parties on said area outside the Leased 
Premises. Lessor's failure to inspect, test or take other actions pursuant to 
this Paragraph 42(d) regarding the Leased Premises, shall in no way relieve 
Lessee of any responsibility for a release of a Hazardous Material. 

(e) Clean-up Obligations. If the presence of any Hazardous Material brought 
onto the Leased Premises by Lessee or Lessee's employees, agents, 
sublessees, contractors, or invitees, or generated by same results in 
contamination of the Leased Premises, adjacent properties or the San Diego 
Bay, Lessee shall promptly take all necessary actions, at Lessee's sole 
expense, to remove or remediate such Hazardous Materials. Lessee shall 
provide notice to Lessor prior to performing any removal or remedial action. 
Lessee shall not propose nor agree to any covenant of use restriction as part 
of any removal or remediation required as a result of this Paragraph 42(e). 
To the extent Lessor incurs any costs or expenses in performing Lessee's 
obligation to clean-up contamination resulting from Lessee's operations or 
use of the Leased Premises, Lessee shall promptly reimburse Lessor for all 
costs and expenses incurred within thirty (30) days. Any amounts not so 
reimbursed within thirty (30) days after Lessee's receipt of an itemized 
statement therefore shall bear interest at the Prime Rate plus Five Percent 
(5%) per annum compounded monthly. This provision does not limit the 
indemnification obligation set forth in Paragraph 42(f). The obligations set 
forth in this Paragraph 42(e) shall survive any expiration or other termination 
of this Lease. 

(1) Clean-up Extending Beyond Lease Term. Should any clean-up of 
Hazardous Materials for which Lessee is responsible not be completed 
prior to the expiration or sooner termination of the Lease, including any 
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extensions thereof, then: (A) Lessee shall deposit into an escrow 
account an amount of money equal to the balance of the estimated 
costs of the clean-up, together with instructions for the disbursement 
of such amount in payment of the costs of any remaining clean-up as it 
is completed, and (B) if the nature of the contamination or clean-up 
required of Lessee is of such a nature as to make the Leased 
Premises untenable or unleaseable, then Lessee shall be liable to 
Lessor as a holdover lessee until the clean-up has been sufficiently 
completed to make the Leased Premises suitable for lease to third 
parties. The estimated cost of the clean-up shall require approval of 
the Lessor. 

(2) Financial Security. If Lessor determines, in its reasonable discretion, 
that Lessee does not have insurance or other financial resources 
sufficient to enable Lessee to fulfill its obligations under this Paragraph 
42(e), whether or not accrued, liquidated, conditional, or contingent, 
then Lessee shall, at the request of Lessor, procure and thereafter 
maintain in full force and effect such environmental impairment liability 
and/or pollution liability insurance policies and endorsements, or shall 
othenwise provide such collateral or security reasonably acceptable to 
Lessor as is appropriate to assure that Lessee will be able to perform 
its duties and obligations hereunder. 

(f) Indemnification. Lessee shall, at Lessee's sole expense and with counsel 
reasonably acceptable to Lessor, indemnify, defend, and hold harmless 
Lessor and Lessor's directors, officers, employees, partners, affiliates* 
agents, successors, and assigns with respect to all losses, including 
reasonable attorneys' and environmental consultants' fees, arising out of or 
resulting from Lessee's occupancy or use of the Leased Premises, or the 
violation of any Environmental Law, by Lessee or Lessee's agents, 
assignees, sublessees, contractors, or invitees. This indemnification applies 
whether or not the concentrations of any such Hazardous Material is material, 
the concentrations exceed state or federal maximum contaminant or action 
levels, or any government agency has issued a clean-up or other order. This 
indemnification shall survive the expiration or termination of this Lease. This 
indemnification includes, but is not necessarily limited to: 

(1) Losses attributable to diminution in the value of the Leased Premises; 

(2) Loss or restriction of use of rentable space(s) in the Leased Premises; 

(3) Adverse effect on the marketing of any space(s) in the Leased 
Premises; 
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(4) All other liabilities, obligations, penalties, fines, claims, actions 
(including remedial or enforcement actions of any kind and 
administrative or judicial proceedings, orders, or judgments), damages 
(including consequential and punitive damages), and costs (including 
attorney, consultant, and expert fees and expenses) resulting from the 
release or violation; and, 

(5) All costs (including reasonable attorneys' fees, consulting fees and 
subcontracted costs) incurred by Lessor in undertaking any 
assessment or remediation of the Leased Premises that might not 
have been fully resolved by Lessee by the time this Lease terminates 
or expires. 

Lessor shall have a direct right of action against Lessee even if no 
third party has asserted a claim. Furthermore, Lessor shall have the 
right to assign said indemnity. 

(g) Termination of Lease. Upon the expiration or eartier termination of the term 
of the Lease, Lessee shall: (i) cause all Hazardous Materials previously 
owned, stored, or used by Lessee to be removed from the Leased Premises 
and disposed of in accordance with all applicable provisions of law; (ii) 
remove any underground or aboveground storage tanks or other containers 
installed or used by Lessee, or its predecessors, to store any Hazardous 
Material on the Leased Premises, and repair any damage to the Leased 
Premises caused by such removal; (iii) cause any soil or other portion of the 
Leased Premises which has become contaminated by any Hazardous 
Material stored or used by Lessee, or its predecessors, to be 
decontaminated, detoxified, or othen/vise cleaned-up in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of any relevant government authorities; and (iv) 
surrender possession ofthe Leased Premises to Lessor free of contamination 
attributable to Hazardous Materials generated or used by Lessee or stored or 
disposed of by any party other than Lessor in or on the Leased Premises. 

43. STORAGE TANKS 
(a) Underground Storage Tanks. No underground storage tanks ("USTs") shall 

be permitted to be installed on the Leased Premises during the term of this 
Lease without the prior written consent of the Lessor's Executive Director in 
his or her sole and absolute discretion. In the event Lessee obtains such 
approval to install a UST on the Leased Premises, Lessee shall be 
responsible for complying with all laws and regulations pertaining to such 
UST, including tank monitoring of such UST as required by the County of 
San Diego Hazardous Material Management Division (HMMD) or any other 
responsible agency. Lessee further agrees to take responsibility for reporting 
unauthorized releases from USTS to HMMD and the Lessor within twenty-

33 



four (24) hours of such unauthorized release. Lessee will be responsible for 
all fees and costs related to the unauthorized release of any Hazardous 
Material including, but not limited to: investigative, surface and groundwater 
clean-up, and expert and agency fees. Lessee shall maintain evidence of 
financial responsibility for taking corrective action and for compensating third 
parties for bodily injury and/or property damage caused by a release from a 
UST. Lessee further agrees to be responsible for maintenance and repair of 
the USTs; obtaining tank permits; filing a business plan with HMMD or other 
responsible agency; and for paying UST fees, permit fees, and other 
regulatory agency fees relating to USTs. 

Lessee agrees to keep complete and accurate records on the Leased 
Premises for a period of not less than thirty-six (36) months from the 
applicable events including, but not limited to, permit applications, monitoring, 
testing, equipment installation, repairing and closure of the USTs, and any 
unauthorized releases of Hazardous Materials. Lessee also agrees to make 
such records available for Lessor or responsible agency inspection. Lessee 
further agrees to include a copy of Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.7, 
Section 25299, as part of any agreement between Lessee and any operator 
of USTs. 

Furthermore, Lessee shall be responsible for compliance with all other laws 
and regulations presently existing, or hereinafter enacted, applicable to USTs, 
including without limitation any such laws and regulations which alter any of 
the above requirements. 

(b) Aboveground Storage Tanks. No aboveground storage tanks ("ASTs") shall 
be permitted to be installed on the Leased Premises during the term of this 
Lease without the prior written consent of the Lessor's Executive Director in 
his or her sole and absolute discretion. In the event Lessee obtains such 
approval to install an AST, Lessee shall be responsible for complying with all 
laws and regulations pertaining to such AST. Lessee shall, in accordance 
with this Lease and applicable laws and regulations, secure and pay for all 
necessary permits and approvals, prepare a spill prevention control counter 
measure plan and conduct periodic inspections to ensure compliance 
therewith, including conformance with the latest version of said applicable 
laws and regulations. In addition. Lessee shall maintain and repair said tanks 
to conforhn and comply with all other applicable laws and regulations for 
ASTs, including without limitation all of the requirements of Health & Safety 
Code, Chapter 6.67, Sections 25270 through 25270.13 as presently existing 
or as hereinafter amended, including without limitation conducting daily visual 
inspection of said tanks, allowing the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board ("SDRWQCB"), Lessor, and/or responsible agency, to conduct 
periodic inspections. Lessee also shall comply with valid orders of the 
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SDRWQCB, filing the required storage tank statement and payment ofthe fee 
therefore, establishing and maintaining the required monitoring program and 
systems, reporting spills as required, and payment of lawfully imposed 
penalties as provided therein and as otherwise provided by law. The Lessee 
shall be responsible for all costs associated with any unauthorized release 
from ASTS, including but not limited to, investigative, surface and 
groundwater clean-up, and expert and agency fees. 

44. ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLOSURES 
Lessee understands and agrees that the Leased Premises are being leased in an "as is, 
with all faults" condition and that improvements, grading, filling, removal of existing 
improvements, and relocation of utility lines shall be made and performed by Lessee at the 
sole cost and expense of Lessee. Lessee further understands and agrees that the "as-is, 
with all faults" condition of the Leased Premises includes any contamination of the Leased 
Premises, including structures, soils, groundwater, and adjacent San Diego Bay water and 
sediment, and that information received from Lessor regarding such matters may not be 
complete or accurate and should not be accepted as such. 

Lessee hereby acknowledges that excavation of soils from the Leased Premises could 
result in exportation of a regulated waste requiring appropriate characterization, handling, 
transport and disposal (together "Regulated Waste Removal"). Lessor takes no 
responsibility and assumes no liability whatsoever for Regulated Waste Removal. 
Accordingly, Lessee hereby waives any claim, or potential claim, it may have to recover 
costs or expenses arising out of or associated with Regulated Waste Removal and agrees 
to indemnify, defend and hold harmless Lessor from and against any and all claims, 
liabilities, losses, damages, costs, and expenses arising from, out of, or in any way related 
to Regulated Waste Removal. 

Lessor accepts no liability or responsibility for ensuring that Lessee's workers, including 
without limitation those conducting testing, construction and maintenance activities on the 
Leased Premises, are satisfactorily protected from residual contaminants in 29 Code of 
Federal Regulations ("CFR"). Lessee shall assess all human health risks from vapor 
transport or direct contact with residual hazardous substances or contaminants and 
incorporate such engineering and institutional controls as may be required to sufficiently 
protect human health of onsite workers and transient visitors. Lessee hereby waives any 
claim, or potential claim, it may have to recover any damages, losses, costs and expenses 
related to worker exposure or alleged exposure to any residual onsite contamination and 
to indemnify, defend and hold harmless Lessor from and against any and all such claims, 
liabilities, losses, damages, costs, and expenses. 
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45. "AS IS" LEASE AND WAIVERS 
Lessee's execution of the Lease shall fully and finally constitute: 

(a) Lessee's Acknowledgment. Lessee's acknowledgment that Lessor has given 
to Lessee sufficient opportunity to consider, inspect and review, to Lessee's 
complete satisfaction: (1) any and all rights, appurtenances, entitlements, 
obligations, and liabilities concerning the Leased Premises; (2) the physical 
condition of the Leased Premises, including, without limitation, the condition 
of the buildings (if any) and the soils, subsoil media, and groundwaters at or 
under the Leased Premises; (3) the effect upon the Leased Premises of any 
and all applicable federal, state or local statutes, ordinances, codes, 
regulations, decrees, orders, laws or other governmental requirements 
(collectively, "Applicable Laws"); (4) the development potential of the 
Premises including without limitation on the preceding clause (3), the effect of 
all Applicable Laws concerning land use, environmental quality and 
maintenance, endangered species, and traffic regulation; (5) the financial 
prospects of the Leased Preniises and local market conditions; (6) Lessee's 
determination of the feasibility of Lessee's intended use and enjoyment of the 
Leased Premises; and (7) all other facts, circumstances, and conditions 
affecting, concerning or relating to the Leased Premises. The land use; the 
environmental, biological, physical and legal condition of the Leased 
Premises; the feasibility of Lessee's intended use and enjoyment of the 
Leased Premises and such other facts, circumstances and conditions being 
collectively referred to herein as the "Condition ofthe Leased Premises"; and, 
without limitation on any other provision of this Lease, Lessee expressly 
assumes the risk that adverse conditions affecting the Leased Premises have 
not been revealed by Lessee's investigations. 

(b) Only Lessor's Express Written Agreements Binding. Lessee acknowledges 
and agrees that no person acting on behalf of Lessor is authorized to make, 
and that except as expressly set forth in this Lease, neither Lessor nor 
anyone acting for or on behalf of Lessor has made, any representation, 
warranty, statement, guaranty or promise to Lessee, or to anyone acting for 
or on behalf of Lessee, concerning the Condition of the Leased Premises or 
any other aspect of the Leased Premises. Lessee further acknowledges and 
agrees that no representation, warranty, agreement, statement, guaranty or 
promise, if any, made by any person acting on behalf of Lessor which is not 
expressly set forth in this Lease will be valid or binding on Lessor. 

(c) As-ls Lease. Lessee further acknowledges and agrees that Lessee's 
execution of this Lease shall constitute Lessee's representation, warranty and 
agreement that the Condition of the Leased Premises has been 
independently verified by Lessee to its full satisfaction, and that, except to the 
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extent of the express covenants of Lessor set forth in this Lease, Lessee will 
be leasing the Leased Premises based solely upon and in reliance on its own 
inspections, evaluations, analyses and conclusions, or those of Lessee's 
representatives; and that LESSEE IS LEASING THE LEASED PREMISES IN 
ITS "AS-IS, WITH ALL FAULTS" CONDITION AND STATE OF REPAIR 
INCLUSIVE OF ALL FAULTS AND DEFECTS, WHETHER KNOWN OR 
UNKNOWN, AS MAY EXIST AS OF THE LESSEE'S EXECUTION OF THIS 
LEASE. Without limiting the scope or generality of the foregoing. Lessee 
expressly assumes the risk that the Leased Premises do not or will not 
comply with any Applicable Laws now or hereafter in effect. 

(d) Waivers, Disclaimers and Indemnity. 

(1) Waiver and Disclaimer. Lessee hereby fully and forever waives, and 
Lessor hereby fully and forever disclaims, all warranties of whatever 
type or kind with respect to the Leased Premises, whether expressed, 
implied or othenwise including, without limitation, those of fitness for a 
particular purpose, tenant ability, habitability or use. 

(2) Lessor's Materials. Lessee further acknowledges that any information 
and reports including, without limitation, any engineering reports, 
architectural reports, feasibility reports, marketing reports, soils 
reports, environmental reports, analyses or data, or other similar 
reports, analyses, data or information of whatever type or kind which 
Lessee has received or may hereafter receive from Lessor or its 
agents or consultants have been furnished without warranty of any 
kind and on the express condition that Lessee will make its own 
independent verification of the accuracy, reliability and completeness 
of such information and that Lessee will not rely thereon. Accordingly, 
subject to terms of Paragraph 45(e) below. Lessee agrees that under 
no circumstances will it make any claim against, bring any action, 
cause of action or proceeding against, or assert any liability upon. 
Lessor or any of the persons or entities who prepared or furnished any 
of the above information or materials as a result of the inaccuracy, 
unreliability or incompleteness of, or any defect or mistake in, any 
such information or materials and Lessee hereby fully and forever 
releases, acquits and discharges Lessor and each person fumishing 
such information or materials of and from, any such claims, actions, 
causes of action, proceedings or liability, whether known or unknown. 

(e) Release and Waiver. 

(1) Release. Except to the extent of Claims (as defined below) against 
Lessor arising from any breach by Lessor of its covenants and 
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obligations expressly provided in this Lease, Lessee, on behalf of 
Lessee, its successors and assigns, hereby fully and forever releases, 
acquits and discharges Lessor of and from, and hereby fully forever 
waives: 

Any and all claims, actions, causes of action, suits, proceedings, 
demands, rights, damages, costs, expenses, losses, judgments, 
provisional relief, fines, penalties, and fees, including, without 
limitation, any and all claims for compensation, reimbursement, or 
contribution whatsoever (individually and collectively, "Claims"), 
whether known or unknown, direct or indirect, foreseeable or 
unforeseeable, absolute or contingent, that Lessee pr any of Lessee's 
successors or assigns now has or may have or which may arise or be 
asserted in the future arising out of, directly or indirectly, or in any way 
connected with: (A) any act or omission of Lessor (or any person 
acting for or on behalf of Lessor or for whose conduct Lessor may be 
liable), whether or not such act be the active, passive or sole 
negligence of Lessor, in connection with prior ownership, 
maintenance, operation or use of the Leased Premises; (B) any 
condition of environmental contamination or pollution at the Leased 
Premises (including, without limitation, the contamination or pollution 
of any soils, subsoil media, surface waters or groundwaters at the 
Leased Premises); (C) to the extent not already included in clause (B) 
above, the prior, present or future existence, release or discharge, or 
threatened release, of any Hazardous Materials at the Leased 
Premises, (including, without limitation, the release or discharge, or 
threatened release, of any Hazardous Materials into the air at the 
Leased Premises or into any soils, subsoils, surface waters or 
groundwaters at. the Leased Premises); (D) the violation of, or 
noncompliance with, any Environmental Requirement or other 
Applicable Law now or hereafter in effect, however and whenever 
occurring; (E) the condition of the soil at the Leased Premises; (F) the 
condition of any improvements located on the Leased Premises 
including, without limitation, the structural integrity and seismic 
compliance of such improvements; (G) any matters which would be 
shown on an accurate ALTA land survey of the Leased Premises 
(including, without limitation, all existing easements and 
encroachments, if any); (H) all Applicable Laws now or hereafter in 
effect; (I) matters which would be apparent from a visual inspection of 
the Leased Premises; or (J) to the extent not already covered by any 
of the foregoing clauses (A) through (1) above, the use, maintenance, 
development, construction, ownership or operation of the Leased 
Premises by Lessor or any predecessor(s)-in-interest in the Leased 
Premises of Lessor. 
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(2) Waiver of Civil Code Section 1542. With respect to all releases made 
by Lessee under or pursuant to this Paragraph 45, Lessee hereby 
waives the application and benefits of California Civil Code § 1542 and 
hereby verifies that it has read and understands the following provision 
of California Civil Code § 1542: 

"A general release does not extend to claims which the 
creditor_does.not know or suspect to exist in his favor at 
the time of executing the release, which if known by him 
must have materially affected his settlement with the 
debtor." 

Lessee 

46. JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY 
If Lessee, as a party to this Lease, is a partnership; joint venture; or is comprised of more 
than one party or entity, or a combination thereof; the obligations imposed on Lessee under 
this Lease shall be joint and several, and each general partner, joint venturer, party or entity 
of Lessee shall be jointly and severally liable for said obligations. Furthermore, nothing 
herein shall be deemed or construed as creating a partnership or joint venture between 
Lessor and Lessee, or between Lessor and any other entity or party, or cause Lessor to be 
responsible in any way for the debts or obligations of Lessee, or any other party or entity. 

47. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
Except for (i) a dispute or disagreement as to the amount of rent that Lessee is to pay 
Lessor or (ii) a default in the payment of rent, all other disputes or disagreements between 
or among the parties arising out of or relating to the terms, conditions, interpretation, 
performance, default or any other aspect of this Lease, such parties shall first attempt to 
resolve the dispute informally. In the event the dispute is not resolved informally, prior to 
and as a precondition to the initiation of any legal action or proceeding, the parties shall 
refer the dispute to mediation before a retired State or Federal judge mutually selected by 
the parties. The dispute shall be mediated through informal, nonbinding joint conferences 
or separate caucuses with an impartial-third party mediator who will seek to guide the 
parties to a consensual resolution of the dispute. The rriediation proceeding shall be 
conducted within thirty (30) days (or any mutually agreed longer period) after referral, and 
shall continue until any party involved concludes, in good faith, that there is no reasonable 
possibility of resolving the dispute without resort to a legal action or proceeding. All costs of 
the mediation shall be shared equally by the parties involved. Each party shall bear its own 
attorneys' fees and other costs incurred in connection with the mediation. In the event the 
parties are unable to resolve the dispute through mediation, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, any party may institute a legal action. 

MEMORANDUM OF LEASE FOLLOWS) 
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MEMORANDUM OF LEASE 

48. MEMORANDUM OF LEASE 
This is the final Paragraph and Memorandum of Lease, hereinafter "Memorandum," dated 
AiU^v)b-|-\t. 20H, between SANDIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT, Lessor, and 

COR0NADOYACHT CLUB, a California non-profit corporation. Lessee, concerning the 
Leased Premises described in Exhibits "A" and "B," attached hereto and by this reference 
made a part hereof. 

For good and adequate consideration. Lessor leases the Leased Premises to Lessee, and 
Lessee hires them from Lessor, for the term and on the provisions containied in the Lease 
dated f\ui>vis]' \ t . 2 0 ^ , including without limitation provisions prohibiting assignment, 
subleasing, and encumbering said leasehold without the express written consent of Lessor 
in each instance, all as more specifically set forth in said Lease, which said Lease is 
incorporated in this Memorandum by this reference. 

The term is five years (5) years, beginning November 1, 2014, and ending 
October 31, 2019. 

This Memorandum is not a complete summary of the Lease. Provisions in this 
Memorandum shall not be used in interpreting the Lease provisions. In the event of conflict 
between this Memorandum and other parts of the Lease, the other parts shall control. 
Execution hereof constitutes execution of the Lease itself. 

Port Attorney . 

* By_ 
Deputy Port Attorney 

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT 

Shaun D. Sumner 
Director, Real Estate 

D2 915472 

CORONADO YACHT CLUB, 
A California non-profit corporation 

PRINT NAME C;^^<iL I iA lPAj^VYl^ 

PRINT TITLE (^f^vt rwcwa^YCT 
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Legal Description for 
CORONADO YACHT CLUB 

TIDELANDS LEASE 
Parcel / Drawing No 055-001 

Within Corporate Limits of Coronado City 

PARCEL NO. 1 
All that certain portion of land conveyed to the San Diego Unified Port District by that certain 
Act of Legislature of the State of California pursuant to Chapter 67, Statutes of 1962, First 
Extraordinary Session, as amended, and delineated on that certain Miscellaneous Map No. 
564, filed in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder on May 28, 1976, File No. 76-
164686, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, and also shown on 
that certain Miscellaneous Map No. 121 filed in the Office ofthe San Diego County Recorder, 
Book No. 17, Page 448 O.R., in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California 
and more particularty described as follows: 

Commencing at a 3 inch diameter brass disk monument stamped "SDUPD-057" as shown on 
Record of Survey 17055, filed in the office of the San Diego County Recorder, in the City of 
San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, on July 29, 2001; thence leaving said 
monument North 68°18'28" East a distance of 29.74 feet (calculated) to the TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; thence North 37°40'21" East a distance of 82.32 feet to the beginning of a 49.00 
foot radius curve, concave to the west; thence northerty along the arc of said curve through a 
central angle of 62°00'20" an arc distance of 53.03 feet to a point of non-tangency; thence 
North 37°40'46" East a distance of 290.99 feet to a point on the Mean High Tide Line, as said 
Mean High Tide Line is shown and delineated in the above described Miscellaneous Map 564; 
thence along said Mean High Tide Line North 86°22'48" East a distance of 199.06 feet; thence 
South 88°55'12" East a distance of 171.00 feet; thence South 81°42'12" East a distance of 
39.92 feet; thence leaving said Mean High Tide Line South 52°17'33" East a distance of 78.18 
feet; thence North 37°25'02" East a distance of 7.39 feet; thence South 52°17'43" East a 
distance of 312.71 feet to a point on the U. S. Bulkhead Line, as said U.S. Bulkhead Line is 
now established for the bay of San Diego and delineated on the map entitled "Harbor Lines, 
San Diego Bay, California, File No. (D.O. Series) 426", approved by the Secretary ofthe Army, 
April 29, 1963, and filed in the Office of the District Engineer, Los Angeles, California; thence 
along said U.S. Bulkhead Line South 77°12'24" East a distance of 66.32 feet to U.S. Bulkhead 
Line angle point Station 512; thence South 27°56'11" East a distance of 881.46 feet to U.S. 
Bulkhead Line angle point Station 514; thence leaving said U.S. Bulkhead Line South 
85°47'11" West a distance of 240.31 feet to angle point Station 525 on the U.S. Pierhead Line, 
as said U.S. Pierhead line is now established for the bay of San Diego and delineated on said 
map entitled "Harbor Lines, San Diego Bay, California, File No. (D.O. Series) 426"; thence 
along said U.S. Pierhead.Line North 27°56'11" West a distance of 683.90 feet to U.S. Pierhead 
Line angle point Station 523; thence North 77°12'24" West a distance of 341.82 feet to U.S. 
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Pierhead Line angle point Station 521; thence South 46°09'05" West a distance of 546.48 feet 
to U.S. Pierhead Line angle point Station 519; thence South 08°58*36" East a distance of 
157.03 feet; thence leaving said U.S. Pierhead Line South 81°01'24" West a distance of 
145.00 feet; thence South 58°30'25" West a distance of 181.88 feet; thence North 13°44'52" 
West a distance of 23.50 feet to the beginning of a 700.00 foot radius curve, concave to the 
east; thence northerly along the arc of said curve through a central angle of 20°52'25" an arc 
distance of 255.02 feet; thence North 07°07'32" East a distance of 45.31 feet to the beginning 
of a 297.79 foot radius curve, concave to the east; thence northerly along the arc of said curve 
through a central angle of 16°59'55" an arc distance of 88.35 feet to a point of non-tangency; 
thence North 48°20'36" East a distance of 280.89 feet; thence North 51°12'50" West a 
distance of 118.26 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of Parcel No. 1, containing 
675,376 square feet or 15.50 acres of water and tidelands area. 

PARCEL NO. 2 

Those certain parcels of land lying between the southeasterly line of Glorietta Boulevard and 
the Mean High Tide Line, in the City of Coronado, County of San Diego, State of California, 
being a portion ofthe unnumbered tract of land in Coronado Beach, South Island, as shown on 
Map No. 376 and Miscellaneous Map No. 121, filed in the Office of the San Diego County 
Recorder, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, and more 
particularly described as follows: 

Commencing at the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of Parcel No. 1, thence North 37°40'21" 
East a distance of 82.32 feet to the beginning of a 49.00 foot radius curve, concave to the 
west; thence northerly along the arc of said curve through a central angle of 62°00'20" an arc 
distance of 53.03 feet to a point of non-tangency; thence North 37°40'46" East a distance of 
290.99 feet to a point on the Mean High Tide Line, as said Mean High Tide Line is delineated 
in the above described Miscellaneous Map 121 and 564, said point also being the TRUE 
POINT OF BEGINNING of Parcel No. 2; thence leaving said Mean High Tide Line North 
37°40'46" East a distance of 260.43 feet; thence South 52°19'14" East a distance of 43.00 
feet; thence South 52°17'43" East a distance of 201.70 feet; thence South 37°42'17" West a 
distance of 7.39 feet; thence South 52°17'33" East a distance of 76.92 feet to a point on the 
above described Mean High Tide Line; thence along said Mean High Tide Line North 
81°42'12" West a distance of 39.92 feet; thence North 88°55'12" West a distance of 171.00 
feet; thence South 86°22'48" West a distance of 199.06 feet to the TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING of Parcel No. 2, containing 39,858 square feet or 0.92 acre of land area. 
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The above described land and water areas are delineated on the San Diego Unified Port 
District Drawing No. 055-001, dated April 09, 2008 and made a part of this agreement. 

All bearings and distances in the above legal description are grid, and based upon the 
California Coordinate System, Zone 6, N.A.D. 83, Epoch 1991.35. 

Charles J. S^fkow/ Date 
L.S. 7876 Expires 31 Dec. 2008 
Land Surveyor 
San Diego Unified Port District 
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From: Michael Griffith <michaelg933@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 4:43 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: North Coronado PMPU comments

Re: North Coronado planning district 

‐ primary planning touchpoint is preserve existing open spaces and recreational access and parking for general public; 
the current proposed master plan violates all of these fundamental concepts 
‐ existing buildings should be refreshed in keeping with the architectural scheme and design (western beachfront charm 
similar to that of the Del); NO NEW DEVELOPMENT OR STRUCTURES SHOULD BE PERMITTED as they will materially 
impact density and the City of Coronado infrastructure (traffic, flooding, sewer, public services, police, fire, etc.) 
‐ any new leaseholders selected should provide for low cost dining options for families, service personnel and day 
visitors 
‐ environmental impact planning should be done prior to contemplation of master plan, taking into account predicted 
sea level rise, issues associated with disturbing presently capped toxic land, flooding and drainage and other forward‐
looking planning 

Thank you for your consideration 
Michael Griffith 
Coronado resident 
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From: Pat <rmccommins@san.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 10:48 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to Port's Proposed Master Plan - Coronado

Chairman Bonelli and Unified Port Commissioners: 

We urge the Port Commissioners to reconsider the proposed plan for the Ferry Landing in Coronado.  If completed, 
the development would affect not only the next door neighbors to the project, but all residents of the city. 

With the expansion of the Hotel Del in the south and the possible expansion of the Ferry Landing, the total impact 
would be significant.  We believe the residents have reached the point of “enough already”.  Coronado is primarily  
a residential community with a delicate relationship with the navy.  The proposed plan, by its size and scope, would 
negatively impact opportunities for all San Diego residents to enjoy the water activities and beaches which they enjoy 
now. 

The Port District, at this time, is the only proponent of the proposed master plan.  Withdrawal of the plan and its 
replacement with a plan that is responsive to the citizens of Coronado is imperative.  The bay and coast are limited 
resources and should not be developed in a way that impacts access of the public and disregards the individuals who 
make their home in the city. 

Sincerely, 

Robert McCommins 
Patricia McCommins 
828 San Luis Rey Ave 
Coronado  

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Stephanie Abbott <stephanieabbott615@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: New hotel proposal

Sometimes you can love something so much that you kill it. Our precious open spaces and free flow of breezes are part 
of the reason people love to come here. We have all seen what over building has done to other communities, spoiling 
the beauty. Please don't be part of that. 

Stephanie Abbott 
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From: Stephen T. Cummings <stclaw@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa proposed development

Dear Commissioners or Planners, 

Please consider my comments below concerning the proposed development plan for La Playa and Shelter Island. 

As a 40 year Point resident and live time member of the Kona Kai club, I am very familiar with this very special area of 
San Diego and the Port. 
I reviewed the Development plan and wonder why everything that to be developed rather than allowing some parts of 
the bay to maintain its natural and rustic beauty. 
Can’t we have one area in the bay that is not developed and allow people to enjoy beaches and natural access to swim 
and have easy access to launch their kayaks and SUPs. 

La Playa and a small portion of Shelter Island are the only areas in the city of SD where that is possible. Why would you 
consider taking that away ? We don’t need more development or hotels. Occupancy in the winter is dismissal .We need 
uncrowded undeveloped spots where people can enjoy the natural aspects of the bay, rather than more concrete and 
runoff. 
In this ever more crowded world, people need nature not buildings and I urge you to reconsider the plans. 

I feel the same way about Seaport Village, which is a very special place. But now we need more office buildings and 
attractions on the waterfront? That only causes more walling of the coast and prevents people from enjoying it. 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
Stephen T. Cummings 
4506 Newport Ave 
SD Ca 92107 

O  (619) 702-4095 
F  (619) 702-4098 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This e-mail and any attachments are intended solely for the address and/or addresses and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, please immediately alert the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message and any attachments. These files 
and documents are legal documents prepared by Stephen T. Cummings, Esq., as drafts or final executable versions of the documents.

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS E-MAIL. THANK YOU.
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From: Sue Gillingham <sdgilling@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 11:12 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: feedback on Port Master Plan from Coronado

Dear Port staff, 

I am writing to provide my personal feedback on the PMPU as it pertains to the Coronado Subdistricts. 

I am the Executive Director of the Coronado Chamber of Commerce.  However, I am not writing in that capacity as the 
Chamber will not be taking a position on this plan. 

My personal feedback is colored by my position as the Chamber's mission is to "help businesses succeed so that our 
community prospers".  This balance is critically important and I believe the Port should adopt a more balanced approach 
to its development of Port land.  The Coronado Bayfront is a tiny sliver of land surrounded by a residential 
community.  New development should not be at the expense of our residents. 

I am in support the letter that the City of Coronado is sending to the Port.  I would like to add my voice to a couple of 
particular points. 

1. I am not opposed to the addition of rooms and meeting space at the existing hotels (Marriott and Loews).  Since this is
a 30 year plan, should the future owner wish to expand, this would add hotel rooms without a new business
infrastructure.  However, doubling the size of either property would appear unwarranted at this time.
2. I am opposed to a NEW hotel at the Bayfront or in the Cays.  Coronado's hotel occupancy always falls behind San
Diego, usually by 10 percentage points.  This suggests to me that we are not in need of additional hotel properties.  Also,
it needs to be pointed out that the Hotel del Coronado has 144 rooms under construction, which will increase our
capacity by 7.5%.
3. The current Ferry Landing shopping and dining area could certainly use a refresh.  Please adhere to Coronado's 40
foot height limit.
4. If additional parking is necessary for future development, I suggest an underground garage.
5. Ferry service directly to North Island for the Navy would be welcome.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments and those of the residents of Coronado. 

Sue Gillingham 
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From: susan krupp <kruppsusan@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 11:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Hotel

We do NOT need another hotel in the Ferry Landing area of Coronado.  Our traffic and general congestion on Coronado 
increase exponentially every year.  Even the ‘off’ months are difficult given that Navy population and operations remain 
constant throughout the year. 

We do not support this project. 

Susan Krupp 
1730 Avenida del Mundo 
92118 
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From: Suzanne Pettigrew <spettigrew@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 8:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa/Shelter Island master plan

Leave the private piers, leave Anchorage alone, no additional parking and no bathroom at the foot of Talbot, leave Scott 
Street alone, leave the Harbor Police on Shelter Island and no new/more hotel rooms,  no height variance for hotels or 
other businesses, leave the Path alone. 
There is already a huge traffic problem on Rosecrans St. Do not add to it by opening up this small piece of the Bay which  
would irreparably change the character of one of the oldest historic neighborhoods in San Diego. 

Suzanne Pettigrew 
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From: Theodora Gurns <theagurns@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 3:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: New Coronado hotel in Port District plan

Just no. No, no, no. 

Preserve the viewscape! Port needs this as much as Coronado does -- all those telly interviews and intros must 
be shot somewhere. Preserve the viewscape! 

Our small city does not need another large hotel with clients and attendant delivery systems and traffic. 

Just no. 
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From: Tracey Smedley <smedleys1@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 2:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

I would like to express my dismay at some of the elements of your plan update.  While I understand that change is part 
of life, I sure think we can do better and future generations will be harmed by your relinquishing the current control on 
height limits and extreme increases in hotel rooms.  I feel strongly that we have increased this element enough with the 
current new hotels in Liberty Station, etc. 
Please consider this email as a registration of our household’s vote of concern about the above items particularly and 
the enhanced increase in density that the new plan supports. 
Thank you, 
Tracey Smedley 
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From: SUSAN RONAN <sronanstudio@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Hotel in Coronado

To Whom It May Concern, 

I would like to post our objection to the Port’s planned development of a hotel in the area known as “The Landing.” 
Presently the home of 3 hotels, this small island will be negatively impacted by the additional traffic such a development 
would impose as well as the additional general congestion. 

Sincerely, 

William and Susan Ronan 
831 Country Club Lane 
Coronado, CA 
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From: Bob Couzens <bobcouzens2@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan letter attached requiring an email reply of receipt
Attachments: Port of San Diego 07-24-19.docx

Dear Port Representative: 

I have attached a letter.   As you will note in the letter, I have asked for a response from the recipient that this letter was 
received and logged. 

I will appreciate your response. 

Respectfully,   Bob 



Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101 
 
Attn:  Planning Dept 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am writing to document my concerns about your Port Master Plan. 
 
I am a member of Silver Gate Yacht Club, located on Shelter Island.  In recent years, we have worked closely 
with the Port on a complete reconstruction of our facility, including a new clubhouse and new marina.  In 
addition to the clubhouse, we built new docks, new power pedestals and improved our parking lot.   We did all 
of this with complete and transparent communication and full consideration of the Port and their concerns.   
 
Now, we have our concerns!    
 
I have only listed only two of those concerns below: 
 

1. The addition of 1300 hotel rooms in an area that struggles with parking and traffic already, would be 
catastrophic. 

2. Your plan calls for the construction of walkways and promenades all around the Shelter Island Yacht 
Basin, from Kellogg Beach all the way through our yacht club, to connect with Shelter Island Marina.  
For this to become a reality, the public would need to transit leaseholder parcels.  We are one of those 
leaseholders who is experiencing security issues with the public who trespasses our property from the 
street already.   We have homeless people sleeping in our parking lot, on our trailered boats, and on 
our crane dock.  They come in from the street side without regard to private property signs.  What 
would happen if the public gains access from the water side too?  It would be disastrous.   

 
I have one final question.   Since the Port has asked that all responses be submitted by July 31st, can I ask that I 
receive a response to this letter so that I know that it was received and logged prior to required date.    
 
Please simply email me with the note:  “received”. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Bob Couzens 
Bobcouzens2@gmail.com 
949-291-8460 
    

 
 

mailto:Bobcouzens2@gmail.com
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From: Chick <cjpyle@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

We are members of San Diego Yacht Club and also residents of the La Playa area of Pt. Loma. 
We strongly oppose two aspects of the plan. 
1‐ High rise buildings on Shelter Island are out of character with the neighborhood and will destroy the views of 
hundreds of homeowners and will negatively impact property valuations. High rise buildings on Shelter Island will also 
increase traffic to a choking point and cause traffic hazards. 
2‐ A public walkway between the SDYC clubhouse and the docks will bifurcate the assets of the club and create a need 
for unsightly security gates and systems and procedures. 
These aspects of the plan are ill conceived and are not in the interest of the stakeholders of the La Playa area. Please 
reconsider. 

Regards, Charles and Alexis Pyle 
393 San Gorgonio St. 
1‐619‐884‐6057 
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From: Charlie and Connie Pinkus <cncsbnb@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 1:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public comment on Port Master Plan Update

We object to the proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado.  As I’m sure you’ve 
heard from many supporters of SaveCoronado.com there are myriad objections.  We agree with some of them, 
specifically: 

Development of any new hotel on  the Coronado Ferry Landing property 

The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40 foot height limit 

Failure to adhere to view corridors 

Intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions 

Bayfront uses that focus on attracting more visitors 

We urge you to include in the Master Plan: 

Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and water 

Expanded water forms of mass transit to and from the ferry landing and the North Island Naval Air Station 

Expanded open space and develop landscaping to attract more nature 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

Charles and Connie Pinkus 
232 F Ave 
Coronado 92118   

cncsbnb@sbcglobal.net 

619‐435‐6334 
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From: Cindy Kim <minibiskit@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 8:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Development Concerns: A Street Corridor

Dear PMPU, 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns. We are new 
resident  owners at the Sapphire Tower at 1262 Kettner and are worried 
about obstructions of our views. 

1. The PMPU makes no mention of preserving the A Street view corridor.
This is an established view corridor and is included in the  Downtown
Community Plan. It must be preserved for the beauty and value of our
residents.

2. Regarding adding additional rooms at the Wyndham Hotel, any additions
should not compromise the A Street view corridor. The footprint must
remain the same.

3) Regarding the District's acquisition of the US Naval Facilities at
1220 Pacific Highway, any development between the Grande North
Townhouses and Wyndham cannot compromise the views for Sapphire Tower
residents towards the Bay. There should be no additional height to any
new or altered building.

We appreciate your consideration and trust that all efforts will be made 
to maintain our open corridors and beautiful views. 

Thank you, 

Cindy Kim 
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From: lizvalla@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 3:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PORT MASTER PLAN

To whom it may concern:

My name is Elizabeth Vallance.  I live at the Sapphire Towers located at 1262 Kettner 
Blvd.  I have resided there for over 3 years. I never imagined after retirement, I would find 
a home with a view of the San Diego Bay.  I still am in awe that I have been fortunate 

enough to live in San Diego and have a view of the Bay.  My view of the Bay is 
through the A Street view corridor. 

My heartfelt concern is that there is no mention in your plan to preserve the 
A Street view corridor.    Any development of the property between 
the Grande North Townhouses and the Wyndham Hotel cannot 
compromise the views of the Sapphire Tower residents towards the 
Bay.  I ask that you PLEASE PRESERVE THE A STREET VIEW 
CORRIDOR .    

Thank you,

Elizabeth Vallance
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From: gpmorgan@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:30 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado port proposed project

I am writing in opposition to the proposed master plans for Coronado.  We 
recognize the important role of developing the Port of San Diego, however 
Coronado is not an industrial or port town.  We are primarily a residential 
community and this must be taken into consideration in any master plan.  We do 
not need another large hotel.  We do not need more traffic in our small 
town.  Let's keep Coronado Coronado. 

George Morgan 
Captain USN Retired 
and Sheri Morgan 
224 E Avenue 
Coronado 
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From: Harold Myers <harold.myers@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 9:50 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Lasiter, Melody@Coastal; Mike Donovan; Whitney Benzian; 

Bill Sandke; Marvin Heinze; Ann Moore; Michael Zucchet; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert 
Valderrama; Marshall Merrifield; Richard Bailey

Subject: Comments for PMPU for the Ferry Landing (80 sec video)

Dear Commissioners and PMPU 
Planning Team, 

Please watch the 80 second video which shows how and why the public uses the bay at the 
Coronado Ferry Landing.  The video expresses my desires for the redevelopment of the area.  

https://vimeo.com/349793503 

Best regards, 

Harold Myers 
619 435-6132 
vimeo.com/haroldmyers 
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From: Heidi Anderson <heidiandy@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 1:33 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Master Plan Bad Idea

Dear Port of San Diego, 
We are already inundated with traffic on our streets of La Playa.  Your plan to update something that is not broken is a 
total waste of tax payer money.   No one in Point Loma wants this!  I bought my house where it is because it is not a 
public freeway.  That is why we pay so much to live here.   My children walk down those paths all the time because it is 
not a boardwalk situation.  You are inviting more crime and accidents on those darn scooters into our neighborhood.   
Heidi Morton 
1010 Leroy St. 92106 
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From: joeyw800@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry Landing in Coronado

Please consider the proposed changes to the Ferry Landing area of Coronado to be detrimental to the current lives of 
our residents.  If you continue with your plans to build a hotel  it will be like summer time when we're overtaken with so 
many tourists that we have difficulty getting around our own town. 

If anyone on the Board of the Port has ever thought about moving to Coronado at some time in their lives....how would 
you feel about this plan? 
Thank you, 
Joey Winter 
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From: KAREN MELLOS <kmellos@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 7:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Docks

I just learned of your plans to remove the Historic Docks of Point Loma.  

I say I am appalled would be an understatement! 

We as residents who pay extraordinary taxes to live in this area already deal with the 
EXTRAORDINARY OVERFLOW OF TRAFFIC AND CONGESTION IN OUR TOWN. 

Please do not move forward with your plan to add more issues to my town. 

I strongly oppose such a plan! 

Karen Mellos
3208 Lucinda 
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From: Lynne Doyle <mrslynnedoyle@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Area Changes

The plans to change the shoreline of La Playa and Shelter Island need to be changed.  You need to hire someone from 
the community that understands the area, the history and the traffic patterns.  More growth on Shelter Island will make 
it dangerous to evacuate in an emergency situation.  Winding the path and adding lightings to our walk paths along 
Bessemer will take away the quaint feel of our neighborhood. 

Please reconsider and make the choice to find local feedback. 

Sincerely, 

Lynne Doyle 
Native San Diegan who enjoys our community without huge hotels and more traffic 
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From: Finkmm <finkmm@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 1:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Community concerns

To : the Port of San Diego 

Please know that there are thousands of homeowners in Point Loma who do not support the PMPU in its current form. 
Additionally, until approximately ten days ago, we were not provided any information on this document and therefore 
we respectfully request an extension of the public comment period. This is our home, this is our life and this plan is 
wrong.  

Leave the private La Playa piers 
The docks could be saved by their being grandfathered since the Port, and its governing authority, was not established 
until the early ‘60s and therefore the Coastal Commission mandates were not in effect prior to that time. The docks date 
back to the ‘40s. Please leave them intact.  

Leave Anchorage Lane alone 
As many possible departure routes as possible are needed on the Point. The San Diego Yacht Club is a major lease holder 
for the Port and has bern an excellent tenant for many years. A promenade through our leasehold is unnecessary and 
intrusive to an entity that continues to serve its community through ongoing philanthropy and outreach  such as our 
Military Appreciation Nights and Operation: Holiday Helping Hand. 

No additional parking and no bathroom at the foot of Talbot 
The La Playa Path is open to the public but adjacent homeowners should not be subjected to the greatly increased foot 
traffic that parking and bathrooms would encourage. The Path must be left natural, in its current state, perhaps with a 
new layer of DG to even the surface. 

Leave the Harbor Police on Shelter Island and no new/more hotel rooms, 
Three new hotels have just opened in the North Harbor Drive and Liberty Station area. Our community cannot absorb 
any further congestion that a mega hotel on Shelter Island would create.  Surrounding hotels are not sold out.  No new 
hotels.   

All of our concerns, and the reasons for our collective negative stance on the PMPU, stem from the great population 
density increase that will arise if these changes are implemented. The increased traffic, in an area already greatly 
impacted by traffic due to base commutes and new multi‐family housing starts, coupled with the proposed narrowing 
and reduction of lanes on Scott, do create a very real safety, evacuation and emergency vehicle hazard. We are a cul‐
de‐sac community that will see our lives negatively changed forever if these proposed Port changes become real.  

Please do not change Point Loma. 

Sincerely, 

Mari Hamlin Fink 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Marie Baer <mkbaer1@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 10:50 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Marie
Subject: Meeting last night at Liberty Station

Good Morning, 

Thank you for the informative presentation last night.  I was very pleased to hear the folks of the community speak up.  I 
hope you listened! 

First, it would be imperative that you extend your July 31 deadline to hear from people. 

And, I agree with most of what was brought up last night, so I won’t reiterate it here. 

The one item I have a real hard spot about is moving the Harbor Police for another hotel.  Shelter Island does NOT need 
more congestion, or an ugly building on it.  The Harbor Police are at the entrance to THE HARBOR for a reason.   Maybe 
someone from your organization should meet with them, to understand the implications of not protecting the FIRST 
HARBOR entered from a foreign country? 

Point Loma is already a nightmare to get in and out of.  There is no easy way.  Adding more ways to complicate 
movement is just wrong.  A couple of Sundays ago, late morning, I was out on our little dinghy, running along Harbor 
Island.  I noticed how much constant traffic it had flowing.  You mentioned cutting back on lanes?  Um, NO. 

There are so many flaws with the Plan.  I beg of you to listen to those people willing to share their thoughts.  Point 
Loma/Ocean Beach is a sought out place to live.   Don’t make it a nightmare! 

Sincerely, 

Marie K Baer 

3734 Milan Street 
San Diego, CA 92107 

Sent from my iPad 



July 24, 2019 

 

RADM (Ret.) Garry Bonelli 

Chairman 

Board of Port Commissioners 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA92101 

 

Dear Garry, 

It was so nice to meet you in the bar at the Brigantine, in Coronado. 

With Steve, I attended the Port briefing at the Nautilus Room recently. The Port Master Plan Update was 

presented by Port staff and they did a very good job. It was not an easy environment. 

I grew up in Coronado; and Steve and I live in the quadrant that contains Tidelands Park, Sharp 

Coronado Hospital and the Coronado Ferry Landing. All three are very short walks away so we are well 

aware of the many uses of Tidelands Park, the Promenade used by walkers, runners, cyclist (both bikes 

and carriages holding four to six people) and, of course the restaurants and businesses, on the bay front. 

I was glad to see that you, the Trustees of the Port plan for the “benefit of the people” NOT the lease 

holders or developers. 

But then in PD10.9 it states “the building height should be compatible but does not need to be in 

conformance with adjacent jurisdiction standards”. That is worrisome. 

The “elephant in the room” is the idea that a developer could squeeze in a 350 room hotel somewhere 

that could architecturally conform but would bring 700-800 guests plus visitors, plus as many employees 

plus hundreds of more cars. It could end up looking like the 4th of July, 365 days a year in the north 

quadrant of our city! TRAFFIC AND PARKING ARE A HUGE ISSUE! Developers want to make money and 

they don’t necessarily consider our community, in their plans. 

Thank you for what you do for us and your attention to our concerns. 

 

Sincerely, 

Penny Duermeyer 

318 Glorietta Place 

Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Robert Barr <cudjoebob@earthlink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 12:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry landing proposal

As a tax paying, property owner in Coronado I am dead set against adding any hotel facility to the ferry landing area. We 
are already being drastically impacted by the increasing tourist invasion of our small island! Especially during summer it 
is almost impossible to find parking. Our street at in front of our property is frequently blocked by parked cars, golf carts, 
etc. As home owners we frequently can’t park in front of own our house. Building another large hotel on the port 
property will overload our island with more bodies, cars, carts, etc!  
In this situation our rights as HOME OWNERS must dictate your decision not increased taxes from another hotel! 
Your decision will no doubt effect how many property owners decide to leave California! 

Robert A.Barr 
145 E Ave 
Coronado, Ca 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: teddy fang <tedyfang@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 9:13 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT for PMPU - preserve A STREET VIEW CORRIDOR

Dear Sir/Madam, 
I am a resident and homeowner located at 1262 Kettner Boulevard I am writing to PRESERVE THE A STREET VIEW 
CORRIDOR. 
1.) The A Street View Corridor is an established view corridor it is included in the Downtown Community Plan 
2.) The A Street View Corridor is part of the beauty of Downtown San Diego. It must be preserved for the community 
and for the residents of San Diego. 
3.) The Embarcadero from Ash to Broadway is already the most dense area for highrise buildings. 
4.) The PMPU must be revised to reflect the views of the people of San Diego to maintain the A Street View Corridor. 
5.) More hotel rooms are needed, and better utilization of space is needed for the area currently occupied by Wyndham 
hotel and 1220 Pacific Highway. Any new development must also abide by requirement to maintain A Street view 
corridor. 
6.) Any property developments for the area of the Wyndham hotel and 1220 Pacific Highway must remain with the 
height limits of the current structures; the new development cannot be taller than the existing buildings. 
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter, 
Teddy Fang & Tony Thompson 
1262 Kettner Boulevard 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Chris Pettigrew <chris@chrispettigrew.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 9:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point Loma/Shelter Island Master Plan Comments

Hi there, I am a native Point Loman and wanted to provide input on proposed changes to the Port's master plan. 

Scott Street 'Multi-Purpose' Path - When I was a kid, I rode my bike throughout Point Loma and Shelter Island all the 
time. I loved being able to ride by the water and explore new places. I never found it difficult to travel from La Playa to 
Shelter Island, or Harbor Island, for that matter. There are plenty of existing easy, safe ways for pedestrians and 
bicyclists alike to make those connections.  
The City of San Diego has plenty of existing bike lanes for 'commuters'. I just fail to see how making the proposed 
changes to Scott Street will truly benefit all San Diegans. It doesn't seem very well thought out for residents and tourists 
alike.  
Shelter Island  

Parking - Reducing parking and consolidating into a 'central' parking hub discounts a significant reason people 
park at Shelter Island. There are few spots in our world where you can drive to, be right next to water/nature and 
be able to just lose yourself in it. Whether you're bringing kids to play at the playground, fishing off the pier, a 
business traveler with an hour to kill before returning a car rental, a neighbor getting some exercise in, or a 
worker taking her lunch break, Shelter Island provides a unique environment that isn't constrained by paid 
parking lots or difficult to find spots. It's about as open an unimpeded as you can imagine, with fully ADA-
compliant sidewalks and ramps. It's also open space that hosts some of the most amazing vistas of downtown, 
Coronado and the Point. It's valuable to have multiple ways to access places like that, whether by car, boat, by 
foot or bike.  
Reconfiguration of Gateway - I love pedestrian-friendly redevelopments, but the Shelter Island gateway has to 
serve multiple vehicular purposes in addition to pedestrians and bicyclists. Put yourself in the shoes of a 
fisherman and his buddies going out to sea for a long weekend via the boat launch ramp or a trucker transporting 
a newly refurbished wooden yacht. These aren't hypothetical examples, they happen every week. Shelter Island 
Drive needs to reflect the diverse needs and uses along Shelter Island. That includes maintaining enough parking 
for businesses in that area and roads that are suitable for everyone.  

Continuous Promenade - It's a nice thought to have uninterrupted access to the water at every single point within the 
Port; however, it's simply impractical. Large stretches are impeded by military installations, commercial or industrial 
operations such as dangerous shipbuilding and repair. Other stretches have historically been 'off limits' for private or 
residential uses that date prior to the Port's incorporation. Opening up access to every square inch, is simply not 
possible. Perhaps a better exercise is to focus on areas where it makes sense, such as near hotel or recreation areas. The 
yacht clubs of La Playa serve a valuable economic, recreational and cultural opportunity for residents and visitors alike. I 
fail to see the value in re-engineering access to the public in these areas.  
La Playa Trail "Improvements" - What is the logic behind removing existing private/residential piers. What is the 
justification? How does this benefit the public? I don't have a personal stake or relationship to any of the pier owners, 
but it just seems like governmental overreach.  

In summation:  
There are many flaws in this master plan, but one thing is clear: the Port isn't actually committed to the residents who 
live and work in Point Loma. It's the tourists and their occupancy taxes that will fund transforming Shelter Island into a 
tourist trap devoid of the rich culture, unique mix of commercial and residential purposes and historical character. Why 
change something that ain't broke. It feels like a big waste of money, driven by self-serving Port commissioners more 
interested in growing the Port's revenue than fostering a sense of community and culture in a city that increasingly has 
less and less of an identity with the tremendous growth experience in the last 10 years. We don't need 300 new hotel 
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rooms or 150,000 sq ft of new non-water oriented retail. Focus on filling up Seaport Village's retail operations to full 
capacity before considering new retail elsewhere!  
 
I hope the Port sincerely considers the voices of residents who use and love La Playa and Shelter Island for what it is and 
not the plastic tourist trap envisioned by this plan. Hire urban planners that have lived in the areas they're 
'transforming'. Use some empathy, it will take you far.  
 
You can do better.  
 
Sincerely,  
Chris Pettigrew 
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From: Daniel A Silva <danieladamsilva@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 2:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: District 1 Shelter Island 

To whom it may concern! 

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  

Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Daniel A Silva 
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From: Don Brenneman <dlbrenn@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 9:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa/ Shelter Island development

The following document expresses correctly our thoughts on your plan. 

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Donald Brenneman and Sue Ann Edwards 
857 Rosecrans St. 
San Diego, Ca 92106 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Doug Werner <werner.doug@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 4:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

I am writing to strongly oppose two parts of the PMPU for which you are seeking community input by July 31, 
2019. As a 14 plus year resident of the La Playa area of Pt. Loma with an unobstructed view of the beauty of 
Shelter Island and beyond, I urge you to put aside your plans for increasing the height limits of buildings on 
Shelter Island for your financial gain, and those of some hoteliers,  at the expense of the many residents 
whose views will be impaired and whose enjoyment of the area will be extremely affected by increased traffic 
on Shelter Island. I think you can count on massive litigation if you pursue this part of your proposed plan, well 
justified by the negative impact on property values of many in the community. Also, I object to your proposal 
to add public access to leaseholds of private yacht clubs on Shelter Island. These private clubs have attracted 
many people to the area who enjoy yachting and who provide the organization and support for yachting 
activities that add to the wonderful culture of San Diego and bring world‐wide recognition to the Port of San 
Diego as a partner in these activities. They also provide employment not only for club staff, but also for many 
in the marine industry whose services are used by club members.  I think public access to these leaseholds will 
change the cultures of these clubs and their attraction for those in the community who choose to belong to 
them. I think the Port's charter is to embrace and support the various unique groups that make the San Diego 
region unique, not to find ways to undermine them with utopian intentions.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your plans and your consideration of my objections to the 
present PMPU. 

‐‐  
Doug Werner 
2955 McCall St. No. 303 
San Diego, CA  92106 

858 775-5699 cell 
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From: Karen <karefos@excite.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 9:18 AM
To: Robert Valderrama; Dan Malcolm; Port Master Plan Update
Subject: STOP PROPOSED MASTER PLAN AS IT RELATES TO CORONADO

To Whom It May Concern: 

We do not want to see a hotel at our ferry landing nor do we want to rezone the land use at Grand Caribe Isle so that 
another hotel could be allowed. 

Please consider Coronado is not just for visitors.  We live here and our already overcrowded City  cannot stand by and 
watch your take down of our beautiful city  We are a residential community.  We are over capacity now.   The traffic, 
noise and environmental concerns are enormous.  Please stop before money and greed become the focus of what you 
are proposing. 

George and Karen Foster 
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From: Jeannine LaRouche Smith <jeannine.lar.smith@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Against major Ferry Landing development

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I was amazed to hear the Port is considering allowing a leaseholder to develop the Coronado side of Ferry Landing to 
potentially include a hotel with as many as 350‐rooms. The dangers of adding this many tourists to a crowded area are 
many. Problems with parking, traffic, and evacuation routes are the most serious problems. 

Please think this through! 

Best wishes, 

Jeannine Smith 
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From: Julie Erwin <julieerwin07@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 8:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Building of hotel in Coronado

To whom it may concern, 
I have been a Coronado resident most of my life. I was born in Coronado in 1953. 
I moved away a couple of times as an adult, only to movie back home quickly.  
I love Coronado. I am a proooerty owner in Coronado.  My family moved to Ciironado in the 1940s. I love The bay,  the 
beach, parks AND library. I mostly ride my bike for transportation.  
Coronado cannot support more traffic and people that a new hotel would bring. 
PLEASE don't allow a new hotel on the bay. It would be bad and sad indeed 
Thank you  
Julie Erwin Carver  
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From: Kathy Brown <kvolle4318@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 7:46 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan

Dear Port Committee: 

I just became aware of the plan to make changes to Shelter Island. Increasing the number of hotel rooms on Shelter 
Island will tremendously increase traffic when there is already a traffic issue on Rosecrans Street with the navy base. 
Living on the end of Point Loma, I am concerned about the safety issues in getting off the point. In an emergency, it 
would be difficult to get everyone out. Have you ever driven down Rosecrans from the navy base at 3 p.m.? It is bumper 
to bumper traffic already and nearly impossible to get anywhere. 

Additionally, I am opposed to creating a walkway through San Diego Yacht Club because of the safety issues involved in 
securing the club and property. As a member, it does not appear feasible given the current layout of the club. It will be a 
security issue.  

I oppose this plan. 

Best, 

Kathy Brown 
3580 Kellogg Way  
San Diego, CA 92106 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: KATHY LOMPA <klompa@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 8:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado port plans

Dear Port of San Diego authorities, 
I purchased a home on C and 1st in October. I am loving my new retired life. I must have had my head in the sand, 
because I just became aware of your plan or desire to change the entire feeling, parking, skyline etc of this area. If the 
property owners/residents of the bay side of Coronado wanted congestion, no parking and increased noise, don’t you 
think we would be living on the ocean side of the island? Why would you want to ruin the bayside and take away the 
open space? Is there a hotel you plan to sell or lease the land to? Is this just a money making plan thought up by some 
bureaucratic agency? You will be making a huge mistake. We have sufficient tourists to fill your coffers and the ferry 
service is underused as it is. Sit at the pier and watch how many people use it everyday. I have done that! We don’t need 
another pier, we need lower ferry prices!  
350 additional hotel rooms is a really bad idea for Coronado. How would you like them built in your front yard? 
Please respond to me by email, kalompa@sbcglobal.net Kathy Lompa 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Kimberly Paiva <kimberlypaiva7@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 3:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego 

To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. I am absolutely opposed 
to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock and find it unfair that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction 
San Diegans voted to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor 
(Prop D in the 1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic 
and congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  
Thank you , 
Kimberly Paiva  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Laura Dennison <lauradennison@mac.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 5:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments about the Port Master Plan Update

To Whom it May Concern, 

I have read the PMPU and want to comment on the ideas expressed.  I have lived in many cities scattered all over the 
United States with schools, military, jobs and career.  While living in Florida, I was appointed by the Florida Governor 
Askew to the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council, and we dealt with the Land and Water Management Act of 
1974.  With a husband as a developer, I understand the effort and thought that goes into developing a master plan, and 
a master plan update.  

So it is with much sadness that I must say that this plan reflects monied and investment interests, and not the interest of 
the regular San Diego citizen. One of the advantages of living in expensive San Diego is the free open space — Balboa 
Park and the beaches, are always local favorites. However, the walks along the San Diego Harbor are interrupted with 
hotels and military property. Shelter Island is a wonderful walk, boat launch and fabulous place for San Diegans. Please 
continue the height limits on the buildings. Shelter Island should remain as it is.  Page 127 - Relaxing Building Height 
Limits. 

In addition, increasing the number of hotel rooms will not benefit most San Diegans, other than minimum wage bell 
hops, cleaning, landscaping and front desk jobs. Don’t take away our beautiful Shelter Island walk with too many cars 
and buildings. Page 129 - New Hotel Rooms also Page 134 - 1300 New Hotel Rooms. 

By reconfiguring the streets and pathways, you are eliminating many parking spots and making the area much more 
difficult for pedestrians. Not a good idea! Please reconsider this “overbuilding” of an area that serves many locals.  Page 
129 - Reconfiguration of pathways and roadways. 

If you are going to add features, please add more benches and shade structures. They are needed.  Pate 129 - Additional 
activating features. 

Thank you for considering this input. Please don’t ruin Shelter Island for San Diegans. 

Laura Dennison 
Email: lauradennison@mac.com 
Call or Text: (858) 255-0053 
Address: 4773 Santa Cruz Ave; San Diego CA 92107 
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From: Loriana Madruga <loriana.madruga@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 2:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port District Master Plan

Hello 

I am writing to discuss the recent planned developments of shelter island. San Diego has been my home my entire life. 
Specifically Point Loma. I just bought my first condo over towards West Point Loma but grew up near shelter island. My 
parents live there and we frequently walk down to the bay and enjoy dinner and nice walks. I have no problem with 
remodeling and updated shelter island. I love some of the new upgrades such as eppig brewing and ketch.  

However I cannot stand by and watch as the Port district try to RUIN the charm of Shelter Island. It is my home; NOT a 
tourist destination. The influx of new high rise hotels will only add to traffic congestion and will take away one of the few 
natural beauty destinations in San Diego. More hotels also mean more possibilities of high crime and loitering. They also 
have not been enforcing height restrictions and these hotels will only add to this problem.  We have already had the city 
messing around and letting hundreds if not thousands of over priced condos that the people who grew up in this lovely 
neighborhood can’t afford.  

I am begging you to consider the history and foundations of shelter island and to stop with the nonsense of all these 
hotels. Keep the politicians and pocketbooks out of the development.  

Best, 

Loriana Madruga 
619.865.2410 
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From: Margie Curry <bythesea57@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 7:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov
Subject: Shelter Island/La Playa Development Plans

Dear Sirs/Madams: 
I am writing this letter in opposition to the proposed plans to alter the natural beauty of Shelter Island/ Point Loma area. 
 Point Loma is a quiet, pristine and hard working multigenerational community that was settled by the Tuna Industry 
hundreds of years ago.  
Your proposed changes will increase traffic,  parking issues and crime. The proposed height limit increase will obstruct 
views and impact quality of life for many. 
This is our home to be enjoyed by all and not just a tourist destination. This isn’t progress -this is “paving paradise and 
putting up a parking lot!” Please leave our wonderful cohesive community as is.  
The community requests a meeting to meet with the powers that be to discuss our multitude of concerns over these 
unnecessary changes.  
Thank you and I very much look forward to your reply. 

Respectfully Yours, 
Margery C Curry 
(619)665-0782

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Marilyn Daniels <mlddaniels@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 7:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Docks

PD1.31:  Please reconsider removal of the private piers and dock in the West Shelter Island subdistrict as outline in 
PD1.31.   

PD1.40:  This proposal will increase congestion at peak times.  A bike lane is needed, but not at the expense of traffic 
flow. 

PD1.42:  This makes no sense.  The WEST side of Shelter Island is all boat slips controlled by the marinas.  Does this 
actually refer to the EAST side of Shelter Island. 

Marilyn Daniels 
3605 Fenelon St. 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Maxine Virissimo <maxine4370@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 3:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa/ Point Loma Bayside

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

I am 3rd generation Point Loma Resident. This area is rich in history! We are proud and love our area just as it is! PLEASE 
do not ruin our sacred and peaceful community!! 

Sincerely, 
Maxine Virissimo  
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From: Paul Plumb <pplumb1@san.rr.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 2:25 PM
To: PMPU@portofsandiego.org
Cc: rbailey@coronado.ca.us; Garry Bonelli
Subject: My Comments in Objection to the Port Master Plan Update
Attachments: Port Authority Letter.docx

To: Planning Department 
I am attaching my letter in opposition to your proposals regarding Coronado. 
Please read, heed, and accept my thoughts. 
I have lived in Coronado since 1946 and seen many changes: some good, some bad. 
I consider your recent ones very bad. 
I will also mail this letter under my signature. 
Best, Paul Plumb 



Paul D. Plumb 
U.S. Navy (Ret) 
315 Ninth Street 

Coronado, California 92118 
619 435-2373 
 
25 July 2019 
 
 
The Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101-1128 
 
Dear Port Commissioners and Planners: 
 
I am firmly against your planned destruction of Coronado’s charm with some of 
your incredibly selfish ideas in your ‘Proposed Master Plan Update.’ 
 
Coronado is being choked by cars on a daily basis, as you must realize. To consider the 
addition of another hotel, especially on the north bayfront, is ludicrous and 
unacceptable. Parking is already next to impossible in much of Coronado, and your 
proposal to add a 350 room hotel makes this “off the charts” worse. 
 
Agencies such as the Port of San Diego should consider positive plans not the ruination 
of our Camelot. Imagine if you lived here, would you desire the proposal of your 
planning staff? There are homes and apartments right on 1st and 2nd Streets that would 
be impacted by traffic, parking, and pollution. Hotel staff and visitors would find 
residential parking similar to how things are around the Hotel del Coronado. 
 
I support my friend and Port Commissioner RADM Garry Bonelli and the City of 
Coronado’s submissions in opposition of the Port Commission’s Planning Department. 
 
Don’t kill our “Golden Goose” by slaying it with overdevelopment! 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Paul D. Plumb 
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From: Philip Hasl <phaslfree@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port master plan

To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Philip Hasl 
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From: Anderson-Morton, Heidi <hcandersonmorton@ucsd.edu>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 9:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa new plan bad idea

Dear Port of San Diego, 
The new La Playa Plan is a horrible plan.  Why are you destroying a quaint 
neighborhood.  We do not need another paved boardwalk.  It is one of the only places 
my brother, sister and myself have permission to walk alone.  Why do you have to 
destroy our neighborhood.  This plan will bring crime into our beautiful neighborhood. 
Shame on you! 

Reese 14, Lance 12 & Finley 10 
Morton 
1010 Leroy St. 
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From: Rob Marasco <rgmarasco@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 1:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to Discussion Draft of the PMPU

Please accept this email in response to your invitation to submit comments to the Discussion Draft of the PMPU. 

As a resident of the Point Loma area of San Diego, and one who resides with his family within walking distance of La 
Playa and Shelter Island and regularly utilizes the roads, businesses, and facilities in these areas, please note that I 
object, for the reasons stated below, to the following aspects of the Discussion Draft: 

Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 

Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 

East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 

East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 

1) There does not appear to be a rational basis for proposing the narrowing of Scott Street.  Many people use Scott
Street as an effective alternative to Rosecrans Street.  The narrowing of Scott Street will increase the existing traffic in
the area, which is already adversely impacted on a daily basis by the residential and commercial traffic and the
substantial traffic to and from the local naval facilities.  Additionally, that burden will continue to increase due to
persistent residential and commercial development in the area.

2) Similarly, there does not appear to be any legitimate explanation regarding how the community would benefit from
the addition of 1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island (adding 1300 to West Shelter Island and 300 to East Shelter Island)
where 1090 rooms (693 and 397, respectively) already exist.  Moreover, such a significant increase in hotel rooms, along
with the proposal to relax restrictions on building heights – restrictions that have been in place to encourage protection
of this coastal habitat and maintain the character of this area – would drastically and adversely impact the desirability of
Shelter Island for current visitors and locals alike.  Additionally, this substantial increase of hotel rooms would put a
significant strain on the surrounding roads, one of which the BPC is simultaneously proposing to restrict (see point 1).
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3)  Additionally, I object to these proposals because they indicate that the BPC has forgotten, or worse has chosen to 
abdicate, its fiduciary obligations to the Public Trust, i.e., the people of the community.  These proposals do not benefit 
the people of the community; rather, they only benefit the discrete handful of property owners who – pursuant to these 
proposals, if approved – will grossly overdevelop this precious coastal area.  These proposals have no connection to the 
character of our community and does nothing to positively impact the local community.  Accordingly, I ask the BPC to 
reject these proposals. 

Thank you for your attention to these invited comments to the Discussion Draft of the PMPU. 

Sincerely,  

Robert Marasco  
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From: sandra torenburg <sandratorenburg@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Master Plan Redevelopment

Dear Port of San Diego, 
I am writing to you in regards of the proposed master plan to redevelop the area of La Playa. 
La Playa is on of the last preserved areas that has been able to retain its charm and history. 
Guests from all over the city, country (and world) come here for walks and enjoy the piece and quiet and 
nature.  
I moved from Germany to La Playa 16 years ago and have not found any other place in San Diego that is still so 
untouched. Many refer to it still as the 'secret spot'. 
Please reconsider the development of the path and the area. There are enough developed water fronts in San 
Diego and this would continue to provide a unique and more untouched area for our citizens and wildlife. 
Thank you 
Sandra Torenburg 
6192068325 
I would like to  
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From: Sharon May <sharonsilvamay@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 3:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Overdevelopment 

To whom it may concern!  

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family 
and I are absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of 
Shelter Island and surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San 
Diegans voted to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 
corridor (Prop D in the 1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint 
neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible 
but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about 
height issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of 
our bay and oceans for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas 
that have a pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & 
tourists by allowing buildings to circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted 
by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without 
over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is 
just to many for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and 
even crime that will ensue from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do 
not want to be Miami or New York please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Sharon Silva May 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Shelly Cramer <boltsfan22@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 3:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning district 1 Shelter Island

To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago! As a local resident for the past 66 years, I 
personally voted in favor of the proposition so I will be personally impacted by this.  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!   

Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. This is a bad idea! Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even 
crime that will ensue from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be 
Miami or New York please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Send to  
 pmpu@portofsandiego.org 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Susan Graff <smgraff1@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 1:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan comment

As a resident of the La Playa area of Point Loma and a member of the San Diego Yacht Club, I am voicing my strong 
agreement with the comments and observations of SDYC in their letter to you of June 25. 2019 regarding the draft Port 
Master Plan. 

Furthermore I want to express my concern about the consideration of an increase of up to 1,300 hotel rooms on Shelter 
Island.  The island is already heavily trafficked, especially on weekends and concert nights.  This sort of increase will 
present a burden to residents, visitors and businesses in the area. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Susan Graff 
2945‐C Kellogg St  
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: sscheel@cox.net
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 11:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Planning Department

To whom it may concern, 

The draft plans that are submitted for public review would if enacted have disastrous effects on the Point Loma area and 
its citizens. It is too much density for the area. It marginalizes the needs of area residents will enriching developers. It 
would add an unsupportable amount of car and tourist traffic. It puts walking paths through private yacht clubs and 
removes grandfathered private docks. It is a land grab for developers at the cost of existing residents and organizations .  

Thank you, 
Susan Scheel 
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From: Michael Brown <jbrown11253@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Streched-Thin

I am a resident of Coronado, CA.  My huge property taxes pay for services that include police, 
fire, lifeguards and trash pickup.  Expansion plans to the Coronado Bay area will increase the 
number of visitors and vehicles to this town.  Additional visitors require additional services 
from the police department, paramedics, lifeguards and require places to park their cars.  This 
little town is stretched‐thin with the amount of services the additional visitors require from 
the above mentioned departments.  Due to the increased amount of vehicle traffic in my area, 
it is virtually impossible for me to park in front of my own home without circling the block 
several times.  Now, are you going to reimburse me for taxes paid in order to cover the 
increased demand that additional visitors who will be staying in the hotels and venues that 
you propose?  If it is your intention to cash‐in on this little town, I suggest that you reimburse 
the citizens that live here year round and pay any increase to property taxes that cover the 
services that the additional individuals will require from their stay on the island. Who will pick 
up all the trash I see accumulated every summer and now, let’s triple that? 

Sincerely, 

The Brown Family 
Coronado, CA 92118 

We are a family that has served in the military, both in the past and currently in combat zones. 
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From: Tiffany Billings <tiffbillings@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 8:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan
Attachments: Response to Port Master Plan - Billings.docx

Full letter is also attached as a Word doc.  

7/25/2019 

To the Port of San Diego Planning Commission:  

I write to share my concerns regarding the Port Master Plan, specifically in reference to the La Playa area of Point Loma. 

As a professional in our local maritime industry, a yacht club member, and a competitive sailor who regularly accesses 
waterfront facilities for business and leisure, I believe I have a uniquely qualified and valid perspective on this matter.  

I am adamantly opposed to this plan, almost in its entirety. I have many points, but first and foremost: 

 This quaint, residential neighborhood with commercial sections is PERFECT, AS IT IS.
o  The stated purpose of the Port of San Diego and this plan in particular is disingenuous.
o Increasing tourist density, adding paved pathways, public restrooms are counterproductive to the
Ports purpose – copied here from your website.

  “The Port of San Diego is our gateway to the world. Port of San Diego Maritime leads our
working waterfront and facilitates the international and domestic movement of goods and
people. The Port is a conscientious innovator that leverages our unique expertise, deep-water
berths, forward-thinking solutions, and relationships to expand the opportunities for
businesses and employees. Port Maritime businesses employ thousands of residents with
well-paying jobs and generate billions of dollars per year for the regional economy, creating a
prosperous global economic engine for all.”

o  The changes proposed seem to only increase the financial viability of the hoteliers/developers that
want to overrun the area. This does not support the maritime community, in fact it is damaging to all of
us.
o  We must not allow greed to trump public and ecological interest.

Regarding Public Access to the Shoreline and the La Playa path. 

 There is already public access to nearly all of the coastline in this small, residential neighborhood.
 The path is not crowded, I’ve never run into anything remotely close to path congestion in over 10 years of
walking it weekly.
 There are already benches, they are used, but not overcrowded.

o  What is the purpose/benefit of adding more?
 Creating a pathway through the Yacht Clubs and commercial boat yard facilities puts the public in DANGER.

o  There are several boat lifts on each of these properties in near constant operation.
 Allowing public to walk underneath an operating boat lift is a huge liability that the Port
should avoid.

 Protecting the public from these necessary operational areas, and maintaining financial viability of our
massive maritime industry must be a high priority for the Port of San Diego.
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o   Removing the boat lifts is not an option, these are essential for the conduct of our businesses, racing, 
and leisure activities. These operations are critically important when we host International Sailing 
events, such as America’s Cup, The Lipton Cup, Olympic qualifiers, and other events that gain worldwide 
attention.  

         Adding a public path through private Yacht Club facilities puts our members, our children, our boats, and 
our facilities, at a great security risk.  

o   A few years ago, a rogue LA police officer helped himself onto Southwestern Yacht Club grounds, tied 
up a 90 year old man while attempting to steal a boat! 
o   This occurred prior to the recent uptick and local crime. Imagine the increased crime we will 
experience if ANYONE can walk onto these facilities ANYTIME.  

         Members pay a great deal toward facility improvements of our Port Leased property.  
o   By maintaining our port property, and having a secure entry gate, we enjoy a good level of security as 
compared to a public marina.  

         ANY MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC MAY APPLY FOR MEMBERSHIP of every Yacht Club on La Playa. There is no 
exclusion or exceptions to who may apply to enjoy this same access to our secure, sport-focused facility. Many 
yacht clubs are actively campaigning for new members.  
         Areas that do not currently have access are not parks, not a promenade, they are very busy yacht clubs and 
boat yards - run by top professional with world-class operations.  
         We are all Port businesses and this plan would only serve to negatively impact our local maritime 
“economic engine”  

o   In fact, the only beneficiaries of this plan seem to be the hoteliers who apparently want to turn this 
area into the next Downtown – to that you will hear a unanimous “no, thank you” from our maritime 
and residential community.  

         The few areas where the public must move to the street, and lose sight of the water, are only small 
stretches. Any reasonable person would contend that shoreline access already exist, as it has even before 
Europeans settled the area. (http://www.laplayatrail.org/) 

o   Knowing the La Playa Trail’s extensive history, even pre-dating explorers and settlers. I strongly 
believe, and move to recognize this natural foot trail as a historic landmark.  

  

Regarding Increasing Hotel Rooms:  

         There are plenty of rooms already. Further, on Shelter Island, most rooms are priced out of range for the 
average travelers. The only time they seem to sell out is during ComiCon. That’s simply not enough of a reason 
for this magnitude of increase.  

o   Something smells fishy - and it’s not the bait barge!  
         Parking is already an issue on Shelter Island. With so many employees in the boat yards, yacht clubs, and 
other maritime business that lease Port Property. Local Employee interest ought to be a top priority – having 
nearby access to free parking is essential to conducting business.  
         We currently have just enough parking available for the many employees on Shelter Island. I walk a 
couple blocks each day to my office, as the street parking is metered, and it is not feasible for most to pay 
meter rates all day, every day.  
         There is only one lane access to and from Shelter Island, creating issues of safe egress/ingress. 

o   Imagine a Tsunami evacuation… 
         When we do have events that draw large crowds – think Parade of Lights & 4th of July, Shelter Island Drive, 
the only access road – takes an HOUR to navigate a half mile stretch, due to congestion.  
         Promoting tourist growth in an area that is barely sustaining is wholly irresponsible.   

o   A revolving door of tourists do not contribute to the community in meaningful ways. They will enjoy 
our neighborhood, add to congestion, pollution, and detract from our unique small-community spirit – 
only to depart in a few days, replaced by other strangers.  
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         The Port should focus more on supporting growth of the maritime industry, supporting your “economic 
engine” - as your website claims, rather than eroding the foundation it is built upon, while trying to turn the 
neighborhood into a characterless tourist trap.  

Regarding the addition of Public Restrooms.  

         Another non-problem that does not need to be “fixed”.   
o   The La Playa Path is only 3 miles from Southwest Yacht Club, all the way around to Kona Kai. There 
are public facilities available on Shelter Island already – in the park, where they belong, and just a few 
minutes walking time from the historic La Playa path.  
o   Public restrooms do not belong in a residential neighborhoods.  

         There are also several area business that the public may patronize and use facilities.  
         I’ve yet to encounter a public restroom in San Diego that is even reasonably maintained. They are always 
disgusting – urine/feces everywhere, out of toilet paper or towels, active drug use occurring – for these reasons, 
the public generally avoids using them.  
         They do attract transients.  
         The transient population has undergone a rapid increase in recent months, in this residential neighborhood 
the affect has been a profound decrease in safety and security of residents. 
         I read new, first-hand reports of break-ins, and violent encounters daily via our neighborhood social media 
pages.  
         At my office on Shelter Island drive, we encounter transients regularly, these are mentally unwell 
individuals, I observe frequent nudity and they create a violent and fearful environment when present.  

o   We must not lure transients closer to homes and neighborhoods with many young families, as would 
occur with public facilities in the strictly residential area near the La Playa Path.  

Regarding Private Docks:  

         The docks pre-date every single agency attempting to discard them now. These historic piers have been 
thoughtfully and beautifully maintained, and rebuilt, when needed, at the home-owners great and exclusive 
expense. 
         Some of the current lessees Great Grandfathers personally built these piers, but there is more than 
nostalgia at stake. 
         The Port receives a handsome annual lease payment for continued use of the Piers.  
         Many of these docks are shared by multiple adjacent households, as well as friends and family of the dock 
lessee.  

o   There are not used only by one house, as they have been characterized.  
         The docks are beautiful, and most DO offer a section that is available for public to enjoy – complete with 
signs indicating so! The area where the boats are tied off are locked, for obvious security/liability purposes.  

o   In fact the particularly lovely “white picket fence” dock in particular, enjoys shared usage by 3 
homes/families, and is regularly used as a backdrop for wedding photos, magazine photo shoots, films, 
and special events. This is not exclusive access by any definition.  

         The ecological impact 
o   Removing these structures will have a significant negative impact on the local marine ecology in an 
already sensitive area.  
o   Leaving them as is, is the soundest decision.  

  In fairness: should a dock fall into disrepair (I haven’t encountered a single dock that would 
qualify) then removal may become the best option.  

         It is imprudent to remove a perfectly sound, safe, and useful dock space in San Diego – which are in short 
supply.  
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         IF removal were to occur – residents that have contributed financially toward their existence should be 
reimbursed for their associated cost.  

o   Maintenance expenses are an investment for future use and if the Port unilaterally removes the 
option of future use, then I believe the Port must reimburse the lease holders for these significant costs.  

Height Restrictions 

         This issue has been litigated, voted upon, and the public opinion is clear.  
         It is difficult to imagine the audacity of a government agency to overstep the results obtained from good, 
proper due process that has already been established on this measure.   
         CURRENT HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS MUST BE ENFORCED! 

o   We must not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to circumvent the laws and wants of 
its citizens, especially those most impacted by its negative expansion! 

Other solutions? 

         I understand Newport Harbor Yacht Club, when faced with a similar proposal, was able to negotiate a 
compromise. Wherein they paid for the rehabilitation of a local intersection – one that most residents of 
Newport Harbor utilize – and in exchange the agency allowed their waterfront facility to remain member’s only.  

  

I hope you gathered much from my most succinct opinion on these issues, which are great importance to me personally, 
professionally, and as active mariner.  

I recommend this plan is rejected in it’s entirety. If a new plan is necessary (is it?) then it should be one that positively 
impacts the residential and maritime community that the Port of San Diego claims to support.  

Most sincerely,  

  

Tiffany Billings  
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7/25/2019 
 
To the Port of San Diego Planning Commission:  
 
I write to share my concerns regarding the Port Master Plan, specifically in reference to the La Playa area 
of Point Loma.  
 
As a professional in our local maritime industry, a yacht club member, and a competitive sailor who 
regularly accesses waterfront facilities for purposes of business and leisure, I believe I have a uniquely 
qualified and valid perspective on this matter.  
 
I am adamantly opposed to this plan, almost in its entirety. I have many points, but first and foremost:  
 

 This quaint, residential neighborhood with commercial sections is PERFECT, AS IT IS.  
o The stated purpose of the Port of San Diego and this plan in particular is disingenuous.  
o Increasing tourist density, adding paved pathways, public restrooms are 

counterproductive to the Ports purpose – copied here from your website.  
 “The Port of San Diego is our gateway to the world. Port of San Diego Maritime 

leads our working waterfront and facilitates the international and domestic 
movement of goods and people. The Port is a conscientious innovator that 
leverages our unique expertise, deep-water berths, forward-thinking 
solutions, and relationships to expand the opportunities for businesses and 
employees. Port Maritime businesses employ thousands of residents with 
well-paying jobs and generate billions of dollars per year for the regional 
economy, creating a prosperous global economic engine for all.” 

o The changes proposed seem to only increase the financial viability of the 
hoteliers/developers that want to overrun the area. This does not support the maritime 
community, in fact it is damaging to all of us.  

o We must not allow greed to trump public and ecological interest.  
 
Regarding Public Access to the Shoreline and the La Playa path.  
 

 There is already public access to nearly all of the coastline in this small, residential 
neighborhood.  

 The path is not crowded, I’ve never run into anything remotely close to path congestion in over 
10 years of walking it weekly.  

 There are already benches, they are used, but not overcrowded.  
o What is the purpose/benefit of adding more?  

 Creating a pathway through the Yacht Clubs and commercial boat yard facilities puts the public 
in DANGER.  

o There are several boat lifts on each of these properties in near constant operation.  
 Allowing public to walk underneath an operating boat lift is a huge liability that 

the Port should avoid.  
 Protecting the public from these necessary operational areas, and maintaining financial viability 

of our massive maritime industry must be a high priority for the Port of San Diego.  
o Removing the boat lifts is not an option, these are essential for the conduct of our 

businesses, racing, and leisure activities. These operations are critically important when 
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we host International Sailing events, such as America’s Cup, The Lipton Cup, Olympic 
qualifiers, and other events that gain worldwide attention.  

 Adding a public path through private Yacht Club facilities puts our members, our children, our 
boats, and our facilities, at a great security risk.  

o A few years ago, a rogue LA police officer helped himself onto Southwestern Yacht Club 
grounds, tied up a 90 year old man while attempting to steal a boat! 

o This occurred prior to the recent uptick and local crime. Imagine the increased crime we 
will experience if ANYONE can walk onto these facilities ANYTIME.  

 Members pay a great deal toward facility improvements of our Port Leased property.  
o By maintaining our port property, and having a secure entry gate, we enjoy a good level 

of security as compared to a public marina.  
 ANY MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC MAY APPLY FOR MEMBERSHIP of every Yacht Club on La Playa. 

There is no exclusion or exceptions to who may apply to enjoy this same access to our secure, 
sport-focused facility. Many yacht clubs are actively campaigning for new members.  

 Areas that do not currently have access are not parks, not a promenade, they are very busy 
yacht clubs and boat yards - run by top professional with world-class operations.  

 We are all Port businesses and this plan would only serve to negatively impact our local 
maritime “economic engine”  

o In fact, the only beneficiaries of this plan seem to be the hoteliers who apparently want 
to turn this area into the next Downtown – to that you will hear a unanimous “no, thank 
you” from our maritime and residential community.  

 The few areas where the public must move to the street, and lose sight of the water, are only 
small stretches. Any reasonable person would contend that shoreline access already exist, as it 
has even before Europeans settled the area. (http://www.laplayatrail.org/) 

o Knowing the La Playa Trail’s extensive history, even pre-dating explorers and settlers. I 
strongly believe, and move to recognize this natural foot trail as a historic landmark.  

 

Regarding Increasing Hotel Rooms:  

 There are plenty of rooms already. Further, on Shelter Island, most rooms are priced out of 
range for the average travelers. The only time they seem to sell out is during ComiCon. That’s 
simply not enough of a reason for this magnitude of increase.  

o Something smells fishy - and it’s not the bait barge!  
 Parking is already an issue on Shelter Island. With so many employees in the boat yards, yacht 

clubs, and other maritime business that lease Port Property. Local Employee interest ought to 
be a top priority – having nearby access to free parking is essential to conducting business.  

 We currently have just enough parking available for the many employees on Shelter Island. I 
walk a couple blocks each day to my office, as the street parking is metered, and it is not 
feasible for most to pay meter rates all day, every day.  

 There is only one lane access to and from Shelter Island, creating issues of safe egress/ingress. 
o Imagine a Tsunami evacuation… 

 When we do have events that draw large crowds – think Parade of Lights & 4th of July, Shelter 
Island Drive, the only access road – takes an HOUR to navigate a half mile stretch, due to 
congestion.  

 Promoting tourist growth in an area that is barely sustaining is wholly irresponsible.   



Page 3 of 4 
 

o A revolving door of tourists do not contribute to the community in meaningful ways. 
They will enjoy our neighborhood, add to congestion, pollution, and detract from our 
unique small-community spirit – only to depart in a few days, replaced by other 
strangers.  

 The Port should focus more on supporting growth of the maritime industry, supporting your 
“economic engine” - as your website claims, rather than eroding the foundation it is built 
upon, while trying to turn the neighborhood into a characterless tourist trap.  

Regarding the addition of Public Restrooms.  

 Another non-problem that does not need to be “fixed”.   
o The La Playa Path is only 3 miles from Southwest Yacht Club, all the way around to Kona 

Kai. There are public facilities available on Shelter Island already – in the park, where 
they belong, and just a few minutes walking time from the historic La Playa path.  

o Public restrooms do not belong in a residential neighborhoods.  
 There are also several area business that the public may patronize and use facilities.  
 I’ve yet to encounter a public restroom in San Diego that is even reasonably maintained. They 

are always disgusting – urine/feces everywhere, out of toilet paper or towels, active drug use 
occurring – for these reasons, the public generally avoids using them.  

 They do attract transients.  
 The transient population has undergone a rapid increase in recent months, in this residential 

neighborhood the affect has been a profound decrease in safety and security of residents. 
 I read new, first-hand reports of break-ins, and violent encounters daily via our neighborhood 

social media pages.  
 At my office on Shelter Island drive, we encounter transients regularly, these are mentally 

unwell individuals, I observe frequent nudity and they create a violent and fearful environment 
when present.  

o We must not lure transients closer to homes and neighborhoods with many young 
families, as would occur with public facilities in the strictly residential area near the La 
Playa Path.  

Regarding Private Docks:  

 The docks pre-date every single agency attempting to discard them now. These historic piers 
have been thoughtfully and beautifully maintained, and rebuilt, when needed, at the home-
owners great and exclusive expense. 

 Some of the current lessees Great Grandfathers personally built these piers, but there is more 
than nostalgia at stake. 

 The Port receives a handsome annual lease payment for continued use of the Piers.  
 Many of these docks are shared by multiple adjacent households, as well as friends and family 

of the dock lessee.  
o There are not used only by one house, as they have been characterized.  

 The docks are beautiful, and most DO offer a section that is available for public to enjoy – 
complete with signs indicating so! The area where the boats are tied off are locked, for obvious 
security/liability purposes.  
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o In fact the particularly lovely “white picket fence” dock in particular, enjoys shared 
usage by 3 homes/families, and is regularly used as a backdrop for wedding photos, 
magazine photo shoots, films, and special events. This is not exclusive access by any 
definition.  

 The ecological impact 
o Removing these structures will have a significant negative impact on the local marine 

ecology in an already sensitive area.  
o Leaving them as is, is the soundest decision.  

 In fairness: should a dock fall into disrepair (I haven’t encountered a single dock 
that would qualify) then removal may become the best option.  

 It is imprudent to remove a perfectly sound, safe, and useful dock space in San Diego – which 
are in short supply.  

 IF removal were to occur – residents that have contributed financially toward their existence 
should be reimbursed for their associated cost.  

o Maintenance expenses are an investment for future use and if the Port unilaterally 
removes the option of future use, then I believe the Port must reimburse the lease 
holders for these significant costs.  

Height Restrictions 

 This issue has been litigated, voted upon, and the public opinion is clear.  
 It is difficult to imagine the audacity of a government agency to overstep the results obtained 

from good, proper due process that has already been established on this measure.   
 CURRENT HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS MUST BE ENFORCED! 

o We must not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to circumvent the laws 
and wants of its citizens, especially those most impacted by its negative expansion! 

Other solutions? 

 I understand Newport Harbor Yacht Club, when faced with a similar proposal, was able to 
negotiate a compromise. Wherein they paid for the rehabilitation of a local intersection – one 
that most residents of Newport Harbor utilize – and in exchange the agency allowed their 
waterfront facility to remain member’s only.  

 

I hope you gathered much from my most succinct opinion on these issues, which are great importance 
to me personally, professionally, and as active mariner.  

I recommend this plan is rejected in its entirety. If a new plan is necessary (is it?) then it should be one 
that positively impacts the residential and maritime community that the Port of San Diego Claims to 
support.  

Most sincerely,  

 

Tiffany Billings  
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From: Kathleen Volle <tkvolle1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 9:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Speaking to Proposed Plans for Shelter Island:

Raising the height limitations on Shelter Island may accommodate the  hotel owners, but certainly, to the 
detriment of MANY!!! 

Where is the need for additional accommodations on Shelter Island?  Why does the Port District want to 
destroy the "island's" character as surely it would?  So many San Diego  residents enjoy the relative quiet 
of the area for walks, picnics,; etc. 

Traffic is a headache on Rosecrans Street; getting in and out of Point Loma, a nightmare! Why should we 
add to this problem? 

Already  the number of cars making a left-hand turn from Rosecrans to Shelter Island adds to the  North-
bound traffic congestion,  back-ups as far back as Talbot Street!   (Two traffic lights back!) 

Please leave Shelter Island alone!!! 

Tom & Kathleen Volle 
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From: Alan Ta <ata152@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save Shelter Island Parking Lot

Please do not remove the shelter island parking lot. I need to have a spot to park my trailer when going fishing 
commercially. This would hurt my small business and it is not right! Save Shelter Island ramp parking spots 

Thank you 
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From: Andrew Thatcher <Andrew.Thatcher@whitewaterwest.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:12 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking Lot

Hi there  

I use the shelter island launch ramp parking lot.  

Please keep it. We do not want to lose that parking lot. 

Thanks 

Andrew Thatcher 
+1 619 742 0980

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please contact the sender and delete this message from your email system. Any review, 
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or 
entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. 
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From: casey capparelli <caseyc0127@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:43 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking lot

To whom it may concern  
Please do not turn the parking lot into a green belt.  This parking lot is critical for use of the new boat launch facilities. 

Thank you 
Casey 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Cath Kelly <ck101324@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

To whom it concerns: 

As a long-time resident of Coronado, I wish to add my objections to the majority who 
disapprove of your plans for our small town.  You have listened to all the reasons; that 
you heard  them is our big concern.   

Sincerely, 

Catherine Kelly 
1226 9th street, #2 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Craig Moss <sossmoss@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to the proposed plan of the Port Commission master plan

To whom it may concern, 
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan, the la Playa trail additions, pathway through the San Diego Yacht Club, height 
& over development of Shelter Island. 

The La Playa trail is a natural beauty and adding a sidewalk/concrete along with a bathroom blocking the view from the 
street would be a huge error. We are not Mission beach; we are a neighborhood that does not need a bathroom that 
will be unusable due to vagrants use like the ones in Mission beach. The city will not sufficiently clean this bathroom on 
a regular basis to have trail walkers, runners or bike riders be able to use due to the uncleanliness as seen in the Mission 
beach restrooms. The amount of money and time that will have to go into this would far out way any benefits. Also, 
you’ll be paving over the natural look the trail currently has which will cause even more erosion and taking away the 
natural beauty that’s makes this area so very special. There is currently ample space and access to this area without 
doing anything. The current docks have been three long before the Port commission and are a thing of beauty for the La 
Playa area. If these docks go away, then a mag or piece of history and beauty is also taken away from our neighborhood. 
We are a neighborhood and not a commercialized area which is why people come. They come to La Playa for the natural 
look and feel, not a commercialized concrete area like down town or Mission Beach.  

The proposed pathway through the San Diego yacht club would cause severe Insurance liabilities due to the four cranes 
that are used on a daily basis along with the moving parts and boats that go along with it. This would be a impossible to 
ensure the safety of pedestrians trying to access that area. The yacht club also has an overhanging deck that the port 
would have to circumnavigate in order to create a pathway. There is already a sidewalk that only restricts the shoreline 
access for a few hundred feet and is the safest route for individuals. 

The city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted to enforce specifically the 30 foot 
height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 1970’s) and the many items in the report 
trying over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height 
should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion and environmental ramifications that ensue from over 
developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York please keep its 
citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan. 

Craig Moss 
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3814 Point Loma Ave 
San Diego, Ca 92106 
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From: Danny Lynch <yellowfin400@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Port Master Plan REMOVES PARKING LOT

I just became aware of the master plan for the Shelter Island area. Growing up in San 
Diego as a 4th generation resident and fisherman I have seen a lot of changes made to 
the bay that have pushed out commercial fishing and sportfishing. Now in the sportfishing 
business, I am concerned with the latest changes proposed in the master plan that will not 
only affect my business but every business that surrounds the area supplying fishermen.  

The removal of the Shelter Island boat ramp parking lot would be a disaster to sport 
fishing and private boating in San Diego. The launch ramp is the busiest in Southern 
California as it is the closest to the harbor mouth and bait receivers. The recent remodel of 
the ramp was done during a fishing season and there was a big decline in my business as 
well as the bait receivers, surrounding fishing supply stores and fuel docks. Removing the 
parking lot will put more pressure on already crowded Mission Bay launch ramps and 
devastate the local fishing businesses that rely on private boat traffic during the summer 
seasons. I am also concerned that the green belt will provide another place for the 
homeless to hang out and trash detouring tourism and hindering business to the local 
area. 

My second concern is on the master plan for Shelter Island The historic San Diego Marlin 
Club is not in the plan and looks to be removed to build parking along the already busy 
corridor entrance to Shelter Island. The Marlin Club is the only place in San Diego Bay 
that can weigh a world record fish. No other clubs or weigh stations exist in San Diego 
Bay beside the private Fishermans Landing and Point Loma Fishing concessions that do 
not let private boaters weight fish. San Diego is a world-class fishing destination for world-
record fishing and we are the leaders in fishing techniques and technology. The dock at 
The San Diego Marlin Club has a hoist that lifts the fish out of the boat and on to a gurney 
where it is wheeled up to a crowd of tourists and other fishermen that are there to see the 
magnificent fish that are brought in. Many times the street has been stopped as a world 
record fish is put on the scale then hoisted up for all to see. This type of random event’s 
does not go on anywhere else in the bay that is open to the public. The removal of The 
San Diego Marlin Club would be removing a rich history from San Diego and would 
change the fishing community in a negative way.  

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. 

-- 
Danny 
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From: Deborah Warriner <dswarriner.sd@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments regarding the Port Master Plan Update

To the Port of San Diego Planners: 

Please accept and review the following comments regarding the PMPU - specifically related to the section on the 
Coronado Bayfront Planning District. 

Page 232 Planning District Characteristics states that "The character of this planning district should have a strong 
emphasis on visitor-serving uses that activate the area and complement the scale and character of the adjacent City of 
Coronado, including hotels, retail, and restaurants." Page 233 continues with PD10.9 "Building height should be 
compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with adjacent jurisdiction standards." PD10.10 goes on to "Require 
major development and new development to maintain a low-profile architectural style and height consistent with 
existing adjacent development, and the following parameters: a. Design all major development and [new] development 
to be context-sensitive in size, scale, design, in character with adjacent development..." 

The portion in italics directly contradicts the stated goals and requirements (shown with underline). I submit that 
changing PD10.9 to "Building heights should be compatible and in conformance with the adjacent jurisdiction 
standards," eliminates the contradiction and alleviates much of the local residents' concerns that a repeat of a Coronado 
Shores-scale development might eventually wall-off the Bay from the town. 

Respectfully, 
Deborah Warriner 
633 Alameda Blvd., Coronado, CA 92118 
Coronado resident, former City of San Diego Planner, Masters of City Planning degree (1979) 
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From: Dierdre Brennan <dcb25@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Impact

We are impacted aplenty with people coming to Point Loma To cool off! 
Traffic is terrible with those who live here alone Encouraging more to visit this area impacts us conciderably Traffic is at a 
standstill most of the day Weekends are worse We have to make our way around all the motor homes on weekdays and 
weekends Parking is currently difficult to obtain most days on Shelter Is Bathrooms are substandard They exist w/o 
doors an w/o toilet paper. Why aren’t these brought up to decent standards Deirdre Brennan 

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Donna Reed <cdreed04@att.net>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

Do not remove parking at Shelter island! 

Also DO NOT get rid of the Marlin Club 
Thankyou  

     Donna Reed 
1641 Doncarol Ave 
El Cajon CA 92019 
🐾🐾 🐕 🦞 🦈 🌴🌻 
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From: Dustin Nochta <dustin.nochta1977@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking Lot

To whom it may concern: 

I would like to make it known that plans to turn shelter Island parking lot into a greenbelt are definitely not in the best 
interest of this voter!  It seems such a waste of resources to know that the launch ramp has been renovated and now 
the plan by the port will be to remove the parking necessary to use the facility. As an avid fisherman and boater in the 
community I am sorely disappointed in this plan and respectfully request that you reconsider before taking away our 
access to the water. 

Sincerely, 
Dustin A. Nochta 
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From: b787 <b787gal@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: District 1 Shelter Island

 To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens, especially those most impacted by its negative expansion! Shelter Island is a 
beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby neighborhoods 
by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan. 

Lifetime resident of Point Loma 

Elaine Magor 
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From: Mark Croshier <cro3cc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Re: Port Plan
Attachments: Auntie letter to PMPU.jpg

To Whom it may concern, 

Please include this letter for a vote AGAINST the proposed planning of the TOZ in our city of Coronado. 

Sincerely, 
Ella Croshier 
25 Blue Ancor Cays 
Coronado,  Ca.  92118 
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From: Eric Harner <eharner@rbiphx.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 10:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

Hey Ass Hats If you remove the Marlin Club and take way parking or the boat ramp from Shelter Island you really are 
brain dead. I grew up in SD lived there before most of you snowflakes were even born. You have no regard for the history 
of my home town do you ?? Thank god I don’t live in Calif any longer. People like you have turned MY home town  into a 
left wing shit hole THANK YOU.  

ERIC HARNER 
Superintendent 

O 480.705.0200 C 480.798.1463 
281 North Roosevelt Ave. Suite #3 
Chandler, Arizona 85226 
rbiphx.com 
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From: Koch, Eric <Eric.Koch2@hologic.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Marlin Club

I have heard that the historic Marlin Club may be made into a parking lot!  The Marlin club and what it provides to the 
city and county of San Diego deserves to stay, and stay in the location where it is.  We need to keep Shelter Island what 
it is….   For boaters and fisherman, not tourists.  That is what Harbor island if for. 

Thank You 
Eric Koch 
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From: Gerry MacCartee <gmaccartee@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed plan for Coronado bayfront

Please, please, do not consider a hotel on this small island...we have had so 
much development, so much traffic....so much overloading of a 
community.  Please keep the treasure that remains...the open space, the park, 
the beautiful view across the bay. 

Thank you' 
Gerry MacCartee  ( 51 year resident) 
1023 Encino Row, Coronado 
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From: Kathy Keller <katatonic@1791.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 4:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: 'DAD Doran'; 'Diane Doran'; katatonic@1791.com
Subject: Port Comments on Master Plan Update - Doran - 1419 1st Avenue
Attachments: July 26 Port Comments - Doran.docx

Attached is a letter expressing our comments regarding the Port’s Master Plan Updates.  We also provided in the below 
email.   

July 26, 2019 

The Port of San Diego 
Attention:  Planning Department 
31655 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101-1128 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

We live at 1419 1st Street, a part of the Coronado Village Home Owners Association.  Our property is adjacent to
the Coronado Ferry Landing, owned and operated by the Port.  A wall separates our property from the South
portion of the Landing’s parking lot in front of the Il Fornaio restaurant.  We purchased the property in 2003 in
large part because of the residential atmosphere in Coronado and the San Diego Bay view.   

Over the years, we have dealt with the lack of consideration the restaurant’s management and guests have
demonstrated to our community.  Over the years, we have had to get the police involved because of the
disruptions.  It has taken some time working together to get to an accommodating relationship with the
commercial businesses and residents in our community. 

Now the Port is considering a hotel or some other type of commercial development at the Landing site.   This is
unacceptable.  The Port has utterly failed to communicate with the adjacent property owners.  Ignoring us sets a
dangerous pattern on the Port’s part and increases the reasons for objection to the project.   

Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado’s Ferry Landing sits adjacent to a residential neighborhood
entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development.  Our community, Coronado Village Home Owners 
Association will be primarily affected with the changes being proposed which will be to the detriment of 
Coronado and our home. Again, this is totally unacceptable. 

The Port needs to serve “US” the homeowners that adjacent to the Ferry Landing.  The Port needs to 
consider the impact on Coronado citizens and not just the impact on the Port’s budget and revenue.  

Below is a list of our objections and concerns: 

Objections being an owner adjacent to the Port Property: 
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 Loss of view – Corridor view for adjacent owners to the Port property 
 Loss of revenue (property value) 
 Increase congestion of people and traffic 
 Increase deterioration of the residential community 
 Increase crime 
 Increase infrastructure problem (sewage, noise, construction, additional environmental). 

 
Must be considered: 
 

 Access to the Bay for recreational activities should be encouraged, not hindered.  
 Access to the Bay and Ferry Landing should be easy for all residents (seniors, ADA challenged, and 

children). 
 Include communication with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure acceptance of 

the final plan. 
 
The Port needs to ensure our community and our family that we will continue to have a voice in the future of 
the Ferry Landing and our home. 
 
Below are other common objections as a resident of Coronado.   
 
Summary of General Objections: 
 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub districts 
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub district 
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub district 
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to 

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive 
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact 
on the existing adjacent residents. 

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems 
 
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

 Communication with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure acceptance of the final 
plan. 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding 

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular 
traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 

Bayfront. 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
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Honorable Hilary B Doran, Jr. and Julia Diane Doran 
1419 1st Street 
Coronado, CA  92118 
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July 26, 2019 
 
 
The Port of San Diego 
Attention:  Planning Department 
31655 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101-1128 

 
 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
 
We live at 1419 1st Street, a part of the Coronado Village Home Owners Association.  Our 
property is adjacent to the Coronado Ferry Landing, owned and operated by the Port.  A wall 
separates our property from the South portion of the Landing’s parking lot in front of the Il 
Fornaio restaurant.  We purchased the property in 2003 in large part because of the residential 
atmosphere in Coronado and the San Diego Bay view.   
 
Over the years, we have dealt with the lack of consideration the restaurant’s management and 
guests have demonstrated to our community.  Over the years, we have had to get the police 
involved because of the disruptions.  It has taken some time working together to get to an 
accommodating relationship with the commercial businesses and residents in our community. 
 
Now the Port is considering a hotel or some other type of commercial development at the 
Landing site.   This is unacceptable.  The Port has utterly failed to communicate with the 
adjacent property owners.  Ignoring us sets a dangerous pattern on the Port’s part and increases 
the reasons for objection to the project.   
 
Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado’s Ferry Landing sits adjacent to a 
residential neighborhood entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development.  Our 
community, Coronado Village Home Owners Association will be primarily affected with the 
changes being proposed which will be to the detriment of Coronado and our home. Again, this is 
totally unacceptable. 
  
The Port needs to serve “US” the homeowners that adjacent to the Ferry Landing.  The 
Port needs to consider the impact on Coronado citizens and not just the impact on the Port’s 
budget and revenue.  
 
Below is a list of our objections and concerns: 
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Objections being an owner adjacent to the Port Property:   
 

 Loss of view – Corridor view for adjacent owners to the Port property 
 Loss of revenue (property value) 
 Increase congestion of people and traffic 
 Increase deterioration of the residential community 
 Increase crime 
 Increase infrastructure problem (sewage, noise, construction, additional environmental). 

 
Must be considered: 
 

 Access to the Bay for recreational activities should be encouraged, not hindered.  
 Access to the Bay and Ferry Landing should be easy for all residents (seniors, ADA 

challenged, and children). 
 Include communication with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure 

acceptance of the final plan. 
 
The Port needs to ensure our community and our family that we will continue to have a voice in 
the future of the Ferry Landing and our home. 
 
Below are other common objections as a resident of Coronado.   
 
Summary of General Objections: 
 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub districts 
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub district 
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub district 
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the 

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming 
by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all 
sources throughout the state. 

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to 
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic 
problems 
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Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

 Communication with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure 
acceptance of the final plan. 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit 

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis 
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the Bayfront. 

 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  
Sincerely, 

 

Honorable Hilary B Doran, Jr. and Julia Diane Doran 
1419 1st Street 
Coronado, CA  92118 
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From: Jason Hayashi <jason@bdoutdoors.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 5:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Port Master Plan for Shelter Island Concerns

I just became aware of the master plan for the Shelter Island area. Growing up in San Diego as a 4th generation resident 
and fisherman I have seen a lot of changes made to the bay that have pushed out commercial fishing and sport fishing. 
Now in the sport fishing business I am concerned with the latest changes proposed in the master plan that will not only 
effect my business but every business that surrounds the area supplying fishermen.  

The removal of the Shelter Island boat ramp parking lot would be a disaster to sport fishing and private boating in San 
Diego. The launch ramp is the busiest in Southern California as it is the closest to the harbor mouth and bait receivers. 
The recent remodel of the ramp was done during a fishing season and there was a big decline in my business as well as 
the bait receivers, surrounding fishing supply stores and fuel docks. Removing the parking lot will put more pressure on 
already crowded Mission Bay launch ramps and devastate the local fishing businesses that rely on private boat traffic 
during the summer seasons. I am also concerned that the green belt will provide another place for homeless to hang out 
and trash detouring tourism and hindering business to the local area. 

My second concern is on the master plan for Shelter Island The historic San Diego Marlin Club is not in the plan and 
looks to be removed to build parking along the already busy corridor entrance to Shelter Island. The Marlin Club is the 
only place in San Diego Bay that can weigh a world record fish. No other clubs or weigh stations exist  in San Diego Bay 
besides the private Fishermans Landing and Point Loma Fishing concessions that do not let private boaters weight fish. 
San Diego is a world class fishing destination for world record fishing and we are the leaders in fishing techniques and 
technology. The dock at The San Diego Marlin Club has a hoist that lifts the fish out of the boat and on to a gurney 
where it is wheeled up to a crowd of tourists and other fishermen that are there to see the magnificent fish that are 
brought in. Many times the street has been stopped as a world record fish is put on the scale then hoisted up for all to 
see. This type of random event’s do not go on anywhere else in the bay that is open to public. The removal of The San 
Diego Marlin Club would be removing a rich history from San Diego and would change the fishing community in a 
negative way.  

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. 

Jason Hayashi 

CTO 
m. (619) 885-1715

BD Outdoors LLC 
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From: Jeffrey Breton <jeffbreton09@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Parking Lot

Good evening, 

Can you please keep or expand the Shelter Island launch ramp parking lot? It is very heavily used on a daily basis. I’ve 
used it 10 times this year since it opened. Do not get rid of it!  

Thanks, 

Jeff  

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: John Petronovich <johnpetroduner@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island improvements

Hello my name is John.I'm a San Diego resident and have been since birth,55 years.I got wind of some planning and 
changes to the Shelter Island area about so called improvements.From what i saw of these plans i consider none of it an 
improvement.I frequently use the launch ramp and parking lot.It's great just the way it is.That whole area is great just the 
way it is.The Marlin Club has been there forever and isn't included in the future plans.Turning that into a parking lot is a 
waste.There isn't enough room there to mean much as far as parking goes.Those of us that use the launch ramp DO NOT 
need to lose any parking as it is.Developing that area into some phony park is a joke.What's wrong with it now ? Plenty of 
grass,plenty of parking,and plenty of places to walk safely without being near a street.You people need to give the 
residents of this city priority over tourism.We live here and tourists don't ! San Diego has plenty of tourist attractions and 
turning Shelter Island into some overcrowded park is just a horrible idea.Leave it be !  
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From: John Segoria <pescadoboy@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 11:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Karl.Schwing@coastal.ca.gov

I am a recreational boater and avid saltwater fisherman. I just became aware of the draft Shelter Island Port 
Master Plan which just a small part of a much larger redevelopment plan for the San Diego Port Area.  We 
literally just got the Shelter Island Launch Ramp back in operation after a very lengthy renovation. Many us of 
were significantly impacted by not having access to the Shelter Island Launch Ramp and I did not bother even 
trying to access San Diego Bay until the ramp was back up in operation. Now, I am hearing that you people are 
planning on making some significant modifications to the Shelter Launch Ramp parking area and likely doing 
away with the nearby San Diego Marlin Club. I would like to know how any of this will increase my access to 
San Diego Bay? If you relocate the existing parking that we rely on to park our trucks and trailers to an off site 
location, how will this improve my access? Have you even thought about the traffic issues with people who 
will need to move their trucks and trailers to another location to park their rigs and then move them back to 
pick up their boats? What about people who must launch their boats by themselves?  As for not permitting 
the San Diego Marlin Club to stay in their present facility, how is that not restricting their members access? 
This club does a lot to support the sport fishing community.  Many of the nearby clubs do. The Shelter Island 
Launch Ramp is the only high capacity launch ramp serving San Diego Bay. Don't make things tougher on us 
boaters then they already are.  I am cc'ing the Coastal Commission because I cannot believe they will not have 
concerns with the overall scope of your proposed project. 

John Segoria 
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From: Jon S. <jonwho@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:03 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please do not take away shelter island parking

The Shelter Island parking is imperative to everyone that uses the Shelter Island launch ramp and the Marlin Club is 
basically a historical monument / landmark. I used the Shelter Island parking whenever I go down to San Diego which is 
at least 4 to 10 times per month I live in Dana Point and they have just changed the parking here to lessen the spaces 
and what I have noticed is anger between the clients that are using the parking and borderline violence between the 
people I would hate to see that same thing happened down there, but besides that it will take away any convenience 
there was and appeal please do not take away the parking and Marlin Club thank you for your time 
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From: Karen Fritz <k.fritz@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island and Bayfront walk

To whom it may concern: 

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are absolutely 
opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and surrounding area.  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted to 
enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 1970’s) and 
the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. As written in 
PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens, we have voiced our concerns about height issues and 
have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans for all citizens to 
enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is advocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a pristine 
environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to circumvent 
the law and want of its citizens, especially those most impacted by its negative expansion! Shelter Island is a beautiful 
peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening its neighbors and nearby neighborhoods by creating a 
visual blockage of our bay. 

Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just too many for 
an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue from over 
developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York.  Please keep our 
citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  Just today the traffic on Shelter Island Drive was backed up all the way to 
Rosecrans; how could you possibly allow more development? 

Also reconfiguring Anchorage Lane and building public restrooms, and public parking at the Bayfront on Talbot is absolutely a 
terrible idea.  What would you do with the existing buildings in order to have parking?  Is there no consideration for the 
residents of this area?  Or the many Roseville-La Playa residents who enjoy walking there and have for many, many years?  Are 
you going to widen Rosecrans in order to provide more access to this area?  The daily traffic is very heavy coming from the 
base and more vehicles accessing this area would be a disaster.   

There already have been numerous building developments allowed in our small neighborhood that are over the 30’ height 
limit, and the traffic has increased accordingly.   

Karen and Gene Fritz        

3203 Canon St. 

San Diego, CA 92106 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Kylie Kim <flohalola@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Development Concerns: A Street Corridor

Dear PMPU, 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns. We are new resident  owners at the Sapphire Tower at 1262 
Kettner and are worried about obstructions of our views. 

1. The PMPU makes no mention of preserving the A Street view corridor.
This is an established view corridor and is included in the  Downtown Community Plan. It must be preserved for the
beauty and value of our residents.

2. Regarding adding additional rooms at the Wyndham Hotel, any additions should not compromise the A Street view
corridor. The footprint must remain the same.

3) Regarding the District's acquisition of the US Naval Facilities at
1220 Pacific Highway, any development between the Grande North Townhouses and Wyndham cannot compromise the
views for Sapphire Tower residents towards the Bay. There should be no additional height to any new or altered
building.

We appreciate your consideration and trust that all efforts will be made to maintain our open corridors and beautiful 
views. 

Thank you, 
Kylie Kim 



1

From: Lani LoCoco <lanilococo@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

It is shocking that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted to 
enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 1970’s) 
and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. As 
written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent 
jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Sincerely, 
Lani LoCoco 
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From: Laurie Driscoll <driscoll92106@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Feedback / Port Master Plan discussion

 July 26, 2019 

Dear Chairman Bonelli and Unified Port Comissioners 

I am a native San Diegan and have lived my whole life as a resident of the La Playa Community. My family has owned the 
residence at 939 Scott Street since 1943. The pier/dock that is known as the “Wyatt’s Pier” was built by my grandfather, 
Clem Stose, for my mother Patty Wyatt, in 1944. Written permission was sought and given by then Port Captain, Joe 
Brennan. 

I am strongly opposed to PD1.31 that calls for the removal of the 4 private/public piers in the La Playa Basin. The piers 
are an integral part of the fabric of the community. They are part of what makes the Bessemer Path such a unique and 
special place. The natural bayside trail and the rustic piers gives residents and visitors a picturesque and nostalgic look at 
our wonderful city. 

The public portion of the piers, required by the Californian Coastal Commission has worked out very well.  People get an 
elevated view of the waterfront, marine life and landscapes. The “private” end provides income to the port, being 
charged market value, and provides a safety provision. All costs of the piers...upkeep, yearly inspections, repairs and 
insurance are at owners expense. These piers have provided the public with endless opportunities for photos . We have 
wedding proposals, family portraits, holiday cards, and vacation photos for people from all over the world.  

The use of these piers demonstrates a public/private relationship that I do not believe exists anywhere else in the State 
of California.   

Thank you, 
Laurie Wyatt Driscoll 
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From: Marilyn Brown <mbrown4@san.rr.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 10:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port's standards for redevelopment of the Ferry Landing site

Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Attn: Planning Dept. 

July 26, 2019 

1101 First Street #108 
Coronado, CA 

Re Port Master Plan Proposal: 

Having attended two meetings concerning the Port’s master plan proposal at the Coronado Baptist Church and at 
the Nautilus Room, I am very concerned that the Port’s plans run counter to the livable community standards of 
Coronado.   

Although the meetings emphasized that nothing is written stone at this point, rumors and a rendering now posted on 
the Coronado Point bulletin board suggest that in the offing are 350 new hotel rooms “consolidated parking” (?), 
more boat slips, and an emphasis on visitor (not resident) serving uses.  The Port has not committed to adhering to 
the Coronado height limitation, another worry. 

As a point of information, when the leases of the present establishments expire, will the present tenants have an 
affordable chance to lease again, and will the weekly farmers’ market be accommodated? 

Already Coronado is a destination for thousands of tourists who are, for the most part, welcomed by our hotels, 
restaurants, shops, summer concerts, the Coronado Historical Association tours, and Museum  and free shuttle 
service.  The numbers of tourists continue to grow without Port urging.   

There is a danger that with the Port’s assistance Coronado can cease to be a desirable destination as more traffic, 
more noise, more auto emissions, more crowding increase. 

Of course, those of us who have property values based on the charm of our community and in many cases our 
views, have reason to be wary of the Port’s plans. 

While the Port’s objectives to enhance revenue and the Coronado community’s objectives to maintain our charm 
and desirability as a livable community seem to be at odds, I can hope that the Port’s better angels will not allow it to 
be corrupted by persuasive developers for their gain and the detriment of  this unique “island.” 

Marilyn Brown 
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From: Mary Harder <maryharder41@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 11:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update for Shelter Island & 

Subdistricts

I am nearly a lifelong resident of Point Loma and generally visit Shelter Island on foot 6 days a week and walk La Playa 
Trail once a week. 

I have many objections to the Master Plan Update draft for Shelter Island and La Playa Trail.  -ru They include: 

PD 1.8   "Building height should be compatible, but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent jurisdiction 
standards."   High rise structures will inhibit views of the Bay from Point Loma.  The plan conveniently ignores "view 
accessibility" in this section.  Building heights should not exceed 30 feet. 

For West Shelter Island, the Plan calls for up to 1300 net new hotel rooms, additional retail, restaurant, and meeting 
space.  For East Shelter Island, the Plan suggests up to 300 net new hotel rooms and associated meeting space as well as 
new retail and restaurant space.  Rosecrans, Scott Street, and North Harbor Drive are already extremely congested with 
vehicles.  Our once quiet neighborhood of Point Loma has become over-run by cars.  The Plan will only make matters 
worse.  What about vehicle emissions?  In a disaster, could Shelter Island be efficiently evacuated? 

PD 1.4   Mobility hubs or centralized parking facilities.   To me, this sounds like additional metered parking.  From our 
experience in Roseville, when there is insufficient and/or metered parking, drivers park in our residential neighborhood, 
leaving few spaces for residents.  At first glance, a mobility hubs sounds like a positive solution to traffic and emissions 
problems.  However, many visitors come for  just for a quick drive around the island.   Others enjoy the view of the Bay 
from their cars in a parking lot.   Many locals bring food, barbecues, chairs, tents , and kids for picnics.  Under the Plan, 
would these drivers be required to transfer from their cars  to a tram, scooter, or bike to experience Shelter Island?   

PD 1.10. Adding gateway signage at the entrance of Shelter Island Drive.   Shelter Island Drive already is graced with the 
huge Shelter Island monument in the center of the roadway.   Don't visitors know they have reached Shelter Island when 
they turn onto Shelter Island Drive? 

Pad 1.37    Enhancement  of the Talbot Street trailhead with additional features.   Please don't overdevelop the La Playa 
Trail. 

In general, the Plan favors tourists over San Diego residents.  Tourists stay at hotels, bringing revenue to the Port of San 
Diego.   Locals come to Shelter Island for walks, picnics, drives, and boat launching, activities that do not bring money to 
the Port.  In my opinion, the Plan will have an extremely negative impact on Point Loma and its residents as well as 
destroying our treasured Shelter Island through overdevelopment and commercialization.    

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Mary Anderson <mamere99@mac.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 3:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan Points

To Whom It May Concern: 
Thanks to all at the Port of San Diego for all the good things you do every day that affects me and other 
residents of Coronado.  As a homeowner, however, I have some objections to the Proposed Master Plan 
Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to our wonderful Coronado.  Coronado may be a tourist 
destination which is quite an income producer for our city but it is also an historical community of families 
and home to the U.S. Navy and affiliated services.  Growth has always been good but your proposed Master 
Plan is excessive.  I agree with the following objections of which I am sure you are reading from many 
interested parties.  The following points are just not a “ditto” on what others think.  They are very well 
thought out factors that need to be carefully considered. 

Please review carefully and consider the following objections 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations. The return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado would be cost effective and possibly be a factor in
curbing the number of bridge accidents and subsequent shut downs.

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Work 
with the Audubon Society or similar organization to create more wildlife preserves. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.  

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing and use area 

for more activities. 
 
In advance I thank you for your consideration and hope that each of you will approach these decisions 
as though they were being proposed in your very own community. I believe in growth but not at the 
expense of a beautiful, historic and family oriented community. 

  
Sincerely, 
 
Mary M. Anderson 
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From: Matthew Genovese <magenovese1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:12 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please confirm this is inaccurate 

The rumor is thar the parking lot for the shelter Island boat ramp is going to be closed and used for other reasons. That 
is insane! This is the busiest launch ramp on the West Coast of the United States and just got a huge redo. The lot has 
been completely filled up with trailers at times over the last few years......even before the renovation.  There is no way 
the lot should be removed or even shrunken.  I would be happy to talk to you about my concerns. 
Matthew Genovese, MD 
619-838-7461
Magenovese1@gmail.com
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From: mike Hurd <mhurdole@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 11:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking 

Please do not remove the parking lot at shelter island launch ramp. This is a vital area for generations of fishing and 
tourist parking 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Nicole Grevelis <efitbody@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port master plan

To whom it may concern! 

I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My 
family and I are absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over 
development of Shelter Island and surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again, the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction 
San Diegans voted to enforce! Specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities 
west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our 
quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads, “Height should be 
compatible but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent jurisdiction standards”.  
That is. once again, a travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens, we have & continue to voice 
our concerns about height issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings 
blocking the views of our bay and oceans as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating, once again, to disregard its citizens and instead allow over building in 
areas that have a pristine environmental enjoyment. All of our citizens should be able to enjoy this. 
Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to circumvent the law and wants of its 
local, tax paying citizens!  

Shelter Island is a beautiful, peaceful location that local citizens enjoy daily, without an over burdening 
of it’s neighbors and nearby neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking, adding 1600 new hotel rooms, 1300 on the west side of shelter island and 300 on the 
east is just too many for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental 
ramifications and even crime that will ensue from over developing a community already overburdened 
by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York! We beg of you to keep its local, tax paying 
citizens in mind and NOT go forward with this plan.  

Nicole Grevelis-Hasl 
A 92106 resident 

Thank you. 
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From: Marjorie Justice <susiejane10@att.net>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 12:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Patti and Richard Rank
Subject: PORT Master Plan Update

We are writing about the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update. 

Our grandparents settled on Point Loma in 1914. We each had a parent born on the Point, one in 1914 & one in 1916. 
Our family has lived here continuously since 1914.  We are concerned senior citizens who have enjoyed a lifetime on 
Point Loma. 

The Master Plan concerning the Shelter Island Section upsets us.  The proposed changes alter the character of Shelter 
Island & the surrounding area.  We feel this plan is driven by greed & the Port wanting more & more money.  It is all 
about promoting tourism & has nothing to do with enriching the lives of the people who live here. 

I, Patricia Rank, was an elected member of the Peninsula Planning Board for 2 terms (6 years).  The Peninsula is very 
dear to me and I want only the best for all people living, working & playing here.  I don’t feel this plan serves the people 
who live here.  I, Marjorie Justice, strongly feel the same. 

Shelter Island is the only park right on the bay for the local Point Loma population to enjoy.  Several senior citizens enjoy 
spending time there as do young families using the playground.  Some seniors walk, including us, but many like to sit in 
their cars & watch the boats, planes, birds, people, etc.  Now you want to take away most of the parking.   

The Plan seems to indicate that the parking lots will be removed in favor of on-street parking.  Whether you like it or 
not, most people need to drive to get to Shelter Island. 
Most people will NOT be biking.  Most seniors don’t bike nor do families with young children.  We don’t think the people 
fishing off the pier do either.  The vast majority of people need to drive & then PARK to enjoy the area.  And, what about 
the people who attend the concerts at Humphries?  Where are they to park? 

The plan seems to call for a total of 1600 new hotel rooms.  The best we can figure, Shelter Island now has about 700 
hotel rooms.  We think we heard that one hotel is to be a high-rise above the 30 foot height limit.  What are you 
thinking?  There are laws in place to protect the  waterfront.  We think this whole plan is about the greed of The Port 
and has nothing to do with improving the lives of the people of San Diego.  We need parks, not hotels & retail.  You are 
trying to make Shelter Island a tourist destination.  There are plenty of other places for tourists to go. 

We understand that the Plan calls for narrowing Scott Street.  That is also a bad idea. Scott Street is used a lot to bypass 
Rosecrans Street, which gets very backed up.  It is used by the people who work at the Sub base & SPAWARS & the 
locals. 

PD1.31 calls for the removal of historic docks.  We walk La Playa Trail & enjoy the quaintness that the docks add to the 
area.  The docks are part of what makes the walk so special and unique.  We are against their removal.   

Thank you for your time & consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Rank & Marjorie Justice 
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From: Pavel Bonev <paveltbonev@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:36 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island launch ramp

Why are you removing something so much money and time was invested in? 
You cannot just waste taxpayers money like that!!! 
The hell with you! 
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From: Richard Atkinson <richard.atkinson@steritech.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 11:30 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking removal plan

To whom it may concern, 
I was made aware that there are plans to remove the parking spaces at shelter island and replace it with green space 
and a bike lane. The launch ramp was just completed and those spaces are critical for the boaters and fishermen who 
plan to use it. It makes absolutely no sense at all. Using the Marlin club area as an alternative is ridiculous. I commented 
to my wife that finally my tax money has gone to some good use after it was completed and now to hear that the city is 
going to do something this idiotic makes me throw up my hands. This will be a vote changer for me in the future it it 
happens! 

This e-mail together with any attachments is intended only for the recipient(s)  
named above. It may contain confidential and/or privileged information and  
express views or opinions that are those of the sender and not necessarily of  
the sender's organization. The disclosure, reproduction, distribution or other  
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited by anyone other  
than the intended recipient(s). If you are not a named recipient, please contact the 
sender and delete this e-mail from your system.  

Rentokil North America, Inc., 1125 Berkshire Blvd, Suite 150, Wyomissing, PA 19610 
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From: Rob ALLEN <roballentchr@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking lot removal.

Parking lot removal?!?! 
What sense does it make to improve the shelter island ramp and the remove the parking lot for the tru ks and 
trailers? I spend a lot of money in this city with food fuel and bait. Please rethink this reprehensible idea   

Get Outlook for Android 



1

From: Robert Leckrone <rleckrone@burkhartdental.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking lot removal

Hello,   

I am writing this with concern for the plan  to remove the shelter island boat trailer lot.  

If this is true this will be a major disservice to the S.D. boating community.  

Please consider the impact on the people that trailer boats.  

I live in north county and this would be a major problem as my family and I use the parking frequently.  

Last few years I got a slip in mission bay because of the ramp being closed. We really like the new ramp. Nice job! 

I would be forced to do the same thing if no parking is avail. I would avoid the big bay altogether.  

Thanks for your consideration.  

Rob Leckrone  
Cell (760) 458 6329 
Fax (866) 403-0129 
Service (800) 552-4522 
www.burkhartdental.com 
Integrity. Knowledge. Client Success. 
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From: Angela Crivello <scolapasta5@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:10 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island/LaPlaya comment

Dear Sir/Madam: 

I attended the meeting at Liberty Station along with my mother (88) and Uncle (89) both native Point Lomans, three 
separate households, who knew nothing of the ports plans until I saw it on Facebook. Please give us more time to give 
you our input into a plan that will affect many generations. 

Here are my concerns and wants: No increase in hotel rooms on Shelter Island 
 Keep the marine businesses that support boating on Shelter Island 
 Keep the 30 foot height limit 
 Please keep in mind the traffic. We have military that use both Rosecrans and Catalina to 

and from work. 
 No bathroom installation at the foot of Talbot. It is not needed. 
 Keep the trail at the foot of Talbot (Bessemer path) in its natural state 
 Keep the historic piers  

Sincerely, 
Sal and Angela Crivello 
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From: sdjfish@aol.com
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Boat ramp parking

Hi 

Please reconsider any relocation of the trailer boat parking lot adjacent to the Shelter Island Boat Ramp to any other 
location than the current one. There are many senior and handicapped boaters that cannot walk as far as others and 
having a parking lot adjacent to the ramp for access and boat preparation is vital. Also during the peak fishing season 
which runs for 8 + months in San Diego we need more parking not less and certainly not offsite from the ramp.  

Moving the trailer boat parking away from the ramp could cause traffic issues at peak times such as but not limited to the 
4th of July and the Christmas Boat Parade. Boating in general is often regulated by the available daylight hours and many 
boaters possibly with families will be launching and retrieving their boats all at the same time.  

Also many people utilize the boat ramp at all hours of the day and night year round. Lobster season is extremely popular 
in San Diego and runs Sept to April with all fishing done at night. Walking a long distance in the dark to locate a tow 
vehicle could place boaters in vulnerable situations.  

San Diego has a long history with sport and commercial fishing please dont forget the sport fishing and boating voters. 

Steve Johnson 
760 522 6608 
1153 Pebble Springs Ln 
Escondido  92026 
sdjfish@aol.com 
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From: Steve Pazol <stevepazol@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 10:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Port plan comments

The Shelter island boat ramp is one of the most used ramps in California. We could use 
more parking spaces, not less, since the lots are quite full in the summer and especially 
on weekends. In addition, the San Diego Marlin club is a San Diego institution and does 
much to support recreational fishing and San Diego in general and should not be forced 
out.  

Thank you. 

Steve Pazol 
--  
Steve Pazol 
t: 858.255.4466 
stevepazol@gmail.com
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From: surfish <surfish4@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: boat trailer parking

I saw that you were elmating most of the boat trailer parking? 
Please say it isn't so,please. 
Thanks  
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From: Tim Coleman <tim.coleman@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: "Master Plan" Removal of parking @ Shelter Island boat ramp.

I just became aware of the “Master Plan” make-over for Shelter Island. 

San Diego is a world-class fishing destination. Getting rid of the parking at Shelter Island boat ramp not only undermines 
tax payers and the sport fishing/boating community in San Diego but it will hurt many local businesses. 

Please reconsider. 

Thanks. 
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From: Todd Noe <todd@noedesignco.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan for Shelter Island

To whom it may concern, 

I just learned of the “Master Plan” for the Shelter Island waterfront area(s).  
The plan seeks to remove rich history of this great city and replace it with green belts and walking/biking trails.  
As a 3rd generation San Diegan, this is very concerning and heartbreaking.  
This is devastating to the fishing/boating community and local businesses.  
The city has a major problem with homelessness and little or no plan to deal with the crisis.  
A green belt/park atmosphere will undoubtedly welcome more homeless people, drugs, diseases, crime, and an 
unsafe/unfriendly environment for families and tourists.  

Please rethink your plan, and take the Safety of our Community and the Interests of our Residents into your 
consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Todd Noe 
Noe Design Co. 
Maiden Steel 
10447 Roselle St. #2 
San Diego, CA 92121 
858.886.7221 Office 
760.390.7211 Mobile 
www.noedesignco.com 
www.maidensteel.com 

Confidentiality Notice: The contents of this email, all related responses and any files and/or attachments transmitted 
with it are CONFIDENTIAL and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
This email may contain legally privileged information and may not be disclosed, copied or distributed to anyone without 
authorization from the email's originator. It is strictly prohibited for unaddressed individuals or entities to take any 
action based on upon information contained in this email. If you have received this email in error, please notify the 
sender immediately and delete all copies from your system.  
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From: Todd Mora <toddvmora@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 12:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Marlin Club of San Diego

The Marlin Club must remain at its current location. The club is a hub to a richly connected community. The work of the 
club benefits our community greatly. Removing the club will only degrade Shelter Island's history of sport & commercial 
fishing.  We must preserve the Marlin Club. 

--  
Todd Victor Mora, LL.M. 

The Law Offices of Todd V. Mora 
3354 Talbot Street, San Diego CA 92106 T:(619)517-6607 E:toddvmora@gmail.com 

Disclosure Re: Fair Debt Collection Practices Act: This is a communication from a “debt collector”.  Any information obtained as the result of this 
transmission may be used for that purpose. 

E-mail Confidentiality: The information contained in this e-mail, and in any accompanying and/or attached documents and/or files, may constitute 
confidential and/or legally privileged information.  The information is intended only for use by the designated recipient.  If you are not the intended 
recipient (or responsible for the delivery of the message to the intended recipient), you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, 
copying, or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance on this e-mail is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email communication in error, 
please notify the sender immediately, destroy any and all hard copies of this communication,  and delete the message from your entire system,
including any recycle bin or wastebasket.  No one can guarantee the security of email communications.  We do not employ encryption 
methods.  Any use of email is at your own risk.

Disclosure Under Treasury Circular 230: The United States Federal tax advice, if any, contained in any email transmissions or attachments may not 
be used or referred to in the promoting, marketing or recommending of any entity, investment plan or arrangement, nor is such advice intended or 
written to be used, and may not be used, by a taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding Federal tax penalties. 
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From: Tom Muehleman <tmuehleman@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Master plan

I just became aware of the master plan for the Shelter Island area. Growing up in San 
Diego as a 3rd generation resident and fisherman I have seen a lot of changes made to 
the bay that have pushed out commercial fishing and sportfishing. I am concerned with the 
latest changes proposed in the master plan that will affect every business that surrounds 
the area supplying fishermen.  

The removal of the Shelter Island boat ramp parking lot would be a disaster to sport 
fishing and private boating in San Diego. The launch ramp is the busiest in Southern 
California as it is the closest to the harbor mouth and bait receivers. The recent remodel of 
the ramp was done during a fishing season and while this was bad enough there was a 
big decline in business such as bait receivers, surrounding fishing supply stores and fuel 
docks. Removing the parking lot will put more pressure on already crowded Mission Bay 
launch ramps and devastate the local fishing businesses that rely on private boat traffic 
during the summer seasons. I am also concerned that the green belt will provide another 
place for the homeless to hang out and trash, detouring tourism, not attracting locals and 
hindering business in the local area. 

My second concern is on the master plan for Shelter Island The historic San Diego Marlin 
Club is not in the plan and looks to be removed to build parking along the already busy 
corridor entrance to Shelter Island. The Marlin Club is the only place in San Diego Bay 
that can weigh a world record fish. No other clubs or weigh stations exist in San Diego 
Bay beside the private Fishermans Landing and Point Loma Fishing concessions that do 
not allow private boaters weight fish. San Diego is a world-class fishing destination for 
world-record fishing and we are the leaders in fishing techniques and technology. The 
dock at The San Diego Marlin Club has a hoist that lifts the fish out of the boat and on to a 
gurney where it is wheeled up to a crowd of tourists and other fishermen that are there to 
see the magnificent fish that are brought in. Many times the street has been stopped as a 
world record fish is put on the scale then hoisted up for all to see. This type of random 
event’s does not go on anywhere else in the bay that is open to the public on the west 
coast. The removal of The San Diego Marlin Club would be removing a rich history from 
San Diego and would change the fishing community in a negative way.  

Regards, 
Tom Muehleman 

--  
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Regards, 
 
Tom Muehleman 
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From: Van Thaxton <thaxtonfam@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 7:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island

Dear Port Committee, 

I am writing in regard to the Port Master plan, specifically with respect to Planning District 
1 Shelter Island. Along with my family and neighbors, my concerns are as follows: 

-  I oppose the violation of the currently imposed height restrictions in the area as it
would be in conflict and incompatible with the nature of the existing older neighborhood 
and surrounding homes and buildings. 

-  I oppose the commercial over-development of the area around the San Diego Yacht
Club and the nature path leading from the Club to Kellogg Beach, including the 
installation of visitor attractions, public transit facilities, fixed permanent amenities, 
including public toilets. This area has been in its current and natural state and enjoyed 
by San Diegans and visitors for decades. 

- I oppose the narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes and the addition
of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods, and any improvements that force
existing property owners to pay for improvements. Neighborhoods are for the neighbors, not for the public.
Installing urban features in an established suburban neighborhood is unfair to the taxpayer who never
intended to live in a city-like environment and this plan does not take into consideration the impact these
changes have on the residents of Point Loma and La Playa.

-  I oppose a 20’ wide promenade connecting the La Playa Trail to Shelter Island as well
as any path around the shoreline and through the three yacht clubs: San Diego Yacht 
Club, Silvergate Yacht Club and Southwestern Yacht Club. These clubs are membership 
clubs. Allowing public access through these clubs does not take into consideration the 
activities of the paying members of these clubs and would exacerbate the already 
challenging homeless security problems that exist. 

-  I oppose the addition of 1,600 of new hotel rooms in the Shelter Island area, a nearly
200% increase. This addition will increase traffic, crime, homeless camps, and change 
the current existing flavor of the Island. Furthermore, safety on the Island is at issue. 
Shelter Island is difficult enough to exit when events such as concerts and fireworks 
take place; imagine a mass evacuation during an emergency with 1,600 new hotel rooms 
with only one egress.  

Please consider in your master plan to maintain the sensitive environmental areas of the 
beach and path leading to Kellogg Beach as well as the shorelines and surrounding parks 
of Shelter Island. We hope you will continue to support public use of these wonderful 
resources currently in existence as well as our valued Harbor Patrol at the end of Shelter 
Island. 
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Point Loma, La Playa, and Shelter Island are jewels in San Diego and have been for 
decades. Please let its residents and all San Diegans continue to enjoy them without the 
blight of overdevelopment that has infected so much of our city.  

Thank you, 

  

Van Thaxton 

825 Silvergate Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92106  
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From: Vincent Hayworth <justinhayworth19@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please do not take away our parking at shelter island launch ramp !
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From: Virginia Buerger <vlb60091@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 4:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: changes at Shelter Island

Greetings !  I am NOT in favor or increasing height limits on Shelter Island nor putting 1300 additional hotel rooms there.  
The traffic configurations won’t handle it and it will fundamentally change the area . 
Virginia Buerger  
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From: Alex Bravo <Alex.Bravo@intersystems.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 3:54 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking lot

Dear San Diego Port Master, 

I have just found out that there are plans to replace the Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking lot. 

Please reconsider. 

Shelter island boat ramp is the number 1 most used boat ramp in California. We need more parking spaces, not less.

The money that was invested into the upgrade of the Shelter Island launch ramp would no longer be taken 
advantage with reduced parking.  It really does not make sense.  One of the most attractive characteristics of San 
Diego that make it “THE” top city on earth is access to all water sports.  Removal of the #1 most used boat ramp 
parking spaces is a detriment to that access. 

I am sure that a green belt enhancement can be planned elsewhere without affecting the existing parking lot.  If 
anything, more parking is needed, not less. 

Alexander Bravo 
Sales Engineer | InterSystems  
Direct: +1.703.748.4037 | Mobile: +1.858.231.5102 
InterSystems.com  
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From: Alma Ronis <alronis@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; gboneelli@portofsandiego.org; Ann 

Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; rvalderamma@portofsandiego.org
Subject: Proposed Ferry Landing Hotel

Hello Everyone, 

As a long time ( 30 years ) resident of Coronado I would ask you to please consider the increased traffic and overall 
congestion that the proposed ferry landing hotel would bring to Coronado. Overall occupancy in the existing Coronado 
hotels is down, and even so the Hotel Del Coronado is adding hundreds of new rooms. 

So yet another hotel on this tiny island seems overkill and would only harm the existing local hotels. 

Thank you for reading this email. 
Alma Ronis 

Ronis Fine Art 
1946 Broadway 
San Diego, CA 92102 
619-851-5595
ronisfineart.com
*please consider the environment before printing this email*
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From: Andy Redding <andyredding@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 4:33 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan PUBLIC COMMENT

It has come to my attention that the Port of San Diego has made what I consider to be two egregious 
errors in the Port of San Diego Master Plan. I am referring to the potential elimination of trailer boat 
tow vehicle parking adjacent to the newly remodeled boat launching facility on Shelter Island, and the 
potential elimination of the San Diego Marlin Club along Shelter Island Drive.  

In the most recent documentation, it appears that the trailer boat tow vehicle parking would be 
eliminated and replaced with grass and walking/biking paths. This would be the worst case scenario 
for trailer boat enthusiasts. I am hopeful that this was simply an oversight in writing the draft proposal 
and that an over-eager draftsperson misinterpreted the extent to which the new grass and bike path 
would encompass. I strongly urge the Port of San Diego to re-examine the proposal and make 
significant changes to the land use language and drawings/images/maps to reflect the need for and 
continued allocation of space for trailer boat enthusiasts to park their trailer rigs in the current parking 
lot adjacent to the newly remodeled launch ramp facility. 

Second, I urge the Port of San Diego to re-examine the glaring omission of what is to become of the 
historic San Diego Marlin Club. It appears as though the Marlin Club is not being included in any way 
in the planning of the Shelter Island area in the Port Master Plan. Again I hope that this was simply an 
oversight by the planners and designers, and not an underhanded attempt to eliminate a celebrated 
institution that has existed in San Diego for 88 years. 

Thank you for your attention to these issues. 

Andy Redding 

andyredding@yahoo.com 

760-390-3398
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From: anngoodfel@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 3:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; dmalcolm@portofsandiego.com; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado

Dear Mayor Bailey, Council Members, Fellow Citizens, and Port,

I recently attended the meeting sponsored by the Port for the citizens of Coronado.  I 
left very sad.  If, for any moment you think this project is only in the early stages, you 
are very wrong.  The Port would not be spending money on displays; planning these 
meetings, etc. , if it were not a DONE deal.  There is NO reason to trust the Port.  They 
have done nothing to gain our respect or trust. It is rather insulting for them to assume 
we are so gullible and yet they KNOW there is nothing we can do.

Do you ever stop to think about the “abusive use of power” that the Port exercises over 
Coronado and its citizens?  Look at the Coronado Yacht Club situation; they control the 
Coronado Golf Course, just to mention a few. When I voted for mayor and council, I did 
it in good faith that they would take “stewardship” (protect) of Coronado; it’s resources 
and its citizens.  I now realize they have NO power in protecting the resources or 
citizens from the Port and it’s decisions. Earlier, when I wrote to our Mayor about the 
situation, his response was that he could not do anything and to contact the Port.  That 
was my first “red flag”.  We do not vote for one member of the Port 
Commission.  Sadly, the commissioners didn’t even have the respect or courtesy to 
come to the meeting.  They sent their staff as the “sacrificial lambs”.  Sadly, only one 
member lives in Coronado and so the majority of the committee don’t experience the 
challenges we face in Coronado.  

Coronado citizens have shared our island with the Navy and all the many tourists for 
years.  For the most part, very amicably.  Sadly, each year it seems to get more difficult 
but we all work together to make it work.  To blatantly add hotels, etc. to increase 
people and traffic to an already difficult challenge is an insult to the citizens of 
Coronado.  Our beautiful island (home) is being destroyed.  People that don’t even live 
here are destroying it and we have NO recourse.  So…do we just give our island 
away?

Sincerely,
Ann Goodfellow
520 C Ave.
Coronado, Ca  92118
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From: Anne Jackson-Hefti <annejacksonhefti@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:21 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: NO ! to district 1 Port Master Plan

To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. My family and I are 
absolutely opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over development of Shelter Island and 
surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and congestion. 
As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent 
jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height issues 
and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans for all 
citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion and environmental ramifications that ensue from over 
developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York please keep its 
citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan. 
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From: annetbroat@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:24 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Ferry Landing Marketplace

To whom it may concern: 

I have owned a condominium at Coronado Point for over 20 years and I am very concerned about the proposed project at 
the Ferry Landing Marketplace. 

I am AGAINST the proposed plan! 

I feel very strongly that this new plan will commercialize Coronado and it will never again the quaint, laid-back, peaceful, 
and nostalgic city it has been for the last 20 years. 

I love the City for the peacefulness and the quaintness.  This proposed plan will make it a tourist trap with noise and 
commotion that is foreign to this city.  The people visiting will  not care about the noise or the cleanliness because it is not 
their city.   

Please keep Coronado the way it is. 

Respectfully, 

Annette Broatch 
1101 First Street #307 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: tatobarb@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:41 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: tatojohn@aol.com; rbailey@coronado.ca.us; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; 

wbenzian@coronado.ca.us; mdonovan@coronado.ca.us; mheinze@coronado.ca.us
Subject: Public Comment on Port Master Plan Update

350 F Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
July 27, 2019 

The Port of San Diego 
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101-1128 

Subject:  Public Comment on Port Master Plan Update 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We attended the presentation in Coronado by Port Staff on July 15, 2019 and found it informative.  However, we do not 
agree with all that was presented and offer some additional thoughts.   

Objection 1:   When looking at the Guiding Principles of the Master Plan we found two particularly relevant to 
Coronado:  “A. Achieve synergy among partnering agencies and stakeholders.” and “B. Promote clean air, healthy 
communities, and environmental justice.”  However, when looking at the Port Master Plan Update Goals, we find them 
to be in conflict with the two Guiding Principles.  The goals include balancing the needs of development with those of 
valuable natural resources and prioritizing planning features and guidelines for development to quickly adjust to 
market demands. Nowhere do these goals mention the residential stakeholders of Coronado. This omission 
contradicts Guiding Principle A above.  Secondly, recent totals of traffic over the bridge to and from Coronado 
average 84,318 on weekdays and 55, 748 over the weekend. The potential of building a 350 room hotel only will add 
to the congestion in Coronado and will further impair the clean air, healthy community, and environment of Coronado 
in contradiction to Guiding Principle B above. 

Objection 2:  We believe Coronado is unique in its character when compared to the rest of the properties under the 
jurisdiction of the Port of San Diego.  Unlike Harbor and Shelter Islands or the other lands adjacent to the Bay within 
the City of San Diego, Coronado is a community comprised of mostly residential and military property.  Commercial 
property represents a small component of the land use of Coronado. We are concerned that the Master Plan Update 
does not seem to differentiate between the jurisdictions to the detriment of Coronado. 

Objection 3:  Another goal of the Proposed Port Master Plan Update is to “protect opportunities for public access and 
parks on the waterfront for all Californians and visitors to enjoy.”  We fully concur with this goal but are concerned that 
a proposed development of a 350-room hotel and corresponding parking on the Ferry Landing property will impinge 
on the natural resources the Port is supposed to be protecting.  The present development of the Ferry Landing is 
already dominated by paved parking areas.  The future development criteria for the Ferry Landing should stipulate 
below grade parking with the area above the parking devoted to parkland and limited commercial development 
equivalent to what presently exists at the Ferry Landing.   

Objection 4:  We strongly object to the re-designation of Coronado’s golf course from “golf course” to “commercial 
recreational”.  Considering that the golf course is one of the few, if not the only golf course under the jurisdiction of the 
Port Authority, the explanation that the re-designation to “commercial residential” is a simplification of nomenclature 
appears disingenuous.  Commercial recreational is the nomenclature identified with the current Marriott property. This 
re-designation provides the potential of the golf course becoming another hotel property with golf course access.  This 
re-designation could result in less public access to the waterfront. 
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Objection 5:  We do not support expanding the number of docks at the Ferry Landing for private boats to access 
restaurants and Coronado.  Many residents and visitors use the beaches on the bay for family swimming.  Additional 
boats could take away these spaces and be a safety concern for swimmers.  Alternatively, we would encourage the 
Port to consider ways of increasing ferry use and access to Coronado thereby reducing the number of vehicles 
coming into the city, increasing ferry revenue, and being more environmentally sensitive. 
  
Suggestion 1:  We would support expanded public access to the Bay through pathways around the shoreline of the 
golf course and through the Coronado Yacht Club.  
  
Suggestion 2:  We encourage the Port to consider revitalizing the wetlands habitat around Coronado’s shoreline 
where feasible and improve ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and 
wetland vegetation.  This opportunity would be consistent with Guiding Principle E “Incorporate state of the art 
sustainability practices” and would not detract from Coronado’s residential community – a win-win for all.   

  
Finally, the one question we came away with after the presentation is, “What does the Port envision for Coronado that the 
current Master Plan does not accommodate or allow?”  The proposed uses of the Ferry Landing and re-designation of the 
golf course as “commercial recreational” clearly indicate the Port Authority’s commitment to overdevelopment in an 
already densely developed community that has significant issues with excessive traffic and the attendant air, noise, and 
visual pollution.   
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Barbara and John Tato 
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From: Chrissnow3329 <chrissnow3329@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:22 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Input on PMPU for Planning District 1

Hi: 

I wanted to give some input on the Master Plan discussion draft as it pertains to District 1. My family and I live directly 
adjacent to the La Playa trail. We are Port tenants. Thank you for all your hard work in putting this together. I am sure it 
was and will be no easy task to finalize this.  

Specific comments here: 

PD1.1—Narrowing of Scott Street. While the idea of having a multi use path along Scott Street is a great idea I dod not 
think from a traffic standpoint it is practical. The increase in the housing density with new condos in the 
Roseville/LaPlaya area is significant in recent years. Scott St is the only direct way to get from Pt. Loma to downtown and 
the airport. Making this a two lane road will turn Scott into a traffic mess. Rosecrans is already quite busy at most times 
of the day and loss of two lanes on Scott will only make that worse. Keep in mind the Scott also handles a lot of 
commuter traffic onto and off the Submarine base (check the traffic at 6 AM any weekday morning going onto the sub 
base… It is bumper to bumper).  

PD 1.2a— It is not necessary to do this. Spanish Landing and Shelter Island are two different destinations. People do not 
practically go for one to the other. There is already a walking path in from of the Point Loma 
Seafood/Sprotfishing/Intrepid Landing if you want to walk to one or the other.  

PD 1.6 and PD 1.8— These to items seem to be in contradiction to each other. 1.6 seems to suggest maintaining 
overlooks and views of the water while 1.8 is encouraging allowing non-conformance to building heights. I my opinion 
buildings adjacent to the water should be low in height (i.e. 1 story) to maintain as much view as possible.  

PD 1.11—There presently needs to be sand replenishment at Kellogs beach. However the Port must look into what is 
causing the sane to disappear. In the last 10 years the riprap that run somewhat parallel to San Antonio Ave and starts 
and border with with the Navy property line running north/south has been added to. When that happened thousand 
started to disappear from parts of Kellogs. It disappears more from the south end of the beach (one home waterfront 
home has a serious issue) and gets added more toward the north end of Kellogs. Anyhow this needs to be looked at. 
Solving this could save the Port alot of money in sand replenishment… 

PD1.25—Highly oppose adding new hotel rooms on Shelter Island drive. Shelter Island already has four larger hotels on 
it. Shelter Island needs to be maintained as a recreation area and as a working waterfront. There are new hotels within 
walking distance of Shelter Island adjacent to Liberty Station with room to build more.  

La Playa Piers 

PD 1.30 and PD 1.31—Highly oppose the removal of existing piers. I know the Port gets good revenue for these and the 
pier part of all of them are open to the public. As long as the tenants are paying a fair rent to the Port I do not see what 
the damage by having a few piers in place is. In fact I would encourage a scheme to put a limited number of new piers in. 
These can be lighted and increase public safety at night.  

La Playa Trail 
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It is great to see the Port embracing the idea of keeping the La Playa Trail a natural walking path. Since the removal of 
the Navy pipeline and the replanting of the native plants the increase in wildlife has been significant. The effect of some 
additional vegetation has been truly amazing. Many more migratory wildfowl stopping over in the winter!!! I highly 
encourage whatever can be done to maintain this.  
 
PD 1.34 Keeping the trail to 6 feet is great but in some areas the trail is already wider than six feet. This mostly due to 
resident accessing properties by driving on the path. I suggest: 
 
1) Add bollards at the south end of the north section of the path. 
2) Start a project to replant more of the worn down areas with native species to narrow the path. 
 
PD 1.35 Adding pedestrian amenites and public safety features. Not sure what this means but it can be construed as 
development of the path and I would have to oppose this. The path is a delight as is. It is also quite short so dod not see 
the need to add here.  
 
PD 1.37. Again this seems like development and I do not see the need for this. Additional seating and shade structures 
will introduce concrete, foundations and the like which I think is in contravention to keeping the path natural as stated 
in PD 1.32 
 
Again thanks for all your hard work to put this forward…  
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Chris Snow 
619-922-3328(C) 
linkedin.com/in/chris-snow1 
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From: Curt <psychomutt@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: parking lot removal

What the heck is going on around here. They want to remove the parking lot at the shelter island launch ramp? They just 
spent a ton of money to improve the ramp. What good is it if you can't park anywhere???????  

Please stop this madness. 

Curt Masters 
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From: David Staggs <djstaggs@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:25 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking lot

Port Master, 

Need the shelter island boat ramp parking lot and marlin club to remain untouched. 

VR, 
Dave Staggs 
619-723-9931
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From: David Knop <dknop@san.rr.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:47 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: David Knop
Subject: Comments on the Port’s Proposed Master Plan Update (PMPU) of Planning District 10 

Coronado Bayfront

Mr. Garry Bonelli, Chairman, Unified Port of San Diego 

Sir, 

I oppose the current Fairy Landing redevelopment proposals as outlined in the Port’s Proposed 
Master Plan Update (PMPU) of Planning District 10, Coronado Bayfront. My reasons are stated as 
follows: 

The PMPU proposes profound changes in contraposition to the City of Coronado’s history of 
maintaining a village atmosphere throughout. 

At times, visitors and residents alike currently content with stop-and-go traffic from the foot of 
the bridge in Barrio Logan to Coronado’s ocean beaches. The PMPU proposals further burden 
existing infrastructure by increasing traffic density to Coronado’s bay and ocean beaches and its 
approaches, including Interstate 5, year-round. Costs may accrue to users. 

As I understand it, the San Diego-Coronado bay Bridge is currently beyond designed traffic 
volume capacity, a factor which the PMPU does not address. It is reasonable to assume that 
increased traffic on the bridge will shorten its service life. It is also reasonable to assume that 
the Port will not share the increased costs of bridge maintenance and ultimate replacement.  

The PMPU does not expand public access for recreation, increase open space, address wetland or 
other ecosystem issues, and appears to be motivated solely by the Port’s desire to increase its 
revenue stream. In the main, the ill-conceived proposals will substantially decrease public 
enjoyment of a charming coastal village which has been welcoming visitors since 1886. 

Respectfully, 

David E. Knop 
1101 First street, Unit 106 
Coronado, CA  92118 



1

From: Dave S <dave_svt1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Master Plan

I was shocked to learn that the new "Master Plan" has no provision for the Shelter Island boat launch parking lot. You 
have to be kidding me, after a multi million dollar renovation of the public boat launch which is the busiest in the State of 
California, now you are proposing eliminating the parking lot and thereby the newly renovated boat launch? What kind of 
backwards city planning is this? 

You have millions of dollars of business which flows through that boat launch every year and it doesn't work without the 
accompanying parking lot for the boats, trucks and trailers. Moreover, how can you NOT include the Marlin Club which 
has been a landmark for the sport fishing industry for decades. San Diego used to be known as the tuna capital of the 
west coast, it is a historic club with an extremely active membership.  

If the parking lot and Marlin Club are eliminated from your "master plan", you will destroy the recreational boating industry. 
We can't all afford $600/month boat slips, I would ask that you carefully rethink any preposterous changes which have 
been suggested thus far. 

Regards, 

David Spear 
Chula Vista, CA 
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From: Cook, Dennis <Dennis.Cook@trimarkusa.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:03 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island Launch Ramp Parking
Attachments: Port-Master-Plan-Update-Discussion-Draft-Overview-comment-form (1).pdf

See my attached comment regarding your idea of removing the parking lot at shelter island. 

Dennis Cook 
Project Manager 
TriMark Orange County, 210 Commerce, Irvine, CA 92602 
P 949-474-1000  | C 949-279-6660 | dennis.cook@trimarkusa.com 

trimarkusa.com   

This transmission is CONFIDENTIAL and the information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it 
is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is STRICTLY 
PROHIBITED. If you have received the transmission in error, please immediately notify us by e-mail and/or telephone, 
and delete the transmission and any attachments from your mailbox. Thank you.  



 COMMENTS

The Port is inviting the public to review the full Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update 
and provide written comment during a 90-day review period, ending July 31, 2019.

To submit comments on the Discussion Draft, please write 
your comments above and mail this form to:

Port of San Diego
Attn: Planning Department
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Or email your comments to PMPU@portofsandiego.org.

Dennis.Cook
Text Box
After all the work you put into the new boat ramp now you want to get rid of the parking.  What a joke that would be.  This is the most used ramp in the state of Ca.  I was there just a few weeks ago. I drove 90 miles to get there.   Personally I think of one thing when I think of San Diego, FISHING whether it is freshwater or saltwater. I got to the ramp,  Shelter Island at 7:30am and the parking was already  95% FULL.  where will i park if you remove any of the current parking.    
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From: douginnis@cox.net
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:06 AM
To: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov; Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comments San Diego Port Master Plan-  Shelter Island Boat Ramp and Co-

Located Boater Parking  

Dear San Diego Port and Ca. Coastal Commission, 

I am against the current proposed master plan for Shelter Island as it impacts public usage, boater parking and 
the co located and integral use of the newly improved Shelter Island Boat Launch ramp.    This parking lot in its 
current location is part of the launch ramp system and is a longstanding public resource, heavily used and 
loved by the community for decades.  Also, as your aware this boat ramp is one of the busiest in the 
country.  The Shelter Island Boat Ramp and the adjacent integral boat trailer and public parking for the 
community must not be sacrificed.   
Each and every parking space must be saved in the current parking lot location adjacent to this heavily used 
public resource.    

My suggestion is to beautify and improve the current parking lot footprint so as not to impact the use of the 
system without sacrificing ANY boater or public parking spaces.   There are many opportunities to greatly 
improve the multi-function the use and aesthetics of the parking lot area without sacrificing the current 
boater parking function and co-location next to the boat ramp.   Please feel free to contact me if you would 
like to discuss further any specific suggestions.   

Last, thank you for your openness and involving the community in the review process.  I would encourage you 
and the teams to take a step back and rethink this one.    

Sincerely, 
Doug Innis 
619-884-2302
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From: Ericka GRAY <erickalgray@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

It is critical to leave the shelter Island launch ramp with parking lot available to the public. The marlin club is also a staple 
in the area and important to the history of San Diego. 

Thanks, 
Ericka Gray 
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From: Frankie Cimino <luciddreamsxxiii@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Master Plan

I’ve recently viewed the proposed “Master Plan” for shelter Island and I can’t  help but to comment to the absurdity of it 
all. You are planning on removing parking space for the launch ramp? THE BUSIEST LAUNCH RAMP IN CALIFORNIA???? In 
a city where you can find a parking space, makes sense to turn a lot into a “green space” and take a historical landmark 
like the Marlin Club and remove it for single car parking???? Why not make a section of the already established lot single 
car parking and keep the historical establishment? Your “Master Plan” is absolutely mind boggling, I use Shelter Island 
launch ramp, facilities and restaurants several times a month and I would hate to see a nice thing ruined.  

Sincerely, 
Frank Cimino 
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From: davgar@nethere.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Rafael Castellanos
Subject: Objections to Proposed Port of San Diego Master Plan
Attachments: Objections to Proposed Master Plan.pdf

Good evening, 

I am a Point Loma resident and I am contacting you to express my objections to the proposed Master Plan update by the 
Port of San Diego (see attached). 
These proposed updates prioritizes tourism over the needs of local residents and our community. If approved, this 
Master Plan update will significantly impact our community and environment through impaired wetlands, parking 
shortages, increase area density, and traffic congestion to name a few. 

Respectfully, 

Gary J. Werchak 
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From: davgar@nethere.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:33 PM
To: stephan.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Randa Coniglio; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Objections to Proposed Port of San Diego Master Plan
Attachments: Objections to Proposed Master Plan.pdf

Good evening, 

I am a Point Loma resident and I am contacting you to express my objections to the proposed Master Plan update by the 
Port of San Diego (see attached). 
These proposed updates prioritizes tourism over the needs of local residents and our community. If approved, this 
Master Plan update will significantly impact our community and environment through impaired wetlands, parking 
shortages, increase area density, and traffic congestion to name a few. 

Respectfully, 

Gary J. Werchak 
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From: GK Landscape GK Landscape <gkscape@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Right to our facilities

PLEASE MAINTAIN OUR LAUNCH RAMP PARKING FACILITIES AND MARLIN CLUB. AS ANGLERS AND BOAT OWNERS (THAT 
BRING REVENUE INTO THE AREA), THIS PARKING LOT ACCESS AND MARLIN CLUB ARE STAPLES OF OUR SPORT AND 
ACCESS OF OUR WATER WAYS. PLEASE KEEP THEM IN PLACE! 

SINCERELY 

GK 
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From: Harry Archond <bertarchond@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking at Shelter Island

Hello to the Port of San Diego, 

  I just seen your proposal and master plan to actually remove parking from the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. My family and 
many other residents use that parking on a regular basis. Using the parking to enjoy our wonderful water front is one of 
the cheapest outings I can take my family on. We do not live close to the water as most of my friends and family do not 
either. Being able to enjoy our coast and live in this wonderful city makes me love where I live. San Diego is too spread 
out seems like allot of communities are now focused on bike paths and are starting a war on the automobile. Maybe 
instead of putting cart ahead of the horse the port and the city need to work on mass transit FIRST and then take parking 
away from its citizens. I feel if you take the parking away the very expensive and most heavily used boat ramp in 
California will just sit unused and be another white elephant San Diego and the state is California just wasted tax payers 
money. This master plan makes no sense and would alienate me and my family since we HAVE to use a car or my truck 
and trailer to bring my family or my boat to Shelter Island. Please rethink this master plan and save my ability to enjoy 
our water front just as the wealthy San Dieagians get too 

Thank you 
Harry Archond 
Native San Dieagian 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Howard Kagiyama <howardkagiyama@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:29 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island launching ramp

What are u guys thinking of? Where will we park our vehicle/trailers after launching our boats, hotel parking lots? After 
u spent millions on a new launching ramp, what good will it do to remove the parking area.
Sent from my iPad
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From: J Tom <jthomaskelley@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking lot

This is a joke right? .. you are not going to destroy the parking lot for California's most populated boat launch!!!  Get a 
clue please...... 

You wanna look at wasted space downtown, start with the airport.  No need for it to be downtown instead of east 
county. Thanks  
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From: James Hammerstrand <lobsterham@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island

I am a life long San Diego resident and use Shelter Island boat launch and parking weekly.   It needs to remain as it is for 
the boating public.   

Shelter island boat ramp is the number 1 most used ramp in California. We need more parking spaces, not less. We need 
to also comment to save the San Diego Marlin club. They are a San Diego institution and do so much to support 
recreational fishing. 

Thanks you for your consideration in this matter. 

James Hammerstrand 
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From: Jim Baker <jimbaker2353@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on PMPU, Shelter Island

Please accept the following comments in regard to the PMPU concerning Shelter Island, Planning District 1. 

Background  

As to my background, you should know that my family has lived in San Diego since the late 1880's, and specifically in 
Point Loma since 1898.  My grandfather and my father both established some of the earliest businesses on Shelter 
Island.   In 1951, my grandfather established his Baker School of Navigation at 2425 Byron St., and my father established 
his Standard Oil fuel dock at 2435 Byron St. (That section of Byron St is now known as Shelter Island Drive.)  In 1951 I 
was in the 4th grade at Cabrillo School, and in 1953 my father was the Commodore of the San Diego Yacht Club.  So I 
essentially grew up in the Shelter Island/San Diego Yacht Club area.  I worked at my father’s fuel dock from 1955 until 
1964.  We lived approximately one mile west of the fuel dock on Akron St.  

During that time I saw Shelter Island grow from a barren area of sand, commonly referred to as “Bate’s Folly,” to the 
jewel of the San Diego harbor. Early architectural requirements varied from year to year, and eventually, with the 
establishment of the Kona Kai Club and what became known as the Bali Hai restaurant, pretty much settled on 
“Polynesian.”  In my opinion, the Shelter Island area was pretty much “built out” by the time I ceased working for my 
father in 1964.  However the developed density has continually increased since then.  Now, on Summer weekends, the 
entire area is quite crowded, with available parking extremely limited.  Traffic movement is quite slow, even “stop and 
go” frequently. 

The two family businesses mentioned above are no longer owned or operated by my family, nor do I live on Point 
Loma.  I live in the East county community of Spring Valley. Therefore, my comments are not those of a “NIMBY.” 

Comments 

1) In reading your draft PMPU, I see in Part 4, Section 4.1, Planning District 1, Shelter Island, page 134, Appealable
Projects for the West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Overnight Accommodations, an entry for “Up to 1,300 net new hotel
rooms with associated visitor-serving retail, restaurant and/or meeting space.” Even after reading your definition of
“Appealable Projects,” I am not totally clear on the meaning of that term.  I am assuming that this means that even
though the Port District may approve such an increase in the number of hotel rooms, the public has the right to appeal
such an approval to the State Coastal Commission.

Such an increase in the number of hotel rooms would cause a totally unacceptable increase in the amount of traffic on 
Rosecrans, Scott St, and Shelter Island Drive.  Even the planned improvements to mobility in the area would not be 
enough to remedy this situation.   See comments 2, 4, and 5.  

2) PD1.1; 1.5; & 1.19; all call for improvements in circulation, which would be fine, but I cannot see how any such
improvements would mitigate the traffic increases brought about by adding 1,300 hotel rooms.

3) PD1.8 says that building height should be compatible with, but does not need to be in conformance with adjacent
standards.  Why not?  How much different from an adjacent jurisdiction’s height limit can a building be  still be
determined to be “compatible?”
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4) PD1.20 calls for a mobility hub at the west end of Shelter Island Dr.  My understanding of a mobility hub is that is 
where parking would be provided for cars, and people could transfer to another transportation mode.  This may help to 
alleviate some traffic on Shelter Island, but only for people going there for a short time, such as for attending a concert 
or going to dinner.  However, requiring a mode transfer for most other people going to Shelter Island would be 
extremely inconvenient.  Hotel guests would need to transfer their luggage; people using the fishing pier would have to 
contend with their fishing gear, and on their return trip, any fish they caught.  People going out on the hundreds of boats 
at the various marinas would have food and other gear needed for their activities on the water. 
 
5) PD1.45 calls for establishment of a water-based transfer point as part of the mobility hub.  As depicted in Fig 3.5.3, on 
page 85, this water transit route would have its next transfer point at the western tip of Shelter Island.  For other than a 
sightseeing ride, this route is entirely impractical because of the slow speed limits established for this berthing area.  All 
other water transit routes proposed are in parts of the bay without speed restrictions. 
 
6) PD1.29 calls for removal of the Harbor Police facility at the western tip of Shelter Island.  Why?  In addition to having a 
police facility in an area of high activity, that facility is also used by Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection 
to clear boats returning from outside the U.S., primarily Mexico.  It would be extremely inconvenient for boats docked at 
a Shelter Island facility to be required to go to some other part of the bay to clear with CBP and then return to Shelter 
Island.  (Incidentally, prior to construction of the present Harbor Police Facility, the Harbor Police force of one man kept 
his desk in my father’s fuel dock office, and the patrol boat was tied up at the fuel dock.) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
James K. Baker, 
Spring Valley 
 
 
 
 



1

From: JamiLyn and Scott Bixler <bixlermountain@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island launch ramp

Please don’t ruin the best area in SD! 
Thank you  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Janet McKeown <janetmckeown@me.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:44 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point Loma Peninsula

I am a resident of Point Loma having relocated from Encinitas.  We selected Point Loma because of it’s unique charm 
and character 

I urge the Port to allow the Peninsula to have more time to evaluate the current plan.  Most Point Lomans only became 
aware of the planned changes in recent days. 

I am opposed to several of the proposed changes: 

1. Traffic on Rosecrans and Scott Street, essentially dead-end streets, is already significantly impacted at many
hours.  More hotels mean impossible traffic congestion 

2. Shelter Island is currently used by residents of all ethnicities from all over the county for dining, picnicking,
sailing, boating, fishing, and swimming, as well as for concerts.  Just visit any weekend or sunny day to confirm. 

Kindly allow more time to reevaluate how the Port’s current plan would permanently disrupt the peninsula’s fine 
qualities. 

Janet McKeown 
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From: Jeff <jeff@resumeownnav.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 7:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Keep the Marlin Club

Established in 1931.  This is a historical site.  KEEP the Marlin Club 

Jeff Provence 
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From: Jeston Chase <chasejeston@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking lot/marlin club

Last week when I parked my boat trailer it was literally the last spot in the lot.. If there was less I would have had to 
leave for lack of space after the new rebuild that we waited on for so long. Was even considering a marlin club 
membership this year because of their great organization but now I hear this and am wondering where people’s mindset 
is on the future here..  
Just a concerned local fisherman hoping the best for our access to such an amazing fishery.  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jim Newhall <newhall@san.rr.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to Port Master Plan Update Proposal for 350-Room Hotel at the Coronado 

Ferry Landing
Attachments: Photo 1.docx; Photo 2.docx

Our 2.2 square miles of land in Coronado is fully surrounded by water and Naval bases.  The 
perimeter, between military properties, houses parks; beaches; golf course & bike path; yacht 
clubs, marina, boat rentals & boat ramp; waterfront homes, condos & apartments; a 
restaurant & chain hotel; City buildings & pool; and the Ferry Landing retail 
complex.  Coronado’s interior encompasses motels, restaurants & businesses; private homes, 
condos & apartments; City infrastructure & parks; and schools.  BOTTOM LINE: Coronado is full 
up and built out - there is NO vacant space left to expand anything!  Our vacant lots can be 
counted on two hands, VRBO and short-term rentals abound, and 15 hotels/motels already 
offer 1600 rooms for visitors.  The ongoing Hotel del Coronado expansion will add 144 more 
rooms – a full 9 percent increase across the city.   

We do not have the capacity for a 350-room hotel proposed by San Diego Unified Port District 
(SDUPD).  350 more rooms would be an additional 20 percent increase which Coronado 
cannot accommodate, especially with 800-1800 more housing units now mandated by the 
State of California.  The Port Master Plan Update for Coronado cannot be tolerated at the 
Ferry Landing, nor anywhere else in our City. 

In addition to our space constraints, traffic and visitors are literally choking the life out of 
Coronado.  The Bridge dumps at least 75,000 vehicles into Coronado daily, clogging our 
streets, and placing residents at increased risk of vehicle and pedestrian accidents.  And 
overnight tourists, day trippers, beach goers and bicyclists flood the city year-round.  The 
Port’s own Ferry Landing Project, and local events like our Fourth of July parade/ fireworks, 
Christmas celebration, live concerts, flower and car shows, art and theater, a summer festival, 
sports fiesta, the famous Hotel del and over 80 dining venues draw hundreds of thousands of 
visitors yearly into our very small town.  Coronado is a prime destination for visitors escaping 
the Arizona heat and snow in the East and Midwest, and Dr. Beach has done us no favors by 
declaring Coronado one of the top ten beaches in America for several years.      

It is time for Coronado to draw a line in the sand and not permit ANY further hotel expansion 
in OUR over-crowded City.  Not 350 rooms, not a lower number, not even a single new 
room.  By its charter, the Port of San Diego is in business to generate revenues, but there are 
practical limits, especially in water-locked Coronado, and SDUPD is killing the golden goose 
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over here.  Why does the Port’s mission statement not include priorities to protect bay cities 
from excessive traffic, over-crowding and undesired expansion?  
 
Coronado needs to maintain a “RESIDENTS FIRST” approach to any new land use 
allocations.  When an expansion, such as the 350-room hotel proposal, will adversely impact 
Coronado residents, SDUPD will have to accommodate tourists and visitors elsewhere in the 
bay region. 
 
Coronado RESIDENTS are overwhelmingly opposed to a new hotel at the Ferry Landing and the 
plan is simply unacceptable, regardless of the number of rooms proposed.  If the Port 
considers a new bayfront hotel truly necessary for the San Diego Bay region, please search for 
an alternate site which will not destroy the character and the future of Coronado.   
 
In view of the above, we are 100 percent opposed to any further consideration of a hotel at 
the Coronado Ferry Landing or any other location in the City of Coronado.  Please see 
attachments 1 and 2 for perspective. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Photo 1 shows a typical skyline view which GUESTS staying at a Ferry Landing Hotel would see 
Photo 2 shows a typical view which RESIDENTS along First and Second Streets in Coronado 
would see IF a 350-room Ferry Landing Hotel is constructed  
 
 
As cited in our email above and attachments, we are 100 percent opposed to any further 
consideration of a hotel at the Coronado Ferry Landing or any other location in the City of 
Coronado. 
 
Submitted by: 
Jim & Alison Newhall 
637 J Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
619-435-3347 
newhall@san.rr.com         



 

Photo 2 shows a typical view 
which RESIDENTS along First & 
Second Streets in Coronado 
would see IF a 350-room Ferry 
Landing Hotel is constructed 



 

Photo 1 - Shows a typical skyline 
view which GUESTS staying at a 
Ferry Landing Hotel would see 
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From: Jim Carter <jimcarterphd@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 7:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: opposition to master plan

OPEN LETTER 

To Who It May Concern at Port of San Diego: 

Along with other private boaters in the San Diego area who access the Shelter Island Boat Launch, I stand in strong 
opposition to removing current parking spaces and relocating them to where Marlin Club is currently located.  This 
would be a massive disruption to for all of us who want access to our waterways, and removal of the Marlin Club would 
be a significant loss of heritage to America’s Finest City.  Moreover, it shows both lack of understanding of your citizens’ 
desires, and an absolute dearth of judgment regarding planning matters and utilization of our resources.  Why spend 
taxpayer’s money to redevelop the boat launch only to make it less usable for its citizens?  As it stands now, on busy 
days, there is already a shortage of parking spaces for vehicles with trailers.  I can only wonder who stands to benefit 
from this plan - clearly, not the general public.  These proposed changes in the master plan are absolutely offensive, and 
will not move forward without considerable push back and voter retaliation against those who support it.   

Sincerely, 

Jim Carter 
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From: John Boland <jwbconstructioni@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Launch ramp parking

To whom it may concern  
I have been using this launch ramp and parking lot for 35 years. This facility is a vital part of the San Diego fishing 
environment and greatly enjoyed and used by all. It also works as an over-flow lot during the evening concerts at 
Humphrys venue. Please !! Do not remove the very valuable part of the fishing industry that has been a major asset to 
the City.. 
Sincerely  
John Boland 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: john stitt <buckfishing@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 5:27 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking lot

Seariously, what are you even thinking about. Getting pretty tired of the libs with all this insane ideology. I'm all 
for clean environment that goes without saying for any sane person but taking out the parking lot??????? No 
way Jose. Your going to have one hell of a fight on this one. 
John Stitt 

Get Outlook for Android 
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From: Jordan Levinson <jordanlevinson@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 7:39 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Removal of shelter island parking lot.

Parking is already an issue. It would be a great disservice to the public to remove this parking lot. This project must not 
go through, as it negatively impacts thousands of anglers who use this parking lot throughout the year.  

Thankyou, 

Jordan Levinson 
San Diego County Resident 
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From: Josh Billauer <jbillauer@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

It would be a great travesty to lose the TRAILER BOAT PARKING adjacent to the shelter island boat ramp. I personally use 
it 2-3 times per month and the lot is nearly always full of like minder outdoorspeople and community members.  

I also spend time with my family on the grassbelt between the ramp and the fishing pier and we never find trouble 
parking or having a nice quiet place to relax. There is no need to tear down the parking for more grass.  

The only area that seems under utilized is a small section of the parking lot closet to the Bali Hai. This area seems to be 
empty more often than not but it is a VERY SMALL area. Please go down and visit the parking lot on a weekend. 
Especially when there are reports of good recreational fishing, you will find the lot full and an absolute necessity.  

Also, please don’t get rid of our fishing history by removing the Marlin Club. It’s scales and visuals add greatly to the 
community.  

Thank you, 
Josh Billauer & Family 
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From: wkrpawildangel@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Preserving Shelter Island

To whom it may concern!  
I am writing in regards to the Port Master plan and specifically planning district 1 Shelter Island. As a lufeling, born and 
raised Point Loma resident, I am strongly opposed to the proposed plan and specifically the height and over 
development of Shelter Island and surrounding area!  

I am in absolute shock that once again the city and port are trying to circumvent the height restriction San Diegans voted 
to enforce specifically the 30 foot height restrictions for our beach communities west of I5 corridor (Prop D in the 
1970’s) and the many items in the report trying to over burden our quaint neighborhood with mass traffic and 
congestion. As written in PD1.8 it reads “Height should be compatible but does not need to be in conformance with 
adjacent jurisdiction standards”  
That is once again a  A travesty of justice and public disregard. As citizens we have voiced our concerns about height 
issues and have fought to keep our beautiful city clean of enormous buildings blocking the views of our bay and oceans 
for all citizens to enjoy in low level access locations as recently as 2 years ago!  

The master plan is allocating once again to disregard its citizens and instead apply over building in areas that have a 
pristine environmental enjoyment for all its citizens. Please do not cater to developers & tourists by allowing buildings to 
circumvent the law and want of its citizens,  especially those most impacted by its negative expansion!  Shelter Island is 
a beautiful peaceful location its citizens enjoy daily and without over burdening it’s neighbors and nearby 
neighborhoods by creating a visual blockage of our bay!  
Logically speaking adding 1600 new hotel rooms 1300 on west side of shelter island and 300 on the east is just to many 
for an area with one egress and ingress. Traffic congestion, environmental ramifications and even crime that will ensue 
from over developing a community already overburdened by congestion. We do not want to be Miami or New York 
please keep its citizens in mind and not go forward with this plan.  

Kelly Parisa 
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From: LAURIE MOSER <laurielmoser@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning

Port of San Diego Planning Commission, 
I am a resident of Coronado, and have been active in this community for many years. I am not a resident who fears 
change or resists new development.  
I welcome improvements as long as those improvements:  
1) preserve Coronado’s history and charm.
2) benefit Coronado (and it’s residents) as a whole.

for example: economically, aesthetically, and in every day quality of life.
However, I am opposed to planning which:
1) does not provide additional increased parking for tourists AND residents.
2) does not consider pollution and litter without offering accountability and solution.
3) does not abide by non-smoking laws.
4) does not respect Coronado residents in all aspects of planning.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Laurie Moser
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From: Mara Ybarrondo <marayba@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Port Redevelopment /Ferry Landing

Dear Sir/Madam  
We are resident of Coronado for 20 years. 
We moved here because of the laid back character of the island. 
We loved the ferry landing as it is with small restaurants, the parks, etc. 
We DON"T need any more traffic or another parking structured and hotel and office space at the ferry landing area. 
This will increase more traffic, pollution, and change in this small area. 
Please NO CHANGE AT OUR PARADISE. 
Thanks. 
Sincerely yours, 
Mara and Larry Ybarrondo 
1101 First St, Unit 410 
Tel: (619) 972-0657 



1

From: Finkmm <finkmm@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Community concerns

From: Finkmm <finkmm@aol.com> 
Date: July 24, 2019 at 1:10:16 PM PDT 
To: pmpu@portofsandiego.org 
Subject: Community concerns 

To : the Port of San Diego 

Please know that there are thousands of homeowners in Point Loma who do not support the PMPU in 
its current form. Additionally, until approximately ten days ago, we were not provided any information 
on this document and therefore we respectfully request an extension of the public comment period. 
This is our home, this is our life and this plan is wrong.  

Leave the private La Playa piers 
The docks could be saved by their being grandfathered since the Port, and its governing authority, was 
not established until the early ‘60s and therefore the Coastal Commission mandates were not in effect 
prior to that time. The docks date back to the ‘40s. Please leave them intact.  

Leave Anchorage Lane alone 
As many possible departure routes as possible are needed on the Point. The San Diego Yacht Club is a 
major lease holder for the Port and has been an excellent tenant for many years. A promenade through 
our leasehold is unnecessary and intrusive to an entity that continues to serve its community through 
ongoing philanthropy and outreach  such as our Military Appreciation Nights and Operation: Holiday 
Helping Hand. 

No additional parking and no bathroom at the foot of Talbot 
The La Playa Path is open to the public but adjacent homeowners should not be subjected to the greatly 
increased foot traffic that parking and bathrooms would encourage. The Path must be left natural, in its 
current state, perhaps with a new layer of DG to even the surface. 

Leave the Harbor Police on Shelter Island and no new/more hotel rooms 
Three new hotels have just opened in the North Harbor Drive and Liberty Station area. Our community 
cannot absorb any further congestion that a mega hotel on Shelter Island would create.  Surrounding 
hotels are not sold out.  No new hotels.   

All of our concerns, and the reasons for our collective negative stance on the PMPU, stem from the 
great population density increase that will arise if these changes are implemented. The increased 
traffic, in an area already greatly impacted by traffic due to base commutes and new multi-family 
housing starts, coupled with the proposed narrowing and reduction of lanes on Scott, do create a very 
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real safety, evacuation and emergency vehicle hazard. We are a cul-de-sac community that will see 
our lives negatively changed forever if these proposed Port changes become real.  
 
Please do not change Point Loma.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mari Hamlin Fink 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Marty Kaufman <mkaufman@directincentives.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:59 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Marlin Club and Shelter Island parking lot

Good morning 

I heard that there are plans to remove the Marlin Club and the parking lot for the launch ramp at Shelter Island. 

The Marlin Club is important to the growth of fishing in California as well as elsewhere. 

When fishermen come in and weigh their catch people from all around show up to see the fish, get photos of them with 
their kids. Ask questions about where, how, with tackle, how long it took to catch them. 

You can see the look in the kids wide eyes that they want to do it also. 

It is a social gathering place that is a much needed part of Shelter Island. 

Please do not get rid of it! 

The parking lot is important for some place for boats to launch.  If you need to charge something for parking then so be 
it but do not get rid of it. There is no place close for the day fishermen to launch their craft. 

I am happy to talk with anyone that wants to have more input. 

Thank you, 

-Marty Kaufman
Incentive Solutions LLC
P.O. Box 980871
Park City Ut 84098
P 435-655-7933 X 11
C 435-640-3320
F 435-655-0238
Email mkaufman@directincentives.net
Web site www.directincentives.net

-
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From: av8termike@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island launch ramp

Hi, 
I understand that the parking for the Shelter Island launch ramp is going to be reduced. Is this true?  I hope not. The 
renovation of the launch ramp is very nice and was long over due. However, Shelter Island is one of the busiest launch 
ramps in California.  With the new launch ramp, we need more parking spaces, not fewer!!!  Thank you.  
Regards, 
Mike Madrid 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Mike Moore Fireengineer14 <mike_moore582@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:19 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Boat Trailer parking and SD Marlin Club

To those in authority. 

I strongly appose closure of the Shelter Island Trailer Parking Lot for those who launch boats.  It's too small as is and 
makes zero sense to convert this parking area to grass, etc.  I also share the same feelings of not including the San Diego 
Marlin in the Master plan.  It's an important piece of California and San Diego history and should be retained in it's current 
location. 

Please maintain both these places in their current locations with no changes in your master plan. 

Respectfully, 
Mike Moore 
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From: Andrea Lyon <andrea.lyon1@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 4:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update

July 27, 2019 

Comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update 

My name is Myron C. Lyon. I have been a member of San Diego Yacht Club since 1983. I am opposed to the following 
proposals: 
(Please refer to the comments you have received from San Diego Yacht Club.) 

Oppose:  Narrowing Scott St.  It is already too narrow. This would throw more traffic onto already overloaded Rosecrans 
St. 

Oppose:  Addition of any more hotel rooms and increasing building heights allowed on Shelter Island and the 
surrounding area. 

Oppose:  Promenade or walkway on San Diego Yacht Club leased property. This is almost physically impossible due to 
Club installations. It would increase security problems and other costs for the Club. 

Thank you. 
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From: Nate Treadwell <ntreadwell77@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port plan objection

To whom it may concern, 
I am adamantly opposed to the new Port redevelopment plan, as proposed.  It simply lacks common sense.  As a city, 
there are much more pressing needs and demands on our finances!  Let’s use our resources wisely.  

1. The Shelter Island launch ramp is one of the busiest boat launch ramps on the West Coast.  The new plan removes
most of the parking.  Millions of dollars were just spent on this ramp’s renovation!  Now there is a proposal to render it
virtually worthless by eliminating most of the parking.  A public boat launch is not valuable unless boaters have a place
to park their trucks and trailers.  Why spend the money on a new ramp and then undercut it with no parking?  This flys
in the face of common sense!

2. The San Diego Yacht Club.  There are already ample pathways for safe walking around this yacht club.  Waterfront
walking through the club would be dangerous as there are two working overhead boat hoists that would have to go over 
the proposed pathways and endanger the walking public.  Furthermore, it’s a waste of public funds, as there are already
sidewalks and a path in place for a short, but scenic, walk that diverts around this private club.  Do not waste public
money on this endeavor.  Lastly, the SDYC’s use of Port property generates a positive revenue stream in the form of
rent. Suspending the lease agreement would go the other direction and be a negative cost.  As a city, we should not be
turning down revenue generating opportunities when there is little public need or interest in such property.

3. La Playa docks.  These docks are part of San Diego’s history.  They are beautiful and part of the fabric of our
waterfront.  They are also historic.  They even pre-date the Port of San Diego.  Yes, they were here before you guys!  San
Diego would not be San Diego if it were not for these docks.  They first serviced ships coming into our beautiful harbor in 
the 1800’s, as their goods were then carted via horse and wagon down the La Playa Trail (now Rosecrans) into Old
Town.  It would be a travesty to remove this integral part of San Diego’s history!

The Port is beautiful and a large part of what makes us America’s Finest City.  Spend our money wisely!  This plan, in its 
current form, is not needed and is a frivolous waste of taxpayer resources.  San Diego has enough construction 
disruption already.  Don’t destroy our peaceful waterfront! 

Regards, 
Nate Treadwell  
Concerned citizen, taxpayer and Point Loma resident 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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From: nathan Irby <surfirb@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 1:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island parking 

Categories: Green Category

To whom it may concern, 

I recently heard about the idea somebody had to remove and replace the parking lot area at the launch ramp with a 
green belt. That is a terrible idea, the collateral income from boaters from  out of town traveling to use Shelter island 
Ramp due to  the accessibility and current parking availability for boaters should be heavily considered. I personally drive 
multiple times per month from Orange County to use the parking lot and Ramp. 
I purchase several hundreds of gallons of fuel at the local gas stations and shop at the local stores. My family regularly 
stays at the local hotels as well. 
I have many friends that do the same and contribute to the local economy secondary to using the parking area and boat 
ramp. 
Please do not take this away from the people who value and utilize it by replacing it with anything. 
Sincerely- 
Nathan Irby 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: paul chua <paulpchua@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:46 AM
To: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov; Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Loss of Shelter Island Boat Ramp

To whom it may concern, 

My comments are regarding the proposed Shelter Island Master Plan.  I have serious concerns about the plan and it's 
affect to my potential usage of the boat ramp.  I use the shelter island boat ramp for fishing, surfing and work.  My 
fishing and surfing activities help stimulate the local economy.  I purchase goods and services from the shelter island and 
point loma area.  I pay property tax on my boat to the county of San Diego.  As an engineer for Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography it is the closest ramp to southern san diego waters for us to work with our small boats.  We launch from 
the Shelter Island Ramp.  The parking lot is already the busiest in california, maybe the west coast.  I hope you will make 
a plan that will work to the benefit of everyone.  Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Paul Chua 
4070 Morrell St. #4 
San Diego, Ca 92109. 
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From: Bobbie <2morrows@cox.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan Update

As a lifelong resident of Point Loma/Ocean Beach, my wife and I will concentrate our concerns to the Shelter Island portion of the 
Master Plan Update. My parents built the second house on Armada Terrace in 1936 and I came along in 1940.  That is said to give 
you a clear view of what I have seen in the development of Shelter Island.  As we all know, Shelter Island was a sandy strip of land in 
San Diego Bay.  The island was connected to the mainland and built up allowing for development in the late 1940’s- early 
1950’s.  Shelter Island was meant to be a recreational area, to enhance boating, swimming, picnics, fishing and 
relaxation.  The accessibility  clearly shows that the island cannot handle more traffic. 
We are boaters, both sail and power. We are yacht club members and I have been employed on Shelter Island for my entire career.  

PD1.1 To narrow any street in the area will be a disaster.  Traffic has increased so much with all of the condominiums and retail 
business built in an area of formerly single family residences.  Add to that the Navy bases on Point Loma and the security needs.   
PD1.3     There are temporary anchorages for transient vessels now.  As is well known, the added trash and sewage to the bay is 
pathetic.  If little is currently being done to consistently control the transient population, the pollution will compromise any 
development.  
PD1.6 Any development that, “enable(s) users to touch the water”, is a liability concern.  Will there be lifeguards at all water 
accessible areas which is assumed to be controlled by the Port? 
PD1.38 Confusing….there is a sidewalk on Anchorage Lane between Talbot Street and Shelter Island Drive. 
La Playa Trail/La Playa Yacht Club……absolutely preserve the trail as is.  Any change diminishes the historical significance of the trail 
and the LPYC. 

We have so many concerns and have only addressed a few here.  Shelter Island was known as a destination for all things boat and 
water related.  It was a place for people to spend the day along the bay, enjoying the views, fishing, boat launching, the restaurants 
and the space to enjoy the amenities that currently exist.  Adding  additional hotel rooms, restricting access and parking for 
those who work on the island will destroy the character of the area. 

The area in La Playa Cove and La Playa Yacht Club should have had some sort of way to circulate the water, so that it doesn’t 
continue to build up sludge, years ago.  What happened to going underground to open a system to allow the water to circulate?  Not 
only Kellogg Street beach needs sand replenishment.  The whole beachfront along La Playa has lost its sandy beaches.   

The Port needs to concentrate on cleaning up the bay before developing real estate!  No one wants to spend time in, or looking at a 
dirty expanse of water.  Wouldn’t it be wonderful if San Diego was a destination known for it’s clean beautiful water?!  
We sincerely hope that you will reconsider your priorities!  Some growth is inevitable but, first and foremost, please clean the bay 
and monitor the dumping of trash and sewage into the water!!  That is a huge task alone. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Peter and Barbara Morrow 
1117 Moana Drive 
San Diego, Ca. 92107 

2morrows@cox.net 
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From: Rick Dyer <Rick@peopleG2.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 1:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking

I would submit to you that we need the parking at shelter island. Parking for all the business, marina and other activities 
needs to remain the same or increased.  It could become a revenue source for you if done correctly. 

Rick Dyer 
Area resident 
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From: Steven M. <smotilator@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Master Plan

 To whom it concerns, 
 The recently published proposal to "repurpose" Shelter Island property is clear evidence that the "Planners" responsible 
for the proposal are unfit to govern. 
Abandonment of the iconic San Diego Marlin Club to allow for a small number of parking spots is akin to evicting your 
Grandmother to accommodate a "Short term vacation rental". The Club should be preserved as a Monument to the rich 
history of Recreational Angling in San Diego that it has represented since 1931. 
 The destruction of the Trailer Parking area will terminate a UNIQUE resource that is the foundation of the recreational 
maritime experience in San Diego for trailer boaters.  With the completion of the new launch ramp the already "busiest 
launch facility in Southern California" will see even greater utilization than in the past. Would the entities that contributed 
millions of dollars to that project have done so if they had suspected the Port intended to remove access to tow rig parking 
at the facility? Have any of the "Planners"  visited the Trailer Parking Area on a Summer afternoon to see the number and 
size of the modern tow rigs used by boating enthusiasts? I have never seen the existing grass/beach areas on Shelter 
Island filled to capacity but I have seen the parking area in that condition many times. 
Maybe one should consider the concept that boat owners must be relatively high earners to participate in the passtime 
and as high earners they have the pleasure of paying significant taxes, which support the salaries of many bureaucrats. 
Why must the trailer boat community face persecution for their pursuit of a lifestyle born decades ago in San Diego? 
We have Paradise 'cause we put up a parking lot...  

Sincerely, 
S. Mote
V.P. Coastal Conservation Association of California, San Diego Chapter
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From: Shawn N <swn69@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 3:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

Please, please, PLEASE for the love of GOD, do not get rid of any of the truck/trailer parking at Shelter Island. Why would 
you build a new and improved boat ramp and take away parking!?!?!? 

Please, either leave it alone, or better yet, make more parking. And get the homeless jerks out of there! 

Shawn N. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Stephen Petit <sepetit@cox.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: proposed hotel in Coronado

Dear Sir, 
    The last thing that Coronado needs is another hotel.  The city is crowded as it is and the influx of people and traffic will 
only make things worse.  Open up the bay for public venues and keep the developers out of Coronado. 
Sincerely, 
Stephen E. Petit 
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From: Steve Johnson <laverne.insurance@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:58 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please do not remove or reduce the boat trailer parking at the shelter island boat ramp.

Please do not remove or reduce the boat trailer parking at the shelter island boat ramp. 

I used this launch ramp for the first time this week and found it to be an excellent location and very well thoughtout 
facility. Reducing the parkinglot size would have a negative impact on the interaction of cars and vehicles with boat 
trailers. 

Being my first time launching in San Diego harbor, I felt that boaters were important to the community. 

Reducing the parking would send a message to go somewhere else. 

Thank you. 

Steve Johnson 
2020 Arrow Hwy 
La Verne,CA 91750 
909 593 6357 
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From: sydney stanley <sydney7910@att.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sydney7910@att.net
Subject: PMPU - Coronado Bayfront comments 

Planning Department – Port of San Diego 

c/o PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

Thank you for coming to Coronado on July 15, 2019 to meet with Coronado residents and give an overview of 
the Draft PMPU. It was 16 days before the end of the public comment period and many of the residents were 
unaware of the PMPU proposals and scope- so the meeting was all important. We all appreciated the 
opportunity to ask 1.5 hours of questions afterward. It was clear there was a lot of opposition to key elements 
of the plan.  

My concerns for Coronado Bayfront are below: 

The PMPU fails to understand the existing planning characteristics and fails to abide by the previous 
agreements (MOU and Tidelands Overlay Zone) between and City of Coronado and the Port of San Diego that 
provided key planning principals for the Coronado Bayfront. This is not acceptable. These documents are key 
to mitigating negative impacts and overdevelopment of the Port lands.  

The PMPU fails to understand the residential nature of the adjacent Coronado community, the impact of traffic, 
strain on the city infrastructure, sea level rise, noise pollution, floods, sewage infrastructure and impacts of 
more density in the Bayfront.  

The PMPU lacks the understanding of the full scope of the recreational activities that are currently being 
conducted by thousands of visitors to the area and fails to make note of how to create more recreational 
support for such activities – including widening to 30’ and separating the walkways and bike pathways for 
safety, providing more public benches, and rest areas with an emphasis on landscaping.   

The Tidelands Overlay Zone caps the number of hotel rooms on the Coronado Bayfront and the Marriott has 
already taken that allotment in its initial development. Another hotel is totally unacceptable on the bayfront, nor 
does it fit with the open space and recreational focus of this regional iconic family destination. Big bulky 
buildings are not wanted in this area. We need less density not more. This land is in Public Trust for all people 
not just for prospective leaseholders. 

A 40-foot height limit is imperative for this area to be complimentary to the scale and character of Coronado. 
This is a high priority for both Coronado residents and Coronado City Council.  

The Coronado community was outspoken about not wanting any planned major redevelopment that is 
proposed in the PMPU for the Coronado Bayfront. It was suggested the area be refreshed and modestly 
enhanced and that free parking was all important. The last time parking fees were implemented they failed. 
Visitors and residents just parked all over the residential streets and negatively impacted the area. Free 
parking is important and dedicated space needs to be planned for Tour buses and trolleys to park unhindered. 

Temporary storage parking space needs to be considered for kayaks, bikes, fishing gear and other sports 
objects that visitors bring to the area. Having a space to park these items so visitors can go have lunch or take 
a walk along the bayfront would help support the recreational activities. More options in waterside facilities are 
needed in the PMPU for this user group.  
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Having affordable restaurants options is required by the Tidelands Overlay Zone to encourage families from all 
backgrounds the opportunity to enjoy this land in Public Trust. These options need to continue. This has made 
it possible for families of all income levels to enjoy eating out and having a choice of restaurant venues.  

The view of the downtown skyline is enjoyed by thousands of people visiting this area, especially families from 
Barrio Logan and San Diego inland residents and their guests. People go shop, eat and find peace of mind in 
the open space. It’s a liberating and expansive experience to walk, learn, share and enjoy the San Diego 
skyline. It opens our eyes to the balance of nature, to see everything in its totality and to share with others this 
unique space. Special interests should not be given opportunity to LIMIT or Narrow the access of the public to 
enjoy the bayfront view in any way. The Port must restrain its urge to build out on this land. The plan must 
continue to provide for the scenic and open space activities and enhance and support these activities.   

Keep the Golf Course as a Golf Course land use designation. Manipulating this designation is unwarranted.  

Regional coordination: Develop a ferry service with DIRECT service options to North Island and the US Naval 
Amphibious bases for commuters, along with other options along the bay.  

No hotel at the Grande Caribe Isle – NOT NEEDED - please designate that area recreation open space.  

Again thank you for coming to Coronado and your professional presentation and understanding during the 
question and answer period. I do not think that Coronado was well represented in any earlier workshop or 
group discussion so your efforts on July 15th were very important.  

Please distribute this letter to the Port Commissioners. 

Thank you,  

Sydney J Stanley  

960 A Avenue 

Coronado, Ca. 92118  
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From: Terry Gassaway <tlgassaway@cox.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

The upgrade to the Shelter Island launching ramp turned out great, but if the green belt master plan takes away the 
parking lot, that would be an epic fail and negate improvements. Don’t do it! 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Tom Mckinney <tjm172@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 1:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Master Plan

It has been brought to my attention that the parking lots on Shelter Island are proposed to be reconfigured and removed 
in exchange for some amount of diagonal street parking. 

Changes of this type to the parking lot north and east of the existing boat launch ramp (the current trailer parking area) 
would be disastrous and waste of millions of dollars.  In addition, lessening the number of spots on shelter Island would 
also be a horrible idea.   

The only way the launch works for people is if they can park thier trailers readily after launching and if friends, crew and 
passengers can also park in relative ease near the ramp.  This ramp is one of the busiest in the nation and the means by 
which a vast number of people access the water. Anything that makes it.more difficult to use should be avoided. After 
spending millions enlarging the ramp only idiots would the shrink the parking around the ramp to make it harder to use. 

The reconfiguration of the parking to west of the ramp should only be done if it makes for more parking so that more 
people may come to shelter island.  Many of the marina tenants in this area do not have access to parking except at the 
public lots on the island. Anything that decreases the number if spots make access to the water less likely. 

Thank you, 

Tom McKinney 

Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S9+. 
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From: tom zust <tomzust@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please leave a little San Diego nature

Hello, 
I am a resident of the imperial house apartments which is right around the corner from laplaya trail.  I am currently 
fighting colon cancer and am raising a 5 year old son as a single dad.   Yeah tons of fun.....  Just wanted to through on my 
story..  My son Zane and I walk,play,relax on this little part of heaven pretty much daily.  Zane started off loving any 
grass area within walking distance from our place which is the little patch by brigantine and the baseball field up canon 
st(which are all soaked with dog piss). Healthy for the boy for sure.    And our other place where we can visit which is not 
concrete with a chance for me to make it back to the house to take a shit....   is the trail...........   so I want to get my two 
sense in on this whole let’s pave every square inch of our city fiasco....    maybe a kid from San Diego in the future has no 
need for the love of Nature!!!!!!   That one is up to you guys..... 

Let’s Keep a little PEACE.... 

Tom Zust 
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From: Rafael Castellanos
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:20 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island

From: Van Thaxton 
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:21:40 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Rafael Castellanos 
Subject: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island 

Dear R.Castellanos , 

I am writing in regard to the Port Master plan, specifically with respect to Planning District 1 Shelter Island. Along with 
my family and thousands of my Point Loma neighbors, my concerns are as follows: 

- I oppose the violation of the currently imposed height restrictions in the area as it would be in conflict and
incompatible with the nature of the existing older neighborhood and surrounding homes and buildings. 

- I oppose the commercial over-development of the area around the San Diego Yacht Club and the nature path leading
from the Club to Kellogg Beach, including the installation of visitor attractions, public transit facilities, fixed 
permanent amenities, and public toilets. This area has been in its current and natural state and enjoyed by San 
Diegans and visitors for decades.  The addition of transit hubs and public toilets would be a magnet for homeless 
loitering which would increase crime in the area and stress an already stretched-thin law enforcement department. 

- I oppose the narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes and the addition of “mobility
hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods, and any improvements that force existing property
owners to pay for improvements. Neighborhoods are for neighbors, not for the public. Installing urban features in an
established suburban neighborhood is unfair to the taxpayer who never intended to live in a city-like environment and
this plan does not take into consideration the impact these changes have on the residents who pay some of the highest
property taxes in the city.

- I oppose a 20’ wide promenade connecting the La Playa Trail to Shelter Island as well as any path around the
shoreline and through the three yacht clubs. Allowing public access through these membership clubs does not take 
into consideration the activities of the paying members and would exacerbate the already challenging security 
problems with homeless invaders that exist. The San Diego Yacht Club is a good neighbor, providing ongoing 
philanthropy to the Military and underserved children in our community as well as serving as the base for premier 
youth sailing in the region. Allowing unabated public access will have a disruptive effect on these efforts. 

- I oppose the addition of 1,600 of new hotel rooms in the Shelter Island area, a nearly 200% increase. This addition
will increase traffic, crime, homeless camps, and change the current existing flavor of the Island. Furthermore, safety 
on the Island is at issue. Shelter Island is difficult enough to exit during events such as concerts and firework shows; 
imagine a mass evacuation during an emergency with 1,600 new hotel rooms and only one egress. 

Please consider in your master plan a maintenance of the sensitive environmental areas of the beach and path leading 
to Kellogg Beach as well as the shorelines and surrounding parks of Shelter Island. We hope you will continue to support 
public use of these wonderful resources currently in existence as well as our valued Harbor Patrol at the end of Shelter 
Island. 

Point Loma, La Playa, and Shelter Island are jewels in San Diego and have been for decades. Please let its residents and 
all of San Diego continue to enjoy them without the blight of overdevelopment that has infected so much of our city. 
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Thank you, 

  

Van Thaxton 

825 Silvergate Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92106  
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From: Rebecca Harrington
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:28 AM
To: Lesley Nishihira; Lily Tsukayama; Anna Buzaitis
Subject: FW: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island

In case you didn’t get this one. 

From: Van Thaxton <thaxtonfam@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:15 AM 
To: Rebecca Harrington <rharrington@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island 

Dear R. Harrington, 

I am writing in regard to the Port Master plan, specifically with respect to Planning District 1 Shelter Island. Along with 
my family and thousands of my Point Loma neighbors, my concerns are as follows: 

- I oppose the violation of the currently imposed height restrictions in the area as it would be in conflict and
incompatible with the nature of the existing older neighborhood and surrounding homes and buildings. 

- I oppose the commercial over-development of the area around the San Diego Yacht Club and the nature path leading
from the Club to Kellogg Beach, including the installation of visitor attractions, public transit facilities, fixed 
permanent amenities, and public toilets. This area has been in its current and natural state and enjoyed by San 
Diegans and visitors for decades.  The addition of transit hubs and public toilets would be a magnet for homeless 
loitering which would increase crime in the area and stress an already stretched-thin law enforcement department. 

- I oppose the narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes and the addition of “mobility
hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods, and any improvements that force existing property
owners to pay for improvements. Neighborhoods are for neighbors, not for the public. Installing urban features in an
established suburban neighborhood is unfair to the taxpayer who never intended to live in a city-like environment and
this plan does not take into consideration the impact these changes have on the residents who pay some of the highest
property taxes in the city.

- I oppose a 20’ wide promenade connecting the La Playa Trail to Shelter Island as well as any path around the
shoreline and through the three yacht clubs. Allowing public access through these membership clubs does not take 
into consideration the activities of the paying members and would exacerbate the already challenging security 
problems with homeless invaders that exist. The San Diego Yacht Club is a good neighbor, providing ongoing 
philanthropy to the Military and underserved children in our community as well as serving as the base for premier 
youth sailing in the region. Allowing unabated public access will have a disruptive effect on these efforts. 

- I oppose the addition of 1,600 of new hotel rooms in the Shelter Island area, a nearly 200% increase. This addition
will increase traffic, crime, homeless camps, and change the current existing flavor of the Island. Furthermore, safety 
on the Island is at issue. Shelter Island is difficult enough to exit during events such as concerts and firework shows; 
imagine a mass evacuation during an emergency with 1,600 new hotel rooms and only one egress. 

Please consider in your master plan a maintenance of the sensitive environmental areas of the beach and path leading 
to Kellogg Beach as well as the shorelines and surrounding parks of Shelter Island. We hope you will continue to support 
public use of these wonderful resources currently in existence as well as our valued Harbor Patrol at the end of Shelter 
Island. 
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Point Loma, La Playa, and Shelter Island are jewels in San Diego and have been for decades. Please let its residents and 
all of San Diego continue to enjoy them without the blight of overdevelopment that has infected so much of our city.  

Thank you, 

  

Van Thaxton 

825 Silvergate Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92106  
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From: Van Thaxton <thaxtonfam@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:18 AM
To: Shaun Sumner
Subject: Port Master Plan - Shelter Island

Dear S. Sumner, 

I am writing in regard to the Port Master plan, specifically with respect to Planning District 1 Shelter Island. Along with 
my family and thousands of my Point Loma neighbors, my concerns are as follows: 

- I oppose the violation of the currently imposed height restrictions in the area as it would be in conflict and
incompatible with the nature of the existing older neighborhood and surrounding homes and buildings. 

- I oppose the commercial over-development of the area around the San Diego Yacht Club and the nature path leading
from the Club to Kellogg Beach, including the installation of visitor attractions, public transit facilities, fixed 
permanent amenities, and public toilets. This area has been in its current and natural state and enjoyed by San 
Diegans and visitors for decades.  The addition of transit hubs and public toilets would be a magnet for homeless 
loitering which would increase crime in the area and stress an already stretched-thin law enforcement department. 

- I oppose the narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes and the addition of “mobility
hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods, and any improvements that force existing property
owners to pay for improvements. Neighborhoods are for neighbors, not for the public. Installing urban features in an
established suburban neighborhood is unfair to the taxpayer who never intended to live in a city-like environment and
this plan does not take into consideration the impact these changes have on the residents who pay some of the highest
property taxes in the city.

- I oppose a 20’ wide promenade connecting the La Playa Trail to Shelter Island as well as any path around the
shoreline and through the three yacht clubs. Allowing public access through these membership clubs does not take 
into consideration the activities of the paying members and would exacerbate the already challenging security 
problems with homeless invaders that exist. The San Diego Yacht Club is a good neighbor, providing ongoing 
philanthropy to the Military and underserved children in our community as well as serving as the base for premier 
youth sailing in the region. Allowing unabated public access will have a disruptive effect on these efforts. 

- I oppose the addition of 1,600 of new hotel rooms in the Shelter Island area, a nearly 200% increase. This addition
will increase traffic, crime, homeless camps, and change the current existing flavor of the Island. Furthermore, safety 
on the Island is at issue. Shelter Island is difficult enough to exit during events such as concerts and firework shows; 
imagine a mass evacuation during an emergency with 1,600 new hotel rooms and only one egress. 

Please consider in your master plan a maintenance of the sensitive environmental areas of the beach and path leading 
to Kellogg Beach as well as the shorelines and surrounding parks of Shelter Island. We hope you will continue to support 
public use of these wonderful resources currently in existence as well as our valued Harbor Patrol at the end of Shelter 
Island. 

Point Loma, La Playa, and Shelter Island are jewels in San Diego and have been for decades. Please let its residents and 
all of San Diego continue to enjoy them without the blight of overdevelopment that has infected so much of our city. 

Thank you, 

Van Thaxton 

825 Silvergate Avenue 
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San Diego, CA 92106  
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From: Adam Newcomb <bronco@organicreplacements.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov

To Who It May Concern at Port of San Diego: 

Along with other private boaters in the San Diego area who access the Shelter Island Boat Launch, I stand in strong 
opposition to removing current parking spaces and relocating them to where Marlin Club is currently located. This would 
be a massive disruption to for all of us who want access to our waterways, and removal of the Marlin Club would be a 
significant loss of heritage to America’s Finest City. Moreover, I don't understand how this shows fair use of public space 
for those most impacted by the changes.  Sportfishing is a large contribution to the economics of San Diego and 
California generally.  Why do we continue to make plans that erode this economic contribution?  Planned changes such 
as removing boat and trailer parking significantly limit the utility of the ramp and the considerable expense to rebuild it. 

Sincerely, 
-a.n.
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From: Adi Ljubovic <adi@adiitworks.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 11:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Lunch / The Port Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have reviewed The Port Master Plan. 
I am very surprised by the plan of repurposing the parking space by the Shelter Island boat 
ramp for the grass open space and a bike trail.  
That would create chaos and parking trouble for all the fisherman/boaters during summer 
months. 

In addition – very sad to see that San Diego Marlin Club is being threatened and not included 
with the new development plan. 
San Diego Marlin Club has a huge place in SO Cal history – please be considerate. 

Thank you 

Adi Ljubovic 
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From: lonnie@richardsandlynch.com
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 12:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan

To whom it may concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Planning District 1 Shelter Island/ La Playa from and 68 year old resident of Point Loma , a 3rd generation 
San Diego Yacht Club member and and a person that has been in the Recreational Maritime Business for 
over 55 years. 

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIONS; 

Exceeding Point Loma's 30 foot height limit in Distric 1 and all sub districts 
Additional 1600 rooms throughout Shelter Island 
The narrowing of Scott St and Shelter Island drive with shared bike lanes. 
The addition of "mobility huds" and or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
THE REMOVAL OF HISTORIC LA PLAYA PIERS. 
Bay Front uses that focus on "visitor serving" and "attracting visitors" buy that fail to recognize impact on 
existing adjacent residents. 
Public transit//water taxi service within Kellogg beach and La Playa Basin 
ANY PATH AROUND THE SHORELINE AND THROUGH THE 3 YACHT CLUBS IN THIS DISTRICT AND ANY 
OTHER YACHT CLUBS WITH IN SAN  DIEGO BAY AREA. SPECIFICALLY IN POINT LOMA, IT WOULD BE 
SILVER GATE YACHT CLUB, SAN DIEGO YACHT CLUB AND SOUTHWESTERN YACHT CLUB 
Any improvements that would force existing property owners to pay for improvements. 
Additional transient anchorage/ wharf-age in the La Playa  basin 
20" wide promenades connecting La Plays trail to Shelter Island 
Additional 70,000 sg ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island. 

PLEASE INCLUDE IN MASTER PLAN ! 

CONTINUED SUPPORT OF OUR MARITIME INDUSTRY RELATED BUSINESSES. 
Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to Downtown/ Coronado 
Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ's and fire pits 
Support and maintain new public boat launch / public access on Shelter Island 
MAINTAIN FREE-OFF STREET PARKING TO ALLOW EMPLOYEES THAT SERVE THE MARITIME INDUSTRY 
AND SURROUNDING BUSINESSES ACCESSIBILITY 
Maintain limited access to Kellogg beach and La Playa consistent with the isolated low intensive 
recreational use geared to serve the immediate neighborhood  
REPLENISHMENT OF SAND AT KELLOGG BEACH TO PREVENT EXCESSIVE SHORELINE EROSION 
Preserving Point Loma's Historic landscape to better connect Point Loma History with design of bay front 
Nurture the wetlands and habit around the La Playa Basin an improve ecosystems that were native to area 

Sincerely, 

Alonzo ( Lonnie ) Jessop Lynch 
68 year old resident of Point Loma 
President of Richards and Lynch Yacht Sales Inc. 
3rd Generation Member of San Diego Yacht Club 
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From: annestlouis4@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 9:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Port of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island

To whom it may concern, 
I attended the presentation at Liberty Station on July 23rd and have additional comments on the Port Master Plan 
Update for Shelter Island further to the previous comments I have already submitted. 

First of all, shame on the Port for not holding ANY public informational meetings in Point Loma regarding the Port 
Master Plan Update while you were earlier in the planning stages. We had to invite the Port to present at the end of July 
as we all just learned of this master plan update and its implications to Point Loma by word of mouth. So, my first 
comment is: 

 Extend the comment period for a few more months so we in Point Loma can continue to provide helpful
comments and recommendations for this plan.

I learned at the meeting that there are plans to potentially move the Harbor Police station in favor of a hotel. I am 
against putting any type of hotel in this spot for these reasons:  

 A hotel would interrupt the pedestrian walkway that runs from Bali Hai to the tip of Shelter Island. Keep this
expanse of land open, so the public can enjoy its walkability and beautiful view of the Point.

 Parking: The presenters at the meeting said that the Port has scaled back on the number of parking spots
needed for new hotels, implying that everyone is taking ride share or taxis. This means to me – you have plans
for a new hotel, but will not have enough parking spots.  I can assure you that the community of Point Loma do
not take ride share to Shelter Island. We park there in our own cars and need those parking spaces. Further, how
many parking spots are needed just for the hotel staff? We already fight with the Kona Kai staff that take all the
parking at the west end of Shelter Island and we do not want to have an additional hotel there at all.

 Public safety: we have only one way out of Point Loma in an emergency. Public safety is at risk when adding the
~1600 or so hotel rooms called for in the current plan.  1600 rooms, double occupancy plus staff means over
3200 additional people on Shelter Island on any given day! There simply is not room for this massive influx on
the tiny island.

Lastly, I also learned more about the Port’s plan for La Playa Trail. I am very much opposed to the Port’s plan to pave and 
widen the trail – this trail is historic. Today it is a peaceful hiking/walking trail. Do not commercialize it, and exploit it by 
making it a paved promenade.  

Sincerely, 
Anne St Louis 
4421 Hill Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 

From: Port Master Plan Update <pmpu@portofsandiego.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 3:02 PM 
To: annestlouis4@gmail.com 
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Cc: Lesley Nishihira <lnishihi@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: RE: Comments on Port of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island 
 
Thank you for your comments. This email is to confirm that they have been received. 
 
Please check the Integrated Planning website for updates on the Port Master Plan Update. 
 

From: annestlouis4@gmail.com <annestlouis4@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 9:04 PM 
To: Port Master Plan Update <pmpu@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Comments on Port of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I am writing because I oppose the following 6 Port Master Plan Update to Shelter Island on the basis they are likely to 
substantially increase traffic congestion in the area. Further, any new development must adhere to current height 
restrictions. 
 
 
● Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 
● Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits West Shelter Island Subdistrict  
 ● PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc.  
● East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc.  
● West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms  
● East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms  
 
Sincerely, 
Anne St Louis 
4421 Hill Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
 
 



1

From: Barton Prideaux <ebprideaux@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 5:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Port Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern at Port of San Diego: 

Along with other private boaters in the San Diego area who access the Shelter Island Boat Launch, I stand in strong 
opposition to removing current parking spaces and relocating them to where Marlin Club is currently located. This would 
be a massive disruption to for all of us who want access to our waterways, and removal of the Marlin Club would be a 
significant loss of heritage to America’s Finest City.  

Moreover, it shows both a lack of understanding of your citizens’ desires, and an absolute dearth of judgment regarding 
planning matters and utilization of our resources. Why spend taxpayer’s money to redevelop the boat launch only to 
make it less usable for its citizens? As it stands now, on busy days, there is already a shortage of parking spaces for 
vehicles with trailers.  

I can only wonder who stands to benefit from this plan - clearly, not the general public. These proposed changes in the 
master plan are absolutely offensive, and will not move forward without considerable push back and voter retaliation 
against those who support it. 

A San Diego Resident, 
Barton Prideaux 
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From: Billy Galik <billyg88@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island parking lot

Hi, 

 I’m writing to request that the shelter island parking lot Not be replaced with a greenbelt as it is much more useful and 
meaningful to have trailered parking there available for fishermen like myself who have used that ramp for years and 
hopefully available for my son’s use and generations to come. It would be nice to thin out the crowd by having the ramp 
and parking available to San Diego residents exclusively! Please do your best to do right by the local fishermen that rely 
on that parking lot. The marlin club should stay too, in my honest opinion. 

Best Regards , 

 Bill 
619-438-9306
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From: Bob Hickman <bhickman@anchorgeneral.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:14 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking 

Please don’t remove the parking lot at Shelter Island where would we all be able to park our trucks and trailers 

Bob Hickman 
Territory Manager San Diego/Orange Co 
Anchor General Insurance Company  
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From: Brice Faulwetter <bricefaulwetter@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking Space Removal Around Shelter Island Launch Ramp

To Who It May Concern at Port of San Diego: 

Along with other private boaters in the San Diego area who access the Shelter Island Boat 
Launch, I stand in strong opposition to removing current parking spaces and relocating 
them to where Marlin Club is currently located. This would be a massive disruption to for 
all of us who want access to our waterways, and removal of the Marlin Club would be a 
significant loss of heritage to America’s Finest City. Moreover, it shows both lack of 
understanding of your citizens’ desires, and an absolute dearth of judgment regarding 
planning matters and utilization of our resources. Why spend taxpayer’s money to 
redevelop the boat launch only to make it less usable for its citizens? As it stands now, on 
busy days, there is already a shortage of parking spaces for vehicles with trailers. I can 
only wonder who stands to benefit from this plan - clearly, not the general public. These 
proposed changes in the master plan are absolutely offensive, and will not move forward 
without considerable push back and voter retaliation against those who support it.   

Regards, 

Brice Faulwetter 
619 742 9795 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. Virus-free. www.avast.com 
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From: Caleb Richter <caleb.carlos.richter@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking Lot

To whom is may concern, 

My name is Caleb Richter and my life changed when I bought a boat in 2017. I’ve been chasing bluefin and yellowtail out 
of San Diego bay for the last three years and the removal of the Shelter Island Parking Lot would mark the end of one of 
my greatest pleasures in life. Please don’t take this away from me. 

Caleb 
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From: Cathy Cibit <cathycibit@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 5:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Comments

Please see below. Hard copy in the mail. 
Thanks, 
Cathy Cibit 
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Sent from my iPhone 
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Megan Hom

From: Cole Chapman <cole_chapman@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 10:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Removal of the parking lot

Please stop this monstrosity of an idea. San Diego was built for fisherman treat them like they deserve  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Robert Valderrama
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:09 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Objections to Proposed Master Plan relating to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La 

Playa
Attachments: Proposed Port Plan Shelter Island & La Playa.pdf

Importance: High

From: jep0807@cox.net 
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:08:24 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Port Master Plan Update 
Cc: kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; 
Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen 
Subject: Objections to Proposed Master Plan relating to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa  

To Whom it May Concern: 

We have been Point Loma residents for over 60 years (Daniel) and 40 years (Jill).  Our family was born and raised in Point 
Loma and we now have a grandchild living here.  We have loved the Shelter Island/La Playa area and have enjoyed the 
beauty and peacefulness it brings to this crazy world.  We have been going to Kelloggs beach since we were young, our 
children have played on the shore and now our grandchild enjoys the iconic beach of Kelloggs.  We have walked the dirt 
path between SDYC and SWYC from dawn to dusk and love the natural and quiet beauty along with the local wildlife and 
birds.  Why on earth would the Port decide to turn this into a concrete path and destroy the natural beauty this historic 
part of Point Loma has offered local residents and visitors for generations??  It is a one way destination that dead ends 
and we cannot understand what possible reason there is to change this and bring more traffic and parking issues to this 
area that cannot handle the base traffic as it is.  Additional hotels on Shelter Island will again bring more traffic problems 
to an already congested area that has only one way in and out.  We are already having to deal with additional plane 
traffic; homeless people; van people; crime; traffic and scooters galore due to lack of police patrols and the City’s lack of 
consideration to the people who actually own homes and pay property taxes.   We believe we should have a say in how 
our community is changed so that it does not lose it’s historic character on the whim of the City and the Port.   

Please see attached our letter outlining objections to the proposed plan and other suggestions. 

Thank you – 

Daniel & Jill Peterson 
Point Loma residents; Members of SWYC & LPYC 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. Virus-free. www.avast.com 
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From: jep0807@cox.net
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; 
Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen

Subject: Objections to Proposed Master Plan relating to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La 
Playa

Attachments: Proposed Port Plan Shelter Island & La Playa.pdf

Importance: High

To Whom it May Concern: 

We have been Point Loma residents for over 60 years (Daniel) and 40 years (Jill).  Our family was born and raised in Point 
Loma and we now have a grandchild living here.  We have loved the Shelter Island/La Playa area and have enjoyed the 
beauty and peacefulness it brings to this crazy world.  We have been going to Kelloggs beach since we were young, our 
children have played on the shore and now our grandchild enjoys the iconic beach of Kelloggs.  We have walked the dirt 
path between SDYC and SWYC from dawn to dusk and love the natural and quiet beauty along with the local wildlife and 
birds.  Why on earth would the Port decide to turn this into a concrete path and destroy the natural beauty this historic 
part of Point Loma has offered local residents and visitors for generations??  It is a one way destination that dead ends 
and we cannot understand what possible reason there is to change this and bring more traffic and parking issues to this 
area that cannot handle the base traffic as it is.  Additional hotels on Shelter Island will again bring more traffic problems 
to an already congested area that has only one way in and out.  We are already having to deal with additional plane 
traffic; homeless people; van people; crime; traffic and scooters galore due to lack of police patrols and the City’s lack of 
consideration to the people who actually own homes and pay property taxes.   We believe we should have a say in how 
our community is changed so that it does not lose it’s historic character on the whim of the City and the Port.   

Please see attached our letter outlining objections to the proposed plan and other suggestions. 

Thank you – 

Daniel & Jill Peterson 
Point Loma residents; Members of SWYC & LPYC 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. Virus-free. www.avast.com 
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From: Doug Taylor <chefdougtaylor@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Green belt

Good Morning, 
I would like to share my opinion to those are planning to remove the parking at Shelter Island boat ramp. 
This parking lot access is very important to boaters and their guests. 
This Free parking lot is one of the few privileges San Diego allows. 
Overnight parking for boaters is another benefit at the ramp. 
Keep it open ! 
Keep it Free! 

Thank you! 

Doug Taylor 
chefdougtaylor@yahoo.com 
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From: Gaye <gayesf@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Ann 

Moore; Marshall Merrifield; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Randa Coniglio; Shaun 
Sumner; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; 
Robert Valderrama; Rafael Castellanos; Jason Giffen; Eric Macy; Dad

Subject: Objections to the Port of San Diego's Master Plan Discussion Draft April 2019

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I have the following objections to submit to the Port of San Diego's Master Plan Discussion Draft dated April 2019, as it 
pertains to Planning District 1: Shelter Island, pp. 123, et seq, in particular West Shelter Island and the Shelter Island 
Yacht Basin. 

The commercial development exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts, 
Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy, 
The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes, 
The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods, 
The removal of historic La Playa Piers, 
Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the existing 
adjacent residents, 
Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach, 
Any path around the shoreline and through the three Yacht Clubs in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht 
Club, and Southwestern Yacht Club, 
Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements, 
Additional transient anchorage/wharfage, 
20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island, 
“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead, and 
Additional 70,000 sq. ft. of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island. 

In Section B. PD1.35, the removal of the docks and piers is especially egregious and an infringement on the 
neighborhood's boundaries and affects its color and character.  

In Section B. PD1.39, encouraging coordination among adjacent jurisdictions to enhance accessibility to La Playa Trail to 
increase foot traffic and use will damage the trail and the neighborhood. The trail should remain the historic footpath 
that it is. Many of us grew up walking it. It is a small, narrow, dirt path directly behind neighbors' houses and up against 
their back lawns. It should not be "enhanced" with benches, toilets, handrails, or steps to the water, which tends to be 
sludgy. There is no beach. It is a backwater cove for a small marina. 

These are people's private backyards. Someone has a rope swing they hung from their tree along the trail. Depending on 
the tide, there are stinky mud flats, or eddies along the edge. You don't really walk down to the water. There is no 
beach. 

The docks and piers are viewed as belonging to the houses that pay for their upkeep and maintenance and the property 
taxes. The residents keep them open to the public per Port regulations, which is already an encroachment on their 
privacy as it stands.  

There is no good reason for the Port to meddle with people's "piers" or small docks and take them away from them. 
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This area should not be commercialized with increased water traffic, water taxis or services, nor should foot traffic be 
encouraged and increased in and around the paths and neighborhood. It is not a commercial zone. This is a private, 
quiet neighborhood area and the impact on it would be substantial.  
 
I am a fourth generation San Diegan and grew up in Point Loma. I support the City through work with The Thursday Club. 
We bring in upwards of  $65,000 a year to donate to the City for improvements to the park and to local charities. I am 
invested in the City and seeing it grow.  
 
Changes proposed would impact Shelter Island and Point Loma terribly. It is not the place to develop. Better to develop 
the commercial areas of the city and leave the quiet Point Loma neighborhoods alone. We have the Cabrillo Monument, 
Ocean Beach and its Pier, and other areas of San Diego that are bustling and commercial. We don't need to develop our 
historic neighborhoods. Let's look back and know that sometimes the best decision is to respect what is already there as 
it always has been and preserve a way of life. 
 
Sincerely, 
Gaye Macy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
gaye macy 
from the old French 'gai' meaning merry and light-hearted 
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 1:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan. Shelter Island and La Playa

I find nothing in the master plan palatable. Just a few high points though. Narrowing of Scott St and Shelter Island Drive 
is stupid. Scott is a reliever for Rosecrans which serves the 25000 employees at NOSC/Ft Rosecrans/submarine base. 
Shelter Island Dr is already clogged at certain times of the day. Violation of height limits on Shelter Island will ruin the 
character of the entire neighborhood. Additionally there is no way Shelter Island can support the proposed increase in 
hotel rooms. Plans for La Playa path, SDYC  public access and destruction of parking at Shelter Island launch ramp are 
unacceptable. The three small docks on la Playa beach are a historical part of the neighborhood. Their removal is 
unacceptable. This master plan is an assault on a community in San Diego. It will be vigorously opposed by every 
possible means including legal action 

James L Patrick  

Get Outlook for iOS 
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 9:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: MasterPlan

Just a thought...there will be environmental/legal challenges to any proposed leases granted as a result of this master 
plan that will go on longer than anyone involved will be alive. In the mean time your revenue might be ...zero. 
Remember North Sails?? 

Get Outlook for iOS 
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 11:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: Please take note of our concerns. Thank you   James Patrick 
Attachments: file.jpeg

Get Outlook for iOS 

From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 11:07:21 AM 
To: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com> 
Subject:  

Get Outlook for iOS 
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From: jjamison.soar <jamison5usmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 9:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Master Plan's Policies Would Have Potential Devastating Effect on Coronado

Dear Commissioners and Staff, 

Coronado is a unique residential community that is characterized by a charming setting; it is surrounded by a 
bustling city and port across the bay. The charm of our city is one reason it is such a desirable place to live and 
visit. The ill conceived polices in the current draft master port plan threaten the very charm that makes 
Coronado unique.  Please do not make Coronado vulnerable to leaseholders who would have broad authority 
under the current plan's policies to favor their commercial interests over those of the residents the community 
and the environment. 

Please accept these objections and suggestions to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as 
it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Policy Objections: 
  Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
  The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
  Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
  The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
  Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
  Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
  Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
  Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

  Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact 
on the existing adjacent residents.

  Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
  Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include POLIICIES in the Master Plan that: 
  Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
  Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular
traffic on Coronado

  Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
  Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
  Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bay

front.
  Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.
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       Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
       Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
In sum, the plan’s policies ignore the potential devastating impact leaseholders who exercise those wide open 
commercially-focused policies would have on the traffic, the environment and the very residential charm that 
Coronado holds dear. Don’t sell us out to the highest-bidding leaseholder. 

  
Sincerely, 
  
Jamie Gallant Jamison (619) 865-8149 
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From: Jason Flores <jasonjflores222@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 1:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking lot 

We all need the shelter island parking lot. Please do not remove. 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jeff Tyler <jeff@jefftylercoronado.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli
Subject: Coronado Resident Jeff Tyler - Comments on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master 

Plan Update - 2019
Attachments: SD Port District Master Plan Response - Jeff 7.29.19.docx

Port of San Diego Commissioners, 

Please accept my below comments (and attached) on the subject Port Master Plan Update. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Tyler
City of Coronado Cultural Arts Commission Chair & Public Art Commissioner 
Master’s in Business, Computer Information Systems 
Bachelor of Science, Oceanography & Geology 
Rotary Club of Coronado 
CDR, USN (ret) 

JeffTyler@MSN.com 
www.jefftylercoronado.com 

619.865.7153 mobile 
619.435.5333 home 

1427 Fifth St 
Coronado, CA 92118 

www.coronadoarts.com 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Letter follows: 

July 28, 2019 
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Port of San Diego 
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Hwy 
San Diego, CA 92101-1128 
 
Dear Port Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for allowing me to provide my input on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan 
Update – 2019.  I am asking your help in preserving and improving  Coronado as a beautiful, 
pleasant residential community in which to live, work, shop and pursue leisure-time activities.  It 
is critical that the plan emphasize the surrounding residential character of Coronado and that you 
rethink what is and is not compatible with our unique community. 

 One of your goals is to create a vibrant, internationally acclaimed waterfront and provide a 
variety of commercial recreation opportunities including cultural uses and performance 
venues.  The City recently completed a comprehensive year-long study to assess arts and 
culture in Coronado that identified building a new community arts and cultural center as a 
top priority.  Depending on other factors, the City of Coronado believes the Ferry Landing 
could be an appropriate site for such a facility.  I strongly urge the Port to not preclude some 
type of cultural arts center at the Ferry Landing location. 

 Currently with nearly 2000 hotel rooms in our 2.2 square miles, please don’t add any 
additional hotels with 350 net new rooms.  Their impact on our community would be 
disastrous. 

 We understand that the Marriott and Loew’s Hotels have property for expansion and desire 
to expand their number of rooms. The current 2000 rooms will be impacted by their future 
plans. 

 Don’t include paid parking at the Landing location. 
 Don’t add any tourist “attractions” that would add to our vehicle traffic, foot traffic or 

bicycle traffic congestion.  
 Don’t add any structures, businesses, or attractions that would inhibit us from meeting the 

AB32 global warming bill goal for the state of CA. 
 Ensure all building projects stay within the current building guidelines for the City of 

Coronado. 
 Please increase availability for ferry and water taxi service to reduce the daily flow of cars 

coming over the Coronado Bridge.  
 Increase commuter service to/from North Island, with parking in San Diego.  

 
Thank you for your strongest support! 
 
Sincerely, 
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Jeff Tyler 
Jeff Tyler 
1427 5th St 
Coronado, CA 92118 
Cell – 619.865.7153 
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From: John Rogers <john@saillegacy.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:30 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public comment on the Port Master Plan
Attachments: Port Letter JJR.pdf; PastedGraphic-1.tiff

Please find attached my objections to your Master Plan, which seems to have placed no regard for the residents in the 
Point Loma/Shelter Island area.  The ideas proposed in the Master Plan appear to be all about attracting visitors to an 
already very congested area.  As a resident and member of San Diego Yacht Club for fifty years, I know of no person who 
does not consider the Master Plan as a negative impact on the area.  

John Rogers 

SV Moonshadow  
john@saillegacy.com 
www.sailLegacy.blogspot.com 
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From: Julie Lowell <jalowell99@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Master Plan

I am opposed to the Port's master plan concerning Coronado and development of the bayfront for all the 
same reasons SaveCoronado is opposed to the master plan.  Coronado residents, including my husband and 
me, do not want a hotel or other big commercial development in our small, quaint hometown. 

Sincerely, 
Julie Lowell 
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From: Justin Leeds <trpl555@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: SI ramp!!!

Please consider the public use of this ramp and boating and how many people enjoy it!!!!!  Proposing to get rid of it is 
ridiculous!  I live 
130 miles away and want it to be there when we come down to use it!!! Apply common sense and interpolate the 
situation and its very easy for someone to see it must stay!  Any plan to remove it is a bad plan! Boating folks and 
anyone who uses this place helps the local economy and has for years!! Please leave the new ramp and parking the way 
it is!!!! Thanks Justin 
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From: Ken Gardon <ken@blueseasfab.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:36 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Boat Ramp Parking

To whom it may concern, 
I am adamantly opposed to the new Port redevelopment plan, as proposed.  It simply lacks common sense.  As a city, 
there are much more pressing needs and demands on our finances!  Let’s use our resources wisely. As an Employer in 
San Diego that is in the Marine Business, this change could affect all those in the Marine Business by reducing the 
interest in boat significantly due to the dramatically reduced ease and access to the traditionally used and busiest boat 
launch on the West Coast. 

1. The Shelter Island launch ramp is one of the busiest boat launch ramps on the West Coast.  The new plan removes
most of the parking.  Millions of dollars were just spent on this ramp’s renovation!  Now there is a proposal to render it
virtually worthless by eliminating most of the parking.  A public boat launch is not valuable unless boaters have a place
to park their trucks and trailers.  Why spend the money on a new ramp and then undercut it with no parking?  This flies
in the face of common sense!  There is enough green space all around this location already!

2. The San Diego Yacht Club.  There are already ample pathways for safe walking around this yacht club.  Waterfront
walking through the club would be dangerous as there are two working overhead boat hoists that would have to go over 
the proposed pathways and endanger the walking public.  Furthermore, it’s a waste of public funds, as there are already
sidewalks and a path in place for a short, but scenic, walk that diverts around this private club.  Do not waste public
money on this endeavor.  Lastly, the SDYC’s use of Port property generates a positive revenue stream in the form of
rent. Suspending the lease agreement would go the other direction and be a negative cost.  As a city, we should not be
turning down revenue generating opportunities when there is little public need or interest in such property.

3. La Playa docks.  These docks are part of San Diego’s history.  They are beautiful and part of the fabric of our
waterfront.  They are also historic.  They even pre-date the Port of San Diego.  Yes, they were here before you guys!  San
Diego would not be San Diego if it were not for these docks.  They first serviced ships coming into our beautiful harbor in
the 1800’s, as their goods were then carted via horse and wagon down the La Playa Trail (now Rosecrans) into Old
Town.  It would be a travesty to remove this integral part of San Diego’s history!

The Port is beautiful and a large part of what makes us America’s Finest City.  Spend our money wisely!  This plan, in its 
current form, is not needed and is a frivolous waste of taxpayer resources.  San Diego has enough construction 
disruption already.  Don’t destroy our peaceful waterfront! 

Ken Gardon 

CEO 

Blueseasfab.com 
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From: lrr841 <lrr841@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island parking lot

To Whom It May Concern, 

It has been brought to my attention that plans have been introduced to lose the parking lot at Shelter Island. 
For me and my friends that would be a terrible blow. We fish the ocean out of San Diego whenever we get the 
chance.  We frequent gas stations,  restaurants,  tackle shops, and hotels when we fish. Oftentimes bringing 
our wives to enjoy the city while we fish, they shop and generally enjoy the enjoy wonderful weather in San 
Diego. We are in our 50's and plan to continue, all five couples. The size and ease of use, coupled with the 
huge financial and time commitment involved in the recent launch ramp improvements at Shelter Island would 
be fruitless if the parking lot was removed or reduced.  
I, and my other families, are strongly against changing the Parking lot at Shelter Island.  
Thank you for co consideration.  

Larry Allen 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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From: Les Wannamaker <bigsurf311@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking lot removal.

Are you insane.  Build a multimillion dollar launch ramp then move the auto/trailer parking lot.  Please rethink. 
The marlin club ia a historical site.  Just like the bell of friendship.  Have some respect. 
Born and raised in San Diego.  Don't let the johnny come lately's make the decisions. 
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From: Martha Shumaker <mpshumaker@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: San Diego Port District Plan Comment

July 28, 2019 

TO: San Diego Port Commissioners and Whom it May Concern 

My family has lived on Scott St. between Talbot and Bessemer since 1952.  I support the document 
developed by concerned neighbors – it follows this statement. 

This is a neighborhood not a tourist attraction to be developed, monetized and promoted by 
bureaucrats who do not understand the character and limitations of this traditional residential single 
home neighborhood with inadequate infrastructure. It can’t be modified to meet Port goals. 

Daily we suffer dangerous traffic as locals and subbase personnel speed down our residential street 
to avoid backups on Rosecrans - to such an extent we cannot allow 10 year-olds to cross the street 
unaccompanied. And you (and the Navy) want to attract more traffic? 

Especially on weekends, holidays and evenings non-resident traffic arrives and devolves as visitors 
troll for parking spaces especially when there are events at SD Yacht Club and Humphries. Many 
launch personal watercraft at Bessemer. Our driveways get blocked. The noise is intrusive. There is 
no way to add enough parking to accommodate these crowds. And you want to attract MORE 
visitors? 

Over 67 years, we’ve experienced: growth at the subbase; increased density including so many 
condos; added commerce including restaurants and marine businesses; expanding hotels; explosion 
of bicyclists, scooters and pedestrians – many with strollers and dogs – on a street with no sidewalks 
where they are forced into traffic due to parked cars, AND on the La Playa Trail many dog owners do 
NOT leash their animals causing real terror for my children and death for at least one local cat.  And 
you want to invite MORE visitors with trailers, cars and dogs? 

It goes beyond NIMBY.  While I remember vacant lots along the La Playa Trail and naturally cherish 
the way it used to be, I accept growth.  It happens everywhere. In that spirit I endeavor to accept the 
inconveniences.  

The nature and character of La Playa areas subject to Port authority cannot support additional, 
encouraged, utilization as reflected in the Plan without degrading the visitor experience due to 
congestion, and further destruction of the peace all residents should expect and which has seriously 
eroded just like the wide sandy La Playa beaches of my childhood.  

MORE of everything will not be good for anyone.  The Port will create problems it will not be able to 
control 
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PIERS – La Playa piers are being subjected to a double standard.  There are many marina piers 
throughout the area which cannot be accessed at all as they are locked at the initial access points, 
some adjacent to public walkways. La Playa pier leaseholders pay market rate, as do the marinas. 
Plus they allow partial public access.  Through the years the Port has permitted expansion of piers at 
private yacht clubs and marinas which are not open at all to non-members. There must be hundreds 
which are more private than the few piers in La Playa Cove. Why should the lessees and their assets 
experience this double standard? And be subject to removal? 

 
Martha Shumaker 
940 Scott Street 
San Diego, CA  92106 

San Diego Port District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa Plan Update 2019 

PROHIBIT: 
-Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts  
-Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from 
current occupancy  
-The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes  
-The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods  
-The removal of historic La Playa Piers  
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the 
impact on the existing adjacent residents.  
-Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach  
-Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, 
San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club  
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements  
-Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter 
Island  
-Fixed/permanent “ammenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead  
-Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island  

Please Include in the Master Plan the Following:  
-Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses Ideas about public water transit from 
Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado  
-Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits  
-Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island  
-Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and 
surrounding businesses accessibility.  
-Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood  
-Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion  
-Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of 
the bayfront.  
-Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to 
the area.  
-Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” 
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From: Michele1112004@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 2:50 PM
Subject: NO to the Port's plans for Coronado & Point Loma 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado and Point Loma. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property or Point Loma/Shelter Island
properties

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents in either Coronado or Point Loma/Shelter Island.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

• NO luxury hotel built on Shelter Island where the Harbor Police Dock is.

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado and

Point Loma/Shelter Island.
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

• Save the Historic La Playa Docks
• Save the Harbor Police Dock

Sincerely, 
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Michele Ebbert  

 
Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: miles k <mileskan@outlook.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 5:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island parking

Hello, 

I just became aware of the master plan for the Shelter Island area. Growing up in San 
Diego as a 4th generation resident and fisherman I have seen a lot of changes made to 
the bay that have pushed out commercial fishing and sportfishing. Now in the sportfishing 
business, I am concerned with the latest changes proposed in the master plan that will not 
only affect my business but every business that surrounds the area supplying fishermen.  

The removal of the Shelter Island boat ramp parking lot would be a disaster to sport 
fishing and private boating in San Diego. The launch ramp is the busiest in Southern 
California as it is the closest to the harbor mouth and bait receivers. The recent remodel of 
the ramp was done during a fishing season and there was a big decline in my business as 
well as the bait receivers, surrounding fishing supply stores and fuel docks. Removing the 
parking lot will put more pressure on already crowded Mission Bay launch ramps and 
devastate the local fishing businesses that rely on private boat traffic during the summer 
seasons. I am also concerned that the green belt will provide another place for the 
homeless to hang out and trash detouring tourism and hindering business to the local 
area. 

My second concern is on the master plan for Shelter Island The historic San Diego Marlin 
Club is not in the plan and looks to be removed to build parking along the already busy 
corridor entrance to Shelter Island. The Marlin Club is the only place in San Diego Bay 
that can weigh a world record fish. No other clubs or weigh stations exist in San Diego 
Bay beside the private Fishermans Landing and Point Loma Fishing concessions that do 
not let private boaters weight fish. San Diego is a world-class fishing destination for world-
record fishing and we are the leaders in fishing techniques and technology. The dock at 
The San Diego Marlin Club has a hoist that lifts the fish out of the boat and on to a gurney 
where it is wheeled up to a crowd of tourists and other fishermen that are there to see the 
magnificent fish that are brought in. Many times the street has been stopped as a world 
record fish is put on the scale then hoisted up for all to see. This type of random event’s 
does not go on anywhere else in the bay that is open to the public. The removal of The 
San Diego Marlin Club would be removing a rich history from San Diego and would 
change the fishing community in a negative way.  

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. 
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Miles Kan 
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From: Pamela Hartley <pamjhartley@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa docks

Hello Port of San Diego, 

The Port of San Diego is responsible for innumerable projects that make San Diego’s waterfront more beautiful, safe and 
meaningful for local people and visitors. 

I don’t agree that removing the private docks in La Playa will serve the community or San Diego visitors. 

These docks have dotted the bay for as long as there have been Point Loma residents, and they offer character and 
historical value just like the lighthouse on the top of the Point. When I was young, my family’s PC sailboat was docked on 
one of the La Playa docks, and we enjoyed sailing every weekend. My father, a captain in the United States Navy, was 
picked up at the dock and taken to work on his ship.  

I request that the Port of San Diego leave the docks in La Playa for the charm and functionality they provide. 

I appreciate your consideration of my request. 

Best regards, 

Pam Hartley 
(858) 395-0345

Pamjhartley@gmail.com 
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From: Pam Werner <skiwerner@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 12:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to strongly oppose two parts of the PMPU for which you are seeking community input by July 31, 
2019.  I have been a resident in the La Playa area of Point Loma for more than 14 years.  I purchased my 
residence because of the unobstructed view of the beauty of Shelter Island and the bay.  I am urging that you 
put aside your plans for increasing the height limits of buildings on Shelter Island for your financial gain and 
those of some hoteliers, at the expense of residents of Pt Loma whose views will be impaired and 
obstructed.  Such impairment will impact property values of many.  Traffic will also increase on Shelter Island 
impacting the enjoyment of people who live in the area.   

I also object to your proposal to add public access to leaseholds of private yacht clubs on Shelter Island.  You 
receive revenue from these private clubs through the lease agreements they have with the port.  As a private 
entity they restrict access to their leased area because they are a private club.  Members pay to belong to 
these clubs so they can enjoy yachting and the other amenities offered as a result of their paid 
membership.  By giving public access to an area that a club has leased and legally determined will be 
accessible only to members will change the culture of the clubs.  The clubs provide organization and support 
for many yachting activities that draws people from all over the country to San Diego.  The clubs bring world-
wide recognition to the Port of San Diego as a partner in these activities. The logic of providing public access 
along areas of Shelter Island that are not private should not be applied to areas that are private clubs. 

I think the Port’s charter is to embrace and support the various unique groups that make the San Diego region 
unique, not to find ways to undermine them with utopian intentions.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment 
on your plans and your consideration of my objections to the present PMPU 

Pamela M. Werner 
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From: Paul Hartley <pointlomapaul@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Plan for La Playa

Good afternoon, 

Thank you for your efforts to make San Diego a better place for we citizens and visitors alike. I feel very lucky to have 
called SD home for many years.  

I was disappointed to see a plan from your efforts which includes removing the private piers and docks, save for the La 
Playa Yacht Club, in the Shelter Island basin.  

These docks go back a long time and give our neighborhood character and an identity that differentiate us from every 
other community in San Diego. They represent an early history of the now-thriving boating community that we have 
become. I can’t think of a single reason to take them out. There is no other “highest and best use” that comes to mind 
for the small area they inhabit.  

I believe you should remove their removal from your plan and stop this move toward mediocrity.  

It’s good to have your own identity include some artistic attributes and the docks are part of La Playa’s identity. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

Best regards, 

Paul Hartley 
(619) 222-7443

Paul@PaulHartley.com 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Rich Bell <rbell470@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking

To whom this concerns, 

I’m sending this email to ask you NOT to take away the parking lot at Shelter Island.  I’ve used this area for years to 
launch my boat and park my truck and trailer while enjoying San Diego Bay.  I couldn’t believe I read you are going to 
close it...you now have a beautiful launch ramp at Shelter Island but no one can use it without parking.  Please 
reconsider.   

Thank you 

Rich Bell 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ROBERT BLACK <blackroscoe@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PARKING LOT NON-PLAN

Somehow, anti-boaters have scored big on this one!  No parking for trailers means no launching; therefore, no 
boats!  Crazy people should not be in charge and making policy. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 



1

From: Rob Fletcher <rcfletcherjr@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 10:09 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: San Diego Port Redevelopment Plan

To whom it may concern, 
I am adamantly opposed to the new Port redevelopment plan, as proposed.  It simply lacks common sense.  As a city, 
there are much more pressing needs and demands on our finances!  Let’s use our resources wisely.  

1. The Shelter Island launch ramp is one of the busiest boat launch ramps on the West Coast.  The new plan removes
most of the parking.  Millions of dollars were just spent on this ramp’s renovation!  Now there is a proposal to render it
virtually worthless by eliminating most of the parking.  A public boat launch is not valuable unless boaters have a place
to park their trucks and trailers.  Why spend the money on a new ramp and then undercut it with no parking?  This flys
in the face of common sense!  There is enough green space all around this location already!

2. The San Diego Yacht Club.  There are already ample pathways for safe walking around this yacht club.  Waterfront
walking through the club would be dangerous as there are two working overhead boat hoists that would have to go over 
the proposed pathways and endanger the walking public.  Furthermore, it’s a waste of public funds, as there are already
sidewalks and a path in place for a short, but scenic, walk that diverts around this private club.  Do not waste public
money on this endeavor.  Lastly, the SDYC’s use of Port property generates a positive revenue stream in the form of
rent. Suspending the lease agreement would go the other direction and be a negative cost.  As a city, we should not be
turning down revenue generating opportunities when there is little public need or interest in such property.

3. La Playa docks.  These docks are part of San Diego’s history.  They are beautiful and part of the fabric of our
waterfront.  They are also historic.  They even pre-date the Port of San Diego.  Yes, they were here before you guys!  San
Diego would not be San Diego if it were not for these docks.  They first serviced ships coming into our beautiful harbor in
the 1800’s, as their goods were then carted via horse and wagon down the La Playa Trail (now Rosecrans) into Old
Town.  It would be a travesty to remove this integral part of San Diego’s history!

The Port is beautiful and a large part of what makes us America’s Finest City.  Spend our money wisely!  This plan, in its 
current form, is not needed and is a frivolous waste of taxpayer resources.  San Diego has enough construction 
disruption already.  Don’t destroy our peaceful waterfront! 

Regards, 
Robert C. Fletcher Jr. 
Concerned citizen, taxpayer and Point Loma resident 



 

 

Port of San Diego        July 28, 2019 
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
I am a resident of Coronado and have attended two discussion sessions on the Port Master 
Plan Update.  I believe the Plan Update is inconsistent with the District’s Mission Statement as 
stated: “The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic 
vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, 
water and land recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.”   The Update appears 
to be more focused on bringing revenue to the Port Authority than providing a community 
benefit.  The below comments represent my review of the planning document along with the 
sentiments of the attendees at the two sessions I attended. 
 
 Page 231, currently reads: “This planning district is characterized by visitor-serving Open 
Space and Commercial Recreation areas that maintain strong relationships to the surrounding 
Coronado neighborhoods managed by the City of Coronado.”   
 Change to read: “This planning district is characterized by economic vitality and 
community benefit Open Space and Commercial Recreation areas that are consistent with the 
sentiment of the surrounding Coronado neighborhoods about future development.”   
 Explanation:  As this reads currently, the Plan Update shifts the character of this 
planning district from the community to visitor-serving, in contradiction with your mission 
statement.  The sentiment of the surrounding neighborhood is strongly against future 
development that would alter the small community character of Coronado by increasing the 
number of visitors, the traffic, the delivery of goods and services, pollution, crime, emergency 
evacuation, climate change, carbon emission, waste disposal, infrastructure stress, etc.  
Additionally, during the rainy season, access to this North Coronado development site is limited 
or denied due to flooding at 1st and C streets.  The Coronado Bridge carries somewhere 
between 85,000 and 100,000 vehicles per day.  Residents must manage their use of the bridge 
to deconflict the overload usage of the military bases with employees going to and coming from 
their place of employment.  One can only imagine the stress on that bridge caused by additional 
visitors.  The bridge is often blocked due to accidents or individuals attempting to take their 
lives.  An emergency evacuation of Coronado would be a nightmare further exacerbated by 
more vehicle trying to get off the island. 
  
 Page 232, currently reads: “The character of this planning district should have a strong 
emphasis on visitor-serving uses that activate the area and complement the scale and character 
of the adjacent City of Coronado, including hotels, retail, and restaurants.”   
 Change to read: “The character of this planning district should have a strong emphasis 
on community uses that activate the area and complement the scale and character of the 
adjacent City of Coronado.“ 
 Explanation:  It is the hotels, retail, and restaurants in the Master Plan Update that 
generate the most emotion from the community.  For the same reasons explained on page 231, 
these words suggest development that is not consistent with the community. 
 
 Page 233, PD10.9, currently reads:  “Building height should be compatible, but does not 
need to be in conformance, with adjacent jurisdiction standards.” 
 Change to read: “Building height should be in conformance, with adjacent jurisdiction 
standards.” 
 Explanation:  This Update should NOT change the character of Coronado.  The 
community is very concerned with future development that do not comply with City of Coronado 



 

 

height requirements.   Your plan update allows for high-rise hotel, parking garage, retail 
buildings, etc. which would destroy the character of the City.  The community fears this kind of 
development. 
 
 Page 235, PD10.19, currently reads:  “Allow additional hotel rooms with associated 
visitor-serving uses at the existing hotel facility directly north of Coronado Tidelands Park.” 
PD10.20, currently reads: “Allow for a mix of commercial uses and hotel development within the 
Commercial Recreation land use designation adjacent to the existing water-based transfer 
point.” 
 Change to read:  delete PD 10.19 and remove the “and hotel development” words from 
PD 10.20. 
 Explanation: These words encourage the development of a hotel on this property which 
is the single most emotional issue in your plan update.  Again, it contradicts your Mission 
Statement.  If you really wish to work with the Coronado community to arrive at a mutually 
acceptable Planning document, these two changes are required. 
 
 Page 237 chart, currently reads:   “North Coronado Subdistrict chart 
Overnight Accommodations-Up to 350 net new hotel rooms with associated meeting space. 
Non-District Administration Office-Up to 10,000 square feet of office space in association with a 
mix of commercial uses.” 
 
 Change to read:  Delete both of these entries. 
 Explanation:  Same reasons as above. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these significant concerns from the residents of Coronado. 
 
Robert D Morig 
1099 1st St, Unit 304 
Coronado, CA 92118 
email: rmorig@aol.com 
phone: (619) 405-5822 
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From: Aquatic Inspections, INC. <aquaticinsp@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking

Dear Sirs, 

I’ve been a boater/fisherman in San Diego for over forty years.  Having the Shelter Island launch ramp closed for repairs 
for approximately 18 months made boating more difficult in san Diego.  It’s been great having the ramp back open!  Now 
I here you might remove all of the current boat trailer parking spots for green space.  WTF?  That makes zero sense to 
me and will cause a tremendous hardship to trailer boaters again.  Having parking problems at Shelter Island would 
force more boaters/fisherman to launch in Mission Bay which would lead to a considerable amount of congestion in 
Mission Bay and also a financial hardship for many businesses around San Diego Bay.  Please do not alter the current 
boat trailer parking on Shelter Island.  

Also please don’t close the San Diego Marlin Club.  They’ve been a tradition in San Diego for a long, long time and it 
would be terrible to close them! 

Please contact me to discuss this matter. 

Thanks 

Robert   

Robert McMurray 
(760) 519-3080
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From: Rod Masters <rpmrods@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 5:49 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Boat launch parking. 

Build a new boat launch ramp then take away parking.  How stupid can u get.  Rod masters 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Van Cleve <rvcdvc@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island boat ramp

Good morning  
Long time so cal angler/boater and an Ex Chief Petty Officer in the U S Navy. It has come to my attention that the parking 
lot for the Shelter Island Boat launch is being considered for a green belt.  

Points against: 
I believe this is the busiest boat ramp on the west coast. Boat ramps  are designed for boaters that trailer their boats can 
launch and park the truck and trailer.  

Mooring and dock space is extremely hard to find and expensive    

Shelter island boat ramp was just renovated for millions of dollars 

Impact to the surrounding area. If the parking is removed , boaters will need to park somewhere 

Depending on the day the parking lot is close to being at capacity.  

Points for: 
None 

Please feel free to reach out to me if you have any questions. 

Thank you for your time 
Russell Van Cleve 
President  
WV Construction Company 
(619) 889-3328

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Smcefee <smcefee@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 10:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Pl loma proposed plan -public feedback

Hello, 

I live and work in Pt Loma.  I’m opposed to the proposed plan to build hotels on Shelter Island that exclude necessary 
parking,  changing La Playa Trail,  installing a public bathroom and reconfigurations of Scott Street. 

Thank you, 

Sharon McEfee 

Sharon McEfee’s Skin Care 
1237 Scott Street 
San Diego CA. 92106 
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From: sgershwind@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft

July 28, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the Navy 
Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” serving the 
needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District residents. 
We are concerned about:  

  Views
 Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I respectfully and 
specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
  The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not included in 
the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as 
was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in the 
planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than some others 
because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely 
environmentally sensitive.  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated Embarcadero. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen E. Gershwind, MD 
1205 Pacific Hwy. - # 2002 
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San Diego, CA  92101 
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From: Alex Bravo <Alex.Bravo@intersystems.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking lot

Dear Port Master Plan Update, 

I have just found out that there are plans to replace the Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking lot. 

Please reconsider. 

Shelter island boat ramp is the number 1 most used boat ramp in California. We need more parking spaces, not less.

The money that was invested into the upgrade of the Shelter Island launch ramp would no longer be taken 
advantage with reduced parking.  It really does not make sense.  One of the most attractive characteristics of San 
Diego that make it “THE” top city on earth is access to all water sports.  Removal of the #1 most used boat ramp 
parking spaces is a detriment to that access. 

I am sure that a green belt enhancement can be planned elsewhere without affecting the existing parking lot.  If 
anything, more parking is needed, not less. 

Thank You for your consideration. 

Alex Bravo 

Alexander Bravo 
Sales Engineer | InterSystems  
Direct: +1.703.748.4037 | Mobile: +1.858.231.5102 
InterSystems.com  
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From: Alicia Briquelet <abriquelet@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:36 PM
To: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov; Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Changes of Shelter Island

To Whom It May Concern, 

I recently learned of the proposed changes to Shelter Island, specifically the elimination of parking for private boaters 
near the boat ramp/launch.  With the recent completion of the newly improved boat launch at Shelter Island, the 
removal of parking spots for private boaters using the launch would be absurd.  I'm sure you are aware that the Shelter 
Island boat launch is the busiest in Southern California, so it makes NO sense in removing parking after spending a 
substantial amount of taxpayer money on the much needed redesign.  I am a woman sport fisher and my family and I 
have used this boat launch for decades.  We were thrilled when it went through a complete renovation only to be 
utterly disappointed finding out about the parking issue.  What good does a redesign do when there is nowhere to park 
your rig?  During the several months of closure at Shelter Island boat launch, we used Mission Bay to access our fishing 
grounds but the increased traffic at the launch was complete insanity.  The boat launches in Mission Bay are not 
designed to handle that much traffic.     

Another major concern is the removal of the historic San Diego Marlin Club.  This club was founded in 1931 and is a rich 
part of San Diego history.  All sport fishing enthusiasts know that the San Diego Marlin Club is the only place in San Diego 
Bay to weigh huge fish recently caught off our waters.  Any given summer day, tourists and fisherman all gather around 
the scale at the Marlin Club to watch potential world record breaking fish being weighed.  This scene is a sight to see and 
is a part of what makes San Diego so unique and special to everyone who visit and live here.  To take this away seems 
like San Diego's rich fishing history doesn't matter anymore.   

Please reconsider these issues that will have a huge impact on San Diego's private boaters, sport fishers and fishing 
businesses.  San Diego is often credited with birthing the tuna industry, with over 100 years of amazing fishing history.  It 
would be a shame to hinder our ability to continue to be a part of this wonderful San Diego tradition.  Thank you for 
your consideration. 

Best Regards, 

Alicia Briquelet 
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From: andrew driscoll <awdriscoll1@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on PMPU

Hello and thank you taking the time to hear/read about concerns and comments regarding the PMPU. 

     I'm writing as I have concerns regarding PD1.31-40 and the proposed changes to the La Playa basin within the 
PMPU.  As a life long resident of Point Loma I can without hesitation say it would be truly tragic to change what is 
certainly considered one of the most beautiful and historic areas in all of San Diego County.  Having had the tremendous 
good fortune of being born and raised in Point Loma I can't begin to elicit what that small area and the waterways it 
interacts with have meant to me and the person I've become.  Having had the experiences I've had and being who I am, 
unsurprisingly, puts me in the camp of those asking you to re-consider making these drastic changes.  While I could go 
on endlessly on that count I would think there would be little point in doing so as this should be about the larger group 
and not individuals.  Suffice to say I know this area intimately and it's very much a part of my personal and family 
history.   
     What I would like to point out, is the large and passionate response from those individuals that are reaching out to us 
(although I suspect not taking the time to write to you) from different places and experiences than the ones I consider 
myself absurdly lucky to have had.  Ever since learning about the details in the Ports upcoming plan I have spoken to 
many people regarding the issues that are near and dear to my heart for what would seem to be obvious reasons.  What 
has struck me most from these conversations with strangers is that rather than needing to explain my position about the 
Ports proposed changes, almost to a person, not a single one has needed my explanation to be of the same mind.  I 
mean to say that while our perspectives, motives and reasoning are different, our conclusions are not.  This area means 
different things to different people, but they are equally important to all of us.  While the sights and sounds and feel of 
our tiny turning basin play different roles in the stories of our lives, the impact of this tiny slice of coast is significant in 
them all.  Whether for a single day or lifetime, the La Playa Basin is so unique in our ever developing California coastline 
that it can't help but leave a mark on those that interact with it.   
     While I understand and support the need for the Port to continue to improve and provide access to all, I ask them to 
consider doing so in a way that doesn't develop the history and culture out of San Diego Bay.  Not to pave over every 
path, and tear out beautiful historical and cultural artifacts because they do not simply and easily fall within the Port's 
overall vision for the San Diego Bay.  Specific issues and concerns are rarely well addressed by general plans or solutions 
and I don't think that could possibly be more true in an area as varied as our Bay.  I'm sure it's become clear to the Port 
through their interactions with the public thus far that many of the issues that have arisen are going to require solutions 
and compromises unique to the many microcosms that make up the larger whole.  While it seems the Port has done a 
reasonably good job at identifying these areas in the PMPU they have fallen woefully short in coming up with realistic 
solutions that won't just turn our areas in to another bland characterless  expansion of development for the sake of 
development.  All at the cost of culturally identifying landmarks that strengthen its distinctive identity.  The small piers 
and idiosyncrasies of the La Playa trail are what make it unique and what give it value. These small pockets (and there 
are precious few left) have managed to stay treasures for as long as they have specifically because they have managed 
to evade large scale planned development.   
     My hope and the hope of a staggering number of people (from locals to tourists and everything in between) is that 
this region can be preserved to be enjoyed for many generations to come that are lucky enough to stumble off the well 
travelled path and discover for themselves one of the last few hidden gems in all of Southern California.  Thank you for 
taking the time to get this feedback from the community, please don't let us down. 

Specifically I have issues with: 

PD1.31 
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PD1.32 
PD1.33 
PD1.34 
PD1.35 
PD1.37 
PD1.38 
PD1.39 
PD1.40 
PD1.41 
PD1.42 
PD1.43 
PD1.44 
PD1.45 
PD1.46 
PD1.47 
PD1.48 
PD1.49 
PD1.50 
 
Sincerely,  
Andrew Wyatt Driscoll 
 
 
 

30.  
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From: sgershwind@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment - PMPU Discussion Draft

July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the Navy 
Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” serving the 
needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District residents. 
We are concerned about:  

  Views
 Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I respectfully and 
specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
  The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not included in 
the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as 
was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in the 
planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than some others 
because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely 
environmentally sensitive.  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated Embarcadero. 

Sincerely, 

Arline Gershwind 
1205 Pacific Hwy. - # 2002 
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From: ashley <ashley.degen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; 
Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: OBJECTIONS & CONCERNS to proposed master plan update by port of SD to District 1 
(shelter island/la playa)

To Whom it may concern, 

I recently reviewed the port authority's master plan in relation to Shelter Island/La Playa (planning district 1) and I am 
shocked, appalled and heart broken.  

I grew up on Talbot street and have lived within 10 miles my whole life.  The objective of making the La Playa Trail and 
shelter island more accessible "to the public" is outrageous.  In the past 20 years the traffic to access deep on the point 
(La Playa) in and out  is miserable.  What used to take no more than 5-7minutes to drive from Talbot street to the 8 
freeway (and vise versa) is now a minimum 15 minutes, during NON traffic hours. 

For 11 years I worked on Shelter Island at the Coldwell Banker office under the Brigantine restaurant, i observed the 
congestion daily and the dwindling parking spaces in the area.  I walk my dog on shelter island.  I now take my kids to 
play at shelter island playground and many days struggle to find parking and face the disgusting public restrooms with 
my 1 and 4 yr old kids. 

This area does not need to add more tourism.  The idea of adding 1300 hotel rooms on Shelter island would be 
catastrophic to the area.  To think of even 250 more vehicles entering and exiting shelter island daily  would be a burden 
to the local community, businesses and dock community. Not to mention the marine life and nature!  

The current level of tourism in the area is PERFECT, more would change the vibe of the visitors and the locals. 

Also, adding more people visiting creates a major concern in case of natural disaster or emergency.  It is a single lane 
road off and on shelter island and to leave the Point you have at most 2 lanes in each direction on Rosecrans and 1 lane 
in each direction on Catalina blvd.  That is it! If there were any disaster or need for evacuation (sub base threat, tsunami, 
earthquake) it would be unsafe and impossible to leave the Point in a reasonable amount of time. 

The thought of making the La playa trail "more accessible" is heart breaking. This spot isn't private, anyone can use it, 
but we don't advertise it to keep its CLEANLINESS and respectful use.   

Adding a public restroom would be a nice amenity, but with public restrooms come a mess of other issues including 
transients. Also, SD city maintained bathrooms are disgusting.  Now that i have children we end up needing to use them 
and have found sleeping homeless, drug paraphernalia and other negligent issues (and these were all at the bathrooms 
on Shelter Island!).  For those of us who have frequently visited the trail, the absence of bathrooms keeps people 
moving and not loitering.  Bathrooms add loitering.  La Playa trail is for a nice walk with the dogs or kids or a short trip to 
swim or drop kayaks in the water. 

I also read that the Port wants to remove the docks.  WHAT?! These docks are historic.  They're a part of the fabric and 
history of the area.  These small wooden docks are what differentiates La Playa from other seaside communities.   
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Also, don't forget about NATURE.  The la playa trail is home to tons of birds, fish and the occasional seal/sea lions.  It is a 
small cove with minimal motorized water vehicles and NO motorized land vehicles, I haven't even seen a scooter on the 
trail yet. 
 
And, if you think it isn't accessible enough, check out Kellogg beach any weekend or holiday weekend, it is PACKED.  The 
thought of more people on Kellogg beach would also be a disaster and then you have to face more public swimming in 
un-lifeguarded water. 
 
Another good point, the Yacht clubs are all private, why create a giant path to connect the "public" to places they cannot 
go anyways?  Note, I am NOT a member of any yacht club. 
 
I suggest the Port and the city take the money they'd use to fund this destructive project and put it into making other 
areas on the coast as beautiful as La Playa is today.  Maybe put the money into keeping the TJ river from constantly 
ruining the water in IB?  Maybe spend it on making shelter island bathrooms cleaner instead of adding more tourists to 
be disgusted at our quality of public restrooms? 
 
Recap: 
I OBJECT TO: 

 exceeding the 30 ft hight limit for buildings within district 1 
 adding 1000+ more hotel rooms to shelter island (or anywhere in the area) 
 adding "mobility hubs" 
 removing the La playa docs/piers 
 bayfront uses that focus on attracting visitors that fail to realize the impact on the local community and nature 
 ANY new/different paths around the shoreline and through the yacht clubs 
 ANY improvements that fore existing property owners to pay for improvements 
 additional transient anchorage/warfage 
 20' wide promenades connecting la playa trail to shelter island (NOOOOO!) 
 fixex/permanent "amenities" at the talbot street trailhead 
 additional 70k sq/ft of retail and restaurant space on shelter island (how could this not be detrimental to marine 

life?) 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Ashley Degen 
resident, local business owner, mother, nature lover 
619-990-4192 
ashley.degen@gmail.com 



July 28, 2019


TO:	 	 Port of San Diego

	 	 Attn: Planning Department

	 	 3165 Pacific Highway

	 	 San Diego, CA  92101


FROM:	 Barbara Dunning

	 	 Sapphire Tower

	 	 1262 Kettner Blvd., Unit 2102

	 	 San Diego, CA  92101

	 	 barbdunning@mac.com


RE:	 	 San Diego’s Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft


I am a resident at Sapphire Tower in the Core-Columbia Community.  I am pleased that 
the Port is discussing and reviewing comments on the proposed developments along 
the waterfront in Embarcadero North.  I look forward to improvements & development 
along the waterfront which will benefit both tourists and residents.  However, it is 
important to take note of the following:


It is extremely important to the local residents to preserve “View Corridors” along 
Hawthorne, A Street, B Street, Broadway and E Street.  The A Street “View Corridor” is 
not mentioned in the PMPU and needs to be included.  It is an established “View 
Corridor” and is included in the Downtown Community Plan.  


Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the 
County Administration Building has the potential to compromise the A Street “View 
Corridor”.  It is important to not widen the existing footprint (North-South) as that 
would potentially compromise the A Street “View Corridor”.  


The plan proposes the District’s acquisition of the lease of the Navy Building at 1220 
Pacific Highway (3-story building between Grande North Townhouses and Wyndham 
Hotel) to build a large parking structure to serve the Embarcadero (aka “Local Gateway 
Mobility Hub”).  This again would compromise the views Sapphire Tower residents 
enjoy towards the Bay, as well as many other buildings in the area.  Any development 
of this property must not compromise the existing “View Corridor”.  


I would like to thank you for the opportunity to present these comments.  


Best Regards,


Barbara Dunning


mailto:barbdunning@mac.com
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From: Barbara Tourtellott <bjt53@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:47 PM
To: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann 

Moore; dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner; Port Master Plan Update

Subject: Comments Regarding Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Shelter Island/La 
Playa

Attachments: Letter to Port Re- Proposed Master Plan Update.pdf

Importance: High

To whom it may concern: 

I have attached a letter that outlines my significant concerns regarding the proposed master 
plan updates as it relates to the Shelter Island/La Playa area.   

Please talk to the people whose decisions you will impact to understand how this will 
negatively impact this community. 

Barbara Tourtellott 
3510 Emerson St., 
San Diego, CA  92106 
619-223-190



 
July 29, 2019 
 
To:  Port of San Diego 
 
Re:  Proposed master Plan Update as it relates to Shelter Island/La Playa 
 
 
I have been a 45 year resident of the Point Loma area.  I am writing this letter today to voice my 
strong objections to the Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Shelter 
Island and La Playa.   Of particular concern is the safety issues and environmental impacts.  The 
Port’s Master plan includes goals of balancing the needs of development with those of valuable 
natural resources and protecting opportunities for public access and parks on the waterfront.  
Yet your proposed changes to Shelter Drive and the La Playa area go in direct conflict to these 
goals.   In addition, they pose significant increase in safety concerns and density to an already 
over-impacted area of San Diego. 
 
The additional proposed 1,600 rooms on Shelter Island Drive, east and west would significantly 
impact the safety of emergency response vehicles in accessing this region.  Shelter Island 
provides some of the only open space in this region.   These proposed changes would have an 
adverse impact on the community that supports Port interests and businesses on a daily basis.   
There is severely limited parking now in the areas adjacent and on Shelter Island.  With only 
one major thoroughfare to access this area of the community, there would be adverse 
environmental and tremendous safety impacts.  Instead, add the proposed 1,600 rooms to 
Harbor Island instead where there is improved access points and no surrounding neighborhood.   
 
The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive with shared bike lanes will impact the 
traffic flow immensely.  Already, the traffic on Rosecrans to and from the Submarine base and 
up to the installations at the end of Catalina is bumper to bumper in the morning and 
afternoon.  Narrowing the streets will create a nightmare in this impacted area and affect 
evacuation and safety response options. 
 
Other objections include: 
 

• Addition of “mobility hubs” and parking structures in residential neighborhoods 

• The removal of the historic La Playa piers that make it a charming oasis in this “built up” 
city 

• The focus on Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but 
that fail  to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents already significantly 
affected by the military installations, airport growth, lack of direct freeway access, and 
severely limited open space. 

• Public transit/water taxi service within the La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach 

• Destroying of the historic La Playa trail with 20’ wide promenades to connect this trail to 
Shelter Island, fixed or permanent “amenities at the Talbot Street trailhead 



• Additional 70,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

• Any path along the shoreline and through the 3 yacht clubs in this district  

• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements  

• Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts. 
 
Instead I recommend including the following in the Master Plan: 
 

• Continued support of our maritime industry and related businesses  

• Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown and Coronado 

• Maintaining open space along Shelter Island for community usage, recreation, BBQ use, 
fire pits, etc. 

• Maintain and support the new boat launch and public access on Shelter Island 

• Maintain free off street parking on this Island to allow employees who serve these 
industries and public access to surrounding businesses. 

• Maintain the limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low 
intensive recreational use orientation that is geared to serving the immediate 
neighborhood  

• Preservation of Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history 
with the design of the Bayfront.  

• Nurture the wetlands and wildlife that are native to the La Playa area basin, such as the 
great blue herons that have their habitat established in this area. Continue the make 
this an area that is a natural complement to the existing “living shoreline”.  As the song 
lyrics go, “Don’t pave paradise to put up a parking lot!” 

 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Barbara Tourtellott 
3510 Emerson St. 
San Diego, CA  92106 
619-223-1905 
Bjt53@cox.net 
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From: Barry Shillito <shillitob@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: Shelter Island master plan

> Good evening,
> I’m quite disturbed regarding this plan to exceed the 30 foot height restrictions for Shelter Island.  You would
completely ruin this beautiful Island and drastically change Point Loma for the worst.  Not to mention, you would ruin
our view!!  I also don’t like most of the plan as it stands from parking to changing the area around Kellogg beach.  And
we don’t want hotels with the amount of occupants you have.  We pay a lot of money to live here, and don’t want to see
our little community turn into Miami.
>
> Appreciate your consideration in this matter. 
> 
> Barry Shillito  
> 858 232-7098
>
> 
> Sent from my iPhone
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From: Betty Schulman <bsatty@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 3:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Marshall Merrifield; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: PORT MASTER PLAN re CORONADO BAY FRONT

Dear Port Officials: 

I oppose the construction of any hotel at the Coronado Ferry Landing.  The Master Plan is out of 
conformance with height limitations and creates density in a geographic area with natural boundaries 
that decry density.  The proposed hotel would be in contravention of environmental limitations, e.g. 
increase greenhouse emissions,invade natural habitat areas, overpopulate limited areas etc. 

The Master Plan should include:  expanded recreational opportunities; expanded public 
transportation; expanded attractive open space and landscaping, revitalization of wetlands habitat, 
preservation of open space on Grand Caribe Island as a nature preserve; and family pricing at 
restaurants along the bay front. 

Thank you for all your hard work and efforts to make San Diego's waterfront a paragon of nature 
preservation. 

BETTY SCHULMAN 
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From: Elskel <elskel@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Proposed - Shelter Island Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: I am very much against the elimination of the parking at the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. Shelter 
Island Boat Ramp is the most used boat ramp in California. We need more parking, not less. This unbelievable to me.  
Also, I see the Marlin Club is not included in the proposed Master Plan, This club is part of our history and needs to be 
included in any plans. 

Thank You, 
Brian Knott 
31562 Catalina Ave. 
Laguna Beach, CA 
92651 

949-422-2090
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From: Brian A. Matthews <bmatthews23@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Plan Objection

To whom it may concern, 

I am adamantly opposed to the new Port redevelopment plan, as proposed.  It simply lacks common sense.  As a city, 
there are much more pressing needs and demands on our finances!  Let’s use our resources wisely.  

1. The Shelter Island launch ramp is one of the busiest boat launch ramps on the West Coast.  The new plan removes
most of the parking.  Millions of dollars were just spent on this ramp’s renovation!  Now there is a proposal to render it
virtually worthless by eliminating most of the parking.  A public boat launch is not valuable unless boaters have a place
to park their trucks and trailers.  Why spend the money on a new ramp and then undercut it with no parking?  This flys
in the face of common sense!  There is enough green space all around this location already!

2. The San Diego Yacht Club.  There are already ample pathways for safe walking around this yacht club.  Waterfront
walking through the club would be dangerous as there are two working overhead boat hoists that would have to go over 
the proposed pathways and endanger the walking public.  Furthermore, it’s a waste of public funds, as there are already
sidewalks and a path in place for a short, but scenic, walk that diverts around this private club.  Do not waste public
money on this endeavor.  Lastly, the SDYC’s use of Port property generates a positive revenue stream in the form of
rent. Suspending the lease agreement would go the other direction and be a negative cost.  As a city, we should not be
turning down revenue generating opportunities when there is little public need or interest in such property.

3. La Playa docks.  These docks are part of San Diego’s history.  They are beautiful and part of the fabric of our
waterfront.  They are also historic.  They even pre-date the Port of San Diego.  Yes, they were here before you guys!  San
Diego would not be San Diego if it were not for these docks.  They first serviced ships coming into our beautiful harbor in
the 1800’s, as their goods were then carted via horse and wagon down the La Playa Trail (now Rosecrans) into Old
Town.  It would be a travesty to remove this integral part of San Diego’s history!

The Port is beautiful and a large part of what makes us America’s Finest City.  Spend our money wisely!  This plan, in its 
current form, is not needed and is a frivolous waste of taxpayer resources.  San Diego has enough construction 
disruption already.  Don’t destroy our peaceful waterfront! 

Regards, 
Brian Matthews  
Concerned citizen, taxpayer and Point Loma resident 

--  
--------------------------------------------------------- 
Brian A. Matthews 
bmatthews23@gmail.com 
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From: Catherine McCarthy <crmccarthy@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to the Current Integrated Planning and Port Master Plan Update
Attachments: Opposition to Port Master Plan CR McCarthy.pdf

I am a resident of Point Loma and I would like to register my concerns about the current Port Master Plan. Please 
see the attached letter outlining my primary issues. 

Thank you. 

Catherine McCarthy, MA 
www.CollegeSmartAdvising.com 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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From: Stephen Thein <sthein@ergclinical.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:26 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FW: PMPU

Mr. Chick Pyle, a member of the SDYC and fellow Point Loma resident wrote to you with the below message.  I heartily 
agree with all he said but want to add one point: imagine “opening Pandora’s box” to something that results in what 
feels like the worst of what Miami has to show—a coastal range of high-rises!  Once we open up development on 
Shelter Island to one, we are likely to be unable to stop with just one!  I say no.  Thanks, steve.  3126 Qualtrough St, 619-
933-4302

Subject: PMPU 

We are members of San Diego Yacht Club and also residents of the La Playa area of Pt. Loma. 
We strongly oppose two aspects of the plan. 
1- High rise buildings on Shelter Island are out of character with the neighborhood and will destroy the
views of hundreds of homeowners and will negatively impact property valuations. High rise buildings on
Shelter Island will also increase traffic to a choking point and cause traffic hazards.
2- A public walkway between the SDYC clubhouse and the docks will bifurcate the assets of the club and
create a need for unsightly security gates and systems and procedures.
These aspects of the plan are ill conceived and are not in the interest of the stakeholders of the La Playa
area. Please reconsider.

Regards, Charles and Alexis Pyle 
393 San Gorgonio St. 
1-619-884-6057
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From: chiligranada@verizon.net
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking

Please keep the parking lot for all of us who enjoy the ocean. 

Sent from my Verizon LG Smartphone 
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From: Chris Kurtz <chris@innovativeti.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: reports@fishdope.com
Subject: Shelter Island parking lot

To whom it may concern, 

I heard that the Shelter Island boat launch parking lot may be reclaimed as a green belt. 

The boat launch ramps and docs have just been rebuilt and allow for much more boat space and boat launching space. 
The parking lot is very close to full every time I launch my boat there but I am always able to find a spot. If this parking is 
lost, there is no way that we will all be able to park legally and it will cause traffic jams from trucks with boat trailers 
trying to find a place to park. 

I do not understand why this would be an option after newly rebuilding the ramp and docs. 

Fishing and boating is a major part of the San Diego lifestyle and thousands of us commute to Shelter Island to launch 
our boats and park our trucks/trailers every year. If this parking is lost it will be a hardship for boaters and local residents 
with people trying to finding parking wherever they are able. 

The possibility of losing this parking makes absolutely no sense, especially after all of the money , time and effort put in 
to rebuild the boat launch ramp, docs and breakwater walls. 

Please let me know who made this decision and who to contact to dispute this. 

Will there be a vote on this matter? 

Unfortunately, many of us will not be able to vote anyway, because we live outside of city limits but this was put in place 
for all to use and enjoy and it keeps the boats and trailers out of local neighborhoods and saves parking and traffic for 
local residents. 

Those of us that use this facility also spend our money on bait, tackle, groceries and eat at local restaurants. If there is 
not enough available parking, this business will also go elsewhere. Not that anyone wants to go elsewhere... 

This makes no sense whatsoever.. 

Please feel free to contact me at the phone number or email below. 

Thank you, 

Chris Kurtz 
Innovative Tenant Improvements, Inc. 
(619) 578-1612

Sent from my iPhone; please excuse typos and missed spell check corrections. 
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From: commissioners mailbox
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FW: Proposed Master Plan for District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa
Attachments: Letter to Marshall Merrifield (Autosaved).docx

Passing along an email received for Commissioner Merrifield. 
Best, 
Julie 

From: Chris Andrews christinelandrews@gmail.com 

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:28:05 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield 
Subject: Proposed Master Plan for District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa 

Dear Marshall,  
I hope you and your family are doing well and are having a great summer!  Please see my attached letter regarding Port 
plans for District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 
Many of my Point Loma High School classmates and I are in favor of keeping the natural beauty of La Playa and Shelter 
Island and are not in favor of expansions by the Port of San Diego. 
We'd like to get together with you and give you a tour! 
Thank you for your consideration! 
All the best, 

Christine 

Christine L. Andrews  
7705 Whitefield Place 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
Home: 858-459-5435 
Mobile:  619-994-3005 
Email:  christinelandrews@gmail.com 



 

July 29, 2019 

Mr. Marshall Merrifield 

Board of Port Commissioners 

mmerrifield @portofsandiego.org 

Dear Marshall: 

Many of my Point Loma High School classmates and I are highly concerned about the Proposed  Master 
Plan by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  We can't 
imagine how the area will be helped by the addition of 1600 hotel rooms, doing away with the 30 foot 
height limit, narrowing of Scott Street for bikes, eliminating the beautiful historical piers,  paving and 
widening the walking path, carving walking paths through the 3 Yacht Clubs and additional plans that 
would adversely affect the beautiful neighborhood. 

The Point Loma area is very special as is with the natural walking path along the bay for residents, 
neighbors and the public. The hotels and restaurants are at capacity for the area. Traffic in and out of 
Point Loma is plenty busy with military use and maritime businesses.   

Please consider plans for continued support of the maritime industry, maintaining open space along 
Shelter Island for community usage, maintaining recreation with BBQ's and fire pits, replenishing  sand 
at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion, preserving the historic landscape and La Playa 
path, and nurturing  the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin to improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area.     

Will you please meet with Allyson Ledsam and some others of us who are really concerned about the 
preservation of the neighborhood? 

Thank you for your support! 

Best regards, 

 

Christine Andrews 

7705 Whitefield Place 

La Jolla, CA 92037 

Mobile:  619-994-3005 
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From: Chris Wright <Chris@ctw-law.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to proposed master plan

To whom it may concern, 

Please accept the following objections to the proposed master plan: 

1. I reiterate the objections stated in San Diego Yacht Club Commodore Jerelyn Biehl’s letter dated June 25,
2019.  Specifically, the proposed waterfront walkway is neither feasible nor safe for public access.

2. The San Diego Marlin Club is an historical institution.  The club is a leader in promoting and supporting local
recreational sportfishing as well as local community and environmental interests.  Eliminating its lease in the
West Shelter Island Basin would be a travesty.

3. Shelter Island Boat Ramp.  The proposed elimination of the parking lot is excessive.  I agree some park and grass
areas should be installed, but not the entire elimination of the northeastern parking lot.  That seems
counterproductive in light of the funds just expended on the boat ramp renovations.

4. La Playa docks. The docks are historical and beautiful.   No reason is stated in the plan for the elimination of the
docks.  I think the recent compromise of allowing public access to the piers during daylight is appropriate.

Sincerely, 
Chris Wright 
Point Loma resident and taxpayer 

Christopher T. Wright 
Law Office of Christopher T. Wright 
1620 Fifth Ave. Suite 400 
San Diego, CA 92101 
p619-450-4725 
f619-924-7172 
www.ctw-law.com
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From: David Pekin <dpekin@ssccorp.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La 
Playa

Port commission: 

As a lifelong San Diegan and Point Loma resident I am appalled at the proposed master plan for Shelter Island and the La Playa area.  It is 
apparent  
that the port’s only interest is increasing tax dollars at the expense and detriment to the tens of thousands of residents and neighbors who 
use Shelter Island daily.  The concept of removing parking and tripling the number of rooms will destroy the character of the “island” and 
ruin its appeal.  People enjoy using the park because IT IS NOT A MIAMI BEACH loaded cheek to jowl with high rises! Following are some of 
the more important points that need to be addressed and remedied with the current plan: 

Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”. This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
La Playa Trail: 
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 

******************************************************************* 
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From: David Pitta <dpitta@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: David Pitta 
Subject: Comments on Port of San Diego Master Plan Update for Shelter Island

Expires: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12:00 AM

To whom it may concern, 
I attended the presentation at Liberty Station on July 23rd and have additional comments on the Port Master Plan 
Update for Shelter Island further to the previous comments I have already submitted. 

First of all, shame on the Port for not holding ANY public informational meetings in Point Loma regarding the Port 
Master Plan Update while you were earlier in the planning stages. We had to invite the Port to present at the end of July 
as we all just learned of this master plan update and its implications to Point Loma by word of mouth. So, my first 
comment is: 

 Extend the comment period for a few more months so we in Point Loma can continue to provide helpful
comments and recommendations for this plan.

I learned at the meeting that there are plans to potentially move the Harbor Police station in favor of a hotel. I am 
against putting any type of hotel in this spot for these reasons:  

 A hotel would interrupt the pedestrian walkway that runs from Bali Hai to the tip of Shelter Island. Keep this
expanse of land open, so the public can enjoy its walkability and beautiful view of the Point.

 Parking: The presenters at the meeting said that the Port has scaled back on the number of parking spots
needed for new hotels, implying that everyone is taking ride share or taxis. This means to me – you have plans
for a new hotel, but will not have enough parking spots.  I can assure you that the community of Point Loma do
not take ride share to Shelter Island. We park there in our own cars and need those parking spaces. Further, how
many parking spots are needed just for the hotel staff? We already fight with the Kona Kai staff that take all the
parking at the west end of Shelter Island and we do not want to have an additional hotel there at all.

 Public safety: we have only one way out of Point Loma in an emergency. Public safety is at risk when adding the
~1600 or so hotel rooms called for in the current plan.  1600 rooms, double occupancy plus staff means over
3200 additional people on Shelter Island on any given day! There simply is not room for this massive influx on
the tiny island.

Lastly, I also learned more about the Port’s plan for La Playa Trail. I am very much opposed to the Port’s plan to pave and 
widen the trail – this trail is historic. Today it is a peaceful hiking/walking trail. Do not commercialize it, and exploit it by 
making it a paved promenade.  

Thank You. 

David Pitta 
Choice Properties / Point Loma Real Estate 
(619) 223-4075  Office
(619) 895-1626  Cell
(619) 223-4957  Fax
BRE #01105205
Email:  dpitta@cox.net



1

From: Denny Hirzel <hirzeldenny@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:33 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Launch ramp parking lot

Ramp has just been renovated and will make no sense removing parking lot. Where are boats with trailers expected to 
park?? Please don’t do this. 
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July 29, 2019 

 

Lesley Nishihira (lnishihi@portofsandiego.org)                                                                                                                                                             
San Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Port                                                                                       
3165 Pacific Hwy                                                                                                                                                              
San Diego, CA 92101 

 

Subject: Comments on the April 25, 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan Update 

I have been closely involved in downtown waterfront planning issues as far back as the initial planning 
for the original convention center in the early 1980s, thru the mid to late 1990s, when I served on the 
public advisory panel to the Broadway Complex Coordinating Group (BCCG), which developed initial 
design standards for the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex (NBC) facility.  As a PAP 
member, I opposed the final design standards adopted by the BCCG because they called for too much 
density and excessive building heights on the NBC site, creating a wall between downtown’s central 
district and its bayfront. Since that time, the wall of tall buildings separating our downtown waterfront 
from downtown’s urban core has expanded exponentially.  

These comments on the discussion draft port master plan update (DDPMPU) have been drafted based 
on multiple discussions with members of a number of allied waterfront planning organizations, including 
the San Diego Waterfront Coalition, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (C-3), and many other interested 
groups and stakeholders, and reflect consensus on many issues, but at the end of the day, these 
comments are my own. 

There are many praiseworthy features in the DDPMPU, including an increased emphasis on water 
mobility and creation of new public spaces. But while the DDPMPU spends hundreds of pages discussing 
conceptual elements and themes, it provides very little hard information about several redevelopment 
projects currently proposed and/or being actively planned along the downtown San Diego embarcadero, 
including the proposed establishment of several new piers west of the County Administration Center, 
proposed redevelopment of the Fish Market restaurant, redevelopment of Tuna Harbor, and 
construction of the new symphony bandshell on the South Embarcadero Marina Park, not to mention 
the proposed expansion of the convention center and/or the development of a proposed $30 million 
hotel project on the Fifth Avenue Landing site.  

According to accepted planning theory, a “plan”, especially one that claims to be comprehensive and 
integrated, details who is going to do something, what is going to happen, when it is going to happen, 
where it will happen, why it will happen, what it will cost and how it will be paid for.  Previous port 
master plan updates were developed to specify what the port planned to do, or proposed to allow port 
tenants to do, in specific areas around the bay.   

For example, the port master plan update submitted to the California Coastal Commission in 1981 
detailed the North Embarcadero Visionary Plan, which proposed development of a new public park on 
the Broadway Pier, along with other detailed redevelopment plans for the rest of the North 
Embarcadero. Other previous port master plan updates have detailed specific planned developments 
around the bayfront, like the Chula Vista bayfront redevelopment plan.  In each of those updates, the 
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port detailed what it proposed to build, or allowed to be built, on specific locations around San Diego 
Bay. It also indicated where the money needed to build things was going to come from.  

The port has been criticized by numerous community groups and organization for practicing “piecemeal 
planning”,  putting individual redevelopment projects in silos, without discussing the context within 
which each new development project will take place, or other planned projects that may affect that new 
project and the area of the bayfront in which it is going to be built.  

When the current integrated PMPU planning effort was announced around 2013, it proposed to provide 
a comprehensive, integrated update of current port plans for future development projects all around 
the harbor. While this is supposed to be a programmatic master plan update that doesn’t focus on 
specific proposed redevelopment projects, it cannot ignore the potential impacts of those projects on 
the waterfront’s future.  

Yet in Section 2.2 DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS on page 30, the discussion 
draft warns that “Nothing in the Port Master Plan commits occurrence of any development or any 
actions by the District, but rather, specifies how development shall be implemented once it is 
proposed.”  

On the same page, in section 2.2.1, the discussion draft clearly states that accordance with Chapter 8 of 
the Coastal Act, “all developments must conform with the Port Master Plan”, but then engages in overly 
complex legalize to explain why any given project may not comply with the port master plan, yet may 
still be found to be “in substantial conformance” and approved by the port district board of port 
commissioners (BPC). Planning staff has indicated that this ambiguity is intended to provide port 
commissioners with flexibility, but that way the discussion draft is worded, it becomes an almost 
meaningless exercise, certainly not a real plan.  

In section 2.2.5 on page 33, the discussion draft explains when additional port master plan amendments 
may be considered by the BPC and submitted to the coastal commission. Given the lack of specifics in 
the discussion draft PMPU regarding major redevelopment projects currently being planned along the 
North and South Embarcadero. It appears that we can look forward to multiple additional CEQA EIR 
processes and master plan amendments as those proposed project’s plans are finalized.   

While the discussion draft does not include specifics on individual projects currently being planned, it 
does include district and subdistrict standards which may or may not guide current project planning 
negotiations. However, if this is truly intended to provide a comprehensive, integrated PMPU, the 
existing proposals for short-term redevelopment projects currently being negotiated by the port staff, 
developers and current port leasees should be incorporated in this document, not left to some 
unspecified future date. While limiting discussions to themes and concepts may work for initial visioning 
statements and master plan update framework updates, when you get to the actual planning stage, 
details count and must be addressed.  

While the DDPMPU envisions multiple alternative large and undoubtedly expensive capital projects, it 
does not address how the port plans to pay for them. The port is a separate government entity, with the 
power to levy taxes and bond revenue streams in order to pay for large capital projects. The port district 
has never used these financing powers in the past, preferring to fund its operations from revenues from 
operations of the San Diego International Airport, parking revenues, and lease revenues from large 
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bayfront hotels.  But the port lost much of its access to airport revenues years ago when state legislation 
created a separate airport authority to manage the airport. And parking revenues may decrease due to 
current mobility planning trends.  

The final draft PMPU should include a detailed discussion of the pros and cons of various revenue 
generating options. Perhaps it is time for the port to begin to charge a small surcharge tax Of as penny 
or two on transactions taking place on the public port tidelands, and bond that steady revenue stream 
to finance large new capital projects, as an alternative to increasing lease revenues by constantly 
building more and more new hotels on all the remaining sections of the downtown bayfront.  

In addition, a truly comprehensive, integrated PMPU must include the findings of other port planning 
efforts taking place concurrently with this one.  For example, the port has developed and is updating its 
Climate Action Plan to comply with current state law, and has worked with the Navy and other parties 
on an initial study of the potential and predictable impacts of sea level rise on port tidelands 
development. The final draft of the PMPU should include detailed reference to and fully incorporate the 
findings of these two parallel planning efforts.  

Perhaps this lack of specifics in the discussion draft PMPU may be explained by the current siloed 
organization of the port district’s planning staff. The current PMPU is being prepared by the port’s 
Environmental and Land Use Planning staff group, which apparently focuses primarily on long term 
planning issues.  The port also has a separate real estate and development services planning group, 
which serves as it’s short-term project planning organization, and negotiates with selected developers 
on the design of new developments like new hotels and large commercial redevelopment projects. 

 Instead of being products of the ports long range master planning process, these projects appear to be 
the product of developer negotiations primarily aimed at monetizing the ports zoning authority. While 
the port staff has repeatedly asserted that the port does not engage in land use zoning, preferring to 
refer to this process as “allowable land uses”, the fact of the matter is that the ports real estate and 
development services planning staff seems to negotiates land use zoning entitlements with individual 
developers based primarily on the projected lease revenues that may accrue to the port if master plan 
amendments and zoning changes desired by the developer are adopted by the BPC. This monetization of 
public tidelands seems to be driving the port’s project planning process under the current BPC. It also 
perpetuates the piecemeal planning port critics have complained about for decades. 

This paradigm appears to outweigh all the other issues being addressed as part of the ports long range 
planning efforts.  It was reflected by comments by the leader of the 1HWY1 group at a previous BPC 
meeting when he said that his financial advisors had instructed him to negotiate with port staff in a 
manner that would maximize the project’s hotel room entitlements in order to enhance the chances 
that the project will attract financing. In some cases, it has appeared that the ports real estate and 
development services project planning staff has turned almost all project planning decisions over to 
developers, rather than basing negotiations on implementing the existing port master plan. 

When asked about the lack of specifics regarding pending projects currently on the ports drafting board, 
members of the long term planning staff group have explained to me that specific redevelopment 
projects are currently being planned by the ports real estate and development services staff group, and 
that they are not privy to all the negotiations between that short- term planning group’s staff, port 
tenants and potential project developers regarding details of those projects.  
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For example, instead of providing any details on current plans for the redevelopment of the Seaport 
Village site, the discussion draft just says “31.5 acres, this planning area is given an ‘overlay’ designation 
intended to allow for flexibility in the placement and configuration of commercial uses and required 
public spaces to facilitate the redevelopment vision for the Seaport Village area.”   To leave out details 
on a project that may consume over 70 acres in the center of the downtown embarcadero while calling 
the discussion draft PMPU “comprehensive” is illogical.  

From what I’ve been told, there is currently no way to know whether or not the detailed projects plans 
being developed by the real estate and development services planning group will comply with, support 
and/or adhere with the goals and subdistrict standards outlined in the discussion draft PMPU. Despite 
agreed upon protocols calling for long range planning staff to be present at all meetings between 
developers, the coastal commission and other port lessees and stakeholders, developers have held 
unannounced meetings that excluded port long-range planning staff members.  

If that is the case, port management has challenged the long-term planning staff to develop a 
comprehensive PMPU with one hand tied behind its back. It would also mean that while the port is 
attempting to provide the appearance of comprehensive planning, in reality it is still practicing 
piecemeal planning, since near-term project planning is being managed by one staff group and not 
always shared with the long-term planning staff group. A truly integrated planning process would have a 
single land use planning and real estate services staff group develop port master plan updates and 
oversee individual short-term real estate redevelopment projects to ensure that said projects reflect 
and fully comply with the port’s long-range master plan. 

The BPC and port senior management should carefully assess the port’s current planning staffing 
structure, and consider reorganizing the staff planning function in a manner which ensures that the 
long-term planning group is fully aware of real estate and development services project planning 
efforts, so that all pending projects are incorporated in the PMPU. At the very least, the PMPU should 
explain how the two staff groups are going to interact and indicate what assurances the public and the 
coastal commission have that the pending short-term projects will support the goals and comply with 
the standards outlined in the discussion draft PMPU.  

Otherwise, it might make more sense for the port to delay PMPU development efforts until final plans 
for individual redevelopment projects along the north, central and south embarcadero districts have 
been reviewed and approved by the BPC, then incorporate those final project plans in the PMPU.  
Submitting a PMPU that does not include specific plans for redevelopment projects currently in late 
stage planning processes would leave that PMPU subject to challenges under the Coastal Act and the 
California Environmental Quality Act, since it would not include details of specific projects that will 
impact future uses of the bayfront.  

Public Resources Code Section 6009  states in part: “(a)…California received title to the tidelands, 
submerged lands, and beds of navigable lakes and rivers within its borders, to be held subject to the 
public trust for statewide public purposes, including commerce, navigation, fisheries, and other 
recognized uses, and for preservation in their natural state.”  and “(c)Tidelands and submerged lands 
granted by the Legislature to local entities remain subject to the public trust, and remain subject to the 
oversight authority of the state by and through the State Lands Commission. (d) Grantees are required 
to manage the state’s tidelands and submerged lands consistent with the terms and obligations of their 
grants and the public trust, without subjugation of statewide interests, concerns, or benefits to the 
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inclination of local or municipal affairs, initiatives, or excises.” It doesn’t say anything about the port 
monetizing public trust tidelands, or squeezing every lease dollar it can out of tideland over-
development, despite the apparent desires of several port board members to do just that.  
 
The DDPMP states that “…all categories of modern Public Trust uses – commerce, navigation, fisheries, 
recreation, and environmental stewardship – have equal footing and one use is not favored over 
another.” If that is the case, the PMPU should include an analysis of the historical mix of public trust 
uses the existing embarcadero reflects. Does the current mix reflect an unbiased balance of uses, or 
does it show Public Trust uses like fisheries, recreation and environmental stewardship being squeezed 
off the waterfront by unchecked hotel and commercial commerce? If that is the case, then in order to 
achieve any kind of true balance between uses, the port would have to adopt policies calling for much 
more non-commerce public trust uses than new hotels. If we’re serious about achieving a public use 
balance, we may have to create several acres of new parks, open space and wetlands for every acre of 
new buildings the port lets developers build. Even a one to one ratio would leave us far out of balance. 
The PMPU should start with an inventory of all the buildings already constructed om each subdistrict, 
including how much open space or wetlands were sacrificed to build them.  

Appealable Projects by subdistrict - comments  

For each subdistrict listed below, the port indicates a goal for construction of new hotel rooms or beds. 
But there doesn’t appear to be any assessment of the current number of rooms or beds that already 
exist in each subdistrict, and how adding the listed additional hotel rooms or beds would affect the 
existing balance or public trust uses in each subdistrict. It appears that some of the hotel room numbers 
listed for each subdistrict would not only take up all existing parking lots and open space; to get to 
numbers that aggressive, you might have to tear down some existing buildings and replace them with 
taller, denser structures.    

Pacific Highway Corridor Subdistrict – 

• “Overnight accommodations Up to 1000 new beds (or equivalent in rooms) with associated 
visitor serving retail, restaurant and/or meeting space.” 

Comment: How many new hotels would need to be built along the Pacific Highway Corridor to meet this 
standard? Where and when will they be built? While it may not be feasible to specify exact building 
locations and sizes in the PMPU, subdistrict project plans should be designed to fully comply with PMPU 
standards. The number of existing hotel rooms should be listed for each subdistrict along with 
explanation of how the addition of the new rooms proposed would further balance public trust uses in 
each subdistrict. All existing public parks in each subdistrict should be preserved and protected in their 
existing location and configuration. Additional park, recreation or environmentally protected wetlands 
needed to ensure a viable balance of public trust uses should be described and added to the list of 
proposed additional uses for each subdistrict.  

North Embarcadero subdistrict 

• “Overnight Accommodations: Up to 1,400 net new hotel rooms with associated visitor-serving 
retail, restaurant, and/or meeting space.” 
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Comment: How many new hotels would be needed to provide these new rooms? Where and when 
would they be built? The final draft PMPU should detail why, where and when any new hotels would be 
built along the North Embarcadero while complying with PMPU subdistrict planning standards. The 
number of existing hotel rooms should be listed for each subdistrict along with explanation of how the 
addition of the new rooms proposed would balance public trust uses in each subdistrict. All existing 
public parks in each subdistrict should be preserved and protected in their existing location and 
configuration. Additional park, recreation or environmentally protected wetlands needed to ensure a 
viable balance of public trust uses should be described and added to the list of proposed additions for 
each subdistrict.  

As per the Memorandum of Understanding between the port district and the former Navy Broadway 
Complex Coalition, since renamed the San Diego Waterfront Coalition, the port shall continue to 
negotiate with the U.S. Navy to regain control of the 1220 Pacific Highway site, and then construct the 
northern half of the Lane Field Park west of the northern Lane Field Hotel tower.  

• “New 12,000 square foot transient dock associated with the new Window to the Bay Pier.”      

Comment: The final draft PMPU should include more details on these proposed new pier(s) and better 
explain how they would enhance the visitor experience along the north embarcadero. Which existing 
port tenants would be responsible for pier maintenance? Will the new piers be accessible to the public 
at no cost? What hours will the new piers be accessible to the public? 

Planning Area 4 (PA-4) (Seaport Village) Appealable Project 

• “Up to 2,000 net new hotel rooms as part of mix of commercial uses in the development(s) that 
may include up to 250,000 net new square feet of associated visitor-serving retail and/or 
restaurant with associated office space, and attractions such as an observation tower, aquarium, 
and/or museum.” 

Comment: The final draft PMPU should include more details on the timing, number, size and location of 
new hotels needed to provide 2,000 net new hotel rooms within this planning area. The number of 
existing hotel rooms should be listed for each subdistrict along with explanation of how the addition of 
the new rooms proposed would balance public trust uses in each subdistrict. Additional park, recreation 
or environmentally protected wetlands needed to ensure a viable balance of public trust uses should be 
described and added to the list of proposed additional uses for each subdistrict. All existing public parks 
in this subdistrict should be preserved and protected in their existing location and configuration, 
including the North Marina Embarcadero finger park and Ruocco Park. No change in location or changes 
to the at grade configuration of either park should be allowed. If any modifications to Ruocco Park are 
proposed, the port district must fully comply with all requirements of its contract with the Ruocco Fund 
and the San Diego Foundation.  

Planning Area 6 (PA-6) (Embarcadero Marina South Park area) Appealable Projects 

• “Overnight Accommodations: Up to 1,500 net new hotel rooms associated visitor serving retail, 
restaurant, and/or meeting space.” 

Comment: The final draft PMPU should include more details on where the port proposes to locate new 
hotels on the Embarcadero Marina South Park area needed to provide 1,500 new hotel rooms in this 
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planning area.  Does the inclusion of this standard in the discussion draft PMPU mean that the port no 
longer supports expansion of the convention center? What happens to these proposed new hotels if the 
voters approve the March 2020 convention expansion tax increase initiative?  All existing public parks in 
this subdistrict should be preserved and protected in their existing location and configuration. No 
change in location or changes to the at grade configuration of existing parklands should be allowed.  

While the discussion of elements and themes may prove useful, at this point, the only way we can get 
even a general an idea of what specific buildings and other structures may be built on the embarcadero 
is by trying to decipher the standards for each planning area listed at the end of each section.  A much 
fuller discussion of the proposed buildings those standards are going to apply to is needed for each 
planning area in the final draft PMPU. 

For example, one set of standards calls for 1400 new net hotel rooms to be built in one planning area, 
and 2000 new hotels rooms in another. Depending on the size of the hotels needed to create that many 
new hotel rooms, we may be talking about anywhere between seven and 17 new hotels along the north 
and central embarcadero. But the DDPMPU does not mention how many hotels are being proposed for 
each planning area, where and when those hotels would be built, or what the environmental impacts 
those new hotels would have on the embarcadero.  

If that is what is being proposed, the current port master planning process cannot be considered 
comprehensive or integrated. If major sections of the embarcadero are left in limbo, this master plan 
update process cannot provide the amount of details on planned future development projects needed 
to develop the legally required CEQA EIR, and is very unlikely to survive Coastal Commission Review.  

It is also very likely to face legal challenges as well on CEQA and Coastal Act grounds.  

Simply saying that any future projects will have to comply with state seismic laws isn’t enough. The 
recent 7.1 earthquake in the China Lake/Ridgemont area serves as a loud wakeup call that port tidelands 
over active earthquake faults on fill materials are not exempt from the laws of nature. 

The PMPU should include specific goals, plans and policies the port plans to pursue and enforce in order 
to make sure all future projects fully comply with state law. The PMPU should start with specifics on 
how the port plans to comply with state’s seismic laws by identifying and mapping all active earthquake 
faults on all the tidelands fill managed by the port and when those fault maps will be submitted to the 
State seismologist for review and approval.  

Other comments 

Page 97 

In the discussion of a comprehensive open space network around the harbor, the final draft PMPU 
should include a clear written commitment to keeping, preserving and protecting all existing public 
parks and public open space areas around the bay in their current locations and configurations. The final 
draft PMPU should include a goal of full compliance with the ports legally binding 66-year lease 
agreement with the Ruocco Fund regarding the funding, development, operation and preservation of 
the existing Ruocco Park.  It should confirm the ports intention that Ruocco Park shall be fully preserved 
in its current location and configuration just south of the G Street Mole and that any proposal to reduce 
the size of or degrade the park by building all or any part of new buildings on the existing park shall 
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trigger all requirements in the Ruocco Park agreement regarding replacement of the park at an 
equivalent bayfront site at the ports expense. The port district should make similar commitments to 
preserve and protect all other existing port district parks on public tidelands. For example, no new 
hotels or other major structures should be allowed to be built on the port’s existing North Marina 
Embarcadero Park.  

Page 160 

“Harbor Drive is re-imagined with a reduced width and enhanced multi-modal transit opportunities. In 
this planning district, the District envisions additional visitor-serving uses, including overnight 
accommodations, retail and restaurants on the landside, and new over-water space on the waterside. 
Modernization of the cruise ship terminals is encouraged to increase waterside arrivals into the 
Embarcadero Planning District. Mobility hubs are proposed to be located at regular intervals in this 
planning district.  Additionally, enhancement and/or expansion to waterside commercial fishing facilities 
could occur to better serve the commercial fishing industry.” 

Comment: Any new waterside buildings or spaces should be limited to ensure that they match the 
embarcadero esplanade in size and scale, and do not extend into the esplanade. More water side 
transportation alternatives, including an expanded bay ferry network extending to additional bayside 
locations like Liberty Station would allow commuters heading from bedroom communities around the 
bay downtown to use the ferry instead of driving single passengers on an already overcrowded Harbor 
Drive and Pacific Highway. The port’s North Embarcadero Citizen’s Advisory Group adopted 
recommendations calling on the port to ensure that all new parking spaces created west of Pacific 
Highway are built below grade. The automobile parking elements of any new mobility hubs created west 
of Pacific Highway must also be built below grade to provide ongoing public access to the bayfront while 
protecting and enhancing the pedestrian experience.  

Page 167  

Navy Pier Veterans Park 

We support the construction of a veteran’s park on Navy Pier, as required by the Midway project’s 
Coastal Development Permit. We support the proposed demolition of the Head House to create 
additional space on the pier and use of this additional space to provide limited interim parking for 
Midway volunteers who may need close in parking due to physical limitations.  

We support a longer-term strategy to move visitor automobile parking off the pier to make room for a 
car free veteran’s park. Among other alternative parking strategies, the feasibility of placing visitor 
parking below grade beneath Navy Pier should be explored as part of the EIR process.  

When the veterans park is built at grade on the pier, if the park is designed properly, there should be 
very little need for elevated overlooks, and we oppose construction of any type of elevated pedestrian 
deck above the pier being used as an  excuse for keeping visitor parking on the pier deck, obstructing  
views and public access to of the bay from Harbor Drive.   

We agree with other parties than any proposed new Navy Seals museum would be better developed as 
part of the Manchester Pacific Gateway, also known as the Navy Broadway Complex redevelopment 
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project, across Harbor Drive inland from Navy Pier.  That project already includes plans for some kind of 
museum.  

Page 174  

Seaport Village area redevelopment project  

“At 31.5 acres, this planning area is an overlay designation intended to allow for flexibility in the exact 
placement and configuration of commercial uses and required public spaces to facilitate the 
redevelopment vision for the Seaport Village area.”  

Comment: The use of “overlay zones” terminology as an excuse for leaving out details of this large a 
project undermines the proclaimed goal of providing a comprehensive PMPU.  

To date, we have heard rumors that the project developer wants to build portions of four new buildings 
on top of the existing Ruocco Park, build a new luxury hotel on the North Marina Embarcadero Park 
(which is made up of dredged fill), and fill the tiny cove between the midway and the G St. Mole, and 
open bay area just offshore from the existing Fish Market with new boat slips in a manner that would 
limit public access and views of the harbor. We support the planning staff’s DDPMPU recommendation 
that the water off the Fish Market restaurant and the G St. Mole remain open bay.  

Either the details of the ports plan for redeveloping the Seaport Village site should be fully examined in 
the final draft PMPU, or the PMPU process should be put on hiatus until plans for the site have been 
completed by the ports short term real estate planning group.  

North and Central Embarcadero building heights and massing comment 

We agree with other commenters that the proposed standards for the north and central embarcadero 
should include component standards applying to building heights and densities. A number of parties 
have argued that any new buildings designed on these segments of the downtown embarcadero should 
reflect and fit in with existing buildings along Pacific Highway and just inland of the port tidelands. I 
believe that any new buildings designed along the embarcadero tidelands should step down steadily 
from Pacific Highway to the water. Any reconfiguration of existing hotels or other facilities should site 
the majority of building heights and mass along Pacific Highway, then step down to open space public 
corridors along the bayfront.  

Manchester Pacific Gateway (MPG) Project – Comment 

The MPG project for the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, when completed, will restore 
east to west streets through the project site to Harbor Drive. In addition, it will add thousands of new 
hotel rooms to existing overnight accommodations along the central embarcadero.  The physical, 
environmental and economic impacts of this project, which adjoins port tidelands, should be thoroughly 
assessed in the final draft PMPU, with a discussion of its potential impacts on port plans and the long-
term economics of proposed new hotels on the tidelands.  This analysis should also evaluate the 
physical, environmental and financial impacts that implementation of the PMPU and associated projects 
may have on the MPG project, since it will have to exist side by side with port projects being planned in 
compliance with the PMPU.  
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We also endorse and support many of the comments submitted by the Southwest Interpretive 
Association (SWIA), residents and attorneys of the Bosa highrise condo towers along Pacific Highway, 
and The Environmental Health Coalition on this discussion draft port master plan amendment.  
 
The final PMPA should include sections detailing the projected impact of earthquakes, sea level rise and 
climate change on all existing and proposed buildings and related structures on port tidelands, the risks 
associated with those impacts, and the port districts strategy for identifying and fully mitigating those 
impacts and risks over the 50 year term of the PMPU. As mentioned before, the final draft PMPU should 
fully incorporate the findings of the ports updated Climate Action Plan and the updated Sea Level Rise 
report being developed with the Navy and other stakeholders around San Diego Bay.  
 
Thanks for this opportunity to comment on the discussion draft PMPU document. We look forward to 
working with you as the PMPU moves through the planning process and its review by the California 
Coastal Commission.  
 
 
 
Don Wood 
619-463-9035 
Dwood8@cox.net 
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From: Douglas Brandt <brandtdoug2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of SanDiego, Proposed Master Plan Update / CORONADO

Dear Port Commissioners: 

We are homeowners in Coronado and wish to register our concern about the potential negative impacts to Coronado 
residents; especially around the Ferry Landing where residents understood this area would fundamentally be in its 
present state of scale and scope for many decades.  

Significant change to that space will dramatically impact the overall unique character of Coronado, increase traffic 
(already saturated), overall density, pollution, and congestion. 

Please don’t support a plan that violates current height restrictions or limits view corridors and compromises the general 
relaxed and welcoming experience that the Ferry Landing offers.  

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sincerely, 

Doug and Jane Brandt 
Coronado,CA  
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From: Douglas Tibbitts <dptibs@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU public comment

July 29, 2019 

To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the 
street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a 
“mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and 
Marina District residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views  
 Property values 
 Neighborhood feel  
 Esthetics  
 Environmental impacts and 
 Safety.  

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in 
mind, I respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements 
 The preservation of open sight paths  
 Downtown resident accessibility 
 General public access and  
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions. 

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view 
corridor is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is 
appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and 
residents be involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this 
particular project is more important than some others because the North Embarcadero is such an 
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important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely environmentally 
sensitive.  
  
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the 
updated Embarcadero.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Douglas Tibbitts 

1205 Pacific Hwy, Unit 1602 

San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Dustin Briquelet <dustinbriquelet@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:38 AM
To: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov; Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Port Master Plan

To whom it may concern, 

Shelter Island boat ramp is the number 1 most used ramp in California. We need more parking spaces, not less. We are 
already seeing access to the ocean for trailer boats being limited in Dana Point, Long Beach, etc due to the removal of 
parking spaces.  We also need to save the San Diego Marlin Club, the oldest fishing club in San Diego (established in 
1931). They are a San Diego institution and do so much to support recreational fishing.   

After using taxpayer funds to renovate the Shelter Island Boat Launch Ramp, I find it ridiculous that the boaters of San 
Diego will have to find alternate access to the ocean.   We have more than enough parks to be homeless 
hangouts.    This portion of the  Shelter Island Port Master Plan needs to be thought through.  As a taxpayer, I feel my 
family has paid for a lot of things in this city that we will never use.  The Shelter Island Launch Ramp is one of the few 
things we do use and is the final straw.  This plan needs to be amended 

Sincerely, 

Dustin Briquelet 
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From: Elizabeth Allen <elizabeth@elizabethallen.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port Plan

Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 

I am a member of the SDYC. After having reviewed the Port Plan, I would like to comment on the following: 

Page 127- PD 1.3 
The document references a temporary anchorage for Transient Vessels but doesn't give a location other than in the vicinity of Shelter 
Island. This reference is unclear. There is no question that increased anchorage is needed. The only anchorage right now is between 
San Diego Yacht Club and Southwestern Yacht Club, only on weekends with reservations. On the bayside, there are moorings in an 
extremely rough waterway. Where would the expansion be located? 

Page 127 PD 1.5 
You reference a Bayfront Circulator system. How is this to be implemented? The "local Gateway Mobility Hubs" only appear near the 
fishing pier on Shelter Island and again near the dinghy dock off Harbor Drive on America's Cup Harbor. How would these areas be 
serviced? By bus? A special trolley? Would this serve to limit auto traffic on the island somehow? Moreover, how would you plan on 
policing this process? 

Page 128 â€“ PD-1.12 
How will major redevelopment contribute to a "minimum 12-foot promenade"? It is cost-prohibitive and impractical. Especially where 
a promenade would require over-water construction at the Bay Club and Humphrey's. 

PD1.13 

A twenty (20) foot wide multi-use path. Is this for auto traffic or just bikes and pedestrians? How would that be separated for the 
"varying means of travel"? It appears to be wide, but not wide enough for motorized and non-motorized traffic. The list of paragraphs 
seems contradictory. Planting trees even with an 8ft canopy will restrict views. 

PD1.14 
Water-based transfer points. What is the intended purpose? Passenger pickup and delivery? By commercial or private 

boats? Are there water taxis operating now? What will become of the buildings that currently exist along the North end of the Shelter 
Island boat basin? 

Pg 129 Figure PD1.4 
The existing and conceptual plan shows a net loss in parking. The meandering walkway seems to serve no purpose. Runners and 
walkers will tend to walk near the water as opposed to the street regardless. 

PD-1.23 
Establishing view corridors along the named streets on the peninsula side of the basin is excellent, but with the addition of more hotels 
rooms, I assume it means three and four-story buildings on the Shelter Island side. These new structures will block the views of all the 
landowners along the shore, and for some distance up the hillside. 

Page 132 ( PA-1) PD1.46 
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Forty (40) spaces is a gross underestimation. Forty will not even cover the boatyard workers. Would the mobility hub you mention be 
from some form of mass transit? How will workers, tourists and users of Shelter Island be transported on and off the island? 

Page 134 Table PD1.1 
Additional hotel rooms, up to a total of 1600 on Shelter Island? Implementation will likely mean buildings over the current height 
restriction, obliterating the views from the mainland. 
What will the traffic impact be? How can it possibly be mitigated? 

Page 137 Figure PD 1.5 
You show walkways and promenades, all around the Shelter Island Yacht Basin, from Kellogg Beach, encircling the whole basin and 
continuing around the bay side of Shelter Island. Then all along America's Cup Harbor. Promenades are a 

splendid idea, but I don't think it can be feasibly executed, even if given unlimited amounts of money, with the lack of available land. 
The construction of structures over water would violate environmental restrictions. Security, which is becoming more of a problem, 
will get more intense with locked gates at every marina and private land structures. Security guards will no doubt be needed at most 
business and anywhere where boats are moored. What are the plans to implement this? The public needs to transit leaseholder parcels? 
Do you have any idea how negatively this will impact leaseholders and their businesses? 

The plan, as it relates to Shelter Island, is seriously flawed. If the architects of the dredging that took place 60 years ago considered the 
amount of land that would be required to implement even a small part of the plan, the island would be at least twice as wide and have 
planned access that would not disturb dozens of businesses along Rosecrans Street and Shelter Island Drive. Please reconsider and 
rewrite the entire Shelter Island portion of the Master Plan. 

Respectfully, ________Elizabeth Allen 

 

Elizabeth Allen 
elizabeth@elizabethallen.com 
858-361-0319 
http://elizabethallen.com/ 
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From: Elizabeth Allen <elizabeth@elizabethallen.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: PMPU

Please accept this email in response to your invitation to submit comments to the Discussion Draft of the PMPU. 

 As a resident of the Point Loma area of San Diego, and one who resides with my family within walking distance of La 
Playa and Shelter Island and regularly utilizes the roads, businesses, and facilities in these areas, please note that I 
object, for the reasons stated below, to the following aspects of the Discussion Draft: 

Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 

Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 

East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 

East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 

1) There does not appear to be a rational basis for proposing the narrowing of Scott Street.  Many people use Scott
Street as an effective alternative to Rosecrans Street.  The narrowing of Scott Street will increase the existing traffic in
the area, which is already adversely impacted on a daily basis by the residential and commercial traffic and the
substantial traffic to and from the local naval facilities.  Additionally, that burden will continue to increase due to
persistent residential and commercial development in the area.

2) Similarly, there does not appear to be any legitimate explanation regarding how the community would benefit from
the addition of 1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island (adding 1300 to West Shelter Island and 300 to East Shelter Island)
where 1090 rooms (693 and 397, respectively) already exist.  Moreover, such a significant increase in hotel rooms, along
with the proposal to relax restrictions on building heights – restrictions that have been in place to encourage protection
of this coastal habitat and maintain the character of this area – would drastically and adversely impact the desirability of
Shelter Island for current visitors and locals alike.  Additionally, this substantial increase of hotel rooms would put a
significant strain on the surrounding roads, one of which the BPC is simultaneously proposing to restrict (see point 1).
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3)  Additionally, I object to these proposals because they indicate that the BPC has forgotten, or worse has chosen to 
abdicate, its fiduciary obligations to the Public Trust, i.e., the people of the community.  These proposals do not benefit 
the people of the community; rather, they only benefit the discrete handful of property owners who – pursuant to these 
proposals, if approved – will grossly overdevelop this precious coastal area.  These proposals have no connection to the 
character of our community and does nothing to positively impact the local community.  Accordingly, I ask the BPC to 
reject these proposals. 

  

Thank you for your attention to this comment to the Discussion Draft of the PMPU. 

 
Elizabeth Allen 
elizabeth@elizabethallen.com 
858-361-0319 
http://elizabethallen.com/ 
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From: PC Moore <porkchopm435@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a resident of Coronado since 1948 and as a former Port employee (2002) working directly under 
Wayne Darbeau, I have a good feel of how the Port feels about the City of Coronado. 

Coronado voted not to be come part of the Port and lost in court thus sticking us with Port 
dictatorship and revenue loss from our shoreline areas.  Now the Port wants to do us a favor by 
putting in a huge hotel so that it may generate more revenue for itself after losing control of the 
airport and its income producing sources.  Coronado does not need MORE traffic or another 
hotel.  Our infrastructure cannot sustain the added traffic. 

As a former Port employee, I know how the Port spends it money.  Under Wayne it was my job to 
order Ranch catering for wharfingers coming to be educated in becoming "better people" and being 
rewarded with a paid day off work, Ranch catering and a Covey leather bound ($200) day 
planner.  That was only the tip of the money flow.  As a Port employee, I was paid fairly and do not 
believe that Port employees need more "fluff" at the expense of the member cities. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 

Coronado 
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 

the bayfront. 
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Clean up the Landing restrooms.  Get a rein on the present landlord who has turned over 

management to his son who does nothing to keep up the property.  Provide reasonably priced 
restaurant options at the Ferry Landing. as most of us can only afford to eat at Peohe's and Il 
Fornaio during Happy Hour. 

  
Sincerely, 
 
Elvira Moore 
620 Margarita Avenue 
Coronado 
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From: Gary McCarthy <gmccarthy@escondido.org>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 3:46 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa Cove & Shelter Island
Attachments: doc01551420190729142318.pdf

Please see the attached integrated master plan feedback. 

Gary McCarthy 
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From: Gayle Lorenc <glorenc@wearecultura.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:20 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: galorenc@gmail.com
Subject: Public Comment on Port Master Plan Update
Attachments: SaveNado PortSD.pdf

Port of San Diego Board and Staff: 

We thank the staff for their presentation to residents of the City of Coronado.   

We strongly concur with the Objections and Suggestions made in the attached. 

We live on 2nd Street situated at the vortex between the Tidelands Park, Sharp Coronado Hospital, high density 
hotel/apartment homes, City of Coronado Public Works and the Coronado Ferry Landing and the secondary 
thoroughfare to NASNI – and face increased flooding. 

While we are happy and willing to share our piece of Coronado with others, we are in no way open to added 
development detrimental to Coronado’s character and Bayshore environment.  Parking IS and continues to be an 
extreme issue – especially during periods of construction (Sharp Hospital, Broadstone, public works) and high use park 
and other public (4th of July) events.  Residents aboard boats park vehicles (cars and campers) long term along City 
Streets.    

Please do not leave Coronado open to even higher density commercial uses – in a primarily residential area. 

Other entities – especially Chula Vista and San Diego – welcome the higher density and added economic 
development.  Put the focus there, not amongst existing Coronado residential neighborhoods.  

Thank you – 

Gayle & Gary Lorenc 
1416 2nd Street 
Coronado, CA 92118 
galorenc@gmail.com 
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From: Geof Martin <gmartin964@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking

Dear Port of San Diego 
Please do not remove the parking lot adjacent to the shelter island launch rampor any parking lot in the Shelter Island 
area. Thank you. Geof Martin 
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From: George Peairs <gpeairs@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:02 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comment on the PMPU

Port District, 

I am commenting on the La Playa Piers.  I have lived in Point Loma since 1983 and the family has owned a condominium 
at La Playa since 1989.  I recently walked the La Playa trail in order to make these comments. 

I do not think the piers should be ordered removed.  I think they add charm to the trail.  Since 1989 the piers have been 
upgraded and there are now none that obstruct the trail.  I could see adding several more piers as I think the moored 
boats and piers add interest plus revenue to the port.  This area is not a pristine harbor or coastline but an interesting 
area to see the boats, beaches and activity in the bay. 

I also would like to see a few benches spaced out along the trail for rest and viewing.  I realize this may be problematic 
as it may involve private property.  Perhaps the right to have a pier could include having a nearby bench (like the bus 
benches with arm rests that prevent using them for sleeping). 

Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts on the matter. 

Sincerely, 

George Peairs 
1551 Chatsworth Blvd. 
San Diego, CA  92107 
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From: Helen McCarthy <helen.t.mccarthy@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter 

Island/La Playa

July 29, 2019 

To whom it may concern - 

I oppose your efforts to destroy the cultural, historic and environmental diversity of La Playa Cove and Shelter 
Island. While I understand the Port will financially benefit from the increased revenues associated with higher 
density and tourist focused development, the Point Loma community will be irreparably harmed. 

The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences. We should celebrate the unique 
identities of North County, Del Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, 
Downtown and Coronado. The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South 
Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. This cookie cutter approach would destroy the low 
key nature of the residential and marine based community of Point Loma. Coastal diversity is exemplified in 
this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the meandering 
path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage 
increased congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow La Playa to remain a living peaceful shoreline. 

I oppose: 
 Increased height limits and quantity of rooms at Shelter Island hotels.
 Increased traffic congestion on Rosecrans Street, Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive.
 A cookie cutter approach to coastal improvements. Each area should be unique and not paved with
concrete and populated with cinder block amenities.
 Any effort that will replace marine industry jobs with lower skilled tourism related jobs.
 Any added paved path(s) around the shoreline and through the Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht
Club, or Southwestern Yacht Club.
 Increased transient anchorages without a guarantee of actual waste discharge monitoring.

I support: 
 Focus any “improvements” on the local community.
 Preserve La Playa trail as is.
 Maintain open space on Shelter Island.
 Protect historic yacht clubs and associated marine businesses.
 Maintain natural environment with minimal development.
 Restrict any development that would increase parking congestion on residential streets.
 Maintain the unique elements of our historical and cultural heritage.
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From: Hugh Egan <hughegan@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Redevelopment Plan

To whom it may concern, 

I am adamantly opposed to the new Port redevelopment plan, as proposed.  It simply lacks common sense.  As a city, 
there are much more pressing needs and demands on our finances!  Let’s use our resources wisely.  

1. The Shelter Island launch ramp is one of the busiest boat launch ramps on the West Coast.  The new plan removes
most of the parking.  Millions of dollars were just spent on this ramp’s renovation!  Now there is a proposal to render it
virtually worthless by eliminating most of the parking.  A public boat launch is not valuable unless boaters have a place
to park their trucks and trailers.  Why spend the money on a new ramp and then undercut it with no parking?  This flys
in the face of common sense!  There is enough green space all around this location already!

2. The San Diego Yacht Club.  There are already ample pathways for safe walking around this yacht club.  Waterfront
walking through the club would be dangerous as there are two working overhead boat hoists that would have to go over 
the proposed pathways and endanger the walking public.  Furthermore, it’s a waste of public funds, as there are already
sidewalks and a path in place for a short, but scenic, walk that diverts around this private club.  Do not waste public
money on this endeavor.  Lastly, the SDYC’s use of Port property generates a positive revenue stream in the form of
rent. Suspending the lease agreement would go the other direction and be a negative cost.  As a city, we should not be
turning down revenue generating opportunities when there is little public need or interest in such property.

3. La Playa docks.  These docks are part of San Diego’s history.  They are beautiful and part of the fabric of our
waterfront.  They are also historic.  They even pre-date the Port of San Diego.  Yes, they were here before you guys!  San
Diego would not be San Diego if it were not for these docks.  They first serviced ships coming into our beautiful harbor in
the 1800’s, as their goods were then carted via horse and wagon down the La Playa Trail (now Rosecrans) into Old
Town.  It would be a travesty to remove this integral part of San Diego’s history!

The Port is beautiful and a large part of what makes us America’s Finest City.  Spend our money wisely!  This plan, in its 
current form, is not needed and is a frivolous waste of taxpayer resources.  San Diego has enough construction 
disruption already.  Don’t destroy our peaceful waterfront! 

Regards, 
Hugh Egan 
Concerned citizen, taxpayer and Point Loma resident 
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From: jimtari@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU letter
Attachments: PMPU letter.pdf

Please see attached letter.  Thank you. 



July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 
 
Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 
 
I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and 
across the street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 
 
According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed 
into a “mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 
 
As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia 
and Marina District residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views  
 Property values 
 Neighborhood feel  
 Esthetics  
 Environmental impacts and  
 Safety.  

 
In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ 
interests in mind, I respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful 
consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements 
 The preservation of open sight paths  
 Downtown resident accessibility 
 General public access and  
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

 
Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This 
view corridor is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly 
believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 
 
Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and 
residents be involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement 
in this particular project is more important than some others because the North 
Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and 
extremely environmentally sensitive.  
 
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy 
the updated Embarcadero.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
James & Teresa Holindrake 
1205 Pacific Highway, Unit 3302 
San Diego, CA   92101 
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From: James Morrison <james@westwood-llc.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; sharon@spdta.com; 

rharringto@portofsandiego.org; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; Mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason 
Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port Plan Comments
Attachments: Port Master Plan.pdf

Please confirm receipt. 

James & Wendy Morrison 
1150 Anchorage Ln.  
#107 
San Diego, CA 92106 

VP - Rotary Fellowship Cycling2serve.us USA / CAN 
505.369.4211 ABQ  mobile 
619.431.1688 SAN  mobile 

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.

This e-mail message and any attachment(s) are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain proprietary and/or  confidential information which may 
be privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), 
please contact the sender by reply email and destroy the original message and any copies of the message as well as any attachment(s) to the original message.
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From: Jeffrey Breton <jeffbreton09@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: SI Launch Ramp

Good morning, 

Can you please keep or expand the Shelter Island launch ramp parking lot? It is very heavily used on a daily basis. I’ve 
used it 10 times this year since it opened. Do not get rid of it!  

Thanks, 

Jeff  
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jennifer White <jwhite5847@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:18 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Horrific Plan!!! - La Playa Pathway and Shelter Island

Hello, 
I have been a resident of Point Loma for 46 years. I am horrified at what I am hearing is in the Port Plan. The following 
should not be done: 

1. Do not widen the natural path along the water in La Playa. It is so special as is.
2. The private piers that currently exist should be grandfathered in. They are in the background of annual family photos
and paintings. They add beauty and interest to the coast line.
3. The traffic in Point Loma cannot handle high rises on Shelter Island. They will be an eye-sore.

Were long time Point Loma residents a part of the group who wrote the new plan? If so, please provide a list of the Point 
Loma residents who participated, occupation (Developers?) and length of time living in Point Loma.  

I am all for progress, and improvement if it is done thoughtfully. What has been proposed (alter path, high rises, pier 
removal) will damage timeless beauty. 

Two things that would be progressive is a fully dedicated bike lane (not just lines on the street) on shelter 
Island/Rosecrans and bathrooms with toilet seats and doors that are properly cleaned and maintained. The bathrooms 
on Shelter Island are not civilized.  

Sincerely, 
Jennifer White 
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From: jeremy hamilton <jeremyhamilton12@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island 

It’s hard enough to get outdoors. Don’t make it harder by removing a important launch ramp parking 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jeremy Snyder <skipper.jeremy@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

I Have been using the launch ramp parking lot for 20 years.. Getting rid of that and the Marlin club is simply foolish. 
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From: Bre Manning <bre.manning88@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:36 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

We are members of San Diego Yacht Club and also residents of the La Playa area of Pt. Loma. 
We strongly oppose two aspects of the plan. 
1- High rise buildings on Shelter Island are out of character with the neighborhood and will destroy the
views of hundreds of homeowners and will negatively impact property valuations. High rise buildings on
Shelter Island will also increase traffic to a choking point and cause traffic hazards.
2- A public walkway between the SDYC clubhouse and the docks will bifurcate the assets of the club and
create a need for unsightly security gates and systems and procedures.
These aspects of the plan are ill conceived and are not in the interest of the stakeholders of the La Playa
area. Please reconsider.

Regards,  
Jim and Bre Manning 
632 San Gorgonio St. 
(702) 498-4100
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From: Joan Gregor <joan.gregor@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point loma master Plan impact

To Whom It May Concern, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District Shelter 
Island/La Playa 

PD1.8 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in district 1 and all subdistricts 

Any path around the La Playa shoreline and through the 3 yacht clubs in the district. 

PD1.12 Continuous Promenade along water’s edge. 

PD1.38 Create walkway on Anchorage Lane 12 feet or wider from Talbot Street to Shelter Island Drive.  This is a waste of 
money.  There already is a sidewalk connecting Talbot to Shelter Island along Anchorage lane 

PD1.33  Establish dedicated step down areas along the shoreline 

PD1.35 Along La Playa trail allow for pedestrian amenities and public safety features. 

Thank you. 
Joan Gregor 
Point Loma resident 

1150 Anchorage Lane 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Joe Cribben <jcribben55@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Trail Head

My family is against developing of the La Playa Trail. We live directly above the trail head .We are already fighting the 
homeless epidemic in the La Playa community, the photo of the gentleman standing in his boat was taken Saturday 
7/20/19 but him and a female parked there starting Thursday afternoon 7/18/19 after calls to harbor police and sdpd 
starting Friday they showed up Saturday the boat left Sunday so for 3 days they urinated and pooped in public in bushes, 
trash cans, and a bucket in the boat they napped under a canvas cover in the boat and were up most of the night. 
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This photo below is our most current homeless who showed up yesterday 7/28/19 just prior to dark it is now 
Wednesday roughly 6 pm. This person is scaring everyone walking by 
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We beg of you to NOT develop the walking trail or install bathrooms and invite the street people to amenities paid for by 
the hard working people’s tax dollar. Do NOT let them gather please it’s all ready a very difficult situation as the resident 
of La Playa find this a daily struggle. 
 
If you have funds to beautify the bay please donate the funds to stop the Tijuana river flow in Imperial Beach which in 
time will find the path of least resistance into San Diego Bay 
 
Respectfully 
 
Joe Cribben 
1021 Scott Street #357 
858-822-9855 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Joel King <joelkingarch59@me.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp

To whom it may concern, 

Please do not remove the boat trailer parking spaces from Shelter Island. 

Tidelands need to support water dependent use. 

Green belt is not water dependent. 

Thanks 

Wm. Joel King, AIA 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: michael greene <uplandlawnfarm1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update/Coronado

To whom it may concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as ti relates to Coronado. 

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIONS: 

 --  Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.   This proposed hotel and the additional 
      development of the Hotel Del, would increase the amount of "visitors" in Coronado by as many as 1000 on any 

given day creating   
 unacceptable control issues for the City. 

 --  The Port exceeding Coronado's 40 foot high height limit in all subdistricts 

 --  Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 

 --  The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 

 --   Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict to include a several story parking garage 

 --   Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict 

 --   Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 

      --   Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City's ability to comply 
with AB 3. 

      --   Bayfront uses that focus on "visitor-serving" and "attracting visitors" but that fails to recognize the impact on the 
existing      

      adjacent residents 

 --   Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club 

 --   Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado's traffic problems 

PLEASE INCLUDE IN THE MASTER PLAN 

 --   Expand recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay. 

 --   Increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service to 
 different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 --   Expand number of docks at the Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 

 --   Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

Respectfully, 

Jo-Ellen and Michael Greene 
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From: John Foster <jfoster@coxconstructionco.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 2:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Boat Ramp Parking / Launch Ramp area / Shelter Island //// Save the Parking!!!!!!!!!

Gentlemen, 

Please do not shrink the current amount of parking spaces for the boat ramp use at Shelter Island. 

We are all on board for increasing the parking area and upgrades. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JF 
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From: John Poortenga <johnpoortenga@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: removal of parking lot

I am adding my voice to those concerned about the possibility of taking away parking for the boat ramp on Shelter 
Island.  Please, please, please do not consider this.  This ramp and parking are critical to the use of thousands of people 
who depend on it for access to the the bay and the world beyond.  We have waited so long for the launch to be restored 
and are deeply distressed by possilbillity of it now being taken away.  We will have no recourse if the parking is taken 
away.  
Sincerely, John Poortenga 
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From: Robinson Motorsports <robinsonmotorsports1@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Boat ramp parking

I understand there are plans to convert the Shelter Island Boat trailer boat parking area into a park with bike paths?   I 
am a native San Diegan and avid sport fisherman and would be very much opposed to this plan.   As tax payers we just 
spent how much to redo the boat ramp?  It is a nice improvement to the boat launching experience but if there is no 
where to park what is the point?   I understand Shelter Island boat ramp is one of the heaviest used ramps in California 
and there should be parking for the users.  

respectfully 

John Robinson 
858-705-1238
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Megan Hom

From: John Tipton <jtmotohead@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking lot!!

The great City of San Diego only has one main public launch ramp. This ramp is very small and over crowed. Even 
Oceanside launch ramp is superior to SD. Mission Bay has more ramps than SD Bay. 90% of boaters use the Shelter 
Island ramp to access SD Bay. Coronado  is very very small and Chula Vista is 9 miles from the ocean and not even in San 
Diego. 
 
Reducing the size of the parking lot will make a bad problem much worse. 
 
I am officially asking the Port of San Diego to use deductive reasoning and not reduce the parking at there only viable 
option to access SD Bay with a trailer type boat. 
 
John Tipton. 
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From: joseph allen <jallen.6maritime@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Discussion Draft Master Plan
Attachments: Draft Comments.pdf

Hello, 
I was not sure what format the public comments needed to be in, so I typed mine below here and also included a PDF 
copy of these same comments: 

Recent policies emanating from the Federal government have highlighted the sometimes conflicting priorities 
that exist between the State of California and the Federal government with respect to land management. As a 
State public interest document, the language in the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan should be clear 
throughout that the interest of the People of California are a higher priority when considering opposing 
concerns between Federal and State interests. 

Goal XIII, expressed on page 10 of the Draft Plan, is a good example of how the plan can enumerate well that 
the People of California are the ultimate interest group in consideration. However, Goals IV and V (listed on 
page 8 of the Draft Master Plan) should be bolstered to do the same. 

To achieve this purpose, recommend adding the underlined and bolded language (or similar) into goals IV and 
V as shown here: 

“IV. THE PORT DISTRICT, IN RECOGNITION OF THE 
POSSIBILITY THAT ITS ACTIONS MAY INADVERTENTLY 
TEND TO SUBSIDIZE OR ENHANCE CERTAIN 
OTHER ACTIVITIES, WILL EMPHASIZE THE 
GENERAL WELFARE OF STATE-WIDE CONSIDERATIONS 
OVER MORE LOCAL OR FEDERAL ONES AND PUBLIC 
BENEFITS OVER PRIVATE ONES. 

· Develop the multiple purpose use of the tidelands
for the benefit of all the people of California while giving due
consideration to the unique problems presented
by this area, including several separate cities and
unincorporated populated areas, and the facts and
circumstances related to the development of tideland
and port facilities.
· Foster and encourage the development of commerce,
navigation, fisheries and recreation by the expenditure
of public moneys for the preservation of lands in
their natural state, the reclamation of tidelands, the
construction of facilities, and the promotion of its use for
the benefit of the People of California.
· Encourage non-exclusory uses on tidelands.
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V. THE PORT DISTRICT WILL TAKE PARTICULAR 
INTEREST IN AND EXERCISE EXTRA CAUTION 
IN THOSE USES OR MODIFICATIONS OF THE 
BAY AND TIDELANDS, WHICH CONSTITUTE 
IRREVERSIBLE ACTION OF LOSS OF CONTROL. 
· Bay fills, dredging and the granting of long-term leases 
will be taken only when substantial public benefit to the 
People of California is derived. 
  
A current relevant example of how competing Federal and State interests could negatively impact San Diego 
Bay is the Navy’s sources sought solicitation N3943019RSWRM posted on July 12, 2019 seeking qualified 
companies to construct semi-permanent security barriers through State Leasehold areas managed under 
special Planning District 4 of the Draft Master Plan. The Port District was not consulted, however, the Navy 
intends to erect barriers in these areas that contain historically negatively impacted marine sediment and a 
sensitive estuary environment posed by Chollas Creek’s entrance into the bay. Just as alarming is the planned 
geographic locations of these semi-permanent structures that extend well into the Navigation Corridor of the 
bay, marked clearly for navigation of large vessels and vital to special Planning District 5’s current and future 
use. Lastly, such a project offends more of the Master Plan’s goals by harming the local blue economy, as it 
plans to eliminate approximately 40-50 local jobs of personnel employed to provide the security being 
replaced by barriers that may be erected by an out of state or foreign entity. In summary, the Navy plan will: 
(1) pose harm to the environmental stability and recovery of Bay sediment and a sensitive estuarine zone, (2) 
pose an imminent threat to the free and safe navigation of the Bay for larger commercial vessels as well as 
recreational ones, (3) greatly harm the local economy, (4) negatively impact surrounding beneficial uses of the 
Bay and (5) disrupt the visual open space of the Bay – all in direct conflict with numerous Goals and Strategies 
articulated throughout the Master Plan. All detriment will be borne by the local and State People of California, 
its natural resources and ability for future positive growth, all at the direction of the Navy, who is not set to 
gain in security from the movement, it is just an expression of a policy shift for them to switch to erecting 
barriers rather than employing boats to provide live/human security of the area. 
  
The above stated problem highlights the need for the Master Plan to be clear throughout the document that 
the interests of People of the State of California are the paramount concern over Federal interests that may 
come or go with temporary political agendas or Federal strategies, in that way, when Federal policy changes 
pose an unreasonable or undue risk to our precious California resources, they may be protected with greater 
vigor and vigilance – the document remaining in clear support of the People of the State of California. 
  
In light of the new movements from the Navy, recommend also adding the following underlined and bolded 
(or similar) language to the Draft Master plan at page 74, Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal, in order to more 
clearly express the goals and strategies of the Draft Master Plan: 
Planning District 4, Introduction: 
  
“Policies of the nearby Barrio Logan Community Plan and L.C.P. threaten the port related tideland uses with 
encroachment of residential, public park and commercial uses in an area almost totally industrial. The basic 
incompatibility of these uses places more of a burden on the industrial uses to reduce potential environmental 
impacts. Concurrently, it is recognized that overt expansion of the industrial area into the waterway or 
navigation corridor would threaten vital surrounding uses. The Port Master Plan seeks to preserve and 
protect the unique coastal resource in District 4 by limiting uses to strictly marine oriented industrial ones 
while being mindful to not allow development to infringe on surrounding uses.” 



3

  
Other suggested language in special Planning District 4 to help the Master Plan maintain consistent goals 
expressed throughout the document are: 
“The Plan should protect against any encroachment of the Navigation Channel as it may impede industrial 
uses located in Planning District 5.”  OR, 
“The supported development of this planning district (District 4) will be balanced against the need to 
protect the free waterway and Navigation Channel, so as to limit potential negative impacts to industrial or 
military surrounding uses.” 
 
Joseph Allen, Esq. 
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Recent policies emanating from the Federal government have highlighted the sometimes 
conflicting priorities that exist between the State of California and the Federal government with 
respect to land management. As a State public interest document, the language in the Port of 
San Diego’s Master Plan should be clear throughout that the interest of the People of California 
are a higher priority when considering opposing concerns between Federal and State interests. 
 
Goal XIII, expressed on page 10 of the Draft Plan, is a good example of how the plan can 
enumerate well that the People of California are the ultimate interest group in consideration. 
However, Goals IV and V (listed on page 8 of the Draft Master Plan) should be bolstered to do 
the same. 
 
To achieve this purpose, recommend adding the underlined and bolded language (or similar) 
into goals IV and V as shown here: 
 
“IV. THE PORT DISTRICT, IN RECOGNITION OF THE 
POSSIBILITY THAT ITS ACTIONS MAY INADVERTENTLY 
TEND TO SUBSIDIZE OR ENHANCE CERTAIN 
OTHER ACTIVITIES, WILL EMPHASIZE THE 
GENERAL WELFARE OF STATE-WIDE CONSIDERATIONS 
OVER MORE LOCAL OR FEDERAL ONES AND PUBLIC 
BENEFITS OVER PRIVATE ONES. 
 
· Develop the multiple purpose use of the tidelands 
for the benefit of all the people of California while giving due 
consideration to the unique problems presented 
by this area, including several separate cities and 
unincorporated populated areas, and the facts and 
circumstances related to the development of tideland 
and port facilities. 
· Foster and encourage the development of commerce, 
navigation, fisheries and recreation by the expenditure 
of public moneys for the preservation of lands in 
their natural state, the reclamation of tidelands, the 
construction of facilities, and the promotion of its use for 
the benefit of the People of California. 
· Encourage non-exclusory uses on tidelands. 
 
V. THE PORT DISTRICT WILL TAKE PARTICULAR 
INTEREST IN AND EXERCISE EXTRA CAUTION 
IN THOSE USES OR MODIFICATIONS OF THE 
BAY AND TIDELANDS, WHICH CONSTITUTE 
IRREVERSIBLE ACTION OF LOSS OF CONTROL. 
· Bay fills, dredging and the granting of long-term leases 
will be taken only when substantial public benefit to the 
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People of California is derived. 
 
A current relevant example of how current competing Federal and State interests could 
negatively impact San Diego Bay is the Navy’s sources sought solicitation N3943019RSWRM 
posted on July 12, 2019 seeking qualified companies to construct semi-permanent security 
barriers through State Leasehold areas managed under special Planning District 4 of the Draft 
Master Plan. The Port District was not consulted, however, the Navy intends to erect barriers in 
these areas that contain historically negatively impacted marine sediment and a sensitive 
estuary environment posed by Chollas Creek’s entrance into the bay. Just as alarming is the 
planned geographic locations of these semi-permanent structures that extend well into the 
Navigation Corridor of the bay, marked clearly for navigation of large vessels and vital to special 
Planning District 5’s current and future use. Lastly, such a project offends more of the Master 
Plan’s goals by harming the local blue economy, as it plans to eliminate approximately 40-50 
local jobs of personnel employed to provide the security being replaced by barriers that may be 
erected by an out of state or foreign entity. In summary, the Navy plan will: (1) pose harm to 
the environmental stability and recovery of Bay sediment and a sensitive estuarine zone, (2) 
pose an imminent threat to the free and safe navigation of the Bay for larger commercial 
vessels as well as recreational ones, (3) greatly harm the local economy, (4) negatively impact 
surrounding beneficial uses of the Bay and (5) disrupt the visual open space of the Bay – all in 
direct conflict with numerous Goals and Strategies articulated throughout the Master Plan. All 
detriment will be borne by the local and State People of California, its natural resources and 
ability for future positive growth, all at the direction of the Navy, who is not set to gain in 
security from the movement, it is just an expression of a policy shift for them to switch to 
erecting barriers rather than employing boats to provide live/human security of the area. 
 
The above stated problem highlights the need for the Master Plan to be clear throughout the 
document that the interests of People of the State of California are the paramount concern 
over Federal interests that may come or go with temporary political agendas or Federal 
strategies, in that way, when Federal policy changes pose an unreasonable or undue risk to our 
precious California resources, they may be protected with greater vigor and vigilance – the 
document remaining in clear support of the People of the State of California. 
 
In light of the new movements from the Navy, recommend also adding the following 
underlined and bolded (or similar) language to the Draft Master plan at page 74, Tenth Avenue 
Marine Terminal, in order to more clearly express the goals and strategies of the Draft Master 
Plan: 
Planning District 4, Introduction: 
  
“Policies of the nearby Barrio Logan Community Plan and L.C.P. threaten the port related 
tideland uses with encroachment of residential, public park and commercial uses in an area 
almost totally industrial. The basic incompatibility of these uses places more of a burden on the 
industrial uses to reduce potential environmental impacts. Concurrently, it is recognized that 
overt expansion of the industrial area into the waterway or navigation corridor would 
threaten vital surrounding uses. The Port Master Plan seeks to preserve and protect the 
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unique coastal resource in District 4 by limiting uses to strictly marine oriented industrial ones 
while being mindful to not allow development to infringe on surrounding uses.” 
 
Other suggested language in special Planning District 4 to help the Master Plan maintain 
consistent goals expressed throughout the document are: 
“The Plan should protect against any encroachment of the Navigation Channel as it may 
impede industrial uses located in Planning District 5.”  OR, 
“The supported development of this planning district (District 4) will be balanced against the 
need to protect the free waterway and Navigation Channel, so as to limit potential negative 
impacts to industrial or military surrounding uses.” 
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From: Julie Darling <chefjulie@me.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter island

Dear Port District, 
I am writing to oppose the loss of parking on Shelter Island. Our boat ramp is  the busiest in California. We need MORE 
parking not less parking.  
The boat ramp was just rebuilt at a huge cost. It’s important that boaters have ample access. Otherwise it appears all 
that money was spent solely  for that touristy floating bus.  
The priority should be use by locals rather than by tourists. Tourists aren’t the ones using the new expensive boat ramp 
year round. San Diegans are!  

In addition, The Marlin Club, the building, the club itself and its location are iconic and historical. It is part of the fabric 
that makes Shelter Island special. It needs to be included in the Master Plan and protected.  

The Marlin Club is a part of Shelter Island’s history. It is one of the few official weigh stations. Not only that, the Marlin 
Club year round does so much to promote sport fishing in San Diego.   
 Please please please reconsider removing the much needed parking and reconsider adding  the Marlin Club to the 
Master Plan.  

Thank you, 
Julie Darling 
619 306-2765 
Founder Just Call Us Volunteer 
Owner at Til Two Club 
92106 resident since 1958 
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From: June Lundstrom <jspundstrom@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan - our concerns and comments

Attn: Planning Department - 

As members of the San Diego Yacht Club, my husband, Lani Spund and I have read the proposed Port Master Update and 
the formal response from the San Diego Yacht Club. 
We completely and wholeheartedly support the position of the San Diego Yacht Club in it's response.   

The traffic in the entire area of Shelter Island is already so congested, with traffic frequently backing up on Shelter Island 
Drive, Rosecrans, and Scott Street, to mention just a few of the impacted streets.  Adding more hotel rooms on Shelter 
Island would only increase the traffic to a horrific level.  And I am not kidding when I use that term!  Also, the area often 
has road closures for athletic and community events.  With even more traffic in the area, this would adversely affect 
these events. 

From the perspective of the Yacht Club itself, the impact of building a "continuous promenade" as a walkway between 
the Club landside and the Marina, would be a disaster.  It would very heavily disturb the layout of the club and the ease 
of access to the club facilities, including the marina.  I think that a visit to the Club to really appreciate the impact of such 
a change is crucial to appreciating this point. 

Finally, the suggested changes of the Draft Port Master Plan would very significantly change the overall feeling of the 
Shelter Island area and alter it's character forever. Keeping the long standing area traditions of servicing the boating 
industry and supporting that industry through the various boat related businesses is a tradition that needs to be 
protected.  It's a special place and needs to be kept as such. 

Again, we completely concur with the formal response from the San Diego Yacht Club and urge you to seriously review 
their comments.  And, schedule a visit to the facility to see just how much adverse impact would occur to the Club and 
surrounding areas, if the Draft Port Master Plan is implemented. 

Respectfully, June Lundstrom and Lani Spumd 

3584 Blackwolf Dr. Alpine, CA 91901 
(619) 722-1051 - Home
(408) 398-1428 - June's Mobile
(408) 398-5015 - Lani's Mobile
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From: Kalim Owens <kalim@weidners.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:46 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking lot

I am a fisherman who uses the Shelter Island boat and parking lot. I have been doing so for over 25 years. I am very 
concerned over the proposed changes to that area and the loss of the parking area. Having the ability to launch my boat 
fish the surrounding areas or just enjoy San Diego bay from the water is part of what makes San Diego and Shelter Island 
unique. Please do not take that away. 

Thank you sincerely for your consideration on this very important matter. 

--  
Kalim Owens 
Weidners' Gardens Inc. 
Kalim@weidners.com 
760 436 5326 

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
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this pictu re  
from the  
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From: kjksolag@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:59 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Proposed - Shelter Island Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: I am very much against the elimination of the parking at the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. Shelter 
Island Boat Ramp is the most used boat ramp in California. We need more parking, not less. This unbelievable to me.  
Also, I see the Marlin Club is not included in the proposed Master Plan, This club is part of our history and needs to be 
included in any plans. 

Thank You, 
Kathleen Knott 
31562 Catalina Ave. 
Laguna Beach, CA 
92651 

949-422-8889
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From: Kathy Keller <katatonic@1791.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:53 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: katatonic@1791.com
Subject: Port Comments to the Port Master Update Plans - Keller
Attachments: July 30 Port Comments - Keller.docx

Here are my comments to the Port Master Update Plans –  I also added to the below 

July 30, 2019 

The Port of San Diego 
Attention:  Planning Department 
31655 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101-1128 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

My parents, The Honorable and Mrs. Hilary B. Doran, Jr. live at 1419 1st Street, a part of the Coronado Village
Home Owners Association.  Their property is adjacent to the Coronado Ferry Landing, owned and operated by
the Port.  A wall separates their property from the South portion of the Landing’s parking lot in front of the Il
Fornaio restaurant.  Their community, Coronado Village Home Owners Association will be primarily affected 
with the changes being proposed which will be to the detriment of Coronado and our family home.  

The Port-managed properties are focused on making money and not the residents and history of the adjacent 
city.  The Port is all about creating new and destroying the old. Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, 
Coronado’s Ferry Landing sits adjacent to a residential neighborhood entirely unsuitable for additional 
commercial development.    The Port might be able to do this to Seaport Village which is conducive to this type 
of redesign, but Coronado Ferry Landing is not.   

The Port needs to serve “the homeowners” adjacent to the Ferry Landing.  The Port needs to consider the 
impact on Coronado citizens and not just the impact on the Port’s budget and revenue.  The Port needs to 
consider building an historic village with small businesses which fit the history of Coronado similar to Old 
Town in San Diego or Leavenworth in Washington. 

Below is a list of our objections and concerns: 

Objections being an immediately adjacent to the Port Property: 

 Loss of view – Corridor view for adjacent owners to the Port property

 Loss of revenue (property value)

 Increase congestion of people and traffic
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 Increase deterioration of the residential community 

 Increase crime 

 Increase infrastructure problem (sewage, noise, construction, additional environmental). 

Must be considered: 
 

 Develop a view corridor for the people in the Coronado Village HOA which will be 100% 
impacted with any new development. 

 Access to the Bay for recreational activities should be encouraged, not hindered.  
 Access to the Bay and Ferry Landing should be easy for all residents (seniors, ADA challenged, and 

children). 
 Include communication with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure acceptance of 

the final plan. 

 
The Port needs to ensure our community and our family that we will continue to have a voice in the future of 
the Ferry Landing and our home. 
 
Below are other common objections as a former and future resident of Coronado. 
 
Summary of General Objections: 
 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub districts 

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 

 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub district 

 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub district 

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 

 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to 
comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive 
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact 
on the existing adjacent residents. 

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems 

 
The Port of San Diego needs to communicate with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure 
acceptance of the final plan. 
 

Sincerely, 
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Kathleen D Keller        
350 K Street 
Unit 306 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 231-1940 
 
 
Kathy Keller 
katatonic@1791.com 
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From: Kendra DeGroot <1coastalsprout@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:29 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: The Marlin Club of San Diego 

Good afternoon, 
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This letter is to express our dedication to, involvement in , concern with and our overall appreciation for everything that 
The Marlin Club of San Diego provides for our family.  

It would be extremely disappointing if The Marlin Club was removed from the integral fabric that has been woven in the 
San Diego fishing community over the decades. The Master Plan for Shelter Island should be concerned with maintaining 
this historical club that brings together a diverse group of individuals and families that look to preserve and heighten the 
sport of fishing.  

From ocean clean-ups to youth fishing tournaments The Marlin Club continually sets its focus on providing opportunities 
for everyone. It would only take a visit to one of The Marlin Club’s events to witness how uniquely our group has come 
together as a support team.  

I would be particularly saddened if our plan to raise our son as a Marlin Club member was cut short by city planners 
whose recognition or knowledge of the importance of this club was over looked. I hope to continue to capture my sons 
growth in front of The Marlin Club sign at the dock that should remain for the next 100 years.  

With my sincere concern, 
Kendra DeGroot Wilson  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Kyle Farmer <15kylefarmer@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:50 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: SD Marlin Club

Port of San Diego, 

I understand you guys have a plan to reconstruct part of Shelter Island. As an avid San Diego angler and citizen, I strongly 
disapprove of the removal of a historical building such as the SD Marlin Club as well as such crucial parking spaces! This 
would be devastating to many people in the community. Please reconsider this plan and don’t ruin what convenient 
facilities we already have. Thank you for your consideration.  

Kyle 
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From: Lena <lena@brickwellrealty.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Green Belt Protest

We, the citizens do not agree and are AGAINST taking the parking lot down!! The parking lot is much needed for 
residents to park the cars to be able to enjoy recreational boating and fishing!  There are enough parks already, however 
we need to access to enjoy our God given right to access the ocean and enjoy it! 

Sincerely, 

Lena Tysarczyk 
Realtor 
Brick Well Realty, Inc. 
951-805-9889
Lena@BrickWellRealty.com
www.brickwellrealty.com
29379 Rancho California Rd., Ste 105
Temecula, CA  92591
Lic. #01986330
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From: Lorie Keller <lkeller@rbtk-cpa.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft-North Embarcadero
Attachments: Comment re PMPU  Disc Draft.docx

Please find attached my letter of concerns/comments regarding the PMPU Discussion Draft. 

Regards, 

Lorie Keller Tibbitts, Partner 

5675 Ruffin Rd., Ste. 300 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Phone (858) 430-0300 
Fax       (858) 430-0301 
Email   lkeller@rbtk-cpa.com 
www.rbtk-cpa.com 

This communication and any files transmitted with it contain information which is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure under 
applicable law. It is intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any use, dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify 
the sender.  Thank you for your cooperation.



July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 
 
Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 
 
I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the 
Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 
 
According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” 
serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 
 
As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District 
residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views  
 Property values 
 Neighborhood feel  
 Esthetics  
 Environmental impacts and  
 Safety.  

 
In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I 
respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements 
 The preservation of open sight paths  
 Downtown resident accessibility 
 General public access and  
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

 
Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not 
included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B 
Streets be included as was done with C Street. 
 
Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in 
the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than 
some others because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both 
unique and extremely environmentally sensitive.  
 
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated 
Embarcadero.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lorie Keller Tibbitts 
1205 Pacific Hwy, Unit 1602 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: LBR Lucas <lbrlucas@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Response to Port Master Plan Update

 29 July 2019 
To whom it may concern: 

 “The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic vitality and community 
benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land recreation, environmental 
stewardship and public safety.” 

Many aspects of the current Port Master Plan go against the District’s own mission statement: “…providing economic 
vitality” may be first on the list of intentions, but the words “balanced approach,” “environmental stewardship,” and 
“public safety” are there too. And especially with the Shelter Island and the Coronado Bayfront components, the 
planners appear to have completely ignored the words “community benefit.” 

There is plenty in the current plan to provide economic vitality to developers and hoteliers. There is little that provides 
community benefit. 

Adding up to 1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island and 350 to Coronado is irresponsible. Even if these aren’t technically 
“islands,” each might as well be. Residents and employees of each already suffer from routine traffic gridlock. 
Emergency management professionals shudder at the challenge of getting residents out of Coronado or the Point Loma 
peninsula in case of a tsunami or other natural disaster. Day to day fire and EMS responses into the Shelter Island/La 
Playa area will be slowed, not only for residents but for the guests in those rooms. The plan shows no concern for public 
safety.  

The proposed development of Shelter Island and the La Playa Historic Trail is lacking in environmental stewardship.  The 
plan invites thousands more people into the area, while reducing parking. Planners talk about so-called mobility hubs 
and the rise of ridesharing services. These may be realistic solutions for Harbor Island and Downtown. But no one is 
planning a trolley extension along Rosecrans Street or even reliable bus service for the peninsula. Thousands more 
people will be bringing thousands more polluting cars. 

Regarding the La Playa Trail, the plan does nothing to defend why it needs to be changed in any way. The community 
that currently benefits from it likes it the way it is. Only developers, who are looking to monetize, are interested in the 
area. No one there is advocating restricting public access to the trail. Again, this plan only increases traffic in an already 
impacted area, and reduces public safety in an already endangered area. The responsible approach is to leave it alone.  

Before proceeding with this plan, I encourage all of the planners to meet with peninsula residents. Talk to people who 
live on their boats. Talk to people who live in apartments. Talk to people who live along Rosecrans Street, Catalina 
Boulevard, and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard about daily traffic and about safety worries. Talk to me.   

Louise Lucas 
2366 Caminito Afuera 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Mary farmer <vllyfarmer@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking lot removal

We use this parking lot all the time and we think it would not be in the best interest for the majority to have this parking 
lot removed or reduced. I also have many friends that feel the same please leave this area as is and spend our tax payer 
money on more pressing issues. Thank you.  
Luke farmer 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Marcie Rothman <marcierothman@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:13 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Draft of Port Master Plan and Shelter Island Proposals

Dear Port of San Diego Planning Department: 

I live in La Playa, off Rosecrans on San Gorgonio St.  Rosecrans is a two lane street from Talbot to the Sub Base and runs 
through an entirely residential area.  Kellogg beach is three blocks from my house. 

The Port wants numerous changes to the Point Loma, Shelter Island and La Playa area, among which are: an additional 
hotel, shortening Scott St, and leaving far too vague language to retain the 30 foot height limit for any additional 
building along the Port area.  Below are my comments. 

1. Traffic:  The Rosecrans main artery is already a mess.  It can take 10 minutes at various times of the day to travel from 
Kellogg & Rosecrans just to Talbot, due to base traffic (all depends on the time of day).  Add to this Shelter Island traffic,
school year traffic (it's lighter during the summer), and the traffic congestion from Liberty Station to Freeways 8 and 5,
on normal days.  The idea of another hotel on Shelter Island to add to the current congestion would be problematic to
say the least.  And if you've ever come to see the fireworks on the Fourth of July, you certainly know that getting out of
La Playa, Shelter Island, Harbor Island, can take more than two hours (those at the Sub base to Talbot, a good two
hours.)

2. Emergency vehicles already have to negotiate clogged Rosecrans or Scott Streets. Rosecrans is a dead end two lane
street to the Sub Base. Over the years there have been accidents between Talbot and the Base that completely closed
Rosecrans for hours.  This in a residential area with no way out but Rosecrans.  Any kind of an emergency (accident or
earthquake as an example), creates an infrastructure nightmare, that impacts every street in the area including Shelter
Island, Liberty Station, Midway and Ocean Beach.

3. The stress on the fragile infrastructure--water is already in a tough spot considering San Diego's susceptibility to
continued drought conditions.  Why add more stress with another hotel that is not needed, just for the sake of Port
income (or so it seems)?  And with climate issues that include rising oceans, why would you want to build more along
the coastline?

4. The 30 foot height limit on buildings along the water is there and has been for years.  Leaving the language vague for
any future development is asking to have our shoreline look like Miami Beach. Keep the 30 foot height limit, in clear
language.

5. The docks are part of the history of the area. The markers of the life, customs and history of Point Loma, La Playa,
Shelter Island and even Harbor Island are being lost.  Among the most important are the sailing and fishing industries--
small businesses that are an integral part of the area--and are important to the greater culture of San Diego and its
history.  Sadly, many of these industries already have been displaced by development along Scott St. and other streets
nearby.

6. Additional building in an already dense area with one way in and out, is just not a smart, forward thinking answer to
development on Shelter Island and nearby communities. The Port and Coastal Commission should look at upgrading
what already exists. Why not create a bit more open space?  Why not upgrade the public facilities already available? And 
why not work to find a solution to the homeless crisis infecting public spaces from Liberty Station to the corner of Nimitz
and Rosecrans...and beyond?  Please, these issues are all intertwined.
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Please reconsider the thinking and draft proposal you presented at the Peninsula Community Planning Board meeting on 
July 18, 2019. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Marcie Rothman 
 
 
Marcie Rothman 
619-226-0366 
www.foodbuzzsd.com 
www.5dollarchef.com 

"Be silly.  Be honest. Be kind." Ralph Waldo Emerson 



1

From: Mark English <itsmystorymark@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 3:03 PM
To: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Kevin Faulkner; Rebecca 

Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; 
Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael 
Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Port Master Plan Update

Subject: Master plan Shelter Island

I am specifically concerned about reduction of parking at the brand new and expensive boat launch. As well as any 
changes to the Marlin Club. It should be included in the master plan.  
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From: Mark Urkov <markurkov@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter launch

Are you nuts??? Remove the parking lot??? What planet are you from? 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Mary Haller <mhaller1@san.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: SDUPD Draft master Plan input
Attachments: Letter to Port District (2)-signed.pdf

To Whom It May concern, 

Please find attached my signed letter with input regarding the current draft to the Port’s Master Plan.  I am one of 858 
members of Southwestern Yacht Club, a boater who keeps our boat in the Shelter Island Yacht Basin, a native San 
Diegan and a voter who hopes my voice will be heard. 

Thank you, 
Mary Haller 
619-723-4332
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From: Angela Crivello <scolapasta5@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Shelter Island/LaPlaya Master Plan Update

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Why would you want to destroy the natural La Playa trail that has been in use and open to the public for the last 
eighty- three years, that I am aware of, and make it a tourist attraction by expanding the trail and connecting it to 
Shelter Island with added bathrooms and other amenities.  Have you considered the additional traffic and congestion 
added to the peninsula and Rosecrans . Many an ambulance and firetruck, answering an  emergency, has been 
stuck in unmovable traffic, because Rosecrans is the only way in or out.  Any time we have a base closure , 
government emergency,  or accident, our main  means of getting to  or leave our homes is gone!  

How about just leaving that natural trail as is and preserve a beautiful area?  That small beach area has alway been 
open to the public . Courtesy and respect for our surroundings have kept it clean and safe, especially for mothers with 
their little children able to play in the water with no surf. 

Please reconsider some of your plans.  Yes, I am a Point Loman.  Have lived here  for eighty-three years, went to 
Point Loma High and raised my family here.   Many of my children, grandchildren and great grandchildren also live on 
the Point.

Sincerely,

Mary J. Bateman 
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From: Mary Jane <meem73@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Port Master Plan - Coronado

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to object to the proposed Port Master Plan as it applies to Coronado’s water front and, in particular, the 
Ferry Landing commercial property.  

I am shocked how seemingly unaware the Port District is to the size of the land area and density that already exists in 
our small town. I was born here 68 years ago and have seen the changes that have occurred, especially since the 
opening of the Coronado Bridge, which was opposed by Coronado residents 50 years ago. Our water front is completely 
different in it’s nature in comparison to the San Diego side, which consists of commercial port facilities, hotels and a 
large city infrastructure. In contrast, Coronado is (outside of North Island Naval Base) a residential area of only 2.2 
square miles. We are maxed out in density, there are no longer vacant lots as there were 50+ years ago. We are 
impacted by volumes of traffic due to the civilian and navy workers going to North Island and the thousands of tourists 
who visit us annually and stay in our already large hotels (Hotel Del, Lowe’s, and Marriott)! 

Our character is much like Martha’s Vineyard or a Catalina Island. Your proposed hotel is too big, will ignore our height 
limitations and add to our already burdened and inadequate streets and roads, not meant for the current amount of 
traffic we now experience. Have any of you actually been to Coronado? Our space is so limited already. Please apply 
some common sense and rethink the Plan.  

We need to preserve what precious little open space we have left along the bay. We are already impacted negatively 
with the current situation. We who live want to keep our quality of life as a mainly residential area. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Jane Clements 
745 J Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
Meem73@gmail.com 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Megan Bryan <megan@meganbryan.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Shirley Hirai
Subject: District 1:Shelter Island public response
Attachments: Megan Bryan Port response.pdf

Hello all, our community is up in arms about this. We are SD bay centric 
and therefore, this plans affects all citizens of Point Loma. Please consider the points in all responses. 
Thanks so much, Megan Bryan 
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From: Michael Last <lastmd@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Development 

July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the Navy 
Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” serving 
the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District residents. 
We are concerned about:  

• Views
• Property values
• Neighborhood feel
• Esthetics
• Environmental impacts and
• Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I respectfully and 
specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

• Existing open space requirements
• The preservation of open sight paths
• Downtown resident accessibility
• General public access and
• FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not included in 
the draft version of the Master Plan Update. Istrongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as 
was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in the 
planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than some others 
because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely 
environmentally sensitive.  
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I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated Embarcadero.  
  
Sincerely, 
Michael Last  
1205 Pacific Highway #2201 
San Diego CA 92101 
 
Michael Last  
Sent from my iPad.   SVCallisto.blogspot.com 
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From: sanpicuda@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:24 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Parking/Marlin Club

I would like to go on record to oppose the proposed Port of San Diego Master Plan for the Shelter Island Area.  My 
objections concern the parking area for the SI launch ramp and the Marlin Club on SI.  It seems inconsistent that anyone 
would consider removing any boat trailer parking from the busiest launch ramp in California.  Considering the amount of 
money and time that has been spent with the recent upgrade of the SI ramp, this seems illogical.  During the fishing 
season, the parking facility is marginally sufficient to handle the demand.  We cannot afford to lose any parking, 
period!  As an avid boater, the almost two year construction on the SI ramp showed that there is not any good alternative 
places to launch a boat with close proximity to the Pacific Ocean. 

Additionally, it appears that the plan will eliminate the Marlin Club on SI Drive.  The Marlin Club is a historical spot on the 
Island and has been there since the 1930's.  It is absurd to remove this San Diego icon just to replace it with a few tourist 
parking spots.  

It seems to me that the Shelter Island layout is clean and efficient for the residents of our County and does not need any 
modification that will not benefit the citizens of the area. 
Thank You, 
Mike Farris 
sanpicuda@aol.com 
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From: Miles Nicholas <miles_mhs@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: I am hoping to help save the boat parking on the new launch ramp built at Shelter 

island 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: nick@palumbowines.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ed concept #4

This email addresses my concerns for the future of The Marlin Club on Shelter Island. I will admit I have 
not heard all sides and do not know if any accommodations have been made for the Club moving forward. 
Based on what I have heard, I would think the Marlin Club would and should be a great fit into the ED 
Concept #4 as it is very much a part of the history of our local fishery as well as operating currently as a 
very useful tool for local recreational fishing participants regardless of membership. 

In short, considering the Clubs significant historical aspect and current use by all of the local fishing 
community it would be a shame and missed opportunity to not make it a significant part of the future and 
include it into the ED Concept #4 in some form. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Nicholas Palumbo 
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From: Pat Pressel <pat92101@att.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment
Attachments: Grande North Resident letter on PMPU - Pat 2019.docx

Please find attached a letter for public comment on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update 
(PMPU) 

Pat Pressel 

"The World will not be destroyed by those who do evil. but by those who watch them and do nothing" 
Albert Einstein 



July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 
 
Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 
 
I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and 
across the street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 
 
According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed 
into a “mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 
 
As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia 
and Marina District residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views  
 Property values 
 Neighborhood feel  
 Esthetics  
 Environmental impacts and  
 Safety.  

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ 
interests in mind, I respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful 
consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements 
 The preservation of open sight paths  
 Downtown resident accessibility 
 General public access and  
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

 
Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This 
view corridor is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly 
believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 
 
Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and 
residents be involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement 
in this particular project is more important than some others because the North 
Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and 
extremely environmentally sensitive.  
 
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy 
the updated Embarcadero.  
 
Sincerely, 
Pat Pressel 
1205 Pacific Highway – unit 602 
Pat92101@att.net 
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From: Jeff Sorchy <jsorchy@ccqainc.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:21 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Master plan

To Who It May Concern at Port of San Diego: 

Along with other private boaters in the San Diego area who access the Shelter Island Boat 
Launch, I stand in strong opposition to removing current parking spaces (or reducing the 
number). This would be a massive disruption to for all of us who want access to our 
waterways. Moreover, it shows both lack of understanding of your citizens’ desires, and an 
absolute dearth of judgment regarding planning matters and utilization of our resources. 
Why spend taxpayer’s money to redevelop the boat launch only to make it less usable for 
its citizens? As it stands now, on busy days, there is already a shortage of parking spaces 
for vehicles with trailers. I can only wonder who stands to benefit from this plan - clearly, 
not the general public. These proposed changes in the master plan are absolutely 
offensive, and will not move forward without considerable push back and voter retaliation 
against those who support it. 

Paul J.(Jeff) Sorchy 
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From: Paul <pmorris4345@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 2:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: San Diego Marlin Club

To Whom It May Concern:     
Dear Port Commissioners and Staff, as a long time resident of San Diego I am writing this email in support of the San 
Diego Marlin Club. It is not only a historic part of San Diego, but extremely important to the fishy community. Please 
keep it for the fishing youth of our fine city.  
Thank you, 
Paul Morris  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Peter Gotfredson <pgsdnetwork@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Keep The Marlin Club a San Diego Historic Institution

If you get rid of The Marlin Club you are losing a major piece of San Diego history. 

The Marlin Club has been a part of San Diego history since 1931.  
That makes it older than the Padres (1936) & Shelter Island it's self (1953). 

Prior to 1953, there was no access to Shelter Island and It was originally a sandbank in the San Diego Bay, visible only at low tide. 

Frank Belcher being a founding member of The Marlin Club is enough of a reason to make the Club a historic site. Here is a little info 
about the man if you're unaware.. https://sandiegohistory.org/archives/biographysubject/belcher/ 

Harley Knox, the strong-willed and much-admired mayor of San Diego from 1943 to 1951, along with Port Captain John Bate, Fire 
Warden Al Penrose, and the city council understood the value of recreational fishing as an important component of the area’s economy 
as well as its major contribution to tourism.  They strongly supported the Marlin Club and helped convince the Port Authority to enter 
into a LONG-TERM agreement for the club’s location on Shelter Island; and to provide the angling club with a navy barracks building to 
use as a weigh station.  

The old wooden building was moved to a gravel road connecting the sand spit to what would subsequently become Shelter Island. The 
clubhouse at 2445 Shelter Island Drive was established in 1952 with the purpose of maintaining a free, certified weigh station for the 
sport fishing public of San Diego. 
My name is Peter Gotfredson I was born in San Diego and have lived here all my life, if the city keeps changing to only entertain its 
visitors than we will lose the soul of San Diego and the people that make it great and DIFFERENT from LA.. Because in my opinion, 
Los Angeles has no Soul or even a true personality like my San Diego does, it just has Hollywood... If we continue to lose historic 
landmarks like the Marlin Club than we will just become south LA...  

I am part of the Rudolph Family that owns and operates Harry's Coffee Shop in La Jolla, (oldest family owned business in La Jolla) my 
family has been here since 1958 and my grandpa Harry Rudolph instilled a true passion for San Diego's history to me.  

This should be a historic location and the fact that it's not is perplexing to me, and the port should be doing everything in their power to 
make the marlin club a San Diego historic site. 
 But i'm sure the tourist would love another Starbucks instead... 

Please keep The Marlin Club, my family has been apart of this group since the 70's and I know that many others in our community that 
love the club and have a deep connection to its historical significance with southern California sport fishing. 

Keep the history of San Diego's Shelter Island, & San Diego's Sports Fishing with the Marlin Club because it is significantly the same 
history. 

Peter G 
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From: Pat Pressel <pat92101@att.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft
Attachments: Grande North Resident letter on PMPU - Phil 2019.docx

Please see the attached letter 

Phil Pressel 

"The World will not be destroyed by those who do evil. but by those who watch them and do nothing" 
Albert Einstein 



July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 
 
Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 
 
I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and 
across the street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 
 
According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed 
into a “mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 
 
As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia 
and Marina District residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views  
 Property values 
 Neighborhood feel  
 Esthetics  
 Environmental impacts and  
 Safety.  

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ 
interests in mind, I respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful 
consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements 
 The preservation of open sight paths  
 Downtown resident accessibility 
 General public access and  
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

 
Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This 
view corridor is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly 
believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 
 
Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and 
residents be involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement 
in this particular project is more important than some others because the North 
Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and 
extremely environmentally sensitive.  
 
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy 
the updated Embarcadero.  
 
Sincerely, 
Phil Pressel 
1205 Pacific Highway – unit 602 
Pat92101@att.net 
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From: R.W. Storer  <storerroger@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft

July 29, 2019 

To: Planning Department 

Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the 
street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a 
“mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina 
District residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views

 Property values

 Neighborhood feel

 Esthetics

 Environmental impacts and

 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I 
respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 
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       Existing open space requirements 

       The preservation of open sight paths  

       Downtown resident accessibility 

       General public access and  

       FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

  

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor 
is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that 
both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 

  

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be 
involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is 
more important than some others because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the 
region, and its needs are both unique and extremely environmentally sensitive.  

  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated 
Embarcadero.  

  

Sincerely, 

Roger Storer 

1205 Pacific Hwy., #3002  
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Roselle Rippo <rmrippo@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:22 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: LA PLAYA MASTER PLAN

Please preserve our charming historic docks that have been with us since the 1940’s. The community has been enjoying 
these docks for many, many years, The neighbors who have these docks are gracious and generous to all. Daily hundreds 
of people walking their dogs or walking with family and friends enjoy the path and the docks. Birthday, wedding and 
vacation photos are taken on these docks as wonderful memories of sharing this beautiful area. We are of all ages; 
infants in strollers to people in their 80’s and 90’s.  

We appreciate the opportunity to share our view with you. 

Sincerely, 
Roselle Rippo 
1619 222 9413 
914 Scott Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Ryan Candelaria <ryancan@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:59 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update

 Dearest Port of San Diego leadership, 

Although I am a professional, and hold several graduate degrees. I come to you like a child on my knees, with hands 
classed, begging you to please please please please please please please please please please do not rid of the shelter 
Island parking lot. Please.  

 Had to keep it simple for this one. 

Thank you, Ryan Candelaria  
--  
-- 
Books and ideas are the most effective weapons against intolerance and ignorance. 

Lyndon Baines Johnson 
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From: Jennifer Mills <superdooper@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Response to PMPU
Attachments: Grande North Resident letter on PMPU 2019.docx



July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 
 
Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 
 
I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and 
across the street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 
 
According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed 
into a “mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 
 
As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia 
and Marina District residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views  
 Property values 
 Neighborhood feel  
 Esthetics  
 Environmental impacts and  
 Safety.  

 
In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ 
interests in mind, I respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful 
consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements 
 The preservation of open sight paths  
 Downtown resident accessibility 
 General public access and  
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

 
Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This 
view corridor is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly 
believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 
 
Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and 
residents be involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement 
in this particular project is more important than some others because the North 
Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and 
extremely environmentally sensitive.  
 
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy 
the updated Embarcadero.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Scottie & Jennifer Mills   1205 Pacific Highway, #3201 
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From: Sean@TAG <sean@tagmotorsports.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Closure

This email is in protest of the shelter island parking lot closure. Hundreds of not thousands of fisherman have waited 
years for the rebuild of this much needed launch area. This Is truly painful to multiple families if this is something that 
takes place. It will hinder a large part of the San Diego Fishing culture, and reduces revenue for so many businesses 
around it! Including the bait companies. Please don’t take our joy, and for some, our livelihood and make it more 
difficult, and costly to get where we need to go. Thank you.  

Sean Doyle 
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From: Shawn N <swn69@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Ramp

Please, please, PLEASE for the love of GOD, do not get rid of any of the truck/trailer parking at Shelter Island. Why would 
you build a new and improved boat ramp and take away parking!?!?!? 

Please, either leave it alone, or better yet, make more parking. And get the homeless drug abusers out of there! 

Shawn N. 
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From: Steve Chatfield <steve92106@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed plan for Shelter Island

To Whom It May Concern: 

I write to express extreme disagreement with many of the suggestions being put forward by the Port District for the 
Shelter Island and Shelter Island Basin sub-regions. To put it bluntly, the only benefit I can see to the proposed changes 
is a substantial increase in revenue for the District and, indirectly, for the cities which abut the Port's tidelands. 
However, the purpose of the Port District is not just to generate revenue for its own sake, it's to promote a vibrant 
waterfront community, support maritime commercial businesses and serve as a signature gateway to the greater San 
Diego community.  

In reviewing the proposed changes to land uses, transportation and recreational facilities and viewshed, I am struck by 
the plan's disregard for the myriad businesses and maritime institutions currently present and which have contributed 
substantially to the heritage and history of San Diego. Boat repair businesses which employ significant numbers of 
skilled, highly paid laborers would be lost to low paying housekeeping, food service and concierge employment if the 
proposed plan to triple hotel bed count goes forward. Boat repair and manufacturing require secure waterfront access 
and immediately adjacent storage. They also must accommodate delivery and shipping of boats and large pieces of 
equipment which are already testing the capacity of Shelter Island Drive, Scott Street and the surrounding surface 
streets. To suggest adding the traffic generated by the proposed hotel and height limit expansions to this severely taxed 
infrastructure is to ignore geometry. 

Turning to the plan's proposed extension of pedestrian access along the water's edge across the land occupied by San 
Diego Yacht Club's facilities I find it strains credulity that the Port believes camera snapping tourists can mingle with boat 
launching operations that are underway at all hours of the day. Operation of the crane hoists across the water land 
interface alone would pose such huge liability risks that the club's insurance carriers would surely require they be shut 
down forever. And junior sailors use ramp launch facilities to get their boats into the water from the land storage area. I 
invite anyone considering this plan to come down and observe the activity at these areas through the summer and 
during after school hours and weekends when school is in session. Add to that the very real threat to valuable personal 
property with uninvited people wandering through the boat and equipment storage areas which, by necessity, must be 
proximal to the launch facilities, and you would have a recipe for disaster.  

Both San Diego Yacht Club and Southwestern Yacht Club, which would be similarly afflicted by the plan, contribute far 
more in community benefits, veteran outreach programs and the maintenance of San Diego' rightfully proud reputation 
for boating excellence than could ever be realized by hamstringing these very programs. I personally know of four 
Olympic medals earned as a result of these programs. How many will the proposed hotel expansions generate? Answer: 
none. What is the potential benefit of the enhanced pedestrian walkway? Answer: very little. There is no commercial or 
tourist attraction at the culmination of the walkway, only one small beach which lacks the size or capacity to 
accommodate much more than 75 people without, I might add, a single bathroom or space or ability to provide one. So, 
the walkers who currently enjoy the pathway between the clubs will see no added benefit and few, if any curious 
newcomers will avail themselves.   

The proposed plan seems to advocate change for its own sake but it will negatively impact the very thing that 
distinguishes San Diego from so many of its neighbors; to wit, a vibrant and accessible waterfront and boating 
environment in a small portion of the Bay dedicated to that specific purpose.  
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From: Steve Dummer <bigdoom7117@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Marlin Club

It would be a shame to not include a San Diego institution like the Marlin Club be left out of the plan for a new harbor. It 
has serviced fishermen for decades and it's an important part of San Diego's fishing community. Please reconsider the 
zoning out the harbor layout to include the Marlin Club. 

Thank you, 

Steve Dummer 
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From: Susan Trebon <sgtrebon@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Draft Citizen Comment 07.29.2019

DATE: 07.29.2019 
TO: Port of San Diego 
RE: PORT MASTER PLAN 
Planning District 1.  Shelter Island.  West Shelter Island District (Sub-district.) 

I would like to submit my comments (following) of NON-support of the specific listed planning district items of the Port 
Master Plan Draft.  

Please cause posting of my comments to the Port of San Diego - Port Master Plan.    

PD1.33.  DO NOT support establishing dedicated step-down areas to the shoreline along the La Playa Trail. 

PD 1.35 DO NOT support public amenities along the La Playa Trail.  

PD1.37 DO NOT support activating features of shade structures nor public art at the La Playa Trailhead, (nor along the La 
Playa Trail).  However, do support installation of permanent bike parking structure.  

PD1.38 DO NOT support a walkway of 12 feet or wider along Anchorage Lane from East of Talbot Street Trailhead to 
Shelter Island Drive.  However, do support a walkway of 8 feet along the Anchorage Lane and establishment of a 
dedicated bike lane.  

PDI.12 DO NOT support development of a 12-foot-wide continuous promenade (or walkways) along the water’s edge 
in/on the current Commercial Recreational Land establishments of; Southwest Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Custom 
Marine Electronics, Crow’s Nest Yacht Sales, Marlin Club, Half Moon Marina, Silver Gate Yacht Club.  

PD1.13 DO NOT support access way corridors for physical and visual access to the basin in/on the current Commercial 
Recreational Land establishments of; Southwest Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Custom Marine Electronics, Crow’s 
Nest Yacht Sales, Marlin Club, Half Moon Marina, Silver Gate Yacht Club. 

Thank you for causing my comments to be presented/posted for consideration to the Port of San Diego, Port Master 
Plan.  

And if you would like any clarification or expansion of my comments, please contact me at the below contact 
information. Thank you for your time and efforts.  

Susan Trebon 
Cell 619-846-8704 
sgtrebon@gmail.com 
2455 Presidio Drive 
San Diego, CA 92103 



1

From: tom berg <tberg516@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Is parking lot

You have got to be insane. Spend millions of taxpayer money to improve Shelter Is launch ramp. No get rid of parking lot 
to the ramp cannot be used. Brilliant. Get you act together and shelve the ramp removal. Unbelievable.  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: tom faukner <tom@hufworldwide.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island

Hello. My name is Tom faukner.  I heard there is consideration to close the parking lot at shelter island ramp  As 
someone who uses the shelter island boat ramp consistently, I am very concerned. Especially considering the renovation 
of the launch facility that was recently completed. Why spend the money to renovate the ramp and then remove 
parking, thus making it useless? 

There are numerous green belts and public areas around the bay for people to use. And on shelter island. But there is 
only one place to launch boats and park your trailer.  

The people that use that facility pump a lot of money into the local economy (fuel, bait, fish processing, food and 
beverage, fishing tackle, etc). So even from an economic perspective it doesn’t make sense.  

All said, however, I do think there is room for compromise. That lot is very large. And I’m sure there are exceptions but I 
have never seen it full. Perhaps they could convert 30-50 percent to green belt and leave the rest as parking for the 
launch  
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From: Tony Bentley <tony@tonybentley.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:50 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

I recently read the Port of San Diego’s master plan for Shelter Island and vicinity.  Much of the plan includes 
development of promenades, relocation of small businesses at the entrance corridor, and expansion of parking 
areas to accommodate more visitors to the island. While I am in favor of providing a great experience for visitors on 
Shelter Island, and the surrounding harbors for use of public lands and waterways for recreation. I prefer that the 
residents of Point Loma are accommodated first and foremost. Without more public transportation as part of the 
master plan to assist in moving people into Shelter Island will congest Shelter Island Drive, and render a poor 
experience. Increasing the use of public transportation should be in the master plan, not increasing the amount of 
parking spaces. 

Currently there are two primary situations that regularly cause congestion on Shelter Island; when Humphrey’s hosts 
a popular concert, weddings at Bali Hai, and when maritime industry employees commute into the island. Generally 
Humphrey’s causes congestion while people appropriate the parking lots for their vehicles. Also along Shelter Island 
Drive so Uber/Lyft vehicles can drop off their passengers. Both can cause a safety hazard due to lack of enough 
crosswalks to navigate to the concert or lack of safety features (lights, traffic police, etc), and for lack of a 
designated unloading zone for ride-shares. Maritime workers also have issues navigating across the main 
thoroughfare for the very same reason, which can be hazardous for lack of enough crosswalks, as well as 
enforcement to use the existing ones. 

I noticed that there is nothing in the master plan to address the lack of design for the flow of water in Shelter Island 
Yacht Basin. When I look at the original natural sand bar that the original ‘island’ was built upon, I can clearly see 
how adding the constructed road now limits the flow of water, thus causing a highly polluted basin. Shelter Island is 
now regulated by the EPA with a TMDL mandate to reduce the copper toxicity, and set goals for reduction by 2022. 
While this addresses the copper toxicity issues in the basin, it does not address the high levels of diesel and oil, 
(and likely many other pollutants) trapped in the basin due to current blockage.  I am asking that you include in your 
master plan a means to increase the flow of water in the basin, and make the businesses who operate in the basin 
be more accountable for the amount of water contaminants that escape the moored vessels. Accountability for all 
participating vessels and businesses should be a priority in the master plan.  

Aside from environmental and safety reasons, I see no other reason to make changes to Shelter Island and vicinity 
(Kellogg Beach, La Playa, Anchorage Lane, Americas Cup Harbor, etc). If the Port cannot make Shelter Island a 
safer place for pedestrians, boaters, and wildlife to navigate, then increasing the flow of vehicle traffic should be 
prohibited. If cleaning up the Yacht Basin by fixing the inherent design and implementing accountability is not on the 
agenda, then neither should any industrial expansion.  

Thank you for your time. 

Tony Bentley 
2907 Shelter Island Dr Ste 105 PMB 42751 
San Diego, Ca 92106 
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From: Vince Saint <saint.v@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Shelter island green belt- NO!!

Removing the Newly Renovated launch ramp and parking area would be a huge detriment to the community and 
millions in wasted funds for San Diego. I do not agree with the proposal to modify Shelter Island. 

Vince Saint 
San Diego resident &Registered voter 
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From: Will Demps <demps.william@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Grande North Resident - 1205 Pacific Hwy - unit 2601

July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the Navy Complex at 
1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” serving the needs of 
visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District residents. We are 
concerned about:  

 Views
  Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I respectfully and specifically 
request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
  The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not included in the draft 
version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in the planning for the 
1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than some others because the North 
Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely environmentally sensitive.  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated Embarcadero. 

Sincerely, 

Will Demps 

1205 Pacific Hwy unit 2601 

San Diego, Ca 92101 



July 29, 2019
To: Planning Department
Port Authority of San Diego

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across 
the street from the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy.

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a 
“mobility hub” serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero.

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and 
Marina District residents. We are concerned about: 

• Views 
• Property values
• Neighborhood feel 
• Esthetics 
• Environmental impacts and 
• Safety. 

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in 
mind, I respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration:

• Existing open space requirements
• The preservation of open sight paths 
• Downtown resident accessibility
• General public access and 
• FAA height guidelines and restrictions. 

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view 
corridor is not included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is 
appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as was done with C Street.

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents 
be involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular 
project is more important than some others because the North Embarcadero is such an 
important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely environmentally 
sensitive. 

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the 
updated Embarcadero. 

Sincerely,
William Rich
1205 Pacifc Hwy #1403
San Diego, CA 92101



1

From: Beth <beth.plavan@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point Loma

Signed my letter in opposition to the port plan but wanted to be on the update distribution list. 

Thank you.  

Beth Plavan 
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From: Brennan Mulrooney <frozentoze@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: San Diego Marlin Club

The San Diego Marlin Club is an historic piece of San Diego that sets us apart from the rest of cookie cutter, 
over-commercialized Southern California. The Marlin Club has been serving the community and wowing 
visitors (i.e. tourist dollars) for more than half a century. It's been a huge part of my life and I hope it will be a 
part of my childrens' lives as well. My grandfather was a member from the beginning and started weighing fish 
there in the 50's. My brother and I became members in the 90's and I would hope that my children will be able 
to become members some day as well.  

The club has changed quite a bit since the old days when nobody gave a second thought to killing every fish 
they caught and tossing their day's trash into the vast ocean. The members have become much more 
environmentally aware and responsible. Tournaments now have catch and release prizes as well as prizes for 
the most trash collected from the ocean! 

The Marlin Club has been a huge part of our waterfront's past and it needs to be preserved for the future. 

Thanks, 

Brennan Mulrooney (3rd generation San Diegan) 
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From: brett camarata <camarata1@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island launch ramp parking

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
Please do not take away our launch ramp parking, That would be devastating to the boating and fishing community. Also 
a financial impact on local business . 

Brett Camarata 
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From: Brian Belsha <brianbelsha@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La playa trail

To whom this may concern,  
I am writing to share my thoughts on the future changes to the la playa trail in Point Loma. I think the proposed changes 
will negatively impact the residents of Point Loma. As a fourth generation Point Loma native, it is hard for me to see this 
community get taken over by big business and economic interests. The old mom and pop restaurants are getting torn 
down and replaced by apartments,  traffic is getting worse and I am worried my own children will not get to experience 
growing up in a place I was so fortunate to grow up in. The changes proposed to the la playa trail have not taken into 
account the impact it will have on the residents of Point Loma. It is a change that does not benefit the locals or the 
tourist as the infrastructure simply cannot support more people. Places like the la play trail are what make Point Loma a 
special place. I got engaged on the la play trail and my fiancé and I are heartbroken to know our “spot” is getting turned 
into another tourist attracting, cause nothing but traffic and parking issues, along with the increased trash left behind by 
visitors. Sunset cliffs used to be a place where locals brought there families to watch the sunset, now it is a traffic jam 
and dumping place for tourists to flock to. I would hate to think the la play trail could turn into a place like that. 
Removing the docks would also be an unneeded change that simply would change the culture of the area and does not 
benefit anyone. These plans were created to make money, with no concern of its impact to local residents. If voted on 
by locals, there is no way it would be passed, and for that reason I think there should be some serious reconsiderations 
and leave a special part of San Diego alone.  

Thank you, 
Brian Belsha 
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From: Brian Long <brian@brianlongdesign.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:47 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp

You just spent millions of dollars renovating that launch ramp and now you want to eliminate the parking so that nobody 
can launch a boat there? You government bozos are absolutely incredible. National treasures. 

-- 
Regards, 

Brian Long 



1

From: commissioners mailbox
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Commissioner Services Staff
Subject: FW: Save Coronado

Good morning –  
Passing along an email received for Commissioner Zucchet. 
Best, 
Julie 

From: Caldwell Bowers <caldwellbowers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:35:10 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik 
To: Michael Zucchet 
Subject: Save Coronado 

I strongly disagree with the proposed 350 hotel room expansion. 
This will completely erode the Coronado lifestyle, increase traffic congestion, which is already a mess. 
Do not allow this to further erode our way of life. 
Regards  
Caldwell Bowers 
--  
Sent from Gmail Mobile 
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From: Cameron Peter <campeter@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update

I am a forty year resident of the La Playa area of Pt Loma and was shocked when I read the Ports Master Plan Update 
proposals. 

I live in the 900 block of Scott St and daily witness the heavy traffic.  To narrow Scott Street makes no sense and would 
further add to the considerable congestion. 

The five piers were many years ago designated as historic and were allowed to stay and be maintained as they were. 
These piers in no way limit anyone’s ability to access the shoreline. 

Traffic in the early morning and afternoon on Rosecrans is nearly impossible as it is now.  The addition of 1600 hotel 
rooms on Shelter Island and around it would bring traffic to a complete standstill.  These hotels would only benefit their 
owners and the Port, not Pt Loma. 

I walk the trail on a regular basis.  Most of those walking the trail are regulars. Most of whom live in the general area.  
There is not any congestion or crowding so why would widening the path make sense.  The path is just fine the way it is 
and is an asset to the area. 

A walkway through Southwestern and San Diego Yacht Club seems a waste of money and a considerable disruption to 
these long time institutions.  These clubs have over many years brought much recognition to San Diego and supported 
many youth activities.  Anyone walking the area already has plenty of waterfront.  

What sort of fixed amenities would be at the trailhead of Talbot Street?  This is primarily a residential area and does not 
need fixed restrooms. 

The metered parking already installed along Anchorage and the Rondolett is never used.  These meters have just caused 
many working in the area to park in front of homes rather than pay to park. 

Please do not make these changes to an area rich in history and tradition.  It is just fine the way it is. 

Sincerely 

Cameron B. Peter 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Toni Bauer <outlook_38F97CF0A0922BDD@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Removal of Shelter Island Boat Launch Ramp Parking and Marlin Club

I respectfully request that the proposed plan not go forward.  Oftentimes there is insufficient parking for private boaters 
during prime fishing season.  This ramp is heavily used and one of the best given recent improvements.  I and I assume 
many others bring revenue to the area as a result of using this launch ramp, e.g., fuel, food, motel/hotel 
accommodation’s supplies, engine and boat service, bait, etc,  As you know the San Diego Marlin Club is a cornerstone 
of the San Diego fishing legend and should be preserved. 

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss..  Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 
Carl Richard Bauer 
951-461-4175

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Carlin Glorieux <cmglorieux@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

30 July 2019 
To whom it may concern: 
I attended the meeting in Coronado regarding the Ports Master Plan update. I understand that the world grows and life moves on but 
the plans for Coronado are detrimental for the city and residents of Coronado. We are a primarily residential neighborhood. This plan 
will permanently destroy the bay and coastal areas of not just Coronado but Shelter Island, Point Loma especially La Playa. The 
additional traffic (autos and people) threatens Coronado's city infrastructure. The policy changes blatantly benefit the lease holders at 
the Ferry landing and will disrupt public access to the water. The changing of designations will obviously lead to changes in use for 
economic benefit and less public use. Even I can understand that. 

I was shocked at the plans for Harbor Island, Shelter Island and Point Loma. It is a virtual walling off of the water. Please listen to the 
residents of the San Deigo Bay area and please don't destroy our very special bay. 

I am copying the letter below because it speaks for for all of us who live and love San Diego. 

“The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic vitality and community benefit through a 
balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.” 
Many aspects of the current Port Master Plan go against the District’s own mission statement: “…providing economic vitality” may be 
first on the list of intentions, but the words “balanced approach,” “environmental stewardship,” and “public safety” are there too. And 
especially with the Shelter Island and the Coronado Bayfront components, the planners appear to have completely ignored the words 
“community benefit.” 
There is plenty in the current plan to provide economic vitality to developers and hoteliers. There is little that provides community 
benefit. 
Adding up to 1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island and 350 to Coronado is irresponsible. Even if these aren’t technically “islands,” each 
might as well be. Residents and employees of each already suffer from routine traffic gridlock. Emergency management professionals 
shudder at the challenge of getting residents out of Coronado or the Point Loma peninsula in case of a tsunami or other natural 
disaster. Day to day fire and EMS responses into the Shelter Island/La Playa area will be slowed, not only for residents but for the 
guests in those rooms. The plan shows no concern for public safety. 
The proposed development of Shelter Island and the La Playa Historic Trail is lacking in environmental stewardship.  The plan invites 
thousands more people into the area, while reducing parking. Planners talk about so-called mobility hubs and the rise of ridesharing 
services. These may be realistic solutions for Harbor Island and Downtown. But no one is planning a trolley extension along 
Rosecrans Street or even reliable bus service for the peninsula. Thousands more people will be bringing thousands more polluting 
cars. 
Regarding the La Playa Trail, the plan does nothing to defend why it needs to be changed in any way. The community that currently 
benefits from it likes it the way it is. Only developers, who are looking to monetize, are interested in the area. No one there is 
advocating restricting public access to the trail. Again, this plan only increases traffic in an already impacted area, and reduces public 
safety in an already endangered area. The responsible approach is to leave it alone. 
Before proceeding with this plan, I encourage all of the planners to meet with peninsula residents. Talk to people who live on their 
boats. Talk to people who live in apartments. Talk to people who live along Rosecrans Street, Catalina Boulevard, and Sunset Cliffs 
Boulevard about daily traffic and about safety worries. Talk to me.  Louise Lucas 

Carlin Scroggie Glorieux 546 E avenue Coronado CA 92118 
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From: C Bendixen <surfangel76@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:49 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Port Plan

We are writing to voice our opposition to and concern over the proposed master port plan. 

First thing that comes to mind being Residents is road conditions. How do you justify the potholes on our highways and 
increasing density? Second would be traffic. Third would be the overall Resident prospective that more will be lost than 
ever gained. We can’t build a new coastline after we ruin the one we have. And these plans in accordance with other 
plans around the city stand to DRASTICALLY impact our coastline from Old Town to San Diego Bay and up the coast in 
Mission Bay. Our City & now Port has the Residents set on a course of self destruction and we Beg you to review the 
depth and density in conjunction with the reality of our lack of infrastructure to support such lofty goals. San Diego is 
loosing the charm most all visit to partake in.  

Catherine & John Bendixen 
2381 Caminito Afuera  
San Diego,CA92107 
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From: Cathie Olson <olsonjce@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Discussion Draft

Below are my comments on the proposed development of the La Playa Trail. 

La Playa Piers, PD1.31:  Leave these alone! Don’t allow any more piers to be built, but the ones currently standing should 
stay. 

La Playa Trail, PD1.33: Don;t do this!  Part of the ambiance of La Playa Trail is, not only the trial itself, but the small foot 
paths currently in place that allow for those who want to “touch the water” to do so. There should not be government 
or port intervention to change this, as it would change the aesthetics of a “rural” foot path to a commercial-type 
“landing.” 

La Playa Trail, PD1.35: The current signage for public safety is sufficient. No need for MORE. As far as pedestrian 
amenities, put them only at the beginning of the trailhead at Talbot. 

OTHER:  I’ve heard that the height restrictions for Shelter Island commercial buildings are in discussion regarding raising 
the height restriction to 6+ stories. PLEASE DON’T DO THIS!!! Keep it to just Harbor Island, where it’s already being done 
and not hindering the beautiful downtown view from Point Loma. 

Sincerely, 

Cathie A. Olson 
3719 Jennings /St 
Point Loma, 92106 
olsonjce@gmail.com 
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From: Cauleen Glass <cauleen@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:28 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Re: Coronado Ferry Landing

To: The Board of Port Commissioners of the San Diego Port Authority. 

My name is Cauleen Glass.  I am a resident of Coronado, CA. 
I have a Master’s in Urban and Regional Planning. 

In addition to the concerns expressed by SaveCoronado, I wish to state my own thoughts relative to the proposal of a 
hotel in the Ferry Landing area. 

As a member of the Coronado Transportation Commission I am all too aware of the very significant traffic problems 
borne by Coronado residents, particularly those who live near 3rd and 4th streets.  Traffic congestion already reaches 
unreasonable proportions at various times daily.  I am also cognizant of the parking problems in that area.  To add more 
congestion is well nigh unconscionable. 

My background in urban planning also causes me to question seriously the economic feasibility of another hotel.  I am 
not aware of any preliminary studies which indicate the impacts of a hotel on existing host properties.  The Del 
Coronado Hotel is currently under expansion and the Marriott Resort is just a few blocks from the Ferry Landing. 

My experience tells me that there is sufficient doubt about the economic soundness of another hotel that to plan or 
even propose such a facility absent even an informal impact study is to invite risky investment, and perhaps also the 
anguish and disruption of bankruptcy.   

Concerns about the deleterious impacts of another hotel on both traffic and the existing host economy are significant 
and need to be seriously considered now before the PMPU progresses further.  Failure to do so is fiscally irresponsible, 
and could result in unsustainable investment. 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. Virus-free. www.avast.com 
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From: Star <starrtc@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:46 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing hotel project 

Hello! 

We residents of Coronado would appreciate it if the Port would not overdevelop your/our Ferry Landing which faces the 
city view of downtown. It’s enough that you are completely revamping the Seaport Village area and trying to redo the 
boat storage area on the Strand (75). Leave our small town area intact with NO HOTEL! The other plan to put in more 
restaurants and  modernize the Landing is good. Organizing it and providing free parking would really be an 
improvement! Don’t add congestion and block our view of the city!   
Please, please, please!  
We feel powerless in the shadow of the Port Power...... 

Cecelia Cnton 
617 6th St 
Coronado, CA. 92118 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Charles Best <laplayaca1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

Port Master Plan Update 2019 7 30   Comments 

Comments Regarding the, -[PMPU]-,  July 23, 2019 4 -P.M. 
P3  Dick Laub NTC Command Center       2640 Historic 

Decatur Rd  Liberty Station | San Diego, Calif 92106 

MAJOR POINTS OF CONTENTION:  Stated & Actual Notification of PMPU Deadline for 
written Comments to the Point Loma Community [Stated 90 days vs. Actual 8 
Days]   …   Removal 0f 78+ year-old piers from western shore of La Playa Cove   …   The Port’s 
goal of 1600 new hotel rooms on the Port’s tidelands.   …   Inaccurate nomenclature of the 
Bayside Trail as the La Playa Trail.   …   Variances to the 30-ft building height limit mandated by 
law. 

 It was observed by a member of the audience that the time limits set by the Port and the ACTUAL
time limits for public comment on the “Robust” Public Outreach Program were at a variance of roughly
91%. This past week was the first that anybody present had heard about it In the light of which a request
was made to extend the comment period by 30 days.  No comment from the Port.     …     Another
member of the audience that an extension of 90 days might be a bit more realistic. Again No comment
from the Port.   …    It was noted by the audience that this particular meeting was not part of the Port’s
“Robust” Public Outreach Program, however was in fact brought about at the request of the P-3
Organization.
THE EXCEPTIONALLY SHORT NOTICE SHOULD BE RECTIFYED WITH A BETTER
NOTIFIED AND PUBLICIZED PLAN TO BE PRESENTED TO THE RESIDENTS OF POINT
LOMA

 The Port presented a brief and exceptionally vague vision of the northern terminus of the Bayside
Trail around the La Playa Trail Association’s 2012 Monument to the 19 th century Chinese Abalone
Fishermen and Boat Builders.   “…public art and well uh maybe uh amenities.”
A MORE PRECISE PLAN AS TO WHAT IS BEING PROPOSED WITH SCHEMATICS AND
DETAILED GRAPHICS.  HAS LANDSCAPING BEEN CONSIDERED?   …    WHAT SORT OF
DESIGN ARE THE PROPOSED BENCHS?  HAVE THE IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS BEEN
CONSULTED?    …   WILL THE ADDITIONAL “STUFF” ARCHITECTUALLY COMPLEMENT
THE CHINESE MONUMENT?
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         THE PATH ALONG THE WESTERN SHORE OF LA PLAYA COVE IS PROPERLY 
KNOWN AS THE BAYSIDE TRAIL. THE LA PLAYA TRAIL REFERS TO THE 12-MILE LONG 
HISTORIC PARKWAY, WHICH RAN FROM LA PLAYA AND BALLAST POINT TO THE 
MISSION SAN DIEGO NEAR GRANTVILLE IN MISSION VALLEY.  ANY ADDITIONAL 
SIGNAGE ALONG THE BAYSIDE TRAIL SHOULD REFLECT THE CORRECT 
NOMENCLATURE.  
  

         A member of the Point Loma group commented that newest of the two piers was built in 1941, -(78 
years ago) and that local resident Art Engle has done a masterful job of researching the piers.   …    The 
Port noted that the decision to demolish the three piers on the western shore of La Playa Cove was a 
mandate ordered by the California Coastal Commission, and that there was nothing that the Port 
Commission could really do about it.  
WHAT REFERENCE DOES THE PORT HAVE TO SUBSTANTIATE THE CLAIM THAT THE 
PORT IS SIMPLY FOLLOWING A MANDATE OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL 
COMMISSION?  
  

         The Port’s Rep mentioned that the Port had a mandate of 1600 new hotel rooms to be constructed as 
soon as possible.  The Port noted that one of their schemes s calls for the elimination of the Harbor Police 

Office and Dock and replacing it with a luxury hotel. ”The question of variances in the 30’ coastal height was 
raised A member of the audience reminded the Port that: “In January of 1973, the legal challenges to Prop D 
ended up in Judge Welch’s San Diego courtroom and he overruled it. But in November of that year, the Appellate Court 
reversed Welch, ruling that Prop D was indeed constitutional – that the California Constitution does allow citizens to 
create petitions, as they did in this case, and therefore, the result was legal.  That wasn’t the end of it. The construction 
industry took Prop D to the California Supreme Court, which upheld it, and then the developers took it to the US 
Supreme Court – which refused to hear it – this was in February 1976 – which meant that the lower court’s ruling stood. 
Prop D was finally resolved.  So, Prop D was overwhelmingly passed by the voters of San Diego in November 1972 – but 
it wasn’t until February 1976 that the voters’ will was finally enforced”. 
IS THE PORT SERIOUSLY CONSIDERING ELIMINATING THE PARKLlAND  ON THE TIP OF SHELTER 
ISLAND AND FUDGING ON THE 30’ COASTAL HEIGHT LIMIT? 
  

         Scott Street is to be reduced to 2 lanes as to render it safer? for bicycle and pedestrians. SCOTT 
STREET IS A MAJOR ARTERY FOR LOCAL RESIDENTS, THE NAVAL BASE AT FORT 
ROSECRANS AS WELL AS FOR SHELTER ISLAND PARK.  AS THE POPULATION OF SAN 
DIEGO BURGEONS SO DOES THE TRAFFIC TO THE EXCEPTIONALLY POPULAR 
SHELTER ISLAND MUSIC VENUES, PARKS HOTELS, MARINAS AND RESTAURANTS 

Thank You, 

Charles L. Best     
854 Rosecrans  
Point Loma Station      
San Diego, California 
619/ 223-3418       
laplayaca1@gmail.com 
 
--  
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From: Christopher Larson <chrislarson757@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:48 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Boat Ramp

I just became aware of the master plan for the Shelter Island area. Growing up in San Diego as a 4th generation resident 
and fisherman I have seen a lot of changes made to the bay that have pushed out commercial fishing and sportfishing. 
Now in the sportfishing business, I am concerned with the latest changes proposed in the master plan that will not only 
affect my business but every business that surrounds the area supplying fishermen.  

The removal of the Shelter Island boat ramp parking lot would be a disaster to sport fishing and private boating in San 
Diego. The launch ramp is the busiest in Southern California as it is the closest to the harbor mouth and bait receivers. 
The recent remodel of the ramp was done during a fishing season and there was a big decline in my business as well as 
the bait receivers, surrounding fishing supply stores and fuel docks. Removing the parking lot will put more pressure on 
already crowded Mission Bay launch ramps and devastate the local fishing businesses that rely on private boat traffic 
during the summer seasons. I am also concerned that the green belt will provide another place for the homeless to hang 
out and trash detouring tourism and hindering business to the local area. 

My second concern is on the master plan for Shelter Island The historic San Diego Marlin Club is not in the plan and 
looks to be removed to build parking along the already busy corridor entrance to Shelter Island. The Marlin Club is the 
only place in San Diego Bay that can weigh a world record fish. No other clubs or weigh stations exist in San Diego Bay 
beside the private Fishermans Landing and Point Loma Fishing concessions that do not let private boaters weight fish. 
San Diego is a world‐class fishing destination for world‐record fishing and we are the leaders in fishing techniques and 
technology. The dock at The San Diego Marlin Club has a hoist that lifts the fish out of the boat and on to a gurney 
where it is wheeled up to a crowd of tourists and other fishermen that are there to see the magnificent fish that are 
brought in. Many times the street has been stopped as a world record fish is put on the scale then hoisted up for all to 
see. This type of random event does not go on anywhere else in the bay that is open to the public. The removal of The 
San Diego Marlin Club would be removing a rich history from San Diego and would change the fishing community in a 
negative way.  

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. 

All the best, 

Chris Larson 
757‐472‐5034 
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From: Chris Zamoscianyk <chriszam@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:34 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island and Marlin Club

Top whom it may concern, 

The shelter island parking lot is a valuable asset to fisherman for years. Please don’t reduce parking for fisherman on 
shelter island.  

The marlin club is a San Diego historic fishing landmark. It provides the city with many family events and is critical to the 
fishing community. Please don't force the Marlin Club to close.  

I visit the Marlin Club and the Parking lot at least once a week on a regular basis. I also fish with many members of the 
club,  

Thank you! 

Best Regards, 

Chris Zamoscianyk 
www.chriszam.com 
213-272-9237
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From: Christopher Pohle <christopher.pohle@tacticaledge.us>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Jessica P
Subject: Point Loma Shelter Island Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern, 

After reading the details of the plan, it apparent that no consideration for the surrounding community 
has been considered. What assessments have been done to consider the impacts on infrastructure 
requirements and the taxes that will be associated to facilitate this endeavor. Has the port of San 
Diego evaluated the street compacity (through-put modeling) to support related traffic? In addition, 
what is the position of the US military (North Island) regarding threat assessment been done in light of 
this proposal? Highrise buildings providing observation posts overlooking North island less than 500 
meters? (Ok, that might be a stretch, but regardless it should be considered)  

I have lived a few blocks up from Shelter Island for 10 years and the traffic and crime has gotten 
worse. Speaking of crime, what will be the associated costs to increase the police presence to 
support the influx of tourism and tourism based crime? In addition, has the city actually considered 
the current utilized capacity of current hotels and commercial venues? Do we really need more 
hotels?  

I feel that before any decision is made, taxpayers have a right to evaluate the total fiscal impact of this 
decision from all aspects. 

S/F 

Christopher C. Pohle, MBA 
Founder & Chairman of the Board | Tactical Edge, Inc. 
Direct:  619 207 9706    | Office:  619-677-1105 
Corporate  Email:christopher.pohle@tacticaledge.us 
HQMC I&L Email:christopher.pohle.ctr@usmc.mil 

Tactical Edge, Inc. is a Certified Service-Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Business (SDVOSB) 
To learn more about our capabilities, products and values, visit us atwww.tacticaledge.us. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt, or protected from 
disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent 
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, use, disclosure, 
distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, 
please notify the sender immediately and destroy all copies and attachments. 
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From: CiCi Sayer <cicisayer@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Draft Master Plan - Objection

To PMPU 
July 30, 2019 

I have been a resident of Point Loma for over 25 years.  It was, for most of those years a delightful place to call home.  Quiet streets and lovely 
access to the bay.  In recent years however, the quiet streets have become traffic clogged, lovely little cottage homes replaced by ugly 
apartment / condo buildings that block the bay views, and parking has become virtually non-existent. 

I volunteer to drive a van for senior citizens, and getting around has become a nightmare!Rosecrans is so congested that many people are now 
using the secondary streets, driving at high rates of speed through residential neighborhoods, to bypass the traffic jams.  Workers on some of 
these developments are taking up all the street parking, making it next to impossible for these elderly folks to even get to the van. 

The addition of 1600 additional hotel rooms is not sustainable and will put  even more pressure on an already over burdened 
neighborhood.  The “developers” need to look beyond the money they think they can make, and start looking at the affects this will have on our 
lives. 

Sincerely, 
Cici Sayer 

--  
Not all who wander are lost. 
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From: Claudia Lorge <bslorge@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:33 PM
Subject: Port Master Plan

Dear Port Commissioner: 
I’m very concerned about the draft Master Plan you have put forth to the public. 
The Plan is not in line with the Port “mission.” 
Allowing the building of a 350-room hotel and exceeding the 40-foot height limit is a slap in the face to the residents of 
Coronado. We are already overrun with traffic and people. The increased density is not right for a residential 
neighborhood. 
The Landing shopping area has a lovely, open and quaint atmosphere that people enjoy.  
Be a forward looking Commission. With sea level rise and extreme heat predicted for the future, think about how bad it 
is to pave over shorelines. Take a look at Florida and Louisiana. Don’t make the same mistakes. 
Money isn’t everything! 
Please listen to your constituents in all the Bay communities. 
Thank you, 
Claudia Lorge 
Coronado  
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From: cliddy@san.rr.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: 'Ann SONNE'
Subject: Opposition to the Port Master Plan Update

To the Port of San Diego: 

I am a resident of Coronado, and a home owner.  I write to oppose the Port of San Diego’s 
Master Plan Update as it affects Coronado.   

Specifically, I oppose the proposed building of a 350 room hotel structure by the bay. The 
project presents a number of concerns that alone present a number of negative impacts to 
Coronado. These include exacerbating the already untenable traffic problem, negative impacts 
to open space, skyline & vista obstructions, increased commercial density, noise and light 
pollution, straining limited parking further, and increased density on a 2.2 square mile island. 
There are other environments impacts that affect the safety, welfare, and quiet enjoyment of 
residents and visitors alike.  Such impacts will likely be impossible and/or too expensive to 
mitigate.  

But this project/plan cannot be viewed in a vacuum. Currently, Coronado faces other 
developmental challenges. Coronado has been mandated to develop approximately 800 
affordable housing units, which will further exacerbate traffic, density, and other 
environmental concerns.  Also, the Hotel Del Coronado is currently undergoing a $200 million 
expansion that by 2021, will grow the resort from its current the 757-room resort to 900 
rooms, and increase of 143 rooms and conference space!  On top of that, many land owners 
are building large homes or multi-family dwellings.   

Now is not the time for the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan Update to include more hotel 
space.  

Courtney Liddy 
1120 Pine St 
Coronado, CA 92118 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
PRIVACY NOTICE:  This electronic mail transmission, including any documents, files, or previous electronic mail messages attached thereto, contain private, confidential, 
or priviledged information protected from disclosure by the attorney/client privileged, HIPAA, applicable privacy laws, or the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, as 
well a copyright law. All correspondence is copyrighted. No terms or conditions of use by a service provider (ISP) negate these protections. Any IPS waives any 
exceptions to privacy restrictions by transmitting this email.  If you are not the intended recipient for this email, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, 
distribution, or use of any of the information contained in, or attached to, this message is prohibited.  If you have received this transmission in error, please 
immediately notify me by reply e mail and destroy the original transmission, and any attachments, without reading or saving them. Thank you.
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From: Dale Bingham <dbingham20@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 5:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port Master Plan Comments

My concerns with the Port Master Plan in general are that the plans don't allow for the character of the community to 
remain. The simplest illustration (while not a direct result of the master plan) is the transformation of Red Sails 
restaurant into Ketch. Red Sails had San Diego history, a fishing connection and reasonable prices. Ketch is just new and 
expensive. Where is the unique memory that a visitor will take away or want to return to relive? Where is the historic or 
inherent coastal character. Many existing facilities, pathways and general ambiance of our fine city will be destroyed 
with polished, fancy, expensive and faceless replacements under the plan.   
Keep the unique character and roots of our fine city, please! Don't replace what makes us such a fine destination with 
big, wide and new.  

Specifically, please note the following: 
Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street  
Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits  
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 
133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms

Relaxing the height limit and adding the substantial number of new rooms will negatively alter forever the peaceful 
sense of retreat one has visiting Shelter Island. The additional traffic will make Scott and Rosecrans (already impacted by 
Naval traffic) and Shelter Island Drive nightmares. Thoughts of entering or exiting La Jolla, Balboa Peninsula in Newport 
Beach or our own Mission Beach and Pacific Beach will prove that the tranquil nature of the area will be destroyed 
forever. 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina   

The disruption of so many established facilities in order to gain a few more feet of walkway is not warranted! There are 
34 miles of Port District shoreline. 

Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to Rosecrans St 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 (page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide  
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane  

The La Playa Trail (Bessemer Path) is simply a trail! To enlarge it would destroy it's very nature as a trail. We don't need 
another sidewalk! Also, the private docks enhance the picturesque nature of the trail. There is plenty of water to look at, 
please don't remove the few unique distractions.  

Planning District Character (page 125)  
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.126 (page 130) Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive  
Shelter Island Planning Area, PD1.50 (page 132) Intensify/Reconfigure Marine Sales and Services  
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.63 (page 133) Encourage Marine Sales and Services Land Uses  
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.65 (page 133) Allow Additional Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive and Harbor 
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Drive  
Appealable Projects, Table PD1.1 (pages 134 and 135) 70,000 net new sf (West) and 20,000 net new sf (East) of non-
water oriented retail   
 
Shelter Island began life in the water (it was enlarged as result of dredging) and should be allowed to remain totally 
marine and recreation related. No other area of San Diego offers such a complete capsule of marine suppliers. With so 
few areas of San Diego suitable for marine business, why would we promote non-water oriented retail?  
 
Respectfully,  
 
Dale Bingham 
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From: Daniel Landsman <dlandsman3@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Marlin Club and Shelter Island Launch Ramp

Hi, 

First, I grew up fishing in SD. I weighed in a lot of Marlin at Marlin Club. Honestly its a historical landmark, it was there 
before most things, and one of the few IGFA certified scales in San Diego. There needs to be a place for anglers to weigh 
in their catch along with maintaining the historical precedent.  

Furthermore, for a fishery to be successful there needs to be more than one launch ramp since they get too crowed. I 
already hear about issues with the launch ramp, and this would make it even more difficult.  

Please let the Marlin Club and Launch Ramp stay. 

Thanks, 
D 
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From: Renee McAllister <lv4birds2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: New Hotel

Dear Port of San Diego Representatives, 

As you are aware, a new large hotel is being considered in the ferry landing area of Coronado.  This truly is a bad idea.  
More specifically, the overall occupancy in Coronado is down and the Hotel Del is currently adding capacity.  Therefore, 
this new hotel will only harm existing hotels and will increase traffic between the ferry landing and the downtown area. 
The last thing Coronado needs is more traffic.  Please consider our feelings in this matter and keep Coronado a quaint 
beautiful little town.  

Sincerely,  
Dave and Renee McAllister  
1770 Avenida Del Mundo #505 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: David Cheaney <dvcheaney@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Closing the Parking?

Didn’t you guys just upgrade the launch area? Why would you limit or remove the parking? That landing is probably the 
most popular one in southern California. If it looks empty right now, please consider you’ve had it closed for a year and a 
half, or longer. 

Please don’t close the parking lot. 

David 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Dee Van Horne <dee@gowebdev.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update and  Point Loma Community Concerns

Dear Port of San Diego 

There are many Point Loma residents that do not support the Port Master Plan Update.  This Plan is disruptive and does 
not include what our community needs and wants for access and safety for residents, employees/employers and 
visitors. 

Leave the private La Playa piers 
The docks should be saved since they have been grandfathered in since the Port, and its governing authority, was not 
established until the early ‘60s and therefore the Coastal Commission mandates were not in effect prior to that time. 
The docks date back to the ‘40s. Please leave them intact, the public has access to these piers during the daytime hours 
until dusk as the signage states on the piers.   

Leave Anchorage Lane alone 
As many possible departure routes as possible are needed on the Point. If Anchorage Lane was made a one-way street, 
this would cause severe traffic problems especially for emergency vehicles.  A one-way street would cause severe traffic 
congestion as it is one of the feeder streets to Shelter Island Drive.  The San Diego Yacht Club is a major lease holder for 
the Port and has been an excellent tenant for many years. A promenade through our leasehold is unnecessary and 
intrusive to an entity that continues to serve its community through ongoing philanthropy and outreach such as our 
Military Appreciation Nights and Operation: Holiday Helping Hand to the Military.  There are nicely maintained walkways 
on Anchorage Lane to access all of the Shelter Island businesses and along the walking path towards Point Loma 
Seafood.  If you want to make a more accessible path, place proper signage and a non-intrusive pathway through the 
parking lot at the Le Rondelet parking lot with directions to the walking path between San Diego Marine Exchange and 
the new boat storage facility.   

No additional parking and no bathroom at the foot of Talbot 
The La Playa Path is open to the public but adjacent homeowners should not be subjected to the greatly increased foot 
traffic that parking and bathrooms would encourage. The Path must be left natural, in its current state, perhaps with a 
new layer of DG to even the surface.  The transient boaters have misused our beaches, the land along the beach and 
nearby SDYC facilities.  The transient folks use the beach to fix their outboard engines, allow their dogs to run free, 
create their own bathroom facilities behind bushes and use yacht club facilities to fill their water cans and dump their 
trash.  Placing a bathroom in this area would cause mis-use with not only transient boaters, but people who use/sell 
drugs along this beach path area.  Please, please do not place a bathroom in this community area.  If anything, place it in 
the small parking lot across from the Le Rondelet larger parking lot, adjacent to the Ketch restaurant.   

Leave the Harbor Police on Shelter Island and no new/more hotel rooms 
Three new hotels have just opened in the North Harbor Drive and Liberty Station area. Our community cannot absorb 
any further congestion that a mega hotel on Shelter Island would create.  Surrounding hotels are not sold out.  Please no 
new hotels, there are plenty of hotels and services for visiting tourists on Shelter Island and the surrounding areas 
including Harbor Drive.   The Harbor Police need to have a centrally located area, especially for access to the mouth of 
the SD bay entrance, monitoring safe boating traffic in and around shelter island and harbor island and to allow boaters 
traveling from foreign waters to pass customs. 
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These concerns are real… the residents (myself included) know and love this special area of Point Loma.  Visitors 
enjoy the area as I continue to meet many folks along the La Playa walking path and chat with them on how lovely the 
area is to visit, fun things to do and fun places to eat.  The proposed change will be a detriment to our community: 
increased visitor population, increased safety concerns and evacuation concerns especially since the military subbase 
and NOAA are at the end of Rosecrans with thousands of military and civilian workers in our community transiting in 
and out of Point Loma on a daily basis.  Please do not make these changes that will forever negatively affect our 
beautiful and unique Point Loma community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dee Van Horne 
Point Loma Community resident 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Diane wilson <ptlomawils@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:29 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: New renovate for Point Loma

Dear Sirs, 

Please do not change or destroy some of the classic shipping, fishing, and nautical businesses on Shelter Island.  The 
Marlin Club has been there for many,  many years.  The style of Shelter Island is CLASSIC.  The concept of new 
designated bike lanes, are a complete joke.  Haven’t seen more than a bike or two a day in these parts.  The hotel 
situation seems to be going well.  The new hotels on Harbor Drive by the airport are like ghost towns already.  Yes, I 
know the coastal commission is trying to make San Diego into Miami Beach, but I believe these ideas just are not 
relevant to the community of long standing wonderful Point Lomans!   

Please save the Marlin Club and the small businesses you are going to destroy. 

Thank you 

Diane Wilson 
619-559-8025
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From: doug@pacificaazul.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Marlin Club

TWIMC: 
What a better place for a Slortfishing museum anchored by The Marlin Club. I am 3rd generation and this would be a 
huge, irreplaceable loss to everyone who comes to fish or as a tourist. It’s the perfect opportunity to highlight the sport 
of fishing. Millions of dollars flow into San Diego for fishing. San Diego helped create Slortfishing as we know it. My 
Grandfather caught his first Marlin in a skiff off the point back on the 30ies. The entire fleet of Sportsfishing boats are 
part of San Diego’s history. Please reconsider. 
Doug Augustine  
619-850-3555

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Howard Limmer <hbldo@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Miriam Limmer
Subject: Comment regarding the proposed redevelopment plan for The Coronado Ferry Landing

Dear Commissioners Bonelli, Castellanos, Malcolm, Merrifield, Moore, Valderrama & Zuccet: 
Please consider carefully your development proposal for our unique and special community at The Coronado Ferry 
Landing.  Take some time to visit The Ferry Landing to watch the boats go by; observe the children swimming in the bay; 
see the busloads of tourists admire the sites and listen to the music.  You will quickly discover your current 
redevelopment plan is inappropriate and unacceptable and will destroy our lifestyle and residential 
neighborhood.  Thank you for the opportunity to communicate our opinion. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Howard B. Limmer 
Clinical Assistant Professor 
Arizona College of Osteopathic Medicine 
Midwestern University  
(resident-Coronado Point) 
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From: Dwight St.john <captainstjohn@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Marlin Club

Dear Port of San Diego; 
What a better place for a Slortfishing museum anchored by The Marlin Club. I am A new trans parent from Connecticut 
to San Diego in the past three years, The marlin club is one of the contributing factors that brought me to San Diego! this 
would be a huge, irreplaceable loss to everyone who comes to fish or as a tourist. It’s the perfect opportunity to 
highlight the sport of fishing. Millions of dollars flow into San Diego for fishing. San Diego helped create Sportfishing as 
we know it. The entire fleet of Sportsfishing boats are part of San Diego’s history. Please reconsider. 
From a New resident 

Dwight Clifford St.John 
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From: Elizabeth Courtier <elizabeth@architectureinsandiego.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:50 PM
To: kgtv_assignmentdesk@10news.com; news@fox5sandiego.com; news@kusi.com; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 
jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; 
chriscate@sandiego.gov; scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; 
georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port Master Plan Update; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry 
Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Rebecca 
Harrington

Subject: OPPOSITION- Port Master Plan Update District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa

July 30, 2019 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing to express my vehement OPPOSITION of the seriously flawed recommendations contained in the Port Master Plan 
Update…specifically those pertaining to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Your Mission Statement clearly states… “The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing 
economic vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land 
recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.” 

Most of the recommendations contained in the current Port Master Plan Update contradict the District’s very own Mission 
Statement: “…providing economic vitality” may be the only one it does satisfy. This plan will provide economic vitality to 
developers and hoteliers without a doubt however, it is not a “balanced approach”, nor does it provide a “community benefit” 
nor “environmental stewardship/public safety”. 

The proposed over development of Shelter Island and the Historic La Playa Bayside Trail is irresponsible and lacking in 
environmental stewardship.  The plan invites thousands more people into the area, while reducing parking. Planners talk about 
so-called mobility hubs and the rise of ride sharing services.  Although these may be realistic solutions for Harbor Island and 
Downtown, there is no plan for a trolley extension along Rosecrans Street or even reliable bus service for the Peninsula. 
Thousands more people will bring thousands more polluting cars into an already impacted by significant Military traffic which
makes navigating Penninsula ingress/egress a challenge on a daily basis…and that is the “before” picture. 

Adding up to 1600 hotel rooms on Shelter Island is simply irresponsible.  As I mentioned, residents and employees already suffer 
from routine traffic gridlock. Emergency Medical professionals shudder at the challenge of getting residents off the Point Loma 
Peninsula during Fourth of July much less in the case of a tsunami or other natural disaster. Day to day Fire and EMS responses 
into the Shelter Island/La Playa area will be slowed, not only for residents but for the guests in those hotel rooms. The update 
shows no concern whatsoever for public safety. 

Before proceeding with this plan, I encourage all of the Planners to meet with Peninsula residents. Talk to people who live on 
their boats, walk on the Bayside Trail daily. Talk to people who live along Rosecrans Street, Catalina Boulevard, and Sunset Cliffs 
Boulevard about daily traffic and about safety concerns. Talk to me. 

My family and I strongly OPPOSE… 

• Exceeding the 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
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 • Adding 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current 
occupancy! 
 • Narrowing Scott St and Shelter Island Dr with shared bike lanes 
 • Adding “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
 • Removing the Historic La Playa Piers 
 • Focusing Bayfront uses on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” while failing to recognize the impact on 
the existing adjacent residents 
 • Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach 
 • Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego 
Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
 • Adding transient anchorage/wharfage 
 • 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
 • “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
 • Adding 70,000 sf of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
 •  Altering…whether it be paving/widening etc… the existing Bayside Trail 
  
My family and I strongly SUPPORT… 
 
 • Retaining the existing Historic La Playa Piers 
 • Retaining the recently rebuilt/replanted Historic Bayside Trail 
 • Continued support of our Maritime Industry related businesses 
 • Public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
 • Maintaining open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
 • Supporting/maintaining new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
 • Maintaining free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the Maritime Industry and surrounding 
businesses accessibility. 
 • Maintaining existing access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational 
use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
 • Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 • Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay 
front. 
 • Nurturing the wetland habitat around the La Playa basin and improving ecosystems that were native to the 
area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” . 
  
Best Regards, 
 
Elizabeth Courtiér 
3580 Jennings Street 
San Diego, CA  92106 
 
elizabethcourtier@me.com 
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From: Eric Cohen <ecohen@waxie.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:33 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking Lot Closure

I just read on Fish Dope that the city is planning on closing the parking lot for the shelter island boat ramp? 

Please tell me this is not true? This would be a huge mistake and financially impact the local area.  If trailer parking 
becomes an issue, boat traffic will shift to the mission bay launches.   

In addition, the number of boats accessing mission bay would create congestion issues and potentially safety hazards 
due to overcrowding.  

All the best 

Eric Cohen 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 

The information in this e-mail is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended 
recipient(s), please note that any distribution, disclosure, copying or use of this communication or the information in it is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If 
you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and then destroy any copies of it. This disclaimer is automatically appended 
to every e-mail leaving the WAXIE Sanitary Supply network.
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From: cal.girl@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public commentary on Master Plan

Dear Port Team- 

I am not in favor of your proposed plan.   Shelter Island and Point Loma cannot support change at the level proposed. 
The infrastructure already gets overwhelmed by Liberty Station! 

Please don’t ruin something that the community appreciates and loves just to make more money off the tourists 

Can’t we have some incremental change and not huge 6 story hotels and paved paths running through people’s 
backyards? 

Sincerely, 

Gail Ives 
Point Loma Resident 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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From: Gary Weisman <gary.weisman@northsails.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island/Pt Loma

Dear Port Members- 

The plan that has been floated by the Port for changes to the Shelter Island area has holes through 
which anyone could drive a semi-truck. Makes one wonder if any port members actually live in the 
area affected or spend much time there. The Point Loma/Shelter Island area is a mature 
neighborhood from which many of San Diego's founding families have lived comfortably and helped 
turn our city into a place of great achievements. Now, it's a shame that the Port Authority is in position 
to change many of the qualities that make the area so attractive to its constituents. The relevant 
points that I find objectionable are: 

Public pathways through yacht clubs and marinas- This just isn't practical. Yacht Clubs as well as 
private marinas need direct access to the water. Boats are moved daily in and out of the water with 
equipment that would be greatly hampered by the public thoroughfare proposed. There is actually 
some danger to the public in this idea for which the port would be responsible! 

Narrowing Scott Street- Have any of you seen the traffic on Rosecrans? This main drag in recent 
years has seen the successful development 
of the NTC, rampant unchecked multi-unit housing plots replacing small single family dwellings 
immediately west of Rosecrans and south of Nimitz, and what seems to be an ever increasing staff 
on the point working for the government/navy. Just try getting off the point at 3:00 PM on a Friday. 
Scott St. is the second busiest artery and needs all the lanes it can possibly have. 

Increased Building Heights to accommodate more hotel rooms on Shelter Island- This wreaks of 
avarice on the part of the Port. The result would ruin view corridors of the Bay for half the residents on 
the hills of Pt Loma ( views for which they have paid some large sums- read possible lawsuits), would 
increase traffic on the already congested roads, and would ruin the atmosphere of having kept the 
development low-rise all these years. Honestly, why can't you make a go of it with all the best 
property in San Diego under your jurisdiction - hard to believe.  

Changing the pathways- One of the charming aspects of walking "around the island" is the natural 
pathway in front of the houses on Bessemer Beach. This has practically only locals using it and there 
is no way that is ever going to change. I'll bet that they would vastly vote for leaving it as is, so why 
mess with something that already serves the public that actually uses it?? 

In short, your ideas don't seem to serve anyone other than your coffers which 
sadly always seem to need replenishment. Please don't penalize us Pt Loma residents to try to solve 
fiscal issues that are most likely coming from other areas. 

Respectfully, 
Gary Weisman 
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longtime Pt Loma resident 
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From: gresham bayne <greshb@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point Loma / Shelter Island Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern, 
I am extremely dismayed by the proposed plans the Port of SD has made to Shelter Island/Point Loma waterfront.  Does 
anyone on the port committee for this debacle live in the area?!?!  Highly doubtful.  Reading the details of the plan, it is 
immediately apparent that someone with ZERO consideration for the surrounding COMMUNITY has come up with these 
grandiose ideas to fuel more tourism simply by looking at maps and spreadsheets.   I've lived blocks from Shelter Island 
Dr. for 40 years and have experienced a terrible change in traffic and crime over the past 15 years.  If you lived here and 
commuted through these streets every day, you would understand how this community works and why people live 
here.  It is entirely inappropriate for the port to put this "plan" on the table with virtually no notice to the tax-paying 
community surrounding the affected areas.   

The Point Loma waterfront is special, it does not need to become an extension of the cruise ship terminal and seaport 
village revenue generators.  Did the port spreadsheet wizards calculate the financial ramifications on our police/fire 
responders who would inevitably be affected by the plan?  Does the port recognize the legal opposition and deluge of 
court battles that will ensue by the wealthy residents, businesses, and environmentalists that have BUILT and 
PRESERVED the interests of the local community?  Does the port realize Point Lomans live here because it hasn't become 
a mecca for 24x7 tourism?  Of course not, the port does not care about the residents that have remained loyal tax-
paying citizens in this community. 

Please take a step back and realize the port has not looked at the full picture NOR given the community sufficient notice 
or time to respond.  Stop being greedy and focused on tourism revenue.   

Gresham Bayne 



1

From: hsatbp@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: lkscott@juno.com
Subject: Port Update Master Plan

We are residents of Coronado Point located at 1101 First Street Unit 415 Coronado, CA 92118. We are strongly opposed 
to the proposed Redevelopment of the Ferry Landing Marketplace and vacant property located adjacent to the Ferry 
Landing. In reviewing the master plan it is abundantly clear that you consider Coronado to be a destination tourist 
location like Disneyland or Legoland. What the port is forgetting in this proposal is that we live here this is our home. 
There are already enough tourist visiting our home every single day of the year. Before we bought this property we 
explored the proposed use of the property next to the Ferry Landing. The long-term plan was to put in another single 
story restaurant similar to Il Fornaio. The proposal in the master plan of a hotel a parking garage and redevelopment of 
the Ferry Landing is totally unacceptable. It completely violates the nature of the neighborhood of Coronado. It violates 
the height restrictions and it eliminates the views of all the properties located immediately south of the vacant property 
next to the Ferry Landing. 

We propose that the port re-adopt the original proposal for this property and that is to have a modest expansion in the 
vacant lot next to the Ferry Landing and then clean up maintain paint the existing Ferry Landing but keep the character 
the same. This already attracts thousands upon thousands of visitors every single weekend. We do not need to attract 
several more thousand on top of that. 

Sincerely, 

Harold Scott  
1101 First Street Unit 415 
Coronado,  CALIFORNIA 92118 

Sent from AOL Mobile Mail  
Get the new AOL app: mail.mobile.aol.com 
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From: Howard Haimsohn <howard@lawrance.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Marshall 

Merrifield; rvalderrama@portofsandiego.com; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Randa 
Coniglio; Rafael Castellanos; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Master Plan Concerns

First let me say that I respect much of the work that the Port does.  I have also found the Port to be 
responsive when presented with a concern from the community. 

I do need to voice my concerns however, as it relates to the Port Master Plan Update (Draft) 

I am a resident and native of Point Loma.  My concerns are centered around the impact that this 
proposed plan will have on our local area.  Generally speaking, I am not against progress.  Nor am I 
against development. 

But, in reading the section that will directly impact my community, where I live, PD1, here are my 
concerns 

We cannot sustain increased development in this community, without corresponding increased traffic 
lanes.  This is not going to happen.  So,  

 Allowing for up to 1600 new lodging rooms on Shelter Island is unacceptable.
 Any deviation from the 30' height restriction is unacceptable

The addition of new hotels on Shelter Island will essentially wall off the harbor from the residents who 
live in Point Loma.  The City and the Port have policies of preserving public views from the La Playa 
area and Kellogg Beach to the harbor and downtown.  Adding this much building on Shelter Island 
will not serve that purpose. 

Removing the historic piers and docks along the La Playa Trail is to remove the character of our 
waterfront.  I walk this path twice a week.  I cannot imagine walking this path and not seeing these 
piers.  It defines the character of this area.  I understand that some believe that because they are not 
strictly for public use that they should not be there.  So...figure it out.  But, do not remove them.   

The preservation of Kellogg Beach is a critical concern for myself and the community.  The plan 
mentions preserving views from there.  No new 30' condo buildings should be allowed.  They will 
increase congestion, cause more parking issues and wall off public views that have existed 
forever.  Replenishing sand is a nice thought.  But, without a means of preserving that sand, it is a 
futile effort.  Mother Nature will control the shoreline.  Unless we add shoreline erosion devises, this 
idea is not sustainable.  And, we do not want shoreline devices.  Kellogg Beach used to stretch 
another block south of Lawrence Street.  Today it is only one block long, from Lawrence to 
McCall.  The riprap that was placed between Kellogg St and Lawrence Street, preserved the 
sand/bluff, but we lost the beachfront.  And this riprap altered the natural tidal flows causing increased 
erosion to the north.   
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Traffic lanes, ie Scott St cannot be reduced.  At peak times, traffic in and out of the La Playa area is 
significant and excessive.  My understanding is that neither the City, nor any other governmental 
organization has a plan to evacuate the community in the event of a disaster.  We have but one road 
in and out of La Playa.  Please do not create more traffic and congestion for this area. 
 
Any effor to improve/enhance this La Playa/Shelter Island area, should consider the needs and 
desires of the community, as being equally or more important than the economic concerns of the Port 
or the City.  Tourism is still an important part of our local economy.  But, it should not rule out over the 
people who live here, use the area daily and pay taxes. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Howard Haimsohn 
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From: Jim and Lisa Bailey <jimandlisabailey@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port Plans

To All Concerned, 
I am writing in regards to future Port of San Diego plans.    I am concerned about the plans to place importance on 
tourism over our community.  After reading the plans of the Port it seems that many of these decisions were made 
without truly looking at the impact that will happen.  Narrowing Scott St and Shelter Island Dr, 20' wide promenade, 
Removal of La Playa Piers that have no effect on maritime traffic, 200% increase in rooms?   

I personally feel that the Port has limited space for boating as is.  I would live to see some give and take from the port 
and the residences.  Much more public doc and dine locations through small public access docs.  Utilize the current 
green locations better.  Less wharfage (and probably a little more enforcement in this area).  More free parking (it seems 
like the plan is adding to the already impossible cost of living for maritime workers that are needed for tax revenue).   As 
a resident I don't understand who could have authored this plan with input form anyone in the area you plan to turn 
into something like Harbor Island.  Please go for a walk along the Harbor Island Promenade and then go to Kellogg Beach 
and let us know which one you would rather take your family to.  Homelessness and trash abound on Harbor 
Island.  Shelter Island is an amazing historic place.  Preservation of something historic and beautiful needs a place in 
SD.   Please extend the time for review and input.   

Thank you and regards, 
James Bailey  
1220 Rosecrans #521 
92016 



1

From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan
Attachments: Port Master Plan Response.docx

I am not the author of this letter but it expresses my concerns exactly 

James Patrick 

Get Outlook for iOS 
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan
Attachments: SDYC comments of Port draft PMPU.pdf

Just to restate the feelings of SDYC board of directors. Most La Playa residents agree with their comments 

James Patrick 

Get Outlook for iOS 



June 25, 2019 
 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attention: Planning Department 
Via Email PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft 
of the Port Master Plan update. 
 
Throughout its existence, the San Diego Yacht Club has evolved from a small 
gathering of boating enthusiasts joining together in 1886 to a world-renowned 
yachting community with 5,279 members and family recognized for its success in 
bay sailing, ocean racing, predicted log racing, cruising, angling, and its support of 
youth programs at all levels. Competitions have ranged from major national and 
world championships to the Lipton Cup, from junior regattas to the Olympics, and 
from classic yachts to the America’s Cup. Training and racing programs are available 
for adults as well as juniors (members and non-members). The Club also has 
substantial community involvement with programs supporting the military (Military 
Appreciation Nights weekly throughout the summer, Operation: Holiday Helping 
Hand, and Warrior Sailing Camp programs), and local and national charitable causes 
(Sailing Heals, Sail Fest – both bringing some joy to adults and children dealing with 
serious medical challenges). 
 
San Diego Yacht Club moved to its current location on Point Loma (Western Shelter 
Island Subdistrict of Planning District 1) in 1934 and built the iconic clubhouse in 
1963, which has been continuously upgraded since. San Diego Yacht Club is 
consistently ranked among the top five yacht clubs in the nation and is recognized 
by the Club Leadership Forum as one of the finest facilities of its kind in the world. 
 
In our position as a long-term Port tenant in good standing, we are pleased to offer 
the following comments and observations on the Port Master Plan update. 
 
Regards, 

 
Jerelyn Biehl 
Commodore 

  

1011 Anchorage Lane 
San Diego, CA  92106-3005 
 
Bus 619/221-8400 
Fax 619/224-3059 
www.sdyc.org 
 
 
 
Commodore 
Jerelyn W. Biehl 
 
Vice Commodore 
Brian D. Thomas 
 
Rear Commodore 
Michael A. Morton, Jr. 
 
Directors 
Jeffrey N. Tadder 
Jack R. Leer 
Albert C. Pleskus 
Steve J. Malowney 
Allison C Bell, Ph.D. 
 
 
Jr. Staff Commodore 
Michael J. Dorgan 
 

mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
http://clubleadersforum.com/pcoa/the-2016-lists/top-20-yacht-clubs-2016/
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San Diego Yacht Club Comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update 
 
Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 
Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 
SDYC opposes these six proposals on the basis they are likely to substantially increase traffic congestion in the 
area: 
● Scott Street is the primary alternative route to Rosecrans Street. Narrowing Scott Street will exacerbate 

already critical traffic delays along Rosecrans Street, which is the result of continuing residential and 
commercial development on Point Loma plus activity at the naval installations. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 693 hotel rooms in the West Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 
1300 more rooms to a planned total of 1993 (nearly tripling the total), will add substantial new traffic 
congestion on all local roads and additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 397 hotel rooms in the East Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 
300 more rooms to a planned total of 697 will add substantial new traffic congestion on all local roads and 
additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

Also, the relaxation of building heights that would be required to achieve this increase in hotel rooms would 
drastically change the character of Shelter Island and the surrounding community. 
 
 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina 
SDYC opposes the inclusion of a Promenade or Walkway between the landside facilities of the club and the 
marina. This public access would be infeasible for several reasons: 
● The current design of the clubhouse includes a deck that already extends over the water 
● The club currently utilizes four cranes at two separate locations to launch boats, that are critical to daily 

sailing activities and without which SDYC could not host the many regional, national and international 
championship races and regattas that occur many times during a year.  These cranes cross over the 
land/water boundary and would create a public safety hazard. 

● Security would be impossible to maintain without the installation of substantial fencing or other obstacles, 
frustrating the whole point of the public access. 

● Note on page 126 under Standards, “The following standards apply to all water and land development and 
improvement within the Shelter Island Planning District, unless it is infeasible due to geographic or site 
constraints and/or inconsistent with public safety, security, or protection of sensitive coastal resources.” 

 
 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to 

Rosecrans St 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 (page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane 
SDYC is supportive of the existing La Playa Trail and appreciates the Port’s intent to maintain it and its unique 
character. The trail currently connects to the intersection of Talbot St and Anchorage Lane at the western 
corner of our leasehold. The current space along our leasehold on Anchorage Lane from the curb to our 
fenceline, including our landscaped set back, is typically 12 feet or more. To increase the width of the walkway 
beyond the existing would impinge on existing facilities and not materially improve the walkway experience. 
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San Diego Yacht Club Comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update 
 
 
Planning District Character (page 125) 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.126 (page 130) Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 
Shelter Island Planning Area, PD1.50 (page 132) Intensify/Reconfigure Marine Sales and Services 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.63 (page 133) Encourage Marine Sales and Services Land Uses 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.65 (page 133) Allow Additional Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 

and Harbor Drive 
Appealable Projects, Table PD1.1 (pages 134 and 135) 70,000 net new sf (West) and 20,000 net new sf (East) 

of non-water oriented retail 
The text of the paragraph titled Planning District Character states, “Shelter Island has historical ties to the 
boating and fishing community and is representative of how Public Trust uses can be integrated and add value 
to one another.” A key aspect of this are the commercial marine businesses on Shelter Island, which provide 
important support to the robust boating population of well over 2500 large boats in slips, plus probably an 
equal or larger number of smaller boats stored on land in the area or brought to Shelter Island and launched at 
the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. The seven references above both tout this important use, and potentially 
threaten it by expanding other commercial uses. SDYC strongly supports the Marine Sales and Services Land 
Uses to support the vibrant marine business and recreational environment. 
 
This issue also relates to the previously raised congestion concerns. If marine sales and services are not 
available in close proximity to boating use, travel to those resources will be increasingly necessary increasing 
the traffic along the two primary routes in and out of Shelter Island, Scott Street and Rosecrans St. 
 
 
Sequence Standards, PD1.44 (page 132) Reconfigure Anchorage Lane to create a larger development Parcel 
SDYC currently has a TUOP for a waterfront area currently used for boat storage (the area that formerly was 
the site of the famous North Sails Company). This is important storage capacity for the club, but it does not 
need to be waterfront. If Anchorage Lane were to be reconfigured, the club’s needs could be met adjacent to 
our current leasehold, but off the water, to free this for other development. 
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From: Jane KENNY <jlkmail@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port plans

Point Loma is a peninsula with very limited access. Traffic is already a nightmare and your plans will only make it worse. 
If you want to be helpful, clean up the medians, trim the trees on Harbor Drive. No one living on the peninsula likes your 
plans.  
Sent from Jane's iPod 
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From: mbzlady@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:14 PM
To: Shaun Sumner; MBZLADY@aol.com; houtslaw@aol.con; Port Master Plan Update; 

stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 
Rebecca Harrington; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Garry Bonelli; Marshall Merrifield; 
rvalerrama@portofsandiego.org; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; 
Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

To whom it may concern 

I have recently reviewed the Port Master Plan Update for the Port of San Diego, specifically for Planning District 1, Shelter 
Island.  I believe it is not only ill-conceived, but it impinges on the rights and privacy of the residents of that area and the 
members of at least three yacht clubs--San Diego Yacht Club, Silver Gate Yacht Club, and Southwestern Yacht Club. 

The purpose of the plan seems to be to expand hotels and commercial property, including restaurants and retail stores, 
yet the plan also cuts off traffic lanes on main artery streets and adds bike lanes and pedestrian walks instead. It seems to 
me that the expanding of commercial use of this area will bring more traffic. The narrowing of streets to add bike lanes will 
add to the problem of traffic congestion.  All you have to do is to look at the bad example of the added bike lanes 
downtown to show the fact that they have tied up traffic on Fourth and Fifth Avenues, the main streets of the city, while the 
bike lanes that were added are barely used. I am sure that the residents already have enough traffic congestion from what 
I see at rush hour in Point Loma. They certainly do not need any bike lanes in the area compounded with fewer traffic 
lanes. 

In addition, the walkways that are proposed that go through the three yacht clubs are an infringement on the rights of the 
members of these yacht clubs.(PD1.12) In addition, it is a safety concern for boaters to have members of the public have 
access to their personal property worth millions of dollars without 24 hour surveillance. There is little or no mention in the 
plan of whether the members of the yacht clubs will be charged for these walkways. There is no mention of whether these 
members of the public will be restricted from interfering with the boat launching processes. These walkways are simply 
not needed, given the Shelter Island walkway that is already in place. There is a provision for temporary anchorages 
(PD1.3), but where? In the area of the yacht clubs that will encroach on their guest dock areas? The elimination of all 
private piers (PD1.31) will infringe on the rights of private citizens who own them. (See Coronado Cays!). 

Your plan wants to maintain views of the harbor, yet will not enforce building height (PD1.8). In short, it seems to be ill-
conceived in many areas and is particularly disturbing to boat owners and home owners in the area. Although we all 
welcome improvements in the area (more docks attached to new restaurants would be a nice addition and in keeping with 
most bayside citites), we do not understand the above-cited proposals. We urge you to reconsider these items and keep 
the traffic flowing and keep off the private yacht club areas. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Janet B. Houts 
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From: Jason Williams <jwilliams@cecsd.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: I vote no to the master plan Stop green belt  and leave parking lot save the marlin club 

To whom  It may concern  
Please note I am an avid fisherman  
I trailer inti shelter island and launch from the now new ramp.  
I protest the green belt  
And support leaving the parking lot and marlin club.  
You went through all the trouble of rebuilding the launch and now threaten to remove the parking. 
I do not think that is in the best interest of the boating and fishing community.  
Jason Williams 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jonathan Parker <jdparker1010@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please don’t eliminate the parking area and The Marlin Club.

Hello, 
 I’m writing to you to beg your consideration of not eliminating the parking lot adjacent to the Boat launch ramp. 

   Also PLEASE do not eliminate The Marlin Club.   That is an Institution that gives so much history and culture to our local 
area! 

Thank you for listening. 

Very Best, JD Parker 
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From: Jeff Wood <jwood@hawthornecat.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:22 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Bad idea

Our tax $’s has just made the boat launch usable and now you want to take the lot.  Bad idea – bad 
decisions are being made at the Port and City.  Votes will reflect these poor emotional decisions.  

Jeff Wood 
Machine Technology Specialist and Diesel Regulations Manager 
Office: 619-561-8700 
Mobile: 619-921-5623 
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From: Jim Hendricks <jim.hendricks@bonniercorp.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp Parking Lot

Dear Sirs: 

Removal of the Shelter Island Launch Ramp would be a major mistake. The ramp serves tens of thousands of 
boaters annually who count on this 24-hour ramps for coastal access for their small boats. Removing any part 
of the parking will impose a hardship on low- and moderate-income boaters who cannot other afford to going 
boating. 

Trailer boaters represent the vast majority of boaters, and reducing or removing the Shelter Island Launch 
Ramp parking lot will unfairly penalize these boaters over wealthier boaters who use can afford to slip their 
boats in marinas. 

--  
Jim Hendricks 
West Coast and Electronics Editor 
Boating, Salt Water Sportsman, Sport Fishing 
12807 Dolan Ave., Downey, CA 90242 
ph: 310-469-3488 

Empowering Enthusiasts to Do What They Love 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9twBz8U4YYrNGg1TFpVb1ZCeXc/view 
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From: Jim Sammons <kayak4fish@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Port Master Plan issue
Attachments: IMG_7260.jpg

As a life time San Diego resident I am writing to express my concerns with the proposed Port Master Plan.  
Two issues stand out to me, one mainly historical the other functional.  
The first issue is one that is dear to my heart is the Historic Marlin Clubs non inclusion in the master plan. As one of the 
oldest fishing clubs in California this place true historic treasure to our area. Just stepping into the small club house is 
like going into a museum of San Diego's sport fishing history. I personally have photos of my Grandfather at this club 
dating back to 1956. Losing this place will be a big hit to many that have spent their lives in the area and all that have 
been a part of fishing in San Diego.  

The other issue which really has me perplexed is the deletion of most of the trailer parking at the Shelter Island boat 
launch, a boat launch which if I must remind you had millions of dollars spent on it to rebuild just last year. This is one of 
the busiest boat launches in California and certainly the busiest in San Diego and is so important to the local fishing 
community. The elimination of the parking would basically make the launch useless to the local fishing community. If the 
use of this launch is eliminated it would negatively affect  so many businesses in the Point Loma area I have a hard time 
fathoming how many will stay in business. Take a look at how many tackle shops are in this area to see just how many 
people will be affected and that is just a start.  

I sincerely ask that you take a long hard look at this master plan and these issue  before moving forward. 
The picture attached is my Grandfather and uncle from 1959 at the Marlin Club 

--  
Jim Sammons 
Seigler Fishing reels 
The Kayak Fishing Show 
La Jolla Kayak Fishing 
(619) 461-7172
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From: William Rehm <bilrehm@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:39 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry Landing Proposal

I am the owner of unit 310 at The Point at 1101 1st St. and I am opposed to the performing arts building a plan for the area. 

The proposal for a Performing Arts Center at the Ferry Landing is one of the poor plans for that area of Coronado.  
The ferry Landing on Coronado is one of the unique open-air areas of the San Diego area that is free and open to all. 

The development of an Arts Center with the accompanying traffic and parking would spoiled this unique area and reduce the the value of the Ferry Landing. 

(Signed) 
Joan Everds 



1

From: JOEL GAMESTER <gamesterinvestments@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Park lot at shelter island 

Please do not change the parking lot set up at shelter island. My family and I enjoy using it to go fishing frequently. 

Joel Gamester 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: John Choi <jchoi@ncfire.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Launch Ramp

Please do not remove the parking at this launch ramp.  We were so excited for the new dock and have used it several 
times.  The removal of parking will end the use of this dock for us. 

Respectfully, 

John Choi 
608-609-3727
Sent from my iPhone
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From: jolobster@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking Lot

Please do not screw up a wonderful situation for private boaters. Obviously, whoever came up with 
this plan to remove the parking lot has  

NO concern for those of us who use and appreciate it. 

Please reconsider your shortsighted plan to remove the Shelter Island Parking 
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From: karen miller <kalbrechtmiller@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov;

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 
dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; mmerrifield@portofsandiegp.org; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan for La Playa/Shelter Island

I respect the efforts, research and vision of the Port of San Diego Planning Department in compiling this Plan. 

Thank you for asking us for input. 

I’m curious why you are directing this Plan for the Shelter Island/La Playa area,  so limited by space, traffic congestion, 
access, and insufficient street parking. 
With the expanded Military Base and Liberty Station, the area is already oversaturated. 

This Plan does nothing to increase the quality of life for the people who already live in this residential and historic area. 

Loosening the 30 foot height limit law in this area when past efforts have been made to conform to it, doesn’t make 
sense.  No one wants views impacted by high-risers. 

Paths are better than pavement.  

Please let us continue to enjoy the beautiful piers of La Playa. 

How could safety and security be provided to all the docked Boats under this Plan? 

It doesn’t seem feasible to provide a continuous walkway between the water and existing homes, buildings, Yacht Clubs, 
hoists, launching ramps, increasing tide levels and shoreline erosion.   Can’t fight Mother Nature. 

I know we all want to protect the historic character of this location. 
Please allow us more time to evaluate this Plan and share input. 

Thank you for your attention to these suggestions. 

Sincerely, 

Karen A. Miller 
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From: Karen <karentemecula@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Attention Planning dept

July 30, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the Navy 
Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” serving the 
needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District residents. 
We are concerned about:  

 Views
 Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I respectfully and 
specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
 The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not included in 
the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be included as 
was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in the 
planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than some others 
because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both unique and extremely 
environmentally sensitive.  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated Embarcadero. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Bales 
1205 Pacific Highway 
Unit 2304 
San Diego, Ca 92101 
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From: Grove, Kathleen <KGrove@palomar.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Commission Plan   Shelter Island

Dear Port Commissioners, 

I am writing to strongly object to the Port District’s master plan as it relates to Shelter Island. I was born and 
raised in Point Loma and treasure the character of the neighborhood.    My objections include the following: 

 The substantial increase proposed for overnight accommodations and non-water oriented retail.  We
do not need more retail or office space out on the island.    If expanded recreational, commercial and
retail activities are desired, move them to Harbor Island.  Your proposal ignores the fact that Shelter
Island is an area nestled within a residential zone.   Adding 1600 hotel rooms and 70,000 SF of retail
space is a huge increase.

 The Port’s plan will create a huge expansion of visitor traffic to the area and dramatically change the
character of Shelter Island.   It is a place of peace where a family can have a picnic, take a walk, hang
out at the pier and fish. My family has been going there for years to walk, to have Thursday evening
bonfires, to ride our bikes.   This will be lost with the addition of such substantial commercial and retail
activities.   You are seeking to commodify our shoreline for tourists, while destroying the character of
our neighborhood.

 I strongly object to the elimination of the 30’ height limit for any Shelter Island project.   Again, this
area is nestled within a residential zone.   The existing height limit offers some protection of views for
nearby residents

 This plan did not receive an adequate airing with the public.  Your allotted time for public comment has
been inadequate.   I urge you to take more time to consider the immense impact the Port's plan will
have on our community.

 
 Best,
 Kathleen Grove

Kathleen Grove, Ph.D. 
Professor of Sociology 
Department of Behavioral Sciences 
Palomar College 
760-744-1150 Ext. 3950
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July 30, 2019 
 
 
The Port of San Diego 
Attention:  Planning Department 
31655 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92101-1128 

 
 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
 
My parents, The Honorable and Mrs. Hilary B. Doran, Jr. live at 1419 1st Street, a part of the 
Coronado Village Home Owners Association.  Their property is adjacent to the Coronado Ferry 
Landing, owned and operated by the Port.  A wall separates their property from the South portion 
of the Landing’s parking lot in front of the Il Fornaio restaurant.  Their community, Coronado 
Village Home Owners Association will be primarily affected with the changes being proposed 
which will be to the detriment of Coronado and our family home.  
 
The Port-managed properties are focused on making money and not the residents and history of 
the adjacent city.  The Port is all about creating new and destroying the old. Unlike all the other 
Port-managed properties, Coronado’s Ferry Landing sits adjacent to a residential neighborhood 
entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development.    The Port might be able to do this to 
Seaport Village which is conducive to this type of redesign, but Coronado Ferry Landing is not.   
 
The Port needs to serve “the homeowners” adjacent to the Ferry Landing.  The Port needs 
to consider the impact on Coronado citizens and not just the impact on the Port’s budget and 
revenue.  The Port needs to consider building an historic village with small businesses 
which fit the history of Coronado similar to Old Town in San Diego or Leavenworth in 
Washington. 
 
Below is a list of our objections and concerns: 
 
Objections being an immediately adjacent to the Port Property:   
 

 Loss of view – Corridor view for adjacent owners to the Port property 
 Loss of revenue (property value) 
 Increase congestion of people and traffic 
 Increase deterioration of the residential community 
 Increase crime 
 Increase infrastructure problem (sewage, noise, construction, additional environmental). 
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Must be considered: 
 

 Develop a view corridor for the people in the Coronado Village HOA which will be 
100% impacted with any new development. 

 Access to the Bay for recreational activities should be encouraged, not hindered.  
 Access to the Bay and Ferry Landing should be easy for all residents (seniors, ADA 

challenged, and children). 
 Include communication with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry Landing to ensure 

acceptance of the final plan. 
 
The Port needs to ensure our community and our family that we will continue to have a voice in 
the future of the Ferry Landing and our home. 
 
Below are other common objections as a former and future resident of Coronado. 
 
Summary of General Objections: 
 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub districts 
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub district 
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub district 
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the 

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming 
by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all 
sources throughout the state. 

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to 
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic 
problems 

 
The Port of San Diego needs to communicate with the neighbors adjacent to the Ferry 
Landing to ensure acceptance of the final plan. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

Kathleen D Keller  
350 K Street 
Unit 306 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 231-1940 
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From: Ken Graulich <KGraulich@prosearch.us>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to Port's Proposed Master Plan

Dear Chairman and Unified Port Commissioners: 

I respectfully object to the proposed Master Plan as it relates to: 

Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 
-By reducing current standards you are fundamentally changing the character of Shelter Island.  Lets not forget

that it’s the marinas, boat yards, and small businesses that make this place so special, not hotels.    Areas like Shelter 
Island no longer exist anywhere along the waterfront anywhere in California.  Hi-rises are for downtown, which is just a 
few miles away. 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina 

- A continuous promenade is not necessary, and you do harm to the marinas and yacht clubs that trying to
support the actual use of the bay and water resources.  These marinas and clubs are paramount to San Diegans
who live and recreate by the water and the visitors who come in to the area for the same.

Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to Rosecrans St 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 (page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide  
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane 

- I appreciate the Ports attention to the La Playa trail but have concerns with its expansion.  This trail reminds me
of the Bay Side trail at Cabrillo National Park.  Its simple and dead ends, nothing fancy – that is its
draw.  Widening it, adding amenities isn’t necessary.  I would also be concerned about drawing traffic to the
trail, a trail that terminates at Kellogg beach, a beach that really has no amenities, no parking, and no
lifeguard.   It can barely handle the local attendance on a sunny weekend.

- I walk and run the existing sidewalk on anchorage lane to Shelter Island, Kona Kai quite frequently.  First off,
there are very few pedestrians.  So, I don’t see how widening it makes any sense at all.

Thank you for your attention to my feedback. 

Ken Graulich 
Point Loma Resident 
Cell:  619-708-3757| kgraulich@prosearch.us 
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From: Kiki Morton <kikimorton@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: port master plan update

PD1.31 NO!!! NO!! NO!!

Kiki Morton 
619-840-5741
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From: hkhenry@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: lnishini@portofsandiego.org
Subject: Proposed Coronado Ferry Landing Redevelopment-Current Red Roofed Architecture

It is somewhat hard to believe that the current red roofed, peaked buildings at the Ferry Landing could possibly be razed 
and be replaced with buildings that would no longer replicate the architecture of the Hotel Del Coronado and would 
possibly change the ambiance of this location. 

The current red roofed structures are landmarks and symbols of Coronado which are widely recognized and enjoyed by 
people who reside in all parts of San Diego County. 

The sizes, shapes, red roofs and architecture of these buildings at the Ferry Landing are an important part of the charm 
and image of Coronado.  

It would be a shame if these buildings were razed and replaced with buildings that did not fit the current image of this 
location. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Kirk Henry 
1101 1st. Street, #214 
Coronado, CA, 92118 
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From: Lance Murphy <lmurphy@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: PMPU Outreach & Community Involvement was Incomplete

Chairman Bonelli, 

I believe that there has been insufficient exposure and discussion with communities and individuals affected by the 
proposed changes in the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).  Your schedule is either too tight or your staff’s aspirations 
for inclusion of community outreach too small.  Your 90-day review period was essentially wasted because the public 
had insufficient information and opportunity to interact, understand and discuss their concerns. 

I have owned several boats in my 50+ years of boating experience and frequently use my boat that is berthed at the San 
Diego Yacht Club.  I also have a 7-year old niece that is in her second year of sailing lessons at the Yacht Club.  We are 
very active in the Yacht Club and the Port community and derive great happiness with our current use of the Big 
Bay.   We regularly walk the trails and paths around La Playa and Shelter Island with our 2 dogs.   

I am certain that what I know of the proposed path at the water’s edge, as required of all the Yacht Clubs, will 
permanently and significantly impact the lessons and public-outreach operations of each club.  Between this pathway 
requirement and the forced removal of the beautiful and historic Piers along the La Playa trail, I’m now questioning 
whether the Port is acting on San Diego’s best interests or simply complying with the desires of the Coastal 
Commission?  When asked, the Port representative could not formulate a reply as to whether there was an analysis of 
the "marginal value of continuing the walking paths directly through the Yacht Clubs, rather than making a simple 
detour”?   

Although I am bombarded by the regular news, I was only made aware of this Port Plan about 3 weeks ago.  The 327 
page document is both complex and somewhat confusing in its description of the changes.  I have difficulty determining 
how it will impact my experiences on- and off-the-water.  But, I am certain that it will increase congestion if I understand 
the proposed changes around Shelter Island.   

I am truly concerned that my family and I will be net negatively-affected by the changes proposed in the Draft Port 
Master Plan Update.  I am convinced that it has been poorly introduced and explored with the affected community by 
the Port of San Diego.  There have been no events organized by the Port to inform the public in the Point Loma or 
Coronado areas and only two events (in the remaining 2-weeks) where the Port participated in a brief discussion with 
the Point Loma public and one in Coronado.  For your reference, here is your single webpage that discusses the Port’s 
outreach efforts: 
https://www.portofsandiego.org/press-releases/general-press-releases/port-san-diego-announces-community-
discussion-series-future 

It is obvious to everyone that you had no exposure planned in either Point Loma nor Coronado - the two primary 
communities impacted by the changes proposed.  Should we begin to question your motivations that caused you to only 
hold community meetings in Rancho Bernado, La Mesa and Imperial Beach? 
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I’m also extremely disappointed in the press coverage and the inadequate efforts by the Port outside of its apparent 
meetings with the Port Tennant’s.  It seems like the Port is solely interested in maintaining relationships with the 
organizations that pay rent, but not the residents that abut and use the facilities and lands managed by the Port.  An 
incomplete understanding of your process leads me to believe that the Port is principally driven to increase its revenue 
opportunities? 
 
I looked in the Union Tribune database and found two small and incomplete stories about the PMPU.  One concerned 
Coronado (dated 7/12/19) that was filled with incomplete descriptions, angry responses from residents/community, and 
a minor note about a community meeting organized by Coronado to be held 3-days later at 5:00 pm (not a particularly 
appropriate time for working families).  The second  article was obviously instigated by a couple of well connected 
individuals/developers (dated 6/22/19).  It identified the remaining Port outreach meeting that was to be held 5-days 
later in Imperial Beach.  Point Loma has only recently had two brief sessions of 30 minutes and 1-hour.  Both meetings 
were instigated by the Community Groups, had standing-room-only attendance and barely were able to address a 
handful of questions. 
 
At this point, I'm interested in understanding more about the Master Plan and discussing how it will affect the Point 
Loma area.  I’ve spoken with several   friends/neighbors that would be interested IF they had been aware of this 
important activity.  Unfortunately, I believe the general public has not had the opportunity to be engaged in this 
important activity.  Rather than set up a situation where you are battling the community; please consider educating the 
affected public, asking for their guidance and soliciting improvements. 
  
======================== 
 
 
Before the Commissioners proceed with revising this Draft Plan, I formally request that public hearings and outreach 
events be held to understand and discuss the San Diego Port Master Plan and its impact on the Coronado and Point 
Loma communities and the existing users of Port-managed facilities.   
  
1.  I ask that you organize, advertise and manage at least 6 outreach events at varied times and locations to maximize 
the opportunities for the Point Loma and Coronado community to understand their involvement with the Draft Port 
Master Plan.   
  
2.  I request sufficient time to reflect and research the issues,  please extend the comment period allowing at least 30-
days after the last outreach event. 
  
============ 
 
 
Signed, 
Lance G. Murphy 
4530 Santa Monica Ave. 
San Diego, CA  92107 
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From: Laurie Kellerhouse <lek3lek@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed changes in Point Loma

To whom it may concern. 

Please do not change Point Loma. We love our community, and wish to keep it natural and unchanged. The La 
Playa path is so special because it it not paved!!!  People from all over the country come to walk to path, take 
photos of the boats and Docks. Please do not change our way of life. 

Thank you, 
Laurie Kellerhouse 
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From: LeAnna Zevely <lzevely@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Necklace of Green

July 30, 2019 

Port of San Diego  
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165  Pacific Highway 
San Diego. CA 92101 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have attended and participated in SD Port Meetings, symposiums and the previous study conducted by a NY 
Consulting firm at considerable cost to the port, which resulted in the overwhelming voice of the people 
supporting A NECKLACE OF GREEN.  My comments regarding Points 1-3 of the study are highlighted in red 
below: 

1. The PMPU proposes to preserve the view corridors along Hawthorne, B Street,Broadway and E Street.
There is no mention of the A Street view corridor, which is an established view corridor and is included in the
Downtown Community Plan.  The PMPU needs to preserve the A Street view corridor.

2. Adding additional rooms at the existing hotel facility (Wyndham Hotel) south of the County Administration
Building.  Any such addition cannot compromise the A Street view corridor, i.e. no larger footprint.

3. The plan proposes the District's acquisition of the lease of the US Naval Facilities Engineering Command
building at 1220 Pacific Highway to build a "Local Gateway Mobility Hub! ”   GARAGES ARE UGLY NO
MATTER WHAT YOU CALL THEM.  They should be underground of the many air port lots or even under the
Port's own building.  Any development of the property between the Grande North Townhouses and
the Wyndham Hotel cannot compromise the views for residents and future generations.

Disney-like trams successfully move thousands; this mode could be used all along the waterfront for the 
disabled and all who want to hop on and off.  1220 Harbor Drive is Port property and as such, in the public 
domain.  Many  believe that it should be set aside for community use, such as a park.  The Port’s tenets offer 
to: 

.   be an environmental steward of the bay and tidelands; 

.   provide public access to the waterfront; 

.   provide recreational and community services as specified under the Port District Act; 

.   the area from the Midway Museum south through the North Embarcadero (fronting Seaport  Village) should 
also remain "open spaces" as much as possible. 

I am in opposition of commercialization of our waterfront.  In this era of climate change, we need to create city 
parks and marine reserves, a "Neckless of Green".  I believe truly great cities protect their waterfronts for future 
generations.  

Sincerely,  

LeAnna Zevely 
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1277 Kettner Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: BARBARA <btcondor@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan

As homeowners in District 1 and members of San Diego Yacht Club, we are interested in and impacted by any action 
taken based on the San Diego Port Master Plan.  We are responding to the letter from the San Diego Port Tenants 
Association dated July 24, 2019 point by point. 

1. We agree with SDPTA that parking has become more difficult, thus we agree that Dock and Dine facilities should
expand ONLY if there is no loss of parking.  Lets not compound our problems.

3. Height issues have become contentious.  If there is an increase in hotel rooms, we agree they should NOT be allowed
to build beyond the current height limit.  More hotel rooms - more cars - more traffic - decreased ambiance and charm
that has drawn tourists to Shelter Island.  Those seeking a “city high rise” hotel want to be downtown, not on Shelter
Island.

5. We agree with the SDPTA and oppose  mandatory promenade widths and setbacks.  Much of the property that would 
be impacted and defaced is privately owned.  Private property is just that - PRIVATE.  Government property i.e. U.S.
Navy, is secured for a reason - not for public consumption and “trespassing”.

6. We agree with SCPTA in opposing the narrowing of Scott St.  This street is heavily traveled as is Rosecrans.  There are
already traffic problems on these main arteries.  Scott must remain a 4 lane road.  Any thought to narrowing would bring
a negative impact to all people who live, work or visit Pt. Loma and Shelter Island.  There is also a safety issue to be
considered here.  There are few exit routes from Pt. Loma.  In case of an emergency all lanes of Rosecrans and Scott
need to be available.

8. We agree with SCPTA and oppose any proposal that results in loss of parking on Shelter Island and Harbor Island.
Parking on Shelter Island and Harbor Island is difficult and inadequate now.  Bike lanes are an imposition. Bikers do to
have to purchase licenses or pay additional taxes.  Automobile owners do.  To reduce parking places in order to
accommodate bike lanes is an insult. More parking is needed, not less.

9. We agree with SDPTA and oppose the removal of public/private piers and docks along La Playa Path.  In addition, to
widen the path would be to deface the appeal to pedestrians who enjoy it.  The piers have been there for years and are
not intrusive.

We SUPPORT the OPPOSITION stance taken by the SDPTA on the following points: 

PD1.1 
PD1.2 
PD1.12 
PD1.30 
PD1.44 

Final comments:  Very important - Pt. Loma and Shelter Island comprise a maritime community.  They have a charm that 
appeals to residents and visitors alike.  That’s the attraction to live and work here, and why people choose to visit.  We 
oppose any action that further commercializes the neighborhood and support actions that enhance and retain its 
quality, usability and ethos. 
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Lindy and Barbara Thomas 
926 Bangor St. 
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From: Lucy Inouye <lucyinouye@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Protect Coronado!

I was born and raised in Coronado, and have watched it grow to the bursting point over the years. I dread going the 8 
blocks from my house to the shops in town; by car it takes 10 minutes, and by bike I risk my life trying to cross 3rd and 
4th streets. I encourage you to stop the proposal for another big hotel, especially one that will exceed the height limits, 
block residents views along the shore, and brink in more cars and tourists. Coronado is at maximum visitor capacity! 
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From: Marilyn <4marilynk@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:32 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli
Subject: Petition to Port of San Diego RE: Port Master Plan Update

Chairman Bonelli and the Master Planning Team for the Port of San Diego: 

I am concerned that I will be negatively affected by the changes proposed in the Draft Port Master Plan Update that has 
been distributed by the Port of San Diego. 

Unfortunately, there have been no events organized by the Port to inform the public in the Point Loma area and only 
two events where the Port participated in a brief discussion with the public. 

At this point, I am interested in understanding more about the Master Plan and how it will affect the Point Loma area.  I 
also have friends and neighbors who would be interested IF they were aware of this important activity. 

Unfortunately, I believe the general public has not had the opportunity to be engaged in this activity. 

Public hearings and outreach events need to be held to understand the San Diego Port Master Plan and its impact on the 
Point Loma community and the existing users of the Port-managed facilities. 

(1) I ask that you organize, advertise and manage at least 6 outreach events at varied times and locations to maximize
the opportunities for the Point Loma community to understand involvement with the Draft Port Master Plan.

(2) I request sufficient time to reflect and research the issues. Please extend the comment period to allow at least 30
days after the last outreach event.

Marilyn Kennedy 

Marilyn Kennedy, 422 Rosecrans St. Apt 2, San Diego, CA 92106 

Marilyn 
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From: Mario Souza <souzascape@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:46 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Marlin club

My name is Mario Souza, I was born and raised in San Diego. I have lived here all my life I am 62 years old. I grew up in 
point loma,went to pl high I know live in poway. As a kid my brothers and I used to walk almost every day in the summer 
to shelter island to go fishing on the si pier and to go swimming at the beach.we would walk by the marlin club and 
would watch as they would weigh in the marlin and other fish as well we were amazed ant would think someday we will 
catch fish like that.well 50 or so years later I am a member of the marlin club as a boy I would of never thought back 
then I would be a proud member of the marlin club. It is a fun club to be a member of .I have met new friends and it a 
great group of gentlemen there is so much history with the marlin club.I have two Granddaughters that I am introducing 
into fishing soon.Any kind of fishing is great for kids of all ages .It teaches them patience.And we as fishermen teach 
them to respect the bays and ocean. I want to be able to take my Granddaughters to the club in the future and for years. 
Please do not change a thing about the marlin club we do not need more park areas or bike paths please leave it the way 
it is.....respectfully......Mario Souza 
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From: Mark Cammell <markcammell@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port planning of Shelter Island

Port District Planning Department 
My wife and I have lived in San Diego our entire life and spend much of our time on and around Shelter Island. We have 
spent the last two years in the process of designing and planning a new home project in La Playa. We have conformed to 
all conditions set forth by four local goverment oversight commissions. Although we are located nearly 300 ft above sea 
level, we probably will not be impacted by a small increase to the height limit. I expect the structures are not high-rises 
as there is no mention in the Draft. I am very concerned about the traffic, as anyone who has ventured onto Shelter 
Island during an event, such as the boat parade or 4th of July, knows the gridlock. If the parking is increased and 
additional traffic is introduced with additional lodging and services, there will be gridlock all year round. Diagonal 
parking will be a hazard as the road through Shelter Island is a busy thoroughfare, with people typically coming from 
dinner or an event where they most likely have been drinking. More restaurants and more hotels will equal more 
drinking. Traffic gridlock and alcohol can and will become a deadly problem that will not be rectified by police presents. I 
feel there is a very limited potential to increase commerce on Shelter Island and the surrounding traffic corridors that 
feed the area. In addition the Naval installation at the end of the La Playa Point already causes an extra 30 minute delay 
for the residents to get out of West La Playa. I have seen a structure fire on Rosecrans cause a 4 hr trap for employees 
and residents on the Point as the narrow roadway was strewn with hoses and emergency vehicles. There is also a large 
Navel fuel storage site that could create an emergency situation for the residents who may need to get out during an 
evacuation. Presently, Scott Street and Rosecrans can be impassible, Any significant traffic increase will create a 
dangerous situation. I would like to get a copy of the EIR for review, so I can chime in and highlight some of the potential 
concerns that may be conveniently missed. 
I also would like to be updated as to any projects that are being considered that may impact My wife and I as residence 
of Point Loma, La Playa, located at 810 Armada Terrace, San Diego, CA. 92106. 
Thank You, 
Mark Cammell 
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From: Marvin Fong <marvin@marketcityhawaii.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: YOUR INPUT IS NEEDED BY JULY 31, 2019

Effective July 10th, 2017, our new address is Market City Limited, Waikiki Landmark, 1888 Kalakaua Avenue, Suite C-
306, Honolulu, Hawaii 96815. All phone numbers remain the same. 

Marvin A. Fong, Esq., (B) 

Marvin A. Fong  
Chairman  
Market City Limited 
New Address: 
Waikiki Landmark 
1888 Kalakaua Avenue, Suite C-306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Phone: 808-734-0282 
Direct Line: 808-469-4768 
Fax: 808-734-0265 

Email: marvin@marketcityhawaii.com 

Website: www.marketcityhawaii.com 

Find us on: 

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may  
have been mov ed, renamed,  
or deleted . Verify that the  
link points to the correct file  
and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may  
have been mov ed, renamed,  
or deleted . Verify that the  
link points to the correct file  
and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may  
have been mov ed, renamed,  
or deleted . Verify that the  
link points to the correct file  
and location.

This communication is intended solely for use by the named recipient(s) and may contain information that is 
confidential. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by email or telephone and delete 
and disregard this message. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: The Grande North Neighborhood Committee <mcooper@actionlife.com> 
Date: July 29, 2019 at 2:02:43 PM HST 
To: marvin@marketcityhawaii.com 
Subject: YOUR INPUT IS NEEDED BY JULY 31, 2019 
Reply-To: mcooper@actionlife.com 
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GRANDE NORTH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMITTEE 
 

YOUR INPUT IS NEEDED BY 
July 31, 2019 

 

Public comment to the Port Authority 
From the Neighborhood Committee to all Grande North residents, 
The Port Authority requested Public Comment on the Discussion Draft of 
the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU). Comments are due July 31, 2019. 
They should be sent before the end of the workday.  
If you wish to send a letter to the Port Authority about the draft of the 
PMPU, please see the suggested attached letter. It is based on the 
concerns our HOA Board sent to the Port Authority last week.  
The PMPU is a policy document. No specific projects have been proposed. 
However, the polices proposed by the Port Authority will greatly impact the 
areas in front of our building and it is important we have a voice in the 
decision making. Sending this letter makes the Port Authority aware that 
we want to have that opportunity. 
Please add your name and address, and either copy the letter into your 
email or send it as an attachment.  
Email the letter to  
 PMPU@portofsandiego.org  
You can amend the letter with additional concerns or keep the body of 
the letter the same.  
 If you want more information about the PMPU, you can find the 
document 
at https://pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/waterfront-
development/Port-Master-Plan-Update-Discussion-Draft-042419.2-Port-
of-San-Diego.pdf  
The Embarcadero section starts on page 157. Pay particular attention to 
the North Embarcadero part, but it is all important to us.  
Thank you for participating in this important advocacy effort,  
The Neighborhood Committee 

 
LETTER 
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GNNeighborhood@yahoo.com  
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From: infomaree@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:08 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: new master plan

It should NOT be just about tourism and increased revenue. 
No to removal of La Playa piers. 
No to alteration of  La Playa trail. 
No to Scott St alterations. 
No to increased density in already over dense Point Loma. 
No to removal of 30 ‘ height limit 
No to increased  hotel room capacity on Shelter  
Island. 

Mary Correia 
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From: michael blessent <mblessent@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Master Plan

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

I strongly object to any development that significantly increases the hotel height limitation or increases the density of 
hotel accommodations at Shelter Island.Upgrades and remodeling as have been done at the yacht clubs and Bali Hai 
would certainly be acceptable but the island as it stands now is both serene and attractive to both residents of the area 
as myself and out of towners.  

Michael Blessent 
4421 Brindisi St. 
92107 
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From: Mike Hatch <j120sailor@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to proposed construction plans

To whom it may concern, I would like to voice my opposition to the below six proposals on the basis they will 
likely substantially increase traffic congest in the area which is already maxed out. 

Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 
Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 

Sincerely, 

Michael Hatch 
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From: Michael Nicoletti <mike.j.nicoletti@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Response to Port Plan - Shelter Island 

 To Whom it May Concern, 

I write with concern and disappointment over the proposed plan for Shelter Island. It suggests a reckless desire for 
change for change's sake that is impractical and not appropriately tailored to meet the stated goals of the Port.  

The Shelter Island area is already a vibrant waterfront community with a rich history that has contributed recognition for 
the community and city.  The proposed plan would interfere with many of the institutions and services that support the 
community, interfere with the operations of established tenants, and increase traffic congestion with little to no 
practical improvements. 

First, I am concerned by the apparent reduction in the amount of space intended for commercial and sport fishing and 
maritime services (PD 1.126, PD 1.5, PD 1.63, PD 1.65).  This is an integral part of our waterfront and without adequate 
space reserved for these purposes, the very nature of the waterfront you seek to preserve would be undermined.  By 
contrast, the plan to add additional hotel rooms to the area and increase building height appears counter to the 
proposals elsewhere to reduce parking, constrain traffic flow by removing traffic lanes, and protect "view angles."  
Shelter Island, unlike Harbor Island and Downtown, is not conveniently located near the attractions of downtown and 
has limited ingress and egress due to geographic constraints.  Thus, it is not the proper venue to expand hotel rooms or 
increase building height limits. 

Second, and moving along the map, the proposal to add walkways between the land facilities and water facilities for San 
Diego Yacht Club and Southwestern Yacht Club is counterproductive and provides no apparent benefit (PD 1.12 and 1.5).  
There is already ample access to the waterfront throughout Shelter Island.  The already-existing public walkways along 
Anchorage lane and San Antonio are scenic and a more direct route to the water access than the circuitous new 
pathways proposed in the plan.  Separating the land and water facilities at these clubs would interfere with their 
operations.  Such walkways would require added, tall security fences and protections that would undercut the very 
access you seek to provide.  The walkways would also be dangerous as they would interrupt boat launch operations.  
Importantly, the walkway would interfere with space dedicated to youth sailing programs, which are not restricted to 
the membership at these clubs and which are responsible for developing sailing enthusiasts, athletes, and Olympians 
alike.  In particular, I see no safe way to continue launching activities for boats supporting San Diego's local high school, 
college, and other sailing teams.  Further, the proposed walkways would not be possible given the long-standing 
structures and building facilities that these clubs have maintained for decades.  Likewise, the expansion of the trail on 
Anchorage Lane is not practical and not necessary given the amount of traffic.  Even if pedestrian traffic in the area 
quadrupled over the next five years, the number of people benefitting from the new "access" trails would be far 
outweighed by the negative impact. 

Third, the removal of all private piers within two years of adoption (PD 1.31) does not appear to meet any stated goal.  
There is no alternative development or use proposed for those areas and no qualifier or exception for piers that are 
safely and well maintained.  These piers provide scenic benefits to the public and do not limit anyone's right or ability to 
access the shoreline.   

The Shelter Island community has a storied history and tradition and I welcome plans and proposals to engage the public 
more in the City's history of fishing, sailing, and boating of all kinds and to foster an appreciation of the natural beauty 
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along the La Playa Trail.  The proposed plan largely ignores these goals and proposes changes that would only benefit 
the hotels and developers without regard for the community.  I urge the Port to reconsider. 
 
Best, 
 
Michael Nicoletti 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: m.j.priest@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Cove "master plan" comment

Port of San Diego 
Planning Department 

Dear Sir/Madame, 
I just got word of comment period for “yet another” round of discussions, specifically as it relates to the piers in La Playa 
Cove. I hope I am not too late, as I am out cruising and presently in Fiji with limited wifi access. 
I spoke on behalf of the Wyatt Family back in the 1980’s to the Coastal Commission at a meeting up in Los Angeles. The 
handful of historic piers that have been privately maintained and paid fees to all appropriate agencies for generations 
are being targeted for removal. My first and biggest question is WHY? 
The stretch of walkway that runs along the shore is absolutely not affected by these piers in ANY way, shape or form! If 
you GO FOR YOURSELF and walk along the shore, you CAN SEE FOR YOURSELF that these piers enhance, rather than 
detract from the area. Not sure where your offices are, but go on your lunch break, you’ll love it and be back! 
Back in the 1980’s I had signed a petition on two occasions when the “Wyatt Beach” had been offered up for use. Once, 
a collegiate rowing regatta was relocated to the Wyatt area due to a sewage spill in Mission Bay. Another time the 
NACRA Catamaran class championships were managed from their beach and backyard. PROVING that they do not in any 
way prevent access to or along the shore, with 10’s of catamarans and many 60’ rowing shells landing and launching 
from their property. 
The piers (to my knowledge) all terminate “at” the legal highwater marks and when there is high tide, the water laps up 
to the small grass berm that runs along the perimeter of La Playa Cove. I understand that “jurisdiction” for Port and 
California Coastal Commission “ends” at some technical definition of highwater. The fact that at low tide a person CAN 
walk on the exposed sand does not mean that they are supposed to, and as I mentioned above, I have had occasion to 
have more access to this specific area than to other areas of the California coast and the Port of San Diego. 
As for my background with this, I am not a resident of San Diego, but a VERY long time visitor from Los Angeles. I have 
participated in sailboat races in, to, and from San Diego since about 1970. I was the rowing coach at Loyola Marymount 
University in the 1980’s. I have been a yacht club member in Los Angeles area since 1970’s and continue to be active 
now. 
OF ALL THE CONTACT I have had with the Port of San Diego over the years, the La Playa Cove has always been a gem. 
The Stakeholders their “get it” and they do SHARE IT. I think part of YOUR mission on the planning department is to 
assure continuing access to as much of the shore as possible, and as in my opening statement, I have never heard a 
reason given as to WHY anyone thinks that these piers restrict access or how removing them will increase or improve 
access to the ABOVE HIGH WATER shoreline. 
Thank you for reading, I encourage you to go see for yourself what is being discussed…ACCESS IS EASY! 
Michael Priest 
Los Angeles, CA 
Presently in Fiji, South Pacific. 
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From: Michael Delostowicz <mdelostowicz@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 
dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Marshall Merrifield; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; 
Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner; Robert Valderrama

Subject: La Playa docks

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Michael Delostowicz <mdelostowicz@gmail.com> 
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2019 
Subject: La playa docks 
To: pmpv@portofsandiego.org 

I am writing to you today as a concerned citizen regarding the La playa docks.  In particular pd1.30 and pd1.31. The 
suggestion that all docks shall be removed  within 2 years is a surprising turn of events given how the current “owners” 
have been more than willing to make accommodations dating back to 1982.  

I would ask that there be a revision to pd1.31’s wording and eliminating the requirement that existing piers and docks be 
removed 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Michael Sroka 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Shaun Sumner
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 12:00 PM
To: Pam Kelly
Cc: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: RE: A question regarding the Port Master Plan

Ms. Kelly: 

By way of copy, I’m forwarding your question to our Port Master Plan Update email account. 

Shaun D. Sumner 
Assistant Vice President, Real Estate and Development Services 

3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92101 
(o) (619) 686.6460 • (c) 619.602.2869 

connect: 

Port administration offices are open Monday‐Thursday and every other Friday from 8am‐5pm. 
This email may contain public information and may be viewed by third parties pursuant to the Cal. Public Records Act. 

From: Pam Kelly <maluhia@cox.net>  
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:19 PM 
To: Shaun Sumner <ssumner@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: A question regarding the Port Master Plan 

What is the reason for eliminating the docks and piers in the La Playa Cove?

Thank you,

Pam Kelly

maluhia@cox.net

*Added to 8/22/2019 version 
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From: Shelly SDMX <shelly@sdmx.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: The Marlin Club

To Whom it May Concern, 

Please do not tear down The Marlin Club on Shelter Island.  It is a historical place, where recreational fisherman of all 
ages gather and compete in tournaments and fundraisers. Families gather with one another to share in each others 
lives. 

We have enough hotels, offices and eateries. I thought you were supposed to protect recreational access to the 
waterfront for the people of this city.  This clubhouse provides that for local residents. 

Sincerely 
Concerned Citizen 

Michelle Bucklew 

--  
Michelle Bucklew 

Corporate Secretary 
San Diego Marine Exchange, Inc. 
619-223-7159
2636 Shelter Island Dr.
San Diego, CA  92106
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From: Mike Belk <bajabelk@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SANDIEGOCOAST@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Save Shelter Island

To Whom it May Concern: 

Along with much of the San Diego angling community, I was shocked and disappointed to see that the new proposed 
master plan for Shelter Island did not include renewal of the lease for the venerable Marlin Club of San Diego. This 
institution not only exemplifies the angling history on which Shelter Island, and much of Point Loma was founded, but is 
in fact, older than Shelter Island itself. To remove this iconic landmark from the heart of the angling and boating 
community whose roots are intertwined with the club, would be an unforgivable travesty not long forgotten by local 
businesses and residents.  

In similar fashion, it would be an embarrassment and tragic error for the Port of San Diego to spend nearly $10 million 
on renovations to the Shelter Island launch ramp, only to remove 90% of its parking for green space, rendering the ramp 
virtually unusable and a complete waste of rehabilitation funds.  

Please do not vilify the Port of San Diego with the residents of Point Loma and greater San Diego, the businesses of 
Shelter Island, and the tens of thousands of tourists who respect the heritage of this community, by moving forward 
with a grossly flawed master plan. Please revise the master plan to include the Marlin Club of San Diego and retain the 
parking lot for the Shelter Island Launch Ramp. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Belk 
7160 Tanner Ct, San Diego, CA 92111 
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From: Mona Matheus <drmona1@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Draft Port Master Plan Update

     330 Glorietta Place 
Coronado, CA 92118 

(619) 306-4714 drmona1@mac.com

July 30, 2019 

Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA. 92101 

Re: Comments on Draft Port Master Plan Update (“PMPU”) 

Dear Leslie and Port Staff: 

I am writing in response to the presentation and comments from July 15, 2019. 

I live in the neighborhood that will be highly impacted by the proposed increase in hotel rooms and retail space 
in the current Ferry Landing area. 
Congestion and parking in our area are impacted on a daily basis already. The increase in visitors of the 
magnitude that the proposed land use discusses would create an untenable situation in a residential 
neighborhood. 

I hope the Port recognizes that the focus for District 10 land should be for updating or modernization but not 
expansion. 

Thank you for your consideration and efforts to keep our community informed and listened to as you continue 
this process. 

Sincerely,  
Mona Matheus 
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From: Nathan Cintas <cintas619@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Save The Marlin Club

To whom it may concern, 
My name is Nathan Cintas. I was born 57 years ago in Point Loma. The Marlin Club is a land mark. As a young boy I would 
frequent it with my father and brothers before eating dinner at the Chart House on Shelter Island.  
Please listen to the community as we plead to save this local landmark and hub for all of the sport fisherman. 
Thank you in advance for preserving our fishing culture. 
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From: Oscar Contreras <contreras_oscar17@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Master plan

I do not approve of the master plan and should be left as is. Removing San Diego history and also create lots of problems 
with one of the busiest boat launch in California 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Pat Bakey <pbakey1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan Draft

Sent from my iPhone. I vote No to the Master Plan Draft .... Save Pt Loma !! 
Please acknowledge receipt of this e mail .. Thank You 
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From: Patrick Oberg <poberg14@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Comment Letter
Attachments: PMPU Letter.pdf

Hello, 

Both attached and below are the comments I would like on record regarding the PMPU. 

To Whom it Concerns: 

As a third generation Point Loma residence I understand and support the growth of our town, city and 
waterfront as a whole but within, what seem to me, as common sense restrictions. After reading through the 
Ports Master Plan there is much that I agree with and believe will add great benefit to our city. There are two 
items that I do not understand and look forward to receiving more detail about why the two items are part of 
this Master Plan. 

First off, what does removing the La Playa piers do for San Diego and San Diego Bay? As those piers have been 
in place much longer then my 31 years in the area and built while my grandfather lived here, I do not 
understand why one individuals desire to have a pier should ruin it for everyone. Our local community has 
built countless memories in La Playa and those piers are staples in the background of all our memories and 
photos. The piers are not creating any negative effect within La Playa and need to stay.  

Secondly, it simply seems unreasonable and dangerous to think that increasing the number of hotel rooms on 
Shelter Island is a good idea. The first issue I see, is how the soft sand of what is a manmade island would 
support the extra tonnage and years of construction associated with allowing all of the hotels to be 8 stories. 
Also, beyond the danger of sea level rise and knowing it is a manmade island, it seems irresponsible to 
increase their height with the inevitable danger of a large earth quake. Lastly, for those that have developed 
this Port Master Plan I would propose that they obverse the current traffic flow of both walkers and drivers on 
the island to see how impacted it currently is. They would quickly see how adding 1,000s of people, regardless 
of shuttle points and parking off the island, is a terrible idea. God forbid there is an emergency and people 
need to get off Shelter Island quickly because with the proposed plan a terrible disaster and possible loss of 
life would be in store.  

I will leave you with this and look forward to receiving a response in the coming days. Has the Navy been 
contacted or involved in any of the proposed Port development, especially regarding the growth of Shelter 
Island Hotels? For National Security reasons I would imagine they would be against 8 story hotels a few 
hundred yards away from North Island Naval Air Station. 

Thank You, 

Patrick Oberg 

poberg14@gmail.com 
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--  
Patrick Oberg 
 



To Whom it Concerns: 

As a third generation Point Loma residence I understand and support the growth of our town, city and 

waterfront as a whole but within, what seem to me, as common sense restrictions. After reading 

through the Ports Master Plan there is much that I agree with and believe will add great benefit to our 

city. There are two items that I do not understand and look forward to receiving more detail about why 

the two items are part of this Master Plan. 

First off, what does removing the La Playa piers do for San Diego and San Diego Bay? As those piers have 

been in place much longer then my 31 years in the area and built while my grandfather lived here, I do 

not understand why one individuals desire to have a pier should ruin it for everyone. Our local 

community has built countless memories in La Playa and those piers are staples in the background of all 

our memories and photos. The piers are not creating any negative effect within La Playa and need to 

stay.  

Secondly, it simply seems unreasonable and dangerous to think that increasing the number of hotel 

rooms on Shelter Island is a good idea. The first issue I see, is how the soft sand of what is a manmade 

island would support the extra tonnage and years of construction associated with allowing all of the 

hotels to be 8 stories. Also, beyond the danger of sea level rise and knowing it is a manmade island, it 

seems irresponsible to increase their height with the inevitable danger of a large earth quake. Lastly, for 

those that have developed this Port Master Plan I would propose that they obverse the current traffic 

flow of both walkers and drivers on the island to see how impacted it currently is. They would quickly 

see how adding 1,000s of people, regardless of shuttle points and parking off the island, is a terrible 

idea. God forbid there is an emergency and people need to get off Shelter Island quickly because with 

the proposed plan a terrible disaster and possible loss of life would be in store.  

I will leave you with this and look forward to receiving a response in the coming days. Has the Navy been 

contacted or involved in any of the proposed Port development, especially regarding the growth of 

Shelter Island Hotels? For National Security reasons I would imagine they would be against 8 story hotels 

a few hundred yards away from North Island Naval Air Station. 

Thank You, 

Patrick Oberg 

poberg14@gmail.com 
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From: Philip Pattengill <ppattengill@ramtechgroup.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SANDIEGOCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV
Subject: San Diego Marlin Club - Pilgrimage Spot 

To whom it may concern, 

I cannot describe how saddened I am to hear of the Shelter Island Master Plan's omission of the San Diego Marlin 
Club.  For years this institution has been the source of my fondest memories: countless days spent on Shelter Island 
catching crabs from the rocks as a toddler, making bait the night before going out fishing and watching tourney weigh-
ins…whether we participated or not.  My grandfather, grandmother, father, mother, uncles, aunts, cousins, brothers, etc. 
have all landed and celebrated our catches here for over fifty years.   

Though my brothers and I live across the country now, we still make a pilgrimage to this place every couple years.  We 
may go out on a party boat downtown but we would still come here to sit and watch the sun go down over the harbor after 
dinner at the Red Sails Inn (RIP).  We still plan to eat carne asada and rolled tacos on the bench outside and reminisce 
about the catches, trips and people we've met….but after hearing of the club's plight I have to express my disappointment 
in the lack of inclusion in the port's plans for the future. 

Respectfully, 

Philip Pattengill 
pattengill@hotmail.com 
817-706-4022

P.S.  I'd like to see about getting reprints of the dozens of family pictures that used to hang on the walls, regardless of the 
ports final determination in the matter. 
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From: Randall Milanowski <milanowski@radhard.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:09 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Milanowski Comments on Port Plan
Attachments: Milanowski Response to Port Plan.pdf

Port of San Diego: 

I provide the attached document with my endorsement and signature, and I offer the following additional comments: 

My family and I are adamantly opposed to the suggestions being put forward by the Port District for the Shelter Island 
and Shelter Island Basin sub-regions.  

The proposed plan is prima facie fixated on revenue for its own sake at the expense of the Port's purported interest in 
vibrant waterfront communities and maritime businesses that serve as a signature gateway to the greater San Diego 
community.  

In reviewing the proposed changes to land uses, transportation and recreational facilities, and viewshed, I am dismayed 
by the plan's disregard for the myriad businesses, maritime institutions, and residents that are currently present, that 
have contributed substantially to the heritage and history of San Diego, and which will be irreparably undermined by the 
Port proposed changes. 

The “hotel” elements of the Port plan, which favor low paying housekeeping, food service and concierge employment, 
will undermine currently operating boat repair/restoration businesses which employ significant numbers of skilled, 
highly paid laborers.  

Boat repair and manufacturing businesses require secure waterfront access and immediately adjacent storage and must 
accommodate delivery and shipping of boats and large pieces of equipment which are already testing the capacity of 
Shelter Island Drive, Scott Street and the surrounding surface streets. 

The proposed "bed count" increase and associated traffic and parking changes will create an untenable scenario for 
these businesses. 

With regard to the plan's proposed extension of pedestrian access along the water's edge across the land occupied by 
San Diego Yacht Club's facilities, I encourage the Port to imagine the safety issue with crowds of selfie-taking tourists 
mingling with boat launching operations that are underway throughout the day.  
Operation of the crane hoists across the water land interface alone would pose considerable safety hazards.  
Moreover, junior sailors use ramp launch facilities to get their boats into the water from the land storage area. 
I invite anyone considering this plan to come down and observe the activity at these areas through the summer and 
during after school hours and weekends when school is in session. 

Add to that the very real threat to valuable personal property with crowds of visitors wandering through the boat and 
equipment storage areas which, by necessity, must be proximal to the launch facilities, and you would have a recipe for 
disaster.  
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Both San Diego Yacht Club and Southwestern Yacht Club, which would be similarly affected by the plan, contribute far 
more in community benefits, veteran outreach programs and the maintenance of San Diego' rightfully proud reputation 
for boating excellence than could ever be realized by hamstringing these very programs.  

Numerous Olympic medals earned as a result of these programs. How many will the proposed hotel expansions 
generate? Answer: none.  

And for every one of these Olympic medals, many hundreds of children (members and nonmembers alike) learn 
recreational sailing, swimming, and water safety through these programs. 

What is the benefit of the enhanced pedestrian walkway? Answer: none.   

And what is the downside of your plan? Answer:  It hurts children. 

Regards, 

Randall 

Randall Milanowski, PhD 
San Diego, CA  

 



1

From: Rick Day <rickamday@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Cc: Tamra Hall
Subject: Shelter Island, La Playa Cove - redevelopment plan

Dear Port Commissioners, 

As a homeowner and resident of Point Loma, I would like to voice my opinion on your proposed 
redevelopment plan that is getting so much attention on Facebook. 

Shelter Island, Point Loma, and La Playa Cove are beautiful, accessible to all, and are steeped in San 
Diego's rich nautical and fishing history. The proposed master plan would diminish and demolish a lot of 
this. First, what we don't like, followed by some suggestions. 

Objections: 

 Don't exceed the 30' building height limit. We don't want tall buildings walling off the bay from
public view. Let's not turn the Shelter Island waterfront into a Miami.

 Doubling the hotel rooms on Shelter Island will clog traffic and overwhelm infrastructure. Keep the
parking, the parks, the boat ramp, the pier, and the hotels as they are. Drive down there some
time and enjoy the waterfront, fire rings, picnic tables, decent parking, restaurants, art shows, the
fishing pier, boat ramp, etc. It's bustling, especially on weekends.

 Don't remove the private docks that are accessible to the public, except the very end where the
boats are tied up. These are paid for and maintained by the homeowners and add to the character
of La Playa Cove.

 There is no need for public water taxi in La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach. People love bringing their
own bicycles, beach chairs, kayaks, and paddleboards. This is a waste of taxpayer dollars.

 Forget paths through Yacht Clubs. These are private clubs anyone can join if they want to, and
these clubs have negotiated long-term leases with the Port. You'll certainly invite lawsuits. Again, a
poor use of taxpayer dollars.

 20'-wide promenades are overkill. The La Playa trail that stretches from Talbot to McCall is
adequate, accessible, and mostly maintained by homeowners and volunteers. Leave it as it is! It's
beautiful. Take a walk there some time and check it out. Even people with wheelchairs enjoy the
path today.

 Permanent "amenities" - public restrooms - at the La Playa Trail head are not a bad idea, BUT the
major fear we have is that they'll be used by homeless, transients, and drug users, and that they'll
become dirty, unsafe places for residents and families. Go look at the public bathrooms sometime
on Spanish Landing by Harbor Drive. They're awful.

 We have plenty of restaurants on Shelter Island. 70,000 sq feet of MORE retail and MORE
restaurants will only bring more trash, less parking, & more crowding, making it less enjoyable for
all. Shelter Island is mostly a park-like setting where people can enjoy the water with their
families.

Suggestions: 

 Run some large diameter pipes under Shelter Island Drive between Shelter Island Basin and
America's Cup basin to aid in natural water flow and keep the water cleaner in both basins.
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 Replenish sand to Kellogg Beach where it's eroded away over the years as a result of the rockpile 
jetties that were put in at the base of Kellogg St years ago. 

 Add MORE docks ALL AROUND the bay to encourage boaters to "dock-n-dine". This supports fuel 
docks, boat industry businesses, the restaurants on Port land, and creates an active, vibrant 
boating community. Everybody wins. (We love the new Shelter Island Boat Ramp, for example.) 

 Do SOMEthing about the dilapidated boats that fill La Playa Cove every weekend. Ever since some 
of the anchorages in the bay were closed, a large group of these old, barely-floating boats have 
anchored outside Zuniga Jetty by Coronado during the week, and come into La Playa Cove every 
weekend to get a break from the ocean surge out there. I can't blame them. They have no other 
place to go. They bring with them barking dogs, loud music, and are generally disruptive to the 
serene beauty you are trying to preserve. 

Thank you for hearing our thoughts, and for the work you do in San Diego. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Rick Day & Tamra Hall 
2999 Lawrence St. 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Robert Egenolf <egenolf@egenolf.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:33 PM
To: Sharon Cloward; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 

Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason 
Giffen; Rebecca Harrington

Cc: kgtv_assignmentdesk@10news.com; news@fox5sandiego.com; news@kusi.com; 
kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 
jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; 
chriscate@sandiego.gov; scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; 
georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port Master Plan Update; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Gail Alaimo; Michael 
Butler; John & Terri Butler (jabes2@aol.com)

Subject: La Playa Beach

San Diego Port Commissioners  

We moved to a house in the 900 block of Rosecrans in La Playa in the early 1950s. 

We often swam at the beach at the foot of Bessemer, often to the sand bar that later became 
Shelter Island 

Sometimes we made that swim at night in the red tide and we watched our feet glow as we 
kicked 

We would get out of the water on the public pier that then existed at the foot of Bessemer, 
where I also could fish during the day and where I launched my very first sailboat, a Dyer Dow I 
had helped restore. 

I was sad when its removal eliminated what was then the only remaining public pier along the 
entire La Playa shore 

My summer days were spent on La Playa beach, walking and swimming in the same place that 
native Americans in the area had swam and tread for centuries 

I sailed and swam off of the Wyatt pier, the Donnelley pier and even the Rogers pier,  although 
the later was uninvited. 

Later we moved further out Rosecrans to the 600 block and the La Playa Yacht Club pier 
became our most used pier and my father, John Butler, the late former Mayor of San Diego, 
became its long standing Commodore.  



2

 
After nearly 40 years at that Rosecrans home, my parents moved to a condo at the foot of 
Kellogg Street on the beach where they remained for the balance of their lives. 
 
My entire family and I often walked the entire length of La Playa, from Kellogg Beach, under 
the Peckham pier, past the La Playa Yacht Club pier, past or under the Donnelley pier, the 
Wyatt pier and  Rogers pier, to the SDYC where my siblings and I spent nearly all of the days of 
our youth  
 
Those piers and that entire stretch on wonderful beach defined a childhood we all describe as 
idyllic.  
 
While none of us now live in La Playa or even San Diego for that matter, we often still visit 
friends and family in Point Loma and elsewhere in San Diego and we always stay at the Bay 
Club on Shelter Island so we can walk along La Playa to Kellogg beach and back.  
 
My children and grandchildren eagerly accompany us on that same walk as we  describe to 
them the La Playa of those wonderful past years as they still enjoy the natural beauty and 
ambience we all have enjoyed for decades. 
 
I find it sad that changes are now being proposed that will eliminate this natural beauty and 
amazing ambience we all so fondly enjoyed as well as the many fond memories we and so 
many others have had over the years. 
 
Is would appear that the removal of these private piers will not open up any new beach for 
public use, nor will it allow any greater access to the beaches below, because those beaches 
are now and always have been, fully accessible even with these piers in place. 
 
Instead, the removal of these private piers will eliminate both a historical beauty they bring to 
the beach as well as a connection to the past that is important to those of us who lived it and 
those who still want to experience it.  
 
The entire beach is fully open and available to the public and yes, that access may remain a bit 
rustic, but in many ways that primitive condition is appropriately self-limiting so no large 
increase in the numbers of users a more accessible path would spoil it for those San Diegans 
just discovering it, as well as those long remembering its natural serenity.  
 
The entire La Playa trail, long used by locals and visitors alike, should remain a “path less 
travelled by” for generations yet to come, to enjoy as it has been for the nearly three quarters 
of a century that I can personally recall.  
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I implore you to not mistake “paving paradise “  for what you might mistakenly think as 
progress  
 
During my lifetime San Diego has grown from a rather small metropolitan city to a huge 
modern city that now needs to preserve its small. but easily found sanctuaries within its 
confines to assist dealing with its frenetic day to day life 
 
You, as arbiters of the future of La Playa, now face an opportunity to preserve a bit of history 
that, once lost, cannot ever be regained 
 
It is one that can continue to provide a small but important sanctuary for San Diegans and 
tourists who seek it and who will relax and recharge in it.  
 
I strongly urge that you resist the urge to change what truly requires no change. 
 
I know that I speak for my late mother and father and my siblings, as well as the entire Butler 
and Egenolf families, in asking that you please leave La Playa alone.   
 
Thank you  
 
Rob Egenolf  
 
Robert F. Egenolf 
The Egenolf Group LLP 
 
Chapala Office 
1415 Chapala – 2nd Floor, Santa Barbara CA 93101 
Phone         805 963 8906 -  Fax              805 962 8936 
 
Riviera Office 
1590 Alameda Padre Serra, Santa Barbara CA 93103 
Phone       805 962 1625 -  Fax            805 962 3362 

rfe@egenolf.com  
 
CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT: 
 
This e-mail contains information that belongs to the sender and is intended solely for the use 
of the named recipients.  If you are not a listed recipient or someone authorized to receive e-
mail on behalf of a listed recipient, we sincerely apologize for any inconvenience this may have 
caused you and we ask that you please reply to the sender that the e-mail was misdirected 
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and then delete the e-mail.  We also ask that you not make any disclosure, copying, or 
distribution of the information contained herein, nor take any action in reliance on any 
information contained herein.  We thank you for your help.  

If you cannot comply please call The Egenolf Group LLP at (805) 963-8906   
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From: ROBERT TAYLOR <rtsparky@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save shelter island parking lot

I dose not make a bit of comencents to remove any part of a parking lot alacted to boat launching  right after building a 
enlarged launch ramp who came up that idea there has to be other areas that shold be used for a green belt if any thing 
add a few islands with trees bu don't take away the parking lot or even make it smaller Dana point cut its ramp parking 
lot by 2/3 and now it is a disaster. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: Ron Reedy <ruffreedy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU comments on PD1.30 - PD1.39

I am a 30+ year resident on San Antonio Ave and my wife was raised on Kellogg Beach. We have two major comments 
on the Port’s Master Plan related to La Playa areas: 

PD1.31: My wife, friends and neighbors are completely opposed to the plan to remove any private piers. These piers 
have been part of the history and fabric of the La Playa trail area since San Diego’s earliest days. My wife remembers 
learning how to swim by jumping off these piers. The piers are a joy to see when taking a walk along the path. They add 
character and beauty to everyone who walks by, even if we cannot walk on them. We still see kids swimming out to the 
pier at McCall St just as a swimming goal. Finally, pier removal would be in direct contradiction to your statement in 
PD1.34 to: 

32. maintain the atmosphere and character of a natural trail

Please do NOT remove any of the piers along La Playa Trail. 

PD1.32-39: We applaud your plan to maintain the atmosphere and character of the trail, especially to confirm it will not 
be paved; and we hope this means to leave it as a natural (dirt) path. We do not understand what is meant by 
“amenities and public safety features” and encourage that these be minimal: Please do not turn our beloved nature trail 
into an over-regulated and over-developed urban sidewalk: just leave it alone. It is one of the few places in Pt Loma or 
along the shoreline where kids and adults can appreciate what it means to be in nature. 

Feel free to contact me with any questions on our comments. 

Best Regards, 
Ron Reedy, Ph.D. 
m: +1.619.997.1761 
ruffreedy@gmail.com 
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From: Ron Reedy <ruffreedy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:36 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU transient docking

I am writing to encourage development of transient docking throughout the bay as this is severely lacking today. I am a 
small boat owner and other than the Coronado docks, there is virtually no place to dock a boat for a few hours to enjoy 
bayside attractions (one of the transient parking sites you show in Fig. PD3.2 is at the Crab Shack and they only allow 
docking for dining in their facility). I encourage your comments in sections such as PD3.52/53 demonstrating that 
transient docking is a part of the overall plan. Thousands of small boats enjoy the harbor and I believe they would use 
bayside restaurants, shopping and entertainment if they could rely on sufficient transient parking. Please help San Diego 
and San Deigans use the bay by boat. 

Feel free to contact me with any questions on my comments. 

Best Regards, 
Ron Reedy, Ph.D. 
m: +1.619.997.1761 
ruffreedy@gmail.com 
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From: Ron Reedy <ruffreedy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Appealable Projects

I am a 30+ year resident on San Antonio Ave and my wife was raised on Kellogg Beach. I am writing to express total opposition to your “Appealable 
Project” proposing 1,300 new hotel rooms in the West Shelter Island Subdistrict. This proposal is so deeply disturbing and laughable that I am 
astonished to even see it in writing. We just witnessed Kona Kai add less than 50 rooms and it was so disruptive to us that we abandoned our 
membership in protest. Any one of the following issues should kill this ridiculous idea: 

1. Safety: with that much traffic and congestion on Shelter Island Drive, first responders could not gain access in any emergency or holiday

2. Congestion: Shelter Island Drive is already congested on most days, especially if a boat is being delivered to a boat yard or a concert is
underway at Humphreys. Doubling the rooms will make it unpassable for all of us and will deter the very access you claim to want to
improve.

3. Aesthetics: From its roots as a sand bar, Shelter Island has slowly marched toward the dreaded Miami Beach effect of over development.
Existing three-story hotels with barely any open spaces between them are as far as we will tolerate

4. Public Access: Congestion, parking and overcrowding will reduce public access, in contradiction of your fundamental charter.

5. Property value: Your proposal will inevitably affect our view lines and degrade our property values on Pt Loma. Do not underestimate our
resolve on this as you plan to transfer our financial value to the Port District. Please do not waste public money poking this bear.

Feel free to contact me with any questions on our comments. 

Best Regards, 
Ron Reedy, Ph.D. 
m: +1.619.997.1761 
ruffreedy@gmail.com 



Garry Bonelli, Chairman 
Unified Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92191 
 
Dear Garry, 
 
Mike and I are concerned that we will be negatively affected by the changes proposed in the Draft Port 
Master Plan Update that has been distributed by the Port of San Diego. 
 
Unfortunately, there have been only two events where the Port participated in a discussion with the 
Point Loma residents about the proposed changes that may adversely impact our community for many 
years in the future. 
 
 Specifically, our property goes right to the La Playa Trail. You are proposing  some enhancements and 
modifications (if needed) as mentioned in the section titled La Playa Trail- PD1.32 through PD1.35. We 
would like clarification on what "relocation of the trail landward towards the District's jurisdictional 
boundary." and "not be expanded to more than six feet in width" means in your document as stated on 
page 130. We also do not know what "Along  La Playa Trail, allow for pedestrian amenities and public 
safety features."  What does this mean?  What is the Port's definition of amenities?  Quite frankly, we 
think that the La Playa Trail should remain as it is. 
 
We are also concerned about your desire to "Relocate existing off-street parking into diagonal parking to 
enable the expansion of Recreation Open Space" as so stated in  PD1.41 of your document on page 131 
regarding Shelter Island Drive. 
 
Unfortunately, the Point Loma community has not had the opportunity to review and ask questions on 
these issues. To our knowledge, there was a brief document update at a Peninsula Planning Board 
Meeting on July 18th and a one hour presentation by the Port staff at a location in Liberty Station on 
June 23rd. Their presentation stated that the 'public hearing' period was for 90 days, ending July 31, 2019. 
Most of us in attendance at this second meeting only became aware of this review period a week prior 
to the July 23rd meeting. 
 
We feel that we have not been given adequate time to review and comment on the Discussion Draft of 
the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) and ask that you extend this review period by another 90 days. You 
will learn a lot  from listening to our concerns and open dialogue that will follow. Many of us are native 
Point Lomans  that care deeply about this community and can give you some historical perspective that  
you and your fellow commissioners and staff will find beneficial. 
 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Sally and Mike Bixler 
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From: sekaupp2@san.rr.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sekaupp2@san.rr.com
Subject: PMPU draft (2019); comment letter

Dear Port Commissioners and Port Staff,  30 July, 2019 

Concerning Port of San Diego PMPU: 

        San Diego Bay is a jewel for the San Diego region.  Clearly, a diamond in the rough.  In recent history the Port 
has successfully been in the processes of cutting and buffing the Bay.  There is a lot of work yet to be done, as new 
projects are begun, and old areas of development are further enhanced and re-developed to meet more modern 
needs.  I have lived on the Bay for more than 26 years now and have seen how regional residents and tourists (mostly 
Californians) have increasingly seen publicly accessible areas as temporary backyards of their own.  A tribute of past 
planning and execution by the Port.  It is ‘past due’ to up that game.  The last decade of increased land use around the 
Bay goes beyond just keeping pace with the increase in population.  The residents who now live near the Bay and the 
number of visits to the Bay over the seasons has been disproportionately greater.  This trend will only escalate over the 
next decade. 

        I would like to encourage you to further the objectives stated in the PMPU concerning access to the waterfront, 
enhancing mobility throughout the Bay with more emphasis needed on getting to the working parts of the Bay (include 
those who work at the Navy bases throughout), enhance the under-rated planning for using the open spaces throughout 
the Bay as sites for emergency relief during potential ‘disasters’, and lastly enhance the long range planning to involve 
the neglected parts of the Southern section of the Bay in terms of waterfront access, linking those communities on the 
water and throughout the tidelands.  Please allow me to also include a final set of comments about my direct neighbor, 
the Ferry Landing Market Place development.   

1) The bikeway/walkways around the bay should all be linked and widened to the extent possible.  From Shelter
Island around to Coronado’s Ferry Landing, make sure the route is studded with map signs along the entire
course.  Going through Liberty station near the Anti-submarine Warfare base over the northern most bridge and
back across to Spanish Landing is not all clear.  Detailed route maps should be available at every Port public
waterfront park and distributed at tourist venues (funded by advertising of area commercial businesses, as most
brochures are these days).

2) New hotels on Port land only seems appropriate near the airport on Harbor Island (the former rental car lot
South of Harbor drive).  In all other areas of public access along the Bay are well served by the hotels/motels
already built and by the growing number of rooms on nearby on commercial property.  The Port lands are now
too valuable for other public servicing, since the five cities have hotel/motel rooms available that has kept up
with demand.

3) The transportation hub concept is excellent.  This will require extensive interfacing with MTS and contributions
of political will and tax dollars from the five cities.  Thoughtful placement of transit centers where buses and
taxis can pull off the roadway for exclusive loading and unloading would be fantastic.  These centers would also
double as information hubs, as well.  Imagine a hub and spoke transit system where workers drive to the nearest
hub and take transit of the ring along and around the Bay.  As more than 100,000 residents work around the
Bay, this system would be profitable for business and tourism.  I’m sure the Navy bases around the Bay would
participate in developing more usable rapid transit.  The Port tidelands are key to offering this kind of public
resource.  Further, the Airport is the center of San Diego’s transit hub.
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4) Safety and emergency services are critical to regional planning.  The Port tidelands public spaces should be 
thought of as potential areas to receive residents and stage emergency services in any disaster relief.  Parking 
structures/areas and transit centers on Port land should capable of emergency communications.  Given that 
these areas are approachable by land or water, and are centered in areas of high population density, they offer 
unique centers for staging emergency services.   

5) The southern end of the Bay, the tidelands and (current salt ponds) water of the communities of Nestor and 
bayside of Imperial Beach are neglected by the Port plans.  The renovation of the salt ponds and the 
development of the publics interface at this end of the Bay should be the purview of the Port.  I would hope the 
outfall of the Otay river would become a rejuvenated refuge like the Sweetwater marsh and the western ponds 
continue to rejuvenate into tidal marshes, but the public deserves to interface with this nature from the land 
and water.  I think a small harbor to deploy shallow draft personal water craft and a small beach-like interface 
should be considered.   

6) The Ferry Landing (District 10) is my neighbor (for the last 26 years).  Traditions have been established by this 
development, and improvements are required in the future.  The area is not fully developed and needs to 
be.  The thousands of residents and visitors who use the area every week (sometimes thousands in a day) and 
could use more services and a better maintained interface with the Bay. 

a. There is no need for a hotel/motel on the site.  There are currently more than 360 rooms commercially 
available within three blocks. 

b. A parking structure/transit center between A and B Avenues on the site would free more the current 
parking for parks and commercial retail to surround it.  The area faces the Coronado city work yard, so 
no views need be obstructed.  It could be designed to be attractive.  The Port should own it as a 
communications center, transit hub and power station (solar panels to cover the top 3 stories of 
parking?).  The other parking would be driveways for servicing and drop off for the expanded retail 
areas. 

c. The view corridors that do exist now should be maintained if not expanded with re-development. 
d. The entire commercial area overlays an earthquake fault, sits on dredge spoils, and was extensively 

contaminated as a shipyard for more than half a century.  It would be prudent to continue to only allow 
one-story shops and restaurants that cover at ground level.  This would allow the residents in the 
townhomes on the Eastern boundary of the commercial development to still have second story views. 

e. The style of development should be quintessential Coronado, like the proposed new addition going in by 
the Hotel del Coronado. The glass and steel Bauhuas of San Diego’s waterfront can be left there. 

f. Another pier on the Eastern end of the development would add more viewing, fishing, and temporary 
docking for pleasure boats. 

g. The ocean is rising and storm surge from sub-tropical weather is very likely.  The Sand beaches that 
stretch across the 1000 through 1200 blocks of First street should be raised several feet and extend five 
or six feet further out into the bay.  I am sure the City of Coronado would be glad to haul sand from dog 
beach on the ocean side to this Bay site and distribute it.  Yes, it requires a permit from the Coastal 
Commission, but that is your expertise.   

The Ferry Landing in Coronado is truly a historic site for the Bay.  I look forward to the Port helping make this a 
better, more available interface with the waters of the Bay.   
 
Thank you for your consideration and the continuing efforts of the Port to further integrate and enhance the 
Bay. 
 

 
Sandor E. Kaupp 
1133 First, #418 
Coronado, CA   92118 
sekaupp2@san.rr.com 
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619-435-5703 
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From: Scott Huntley <shuntley@sicloans.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Plan Objection
Attachments: Port Objection.pdf

The plan as proposed makes zero sense.  It will severely impact and degrade the quality of life for the people 
who live and work in this area.   

Scott Huntley 
Real Estate Financing 
NMLS# 311624 
BRE#  01198355 
shuntley@sicloans.com 
(619) 964-5983  Direct
(619) 923-3477  Fax

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.

******WARNING!    *** FRAUD ALERT*** 
Borrowers, Buyers and Sellers are targets for wire fraud. To avoid becoming a victim, never trust wiring instructions or 
changes to wiring instructions sent via email.  Always CALL your escrow officer at a known phone number to verbally 
confirm wiring instructions prior to wiring any funds.******* 

Shelter Island Capital is a boutique Lending and Insurance brokerage focusing its business primarily in the San Diego area with means of transacting 
anywhere in the state. Our goal is to provide the utmost in personal service while maintaining efficiency and providing cost effective solutions 
for the financing of real estate along with protecting your assets and livelihood through various insurance tools. We take pride in our strong 
background in financing and have maintained seasoned relationships with a diversity of investors ranging from the largest of financial 
conglomerates and institutional lending companies to specialty lending groups and private banks and investors, our financing capabilities are 
virtually unlimited. This is not a contract to lend and does not constitute a commitment by a Lender to make a loan to you. This information is based 
on documentation provided at that time. Loan approval is subject to final investor review, approval and verification of all information provided. 
Pricing subject to change until loan is locked and confirmed.
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From: Scott Pastore <spastore77@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:52 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Keep the SD Marlin Club

Please keep the San Diego Marlin Club as part of the new Master Plan! The Marlin Club is a historical part of San Diego 
Fishing history and needs to stay!!!  

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Shafiek Peck <shafiek.peck@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island launch ramp parking lot / Marlin Club

Port of San Diego, 
First and foremost, I would like to thank you for the amazing shoreline upgrades that you have and are planning to 
provide for the residents and visitors of San Diego. You are truly providing a gift, not only to us, but our children, and 
their someday families, as well! 
Unfortunately, it is rumored that we may be losing the Shelter Island launch ramp parking lot, as well as the iconic 
Marlin Club to some of the future planned upgrades.  
It would certainly be tragic to have put in the major investment for the new launch ramp, only to have it be unusable 
due to lack of parking. It its current state, it undoubtedly amongst California's best boating facilities on the coast.  
In addition, while it is important to update and provide nw and exciting changes, losing the Marlin Club would be very 
unfortunate. It is a San Diego angler staple and an iconic part of the Shelter Island community. 
Again, I thank you for all of the hard work in the area, but please consider these two VERY important landmarks when 
you consider the future of the San Diego Bay shoreline. 
Best Wishes, 
Shafiek Peck   
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From: bacondoyle@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:03 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: mmerrified@portofsandiego.org
Subject: New Hotel

Please vote against new hotel, we are a small community and don’t need more beds or more traffic.  Sharon Doyle.. 
 Coronado Shores 
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From: bruce@gresham.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:50 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: NO to the current Shelter Island changes. 

Dear Port of San Diego planning dept. 

I read with dismay the plans for the Shelter Island changes. 

These include removing the historic docks, adding hotel rooms to an already congested Shelter Island with no 
provision for traffic mitigation, making a pedestrian path for the public through San Diego Yacht Club, and enhancing 
the La Playa Trail, again, with no plan for visitor parking. We deserve better. I am sure your professional planners 
can design a workable, reasonable and sensible plan for all San Diegans and our visitors. 

Please work on this plan some more 

Regards 
Shirley Gresham 
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From: Sierra Schlesinger <sierra.r.schlesinger@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed development of La Playa

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am writing to express my great concern about the proposed development plan for the La Playa basin and trail area of 
the San Diego bay.  As a regular visitor I feel that the proposal to pave the rustic pathway and to remove the beautiful 
historic docks would be a terrible mistake.   

I choose to visit this part of San Diego specifically because of its natural beauty. The ability to run on an undeveloped 
path, swim in the warm water of the bay, and then relax on an historic dock afterwords add greatly to the appeal of the 
area.  There are very few public spaces left where we can engage directly with the natural environment along the bay. 
This is one of the only places where there is no pavement, where the rustic feel of the path invites locals and visitors to 
interact with one another, and where kids can still ride their bikes without concerns. I love that on the Fourth of July 
locals share their yards with visitors, everyone swims, paddles, and sails in the bay straight off the beach, and when the 
fireworks begin we all watch together.  

Please let this one corner of the bay stay the way it is. Keep the beautiful docks as they are. Keep the path as it is.  Keep 
the entry and exit points as they are. Locals and visitors alike will continue to use it and to care for it.  

Thank you for taking our input, 

Sierra Schlesinger  

-- 
Sierra 
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From: Stacey Thompson <sbtxena@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; Stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca 

Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; rocket research sstephens@sandiegozoo.org

Subject: Comment on Port Plan

To the San Diego Port Commissioners, 

I am writing in opposition to the Port Master Plan Update as a current resident and homeowner in Point Loma. 
I have three primary concerns, the preservation of San Diego's urban wild spaces and wildlife, the dangerous increase in 
traffic in the Point Loma neighborhood and surrounding areas, and the destruction of Point Loma’s serene seascape 
which make this place unique. 

With increased human usage comes decreased desirability in breeding habitat for native birds, damage to delicate costal 
plant life, destruction of mudflats and marsh intertidal zones and general disruption of habitat for native and endemic 
species be they plant or animal.  I have included an image from an ap called “iNaturalist".  iNaturalist empowers citizen 
scientists to collect data than can in turn be verified and utilized by scientists around the world.  As you can see in this 
image, Shelter Island and La Playa Cove have numerous citizen scientist visitors and even more plants animals and 
habitat that people believe to be worthy of preservation. 

In addition to that, the Point Loma community is already overburdened with traffic on the week days and the 
weekends.  Pedestrians crossing Rosecrans St to access the beaches or the trail have a long wait for a break in the cars 
and even when traffic is lighter the speeds commonly driven often exceed the posted speed limits.  Increasing visitors to 
this area will only increase traffic and pedestrians and the danger to both.  It will also decrease accessibility to 
emergency services and make any sort of evacuation of the Point Loma community or Shelter Island extremely 
difficult.  I’m sure that not just residents of Point Loma and folks that already enjoy visiting it, but also the service 
members that endure the Rosecrans/Nimitz/Hwy 8 traffic daily to and from the submarine base, will also object to any 
increase in traffic. 

Lastly our unique and beautiful seascape, the rustic path, the historic and sentimental piers, the view of San Diego bay, 
you are proposing erasing the history and character of Point Loma.  Altering Point Loma's skyline and coastline in one 
neat package that benefits the Port but not the Point Loma community.  Please reconsider this Port Plan draft. 

Thank you, 

Stacey Stephens 
Sr. Animal Trainer  
San Diego Zoo Safari Park 



2

 



1

From: Stacey Szabo <stacey@szabodesigns.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov
Cc: Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward
Subject: Port Master Plan concern

30 July 2019 
To whom it may concern: 
“The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing economic vitality and community 
benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land recreation, 
environmental stewardship and public safety.” 
Many aspects of the current Port Master Plan go against the District’s own mission statement: “…providing economic 
vitality” may be first on the list of intentions, but the words “balanced approach,” “environmental stewardship,” and 
“public safety” are there too. And especially with the Shelter Island and the Coronado Bayfront components, the planners 
appear to have completely ignored the words “community benefit.” 
There is plenty in the current plan to provide economic vitality to developers and hoteliers. There is little that provides 
community benefit. 
Adding up to 1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island and 350 to Coronado is irresponsible. Even if these aren’t technically 
“islands,” each might as well be. Residents and employees of each already suffer from routine traffic gridlock. Emergency 
management professionals shudder at the challenge of getting residents out of Coronado or the Point Loma peninsula in 
case of a tsunami or other natural disaster. Day to day fire and EMS responses into the Shelter Island/La Playa area will 
be slowed, not only for residents but for the guests in those rooms. The plan shows no concern for public safety. 
The proposed development of Shelter Island and the La Playa Historic Trail is lacking in environmental stewardship. The 
plan invites thousands more people into the area, while reducing parking. Planners talk about so-called mobility hubs 
and the rise of ridesharing services. These may be realistic solutions for Harbor Island and Downtown. But no one is 
planning a trolley extension along Rosecrans Street or even reliable bus service for the peninsula. Thousands more 
people will be bringing thousands more polluting cars. 
Regarding the La Playa Trail, the plan does nothing to defend why it needs to be changed in any way. The community 
that currently benefits from it likes it the way it is. Only developers, who are looking to monetize, are interested in the 
area. No one there is advocating restricting public access to the trail. Again, this plan only increases traffic in an already 
impacted area, and reduces public safety in an already endangered area. The responsible approach is to leave it alone. 
Before proceeding with this plan, I encourage all of the planners to meet with peninsula residents. Talk to people who 
live on their boats. Talk to people who live in apartments. Talk to people who live along Rosecrans Street, Catalina 
Boulevard, and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard about daily traffic and about safety worries. Talk to me. 

Stacey Szabo
711 Albion Street
San Diego, CA 92106

principal / creative director |  szabo designs 

619.523.9223 phone  |  619.804.2423 mobile 

szabodesigns.com 
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From: Stephanie Kaupp <skaupp1@san.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: REVISED COMMENTS - JULY 30, 2019 - Stephanie S. Kaupp - Comments on the Draft of 

the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)
Attachments: REVISED JULY 30, 2019 - Stephanie S. Kaupp - Comments on the Discussion Draft of the 

Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) .pdf

Dear Lesley:  

Due to a computer glitch one page was missing in the written comments I sent you yesterday. 

Please replace that document with the attached REVISED - JULY 30, 2019 version. 

Kindly distribute copies of this document to all staff in the Planning Department, and to all other departments that are 
involved with this process. 

Please let me know that my attached revised comment letter was received and distributed. 

I apologize for any inconvenience this may cause you. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie S. Kaupp 
1133 1st Street 
Unit #418 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Email: skaupp1@san.rr.com 

Cell:  (619) 992-6436 
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July 30, 2019


* REVISED * 

Port of San Diego                               
Attn:  Planning Department

3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101


By Email:  PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 

Re: Comments on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)   
District 10 - Coronado, CA 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I would like to submit the following comments on the Port’s policies and strategies that are 
included in the draft PMPU. These are in addition to the comments I previously sent to the 
Port on July 10, 2019.


PLANNING PROCESS 

For several months residents in Coronado were misinformed about the Port’s plans. They 
believed the “plans” were the Gensler Group “drawings”. They were published in our local 
newspapers, websites, and circulated throughout the community, with the understanding the 
drawings represented what the Port was proposing for the Coronado Ferry Landing.


Due to the insistence of the residents, Coronado city officials invited the Port to a community-
wide meeting on July 15, 2019. Over 500 residents attended the meeting. Unfortunately, much 
to the chagrin of those at meeting, Port Commissioner Gary Bonelli was not in attendance to 
answer questions or meet his fellow residents and stakeholders.


During this meeting Port staff did a good job trying to clarify the Port’s policies, the purpose of 
the PMPU, and the commenting process and procedures.  Most importantly, they allowed 
time for questions and public comment. Port staff heard loud and clear the frustration and 
lack of confidence the residents had with the Port’s process, and the over-development 
planned for District 10.


With follow-up news coverage, letters and articles in our local papers, and clarification by our 
city officials at the July 16, 2019 City Council Meeting, residents finally obtained a better 
understanding of what the Port had in mind for our community.


Unfortunately, Coronado residents learned the Gensler drawings were exactly the same 
“plans” described in the PMPU. This let many of us to believe the Port developed their plans 
first, then developed policies and standards later that fit the plans.


mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
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ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP vs ECONOMIC GAIN 

“The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing 
economic vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime 
industry, tourism, water and land recreation, environmental stewardship and public 
safety.” 

“The Coastal Commission is charged with the mission to protect, conserve, restore, and 
enhance environmental and human-based resources of the California coast and ocean 
for environmentally sustainable and prudent use by current and future generations;  the 
Commission has numerous regulations and guidelines. Many stakeholders view the 
Port as having an economic mandate while the Coastal Commission has an 
environmental mandate.” 

In the PMPU it states “the character of planning district (District 10) should have a strong 
emphasis on visitor-serving uses that activate the area and complement the scale and 
character of the adjacent City of Coronado.”  

However, the PMPU calls for a massive redevelopment of the Ferry Landing, consisting of 
new hotels, multiple restaurants, and a significant increase in the number and size of office 
buildings (high revenue generators), versus a plan that restores the existing site and preserves 
the uniqueness of our small residential community, and our diminishing and fragile 
environment.


LEGISLATIVE POWERS 

The Port Master Plan must be consistent with the legislative framework, composed of the 
Public Trust Doctrine (Doctrine), the San Diego Unified Port District Act (Port Act), the 
California Coastal Act (Coastal Act), and local municipal codes and standards. 


Per the Coastal Act:


“The Commission is committed to protecting and enhancing California’s coast and 
ocean for present and future generations. It does so through careful planning and 
regulation of environmentally-sustainable development, rigorous use of science, strong 
public participation, education, and effective intergovernmental coordination.” 

                                          		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	                         

 30006.5  The Legislature further finds and declares that:    

(a) To achieve maximum responsiveness to local conditions, accountability, and public 
accessibility, it is necessary to rely heavily on local government and local land use 
planning procedures and enforcement. 
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Forty years ago the City of Coronado and its residents worked cooperatively with the Port on 
plans for the Port Tidelands to ensure Coronado maintained its “charm and residential 
community character.” As a result a Memorandum of Understand (MOU) was formed between 
the City and the Port, that provided residents the assurance the development did not have a 
negative impact on existing Coronado residents or the City. Unfortunately as the City of 
Coronado’s comments on the PMPU indicate, “it appears that many of the items contained 
within the MOU and the Tidelands Overlay Zone have not been included in the discussion 
draft of this PMPU which is unacceptable to the City of Coronado.”


Coronado Municipal Code: 

 
TOZ – TIDELANDS OVERLAY ZONE  
Per Chapter 86.39 
86.39.010 Purpose: 

“The purpose of the Tidelands Overlay Zone (TOZ) is to specify development criteria for 
certain unique tideland areas and other properties in the City. These criteria are in 
addition to the requirements of underlying zoning and are designed to permit and 
encourage development in the TOZ in a balanced manner that preserves their unique 
open space and recreational potential while permitting new economically viable coastal 
dependent commercial/recreation use.”  

“For the purpose of this chapter, “open space” shall be defined by CMC 86.04.550, 
except that “open space” shall not include areas not open for public access, roads, 
parking areas, or other similar facilities. In the event of conflict between the provisions 
of this chapter and the Coronado Municipal Code and zoning ordinance, the provisions 
of this chapter shall prevail. If any of the numbered section headings of this chapter are 
unavailable for use, other appropriate designations shall be assigned by the City 
Council. (Ord. 1438).” 

86.39.040 Inclusion in Local Coastal Program:


The provisions of this TOZ shall be included in Coronado’s local coastal program for 
approval by the Coastal Commission. (Ord. 1438) 

Changes to the PMPU: 

* The PMPU should include policies that are consistent with the legislative framework in the 
Public Trust Doctrine, the Port Act, and the California Coastal Act that abide by the 
California Coastal Commission’s environmental mandate.


* The PMPU should include policies that adhere to local government and local land use 
planning procedures and enforcement, specifically the City of Coronado Local Coastal Land 
Use Plan, the MOU between the City and the Port, the Tidal Overlay Zone, and Coronado’s 
General Plan.
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COLLABORATION 

California Coastal Act: 

“It has been pointed out that collaboration between the Port and other agencies could 
be better. As port of the Port's future strategy, there should be an infrastructure group 
whose aim is to liaise with all pertinent groups (planning, transport, environmental, et 
al.) and coordinate progress between open space and development initiatives the Port 
is pursuing.” 

If the Port of San Diego is committed to a comprehensive and inclusive “Integrated Planning  
Initiative”, referred to as “the future of the Port”, then a more inclusive approach must be 
made.


Changes to the PMPU: 

* The policies in the PMPU should reflect and document that a collaborative process with 
input from local residents, municipal, state and regional agencies, the Navy, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, California Geological, U.S. Fish & Wildlife, National Marine Fishers, and 
other pertinent groups and stakeholders in order to provide a more cohesive, and realistic 
plan.


* The PMPU should include policies that abide by the Coronado Bayfront District Water and 
Land Use map in order to interpret the location of use designations or standards, and 
accurately demonstrate how the Port polices are consistent with public safety, security, and 
protection of our environment.


* The PMPU should substantiate the Port’s policies and standards with evidence that 
stakeholder concerns are adequately addressed.


TRAFFIC, SAFETY, AND EQUITY 

“According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency “fair treatment means no 
group of people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from industrial, governmental and commercial operations or 
policies.” (Guidance on Considering Environmental Justice During the Development of 
a Regulatory Action).” 

Coronado suffers an inequitable burden in regards to traffic, On average, more than 100,000 
vehicles travel over the Coronado Bridge, SR75, down the Silver Strand, and through the 
residential streets of Coronado on a daily basis.  


The opening of the Coronado Bay Bridge in 1969 increased tourism and development. The 
increased use of the local military bases and the service people who serve us there have also 
heavily impacted Coronado city streets by adding more vehicle traffic, safety issues, 
increased noise and air pollution, and additional burdens on our police and fire services.
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Currently there are eight separate military installations in Coronado, encompassing more than 
57,000 acres making NBC the largest command in the southwest. Along with the enlisted 
military personnel, a significant number of contractors, engineers, mechanics and service 
employees at NBC cross the bridge, and travel down our residential streets.


Vehicles can enter or leave Coronado at only two locations: State Route 75 via the San Diego-
Coronado Bridge (commonly referred to as “the Coronado Bridge”) and State Route 75 via the 
Silver Strand. Traffic going to the Base impacts A Avenue (used as a shortcut from 3rd Street), 
past the Ferry Landing, down 1st street towards the base. Existing foot and vehicle traffic 
associated with tourism also draws visitor traffic towards the bay and Ferry Landing.


In order to develop a traffic control plan, Coronado relies on Caltrans for traffic and safety 
counts. Permanent traffic count stations are located within the toll plaza at the base of the 
Coronado Bridge and near Gate 3 of the Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) at Tarawa Road along 
State Route 75. 


The Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume in Coronado has increased exponentially:


From Coronado’s Annual Traffic & Accident Report 2016 (latest report), for the  
Time Period January 1 to December 31, 2016  

City-Wide Volume Data 

Coronado Bridge: 
* 102,400 Average Vehicles per Day Enter/Leave Coronado 

Coronado Silver Strand: 
*  22,800 Average Vehicles per Day along Silver Strand 

City Wide Collision Data: 
* 242 Total Collisions 

With the Navy’s plans to expand by 17,000 to 20,000 military employees in the next few 
years, and with the expansion of the Hotel Del Coronado, Marriott Hotel, and Lowes in the 
Coronado Cays, more visitors and more vehicles will impact our city streets. And, with the 
development plans proposed by the Port, traffic will worsen, air quality will degrade, noise 
and safety concerns will increase, and degradation of our streets and infrastructure will 
burden our City even more.


As with most military projects, Coronado has little influence on local base operations or 
growth. Enforcing traffic reduction or calming measures is out of the hands of City officials.

Although the Navy has tried to mitigate base traffic, their efforts have fallen short. Alternate

modes of transportation such as car, van pooling, bicycling, bus and ferry transport, have 
been attempted but offer little relief. Only 12% of military personnel for NBC travel a portion of 
their trip or their entire trip by vanpool. 
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Even though there are several Park & Ride lots throughout San Diego county where 
commuters can meet to carpool, vanpool, or access transit services, very few commuters 
bike, walk or take transit to work.


Development in District 10 will only exacerbate the problem. 

Per the City of Coronado’s letter to the Port: 

“A portion of the Port’s Mission Statement is to provide community benefit through a 
balanced approach, but we believe that balanced approach is lacking within the 
Coronado Planning Districts. The PMPU in its current form would introduce more traffic, 
increase parking impacts, and focus more on visitors at the expense of existing 
Coronado residents.” 

Changes to the PMPU: 

* The PMPU should include data that compares Coronado’s current and potential increase in 
traffic volume with other San Diego County coastal cities and with overall County traffic 
volume, in order to evaluate the size and scope of development planned for Coronado, 
District 10. 


* The PMPU should substantiate the Port’s claims that “visitor-service” uses activate the area 
and complement the scale of our city.


* The PMPU should include evidence the “visitor-service” model is consistent with public 
safety, security, and protection of fragile coastal resources.


* The PMPU should substantiate how alternative means of transportation (ferries, bicycles, 
shuttles, etc.) are viable solutions for addressing traffic impacts, and not just bandaid 
approaches used to promote development. 


* The PMPU should include cumulative data for the region as a whole, since our downwind 
neighbors in Barrio Logan, National City, and Imperial Beach also bear the burden of 
significant traffic impacts.


* Because of this disproportional traffic burden residents and the City already face, the  
PMPU should include policies that abide by the “fair treatment” doctrine of the EPA., and 
scale down development as a strategy to offer relief.  


OPEN SPACE and PUBLIC ACCESS 

“Regarding restrictions and prohibitions on certain types of park use, the California 
Coast Act's mandate to serve for the benefit of the people should be the guide for 
developing park and public space strategy to serve the needs of both the global and 
local 21st century population.”
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In the PMPU it claims the Port operates 20 parks that total about 147 acres, with only 8% of 
the total land located within the Port's jurisdiction. Further, “parkland (8%) is low and open 
space is very high (74%)”.


The PMPU considers streets, sidewalks, residual lawns, parking lots, service areas, golf 
courses and a car rental lot “open space”.


Further, in the PMPU the Port states:


“Parks are on the water, providing wonderful views and a  pleasant experience. Parks 
are underutilized and deemed to be "money sinks”, i.e. with little revenue to balance 
out maintenance and costs.” 

However, no mention is made to how the Port came to these conclusions. Quality of life 
issues, such as recreation, family gatherings, celebrations, a green environment to play and 
explore, are key benefits of public parkland. Further, the Port’s statement that parks are 
“money sinks” indicates the main emphasis of the Port is to generate revenue, rather than 
enhance “quality” of life and protection of the environment


Changes to the PMPU: 

* The PMPU should not include streets, sidewalks, residual lawns, and service areas in their 
definition as examples of “open space”.


* The PMPU should also delete golf courses from their list of “open spaces”. Use of a golf 
course requires “payment to play” and is not entirely open. The public must sign-up for a 
time slot, and pay to use a closed course. 


* Parking lots, either parking structures or asphalt covered lots, also need to be deleted. To 
include these in the Port’s definition and equation of “open space” is ludicrous and 
disingenuous. One can not “recreate” in a parking lot in the same “safe” manner as they can 
in a park or other open space areas.


* The PMPU should include a clear definition of the meaning of “open space” in the Appendix.


Coastal Act Requirements: 

"One fundamental purpose of the California Coastal Act (Act) is to maximize provision 
of public coastal access and recreation consistent with private property rights and 
protection of sensitive habitats and other coastal resources. The Coastal Act requires  
that development not interfere with the public right of access to the sea and shoreline 
and provides that public access must be incorporated in new development, with limited 
exceptions.”  



Page �  8
“The Act specifies the need to protect shoreline land suitable for coastal recreation 
uses and gives priority to the use of such land for public recreational uses, including 
ocean-dependent and ocean-related uses, over other uses.” 

Coronado Annual  Traffic Report 2015 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions; 

“Of the 30 bicycle collisions that took place in 2015, 14 of them occurred along the 
Bayshore Bikeway Class 1 facility. Of those 14 accidents, only five involved a bicyclist 
and a moving vehicle while the rest of the collisions where either between multiple 
bicyclists or a bicyclist and a parked vehicle. No single location experienced more than 
one collision within the calendar year. Six of the collisions were located at an 
intersection along the Bayshore Bikeway while the remaining collisions all took place 
“mid-block” along the Class 1 facility. The number of “mid-block” bicycle collisions 
could suggest the volume and type of users along the path have grown to a point where 
the path is no longer wide enough to safely accommodate all users.” 

Per the City of Coronado’s comments on the PMPU, the Bayshore Bikeway within the Ferry 
Landing is still the most congested area of the entire Bikeway. The Port proposes a new 
promenade, with a landscape buffer setback of only 20 feet. This short distance of separation 
is totally inadequate, and will only increase the risk of bicycle/pedestrian collisions.


Changes to the PMPU: 

* Per Coronado’s Municipal Code the PMPU should be revised to require a 30-foot-wide 
public access way in order to relieve congestion and pedestrian and bicycle collisions.


* The PMPU should address the need for tour bus parking and sidewalk width. Sidewalks are 
often impacted by pedestrians, cyclists and leisure activities including the riding of surreys.


GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS 

Earthquakes 

A total of 608 earthquakes were reported since 1931, the largest earthquake within 30 miles of 
Coronado was a 4.4 Magnitude in 1983. The USGS database shows there is a 62.14% 
chance of a major earthquake within 50km of Coronado within the next 50 years.


The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones map indicates there are four fault lines crossing 
through Coronado. Several parcels of land in the Ferry Landing area are located within an 
active earthquake fault zone.
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CITY OF CORONADO 

7600573100     A ST WATER PIPE EASEMENT 
FAULT ZONE:  ALL OR A PORTION OF THIS PARCEL LIES WITHIN AN EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONE 

7600573400     1201 1ST STREET      
FAULT ZONE:  ALL OR A PORTION OF THIS PARCEL LIES WITHIN AN EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONE 

7600570300     1201 1ST STREET 
FAULT ZONE:  ALL OR A PORTION OF THIS PARCEL LIES WITH AN EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONE 

7600573200      NO ADDRESS (DIRT AREA NEXT TO I’L FORNIO RESTAURANT) 
FAULT ZONE:  ALL OR A PORTION OF THIS PARCEL LIES WITH AN EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONE
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Two parallel north-south trending sister faults that cross the Coronado peninsula, the Spanish 
Bight fault and the Silver Strand fault, were classified as active by Treiman (2003, 2004). 


Two faults in downtown San Diego across the bay from Coronado, the San Diego fault and 
the Downtown Graben fault, were also classified as active faults at the same time. All of these 
faults are part of the Rose Canyon Fault Zone (RCFZ) near its southern terminus. 


  

Liquefaction and Ground Failure 

The area surrounding San Diego Bay is located in an area of “High Potential” for liquefaction 
due to site characteristics, such as shallow groundwater, major drainages, and hydraulic fills 
(City of San Diego 2008). 
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Because the land mass of Coronado is composed of dredge spoils and other fill, the granular 
soil below the water tables is subjected to vibratory motions, such as those produced by 
earthquakes. 


Cortise Study Conducted in September 2018 for the Ferry Landing: 

“If the increase in pore water pressure is sufficient to reduce the vertical effective stress 
(suspending soil particles in water), the soil strength decreases and the soil behaves as 
a liquid (similar to quicksand). Liquefaction can produce excessive settlement, ground 
rupture, lateral spreading, or failure of shallow bearing foundations, Potentially 
significant impacts have been identified.” 

Sea Level Rise and Flooding 

Scientific studies have predicted extreme high tides and winter storms magnified by sea level 
rise will result in more frequent and widespread coastal flooding. Sea level in the San Diego 
region is expected to rise nearly three times faster between now and 2050 than it did in the 
prior half century. In some parts of our region, we could see what is currently defined as a 1-
in-100-year extreme coastal flood occur on an annual basis by 2050. We will face greater 
likelihood of costly damage to coastal homes and businesses, as well as the port and airport, 
naval bases, highways and railroad tracks.


“The largest sea levels and impacts will probably occur when large winter storms 
coincide with high astronomical tides, especially during El Niño conditions. Low-lying 
areas such as Imperial Beach, Coronado, downtown San Diego, La Jolla Shores, Del 
Mar and the Oceanside Harbor appear to be particularly vulnerable. Enhancing coastal 
resilience will require sustained monitoring and scientific investigation along with 
strong coordination that includes our local jurisdictions and public agencies.”  

Source: Dan Cayan, PhD Research Meteorologist, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, UC 
San Diego, and Oceanographer, Water Resources Division, U.S. Geological Survey 

Flooding 

In recent years, flooding events in Coronado have been a persistent problem due to rain 
events. During the wet winter in 2019, several area homes along 1st Street were severely 
damaged by flooding. For many years the City of Coronado has been aware that even 
minimal rain events pose signifiant flooding threats to the neighborhood. In fact, prior to each 
rain storm, the City posts “subject to flooding” signs at the intersection of A Avenue and 1st 
Street near the Ferry Landing, to warn drivers and pedestrians of the threat.


The City has yet to mitigate this problem, and blames the Port for maintaining faulty storm 
dribble collection systems on 1st Street between A and B Avenue. The potential of rain events 
and sea level rise, is a disaster waiting to happen. Constructing buildings in the nearby Ferry 
Landing will only exacerbate the problem, and place further burden on the residents, City 
infrastructure and the environment.  
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Sea Level Rise Adaptation Strategy for San Diego Bay 

“In the next few decades, the greatest cause for concern will be an increase in the kind 
of  flooding that the region already experiences due to waves, storm surge, El Nino 
events, and very high tides. When planning for this period, an emphasis should be 
placed on preparing for more common and more severe extreme events.” 

Staff from the five bay front cities, the San Diego Unified Port District, and the San Diego 
County Regional Airport Authority, came to the above conclusion, and realized a collaborative 
approach to developing strategies to address sea level rise was crucial. Following are 
concerns addressed in their strategy:


* Starting around midcentury, the Bay may become more vulnerable to regularly occurring 
inundation of certain locations and assets, some of which are being planned and built today. 
As a result, this longer term risk of inundation should be a consideration in today’s decision 
making. 


* The most vulnerable sectors in the community include stormwater management, wastewater 

   collection, shoreline parks and public access, transportation facilities, commercial buildings, 

   and ecosystems.
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* Potential areas of concern with sea level rise and flooding identified in the study included all 

housing on the east side of 1st Street and the Coronado Cays. While these areas are likely 
to be most sensitive, all buildings within the area and near the tidelands are likely to be 
impaired if exposed to flooding.


* Shoreline access and recreational opportunities are prevented when these facilities are 
flooded. Because this system cannot perform its primary function when exposed, it is 
considered to have a very high sensitivity to flooding impacts. 


* Passive recreation areas that consist of mostly natural features and well draining pervious 
surfaces are less sensitive than active areas with impervious surfaces and buildings. Some 
marinas may have somewhat lower sensitivity if floating docks are not impaired and boats 
can be accessed.


* In areas vulnerable to projected sea level rise related flooding and in the existing 100 year 
flood plan, consideration should be given to strengthening flood plans in management 
regulations through participation in the FEMA Community Rating System or through 
incorporation of more flood resistant building code provisions.  

* Work with FEMA to improve Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and create additional maps 
that include future sea level rise.  

* Gather more specific elevation data creating a better understanding of current base floor 
building elevations.  

* In areas vulnerable to projected sea level rise related flooding that are not in the existing100 
year floodplain, consider applying NFIP minimum requirements to new development


Changes to the PMPU: 

* Although the Adaptation Strategy does not address structures or operations on Port 
managed lands, because the Port is preparing a Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Plan 
accounting for these facilities, the elements and good reasoning of the Adaptation Strategy 
should be taken into account in the strategies and policies contained in the PMPU.


* The PMPU should include a strategy that prioritizes the development of passive, naturalized 
parks, open space, and habitat land in areas that are vulnerable to flooding in order to 
minimize risk to higher value infrastructure; to promote public access as shoreline 
conditions change; and to promote low impact development stormwater management.


* The PMPU should include a policy that land vulnerable to erosion, wave action, or flooding, 
remain undeveloped and vegetated for protection from the water’s edge.


* The PMPU should include strategies and plans for evacuation if there is a major 
catastrophic event in Coronado. This is critical since Coronado has only two points of entry 
and exit, the Coronado bridge and the Silver Strand. 
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* The PMPU should include a “risk adverse” strategy if the risks are too high, and the 

potential impacts to human health, welfare and the environment are too great.


* The PMPU should implement “withdrawal” from rising sea levels or “managed retreat” as 
viable strategies in vulnerable areas such at the Ferry Landing and Coronado Cays.


PUBLIC OUTREACH


Per Government Code Title 5

Local Agencies (5001-57550)


Powers and Duties Common to Cities, Counties, and Other Agencies


CHAPTER 9. Meetings [54950 - 54963] ( Chapter 9 added by Stats. 1953, Ch. 1588. ) 

54950. 


“In enacting this chapter, the Legislature finds and declares that the public 
commissions, boards and councils and the other public agencies in this State exist to 
aid in the conduct of the people’s business. It is the intent of the law that their actions 
be taken openly, and their deliberations be conducted openly.”  

“The people of this State do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which serve 
them. The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right to 
decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good for them to know. The 
people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the 
instruments they have created.” 

If the San Diego Port District is truly committed to garnering input from stakeholders, public 
agencies and the district communities, the Port’s public outreach policies need to change.


Changes to the PMPU:

 

* The PMPU should include a policy that information regarding the Port should be presented 

in a public forum, that allows sufficient time for public comment, questions and answers, 
and not rely on the use of table top displays to convey their message.


* The PMPU should include a policy that Port presentations and stakeholder meetings be 
held within the communities districts, and not at Port offices or locations outside the 
districts. 


* The PMPU should include a policy that Port meetings with stakeholders be held 
occasionally on Saturday’s to better accommodate residents’ working schedules.


* The PMPU should include a policy that Port meetings be held in community centers, halls, 
schools, churches, and other locations that are close to public transit points.
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* The PMPU should include a policy that Port Commissioners be in attendance at their district 

meetings in order to meet and hear from the stakeholders/residents within their community.   


* The PMPU should include an outreach policy that keeps stakeholders informed of Port 
actions, by offering presentations at city council meetings, or including written updates in 
local city newspapers.


* The PMPU should include a policy that meeting evaluation forms be utilized in order to 
obtain feedback from stakeholders; unanswered questions, concerns, and suggestions 
should be addressed in future meetings, or included on the Port’s website.


*  The PMPU should include a policy that sign language be offered to those who are hard of 	
hearing, and translation services to Non-English speakers, in order to be more inclusive and 
reach a broader audience.


* The PMPU should include a policy that accommodates the special needs of the elderly such    
as offering hard copies of Port materials vs relying on the internet/website as the means to 
disseminate information. Some people may not have access to computers, or be computer 
literate, which prevents them from being well informed.
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SUMMARY


Due to conflicts with the policies and standards in the PMPU, I strongly object to:


* Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Landing property 


* Development of any new hotel in the Crowne Isle Subdistrict of the Silver Strand District


* The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts


* The Port not adhering to important view corridors and preserving viewing vistas


* The Port not adhering to the architectural design and character of the surrounding   
residential community


* Any landscaping elements that restrict street views or residential views of the bay


* Any parking structure that will restrict views or impede traffic flow 


* Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict


* Redesigns of the current parking areas within the Ferry Landing, that reduces or obstructs 
view corridors and direct access to the bay 


* Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements


* Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the 
City’s ability to comply with AB 32 


* Any Impacts on existing residents with bay front uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and 
“attracting visitor” uses


* Any “activating features” such as carts, kiosks, stands, food trucks, or food pavilions 


* Any reduction of affordable dining establishments that are supported by low income groups, 
the elderly, visitors, and military families.


* Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado golf Course and through the Coronado 
Yacht Club 


* Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado, worsen Coronado’s traffic problems 
and impact our health, welfare and safety, and our precious natural resources


* Any deferred maintenance or upkeep of the existing property at the Ferry Landing
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Please Include in the Master Plan:


* Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 

* Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit 
including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to 
decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

* Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

* Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

* Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design 
of the bayfront. 

* Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. 
Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

* Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

* Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing. 


CORONADO FERRY LANDING 

Preserve Coronado’s historic setting and architectural design, and protect our 

beautiful scenic views and open access to the bay
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These are just a few of the comments I have concerning the PMPU. Due to time constraints 
and lack of detailed information about the Port’s plans, it is difficult to determine which 
standards and policies should be included or revised. 


I am hopeful that the Port will take into consideration that Coronado is a unique and historic 
residential community. I hope comments from all residents and the City will be taken seriously. 
I hope a plan will be developed that is fair, balanced, collaborative, follows the legislative 
framework, respects our quality of life, and preserves our natural resources.


In closing:


“Here is your country. Cherish these natural wonders, cherish the natural resources, 
cherish the history and romance as a sacred heritage, for your children and your 
children’s children. Do not let selfish men or greedy interests skin your country of its 
beauty, its riches or its romance.” —Theodore Roosevelt


Sincerely,


Stephanie S, Kaupp		 	 	 	 	 

1133 1st Street 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 

Unit 418

Coronado, CA 92118


Email: skaupp1@san,rr.com


Cell: (619) 992-6436
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From: Stephen Steinfeldt <srsteinfeldt@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:17 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan

I object to any new large scale hotels in Coronado including Coronado Cays.  There is already too much traffic in 
Coronado, or have you driven on Orange Ave. lately. 

Limit lot splits 

Stephen Steinfeldt  
2 Gingertree lane, Coronado 
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From: Steve Behrens <Steven.Behrens@maggroup.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: San Diego Marlin Club

Dear PMPU, I am writing this email in support of including the San Diego Marlin Club in your Shelter Island Master Plan.  The 
club has so much history 
In your area and is a big part of fishing history globally.  You may not know but saltwater sport fishing originated here off the 
coast of Southern California. 
In the late 1800’s the first and oldest fishing club, the Tuna Club was founded in 1898.  I am a member of the Tuna Club and 
love the rich history our club represents. 
I am also a member of the Balboa Angling Club which was founded in the mid 20’s.  Being part of the rich traditions of these 
clubs is a major part of many 
anglers on our coast.  Your San Diego Marlin Club is a big part of this rich California history and for your city to not have an 
IGFA official weigh station and fishing club 
would be a shame.  I hope you can figure out a way to include the Marlin Club in your master plan.  It could easily become a 
place for tourists to visit and learn about the rich 
history of sport fishing in our amazing state.  The sport fishing industry is booming right now.  These Fishermen need places to 
fish, interact and weigh their catches.  More and more new anglers are 
entering this market.  San Diego is a major sport fishing destination with a global influence.  It only makes sense for the Marlin 
Club to remain and be included in your plan. 

Good luck on your project and I hope you can find a way to help the Marlin club folks out. 

Best regards, 
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From: cce7844 <cce7844@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: In regards to the removal of the parking area at the Shelter Island Launch Ramp:

It should be left there for launch ramp parking, I think it was poorly thought out by the port authority to spend Millions 
to Remodel the Ramp and when it’s finished to consider taking the parking away !! We already have a green belt area 
that runs the length of the parking lot. 
I am curious to hear just what the Port Authority has in mind for Launch Ramp Parking. 
 If this is the way our Officials Think , Maybe we should consider a Change!!!! 

 Thanks Steve Campbell 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Steven E Johnson <stevene.johnson14@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save the Shelter Island parking lot 

Please Please keep the Parking lot!!!! 
3 generations of family and friends have used it to enjoy the bay and ocean. 
Terrible decision for the community!!!!!! 



F. Stuart Seymour, P.E.                                                                                                                             
4515 Longbranch Avenue                                                                                                                                   

San Diego, Ca. 92107 

619- 459- 6353                                                                                                                             
Fstued@gmail.com 

 

July 29, 2019 

Port of San Diego                                                                                                                                                         
Attn: Planning Department 3165 Pacific Highway                                                                                         
San Diego, Ca. 2101                                                                                                                                            

RE: Comments on PSD Port Master Plan Update 

Below are comments on the latest Port of San Diego Master Plan. 

I appreciate your efforts in putting this detailed document together.  They comments mostly 
focus on the Shelter Island sub Planning district.  They also touch on Harbor Island slightly. 

Harbor Island: 

I had a boat at Harbor Island in several of the marinas.  The marinas are fine as are most of the 
hotels there.  But on the bay side the island is nothing, but a 4 lane drag strip.  Pretty much 
anything you do on that island will be an improvement.  The past planners really had no 
foresight on that island or maybe they were not planners and mostly were interested in ferrying 
people in cars to hotels.   

Shelter Island: 

I spend a lot of time on Shelter Island and see the use all the time from early morning with 
runners and walkers to late evening with beach bonfires and concert attendees.  To encourage 
use like that is wonderful.  Unfortunately, I feel that your present plan will not help Shelter 
Island and make congestion much worse. 

Page 127- PD 1.3 

The Document talks about a temporary Anchorage for Transient Vessels but doesn’t give a 
location other than in the vicinity of Shelter Island.  This is needed. The only anchorage right 
now is between SDYC and SWYC and then only on weekends with reservations. The bay side has 
moorings. Where would it expand to?  More sheltered anchorages are needed especially during 
weather events 

Page 127 PD 1.5 

Bayfront Circulator system, how will this be implemented, public, Private, Bikes?  “local Gateway 
Mobility Hubs” This only shows near the fishing pier on SI and again near the dinghy dock off 
Harbor Drive on America Cup Harbor. How would these be serviced Bus a special trolley. Would 
this serve to limit auto traffic on the island? 

 

 



Page 128 – PD-1.12 

How will major redevelopment contribute to a minimum 12-foot promenade? This may be cost 
prohibitive especially where a promenade would require in water construction, like the Bay Club 
and Humphrey’s. It may prohibit development due to cost.  

 PD1.13 

 Twenty (20) foot wide multi use path. Is this for auto traffic or just bike and pedestrian.  How 
would that be separated for the varying means of travel.  It seems wide but not wide enough for 
motorized and none motorized traffic. How wide are the existing paths on each side of the 
island?  

The list of paragraphs seems contradictory. Planting trees even with an 8ft canopy will restrict 
views   

PD1.14  

 Water based transfer points.  What is this for, passenger pickup and delivery by commercial or 
private boats?  What is expected use?  Are there water taxis that operate now? I am not aware 
of any. What will become of the buildings that now exist along the North end of SI boat basin.  

Pg 129 Figure PD1.4 

The existing and conceptual shows a net loss in parking.  The meandering walkway seems to 
serve no purpose. Runners and walkers will tend to walk near the water as opposed to the 
street. 

PD-1.23 

Establishing view corridors along the named streets on the Peninsula side of the basin is great 
but the addition of more hotels rooms I assume means 3 and 4 story buildings on the SI side. 
These new structures will block the view.   

Page 132 (PA-1) 

PD1.46 

 Forty (40) spaces is vastly underestimated.  This won’t even cover the boat yard workers.  With 
the mobility hub you mention there would be form some form of mass transit. Where would 
pick up points be.  How will workers, tourists and Users of Shelter Island be transported?       

Page 134 Table PD1.1 

Additional hotel rooms up to a total of 1600 on Shelter Island.  Will this mean building in excess 
of the thirty (30) foot height restriction or will there be new construction on the bay side of SI?  

What will the traffic impact be?  

Page 137 Figure PD 1.5 

You show a walkway, promenades, all around the SI Yacht basin, from Kellogg beach encircling 
the whole basin and continuing around the bay side of Shelter Island where one pretty much 
exists. Then all along America Cup Harbor.  This is a wonderful plan but I don’t think it can be 
feasibly executed even given almost unlimited amounts of money.  Structures will have to be 



constructed over water. Security which is becoming more of a problem will get more intense 
with locked gates at every marina and private land structures. Security guards will no doubt be 
needed at most business and anywhere where boats are kept.   Already many businesses have 
security, many are already cantilevered out over embankments.  

The feasibility of this plan must be studied in greater detail.  What are the plans for attempting 
to implement this as lease holder parcels are transited?  How many leaseholders will be 
impacted and how will it affect their businesses?    

 

I thank you for the opportunity to comment on the document and look forward to following the 
progress of the improvements to our San Diego Bay.  I realize some of these questions may be 
answered in the coming Draft EIR. 

Thank you, 

Stuart Seymour 
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From: Susan Houser <sfhouser@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:12 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island and Point Loma

Members of the Port, 

Please, please, please…….leave Shelter Island and Point Loma alone!!  This area has already become impacted and 
blighted by development in such a small area.  I am a native San Diegan.  I am 70 years old and also a native Point 
Loman.  Development is ruining and destroying all that is the ambience of this area.  Your proposed future plans will do 
nothing but turn this beloved area shared by thousands into a nightmare.  I beg of you…..please don’t let greed and 
commercialism win.  The plans are inconceivable….why do we need to build, build, build if not for more money for some 
and unbelievable heartache for many.   Please bring your families to a picnic on Shelter Island and appreciate it as it is.  It 
is a jewel in this town and any of the plans you are considering are wrong and will be the death of an area loved by many 
as it is.  I conclude that if our treasured Point Loma does become a developers dream and the port commission allows 
the destruction of the beauty and simplicity the original planners conceived for this area you should be ashamed.  For it 
will be you, for decades to come, that allowed this to happen.  We are not Los Angeles, we are not Marina del Rey, we 
are Point Loma!   

Sincerely, 
Susan Houser 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. Virus-free. www.avast.com 
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From: Susan Skolnik <sskolnik@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft

July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the 
Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” 
serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District 
residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views
 Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I 
respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
 The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not 
included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B 
Streets be included as was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in 
the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than 
some others because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both 
unique and extremely environmentally sensitive.  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated 
Embarcadero.  
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Sincerely, 
Susan J. Skolnik 
1205 Pacific Hwy, Suite 706  
San Diego, CA 92101 
Phone:  619-795-2580 
Email:  sskolnik@cox.net 
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From: Suzi Gregg <sgreggstudiodesign@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Suzi Gregg
Subject: Save La Playa Docks 

To whom it may concern, 
I am vehemently opposed of your plan to remove all piers and docks on the West Shelter Island subdistrict that are 
private residential or quasi-private residential within 2 years of certification of the new port master plan. This refers to 
A. La Playa Piers

PD1.31
My father operated a place of business on Shelter Island for over 50 years. I was born and raised in this area and have 
enjoyed La Playa trail in its current condition docks and all for many years along with family and friends. This is a 
unnecessary change to our beloved community.  

Thank you very much. 

Suzi Gregg 
Principal 

Studio Design 

Phone: (619) - 990 - 2300 
Email: sgreggstudiodesign@gmail.com 
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From: TERRI BRELIN <entbrelin@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port District Master Plan

To whom it may concern: 

RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”. This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
La Playa Trail: 
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 

TERRI & ERIC BRELIN 
entbrelin@aol.com 
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From: Glen Rufenach <glrufenach@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa Docks

To The Port of San Diego, 

We are disagree to remove the historic docks. We do not want to see any changes to our Point Loma, La Playa 
Community. Please leave everything 

As charming the way it is. 

Sincerely, 

The Rufenach Family 
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From: Trish Narwold <tvnarwold@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment Port Master Plan Update

Dear Port District Officers, 

What makes San Diego America's Finest City is the easy viewing and access to San Diego Bay. 
To see water from all points around the bay refreshes the spirit and minds of San Diegans and our 
visitors. 

The proposed plan takes these mind rejuvenating water views away from all of us. 

I strongly oppose the increased height of buildings--primarily hotels along the water. 

Taking one section of the Port District's plan on Shelter Island based on information from San Diego Yacht 
Club;s analysis. 

The proposed increase in the number of hotel rooms on Shelter Island by relaxing building height 
restrictions to allow 6-8 stories would result in an almost tripling the number of rooms between 
Humphrey’s Half Moon Inn and the Kona Kai Resort. 

Existing 
Rooms 

PMPU 
Increase 

New Total % Increase 

West Subdistrict 693 1300 1993 288% 
East Subdistrict 397 300 697 176% 
Planning District Total 1090 1600 2690 247% 

The congestion on the current road system would lead to increase travel times for all. Decreasing 
the appeal for visitors to come to San Diego. 

I am also concerned about the capacity of the current sewage/water treatment system to handle the 
increased waste to go with these additional hotel rooms. 

This development plan is not sustainable. It far outpaces the capacity of the area if you want San Diego 
to remain the Finest City in America. 

Trish Narwold 
 1830 Altamira Place  
 San Diego,CA 92103 



1

From: truffles394@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island ramp parking lot

Please don't remove any parking from the ramp it is already hard to find parking there can't imagine losing any spots 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: Whitney Gladstone <whitney.gladstone@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:29 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The docks and the path

Having been a resident of point Loma, ocean beach for almost fifty years, I  can't  understand what could be gained by 
modernizing the Le Playa path and docks. It is s wonderful getaway place to remember a more simple time and place. 
Modernize other areas,  leave thos alone. 
Whitney Gladstone  
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From: Yael Habboba de Nunno <yael.hab.usa@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Marcia Liss
Subject: Port Master Plan 

As owner of unit 1104 at Sapphire 1262 Kettner Blvd San Diego 92101  , I believe in everything mrs Marcia Liss wrote: 
the PMU needs to preserve the A steer corridor, adding additional rooms at the existing hotel Wyndham hotel, cannot 
compromise the A Street corridor , any development of the property between the Grande North Townhouses and the 
Wyndham Hotel cannot compromise the views for residents and future generations, the area from the Midway south 
thru the North Embarcadero should also remain “open spaces” as much as possible. I AM IN OPPOSITION OF 
COMMERCIALISATION OF OUR WATERFRONT. WE NEED TO PRESERVE SAN DIEGO NATURE IN VIEW TO PROTECT 
FUTURE GENERATIONS FROM THE TRAGEDY OF CLIMATE CHANGES.  
Best regards. Yaël Habboba de Nunno  
Inviato da iPhone 

Inviato da iPhone 
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From: Yvonne Dows <ydows@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:16 PM
To: kgtv_assignmentdesk@10news.com; news@fox5sandiego.com; news@kusi.com; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 
jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; 
chriscate@sandiego.gov; scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; 
georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port Master Plan Update; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry 
Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Rebecca 
Harrington

Subject: Not every place in San Diego needs to be developed

As a San Diego native of more than 60 years, I have lived through the rampant  development of our San Diego and San 
Diego County.    

I am writing to express my vehement OPPOSITION of the seriously flawed recommendations contained in the Port 
Master Plan Update…specifically those pertaining to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Shelter Island and the surrounding area do not need to be revenue maximized, do not need more hotel rooms (put them 
on Harbor Island) nor does it need development.  It is fine as it is.  Leave something of the what is great about San Diego 
alone.   

Yvonne Dows 
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From: AJ Baker <ajbaker@rocketmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Save the Marlin Club!

To whom it may concern: 

It has come to the fishing communities attention that the Port of San Diego's Master Plan eliminates the property that 
The Marlin Club currently leases to make room for open space. While the addition of open space is important for the 
future development of San Diego eliminating the Marlin Club would be devastating to the fishing community. I am a 
third generation fisherman who regularly attends events, tournaments, and volunteer programs that the Marlin Club 
puts on. It is widely known as one of the only free membership fishing clubs where any one is welcome to weigh in fish 
on their International Game Fish Association certified scale 24/7, 365 days a year. There are not many places left in 
todays day and age that put so much effort into a free, open to public property. The Marlin Club has been around since 
1931 and if you look up pictures about San Diego's deep sport fishing history you will likely see fish weighed in on the 
Marlin Clubs scales. Fishing has been and continues to be a major part of San Diego culture and the industry bring in tens 
of millions dollars to the local economy. Please consider the consequences eliminating the Marlin Club would have to 
the fishing community and the lack of availability of other IGFA certified scales.  

It has also come to light that the Master Plan also contains a proposal to eliminate Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking 
lot area. This would be devastating to not only the fishing community, but the surrounding streets on shelter island. 
April ‐ August is the prime time of the fishing season and if you count the number of open spots left in the parking lot on 
any given Saturday or Sunday you will see that the number of spaces already provided are necessary for the pressure 
that is put on the launch ramp. As the easiest access to the Pacific Ocean, and Mexican waters the Shelter island launch 
ramp will continue to be the most popular launch ramp in Southern California. It is almost a guarantee that eliminating 
trailer parking at the ramp will cause trailers to be parked up and down the surrounding streets. An unintended 
consequence will be increased traffic problems and surely will impact the residents and businesses who live nearby the 
Shelter Island Launch Ramp. Please do not eliminate any parking.  

The San Diego Sport Fishing industry is known worldwide for the abundance and opportunity to catch of a lifetime. 
Eliminating either the Marlin Club or parking at the Shelter Island Launch Ramp would be devastating to the surrounding 
community and businesses in the industry. Please reconsider the use of the properties contained in the Master Plan.  

Sincerely,  

Aaron J. Baker  
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From: baber673@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:27 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ceciliacarrick1@gmail.com; camerondriscoll3@yahoo.com; keldavis@cox.net
Subject: FW: Port Authority Email Example - Save La Playa

Dear Port Commissioners 
I am Al Baber who have lived right on Rosecrans Street for forty years and have seen a lot of changes to our La Playa 
Cove Basin and Shelter 
Island.  Some of the changes have been an asset to the community and some not. As I see it we are just about maxed 
out for making more Additions especially to Shelter  Island.  We are at a tipping point relative to traffic, parking,  security 
as more homeless people use Shelter Island, and more guest slips will just add to the pollution of the water in the La 
Playa Cove area.  The addition of more motel/hotel rooms 
Will surely add to the traffic and parking problems and to suggest that Shelter Island Drive be made more narrow will 
not improve the traffic problem. 
We live in a residential neighborhood on Point Loma where higher density housing is now being developed at an 
excessive rate which adds to the traffic and parking situation and adding more motel/hotel rooms on Shelter Island will 
just add to the already congested streets. 
Please give some consideration to those of us who already live here to keep some open space where people can come 
enjoy a little of the green of landscaping for a family picnic and the blue of the San Diego Bay from the fishing pier and 
the new boat launch for many fishermen which is now available for our citizens and visitors. 
Some orderly development may be appropriate but we are reaching a “tipping point” which could foul up Shelter Island 
area and it would be a shame to do that.  Please listen and consider inputs from those who take the time to let you 
know what we are thinking. 
Let’s make it better not just bigger and more congested. 
Thanks 
Al Baber 

From: Cecilia Carrick <ceciliacarrick1@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:00 PM 
To: Dorothy Baber <baber673@gmail.com>; Karen Davis <keldavis@cox.net> 
Subject: FW: Port Authority Email Example ‐ Save La Playa 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

From: Kathleen Shanahan 
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:45 PM 
To: DeAnn Reynolds 
Cc: Sally Ault; Cecilia Carrick; Anne Zouvas; Bea North; Candy Bell; Christy Donnelly; Janette Murphy; Jeanne Lynch; Jill 
Hartley; mandjbusch; Kelly Dahill; Maggie Acosta; Marilyn Kennedy; Mary Cairns; Pamela Lynd; Patty Gladstone; Susan 
Straub; camerondriscoll3@yahoo.com 
Subject: Port Authority Email Example ‐ Save La Playa 

Hello Water Ladies... 
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As many of you know ‐ La Playa is at risk. It would be great if each and everyone of you (only if you are in support of it) ‐ 
please send an email with your opinions about this and how it impacts the entire La Playa area.  
 
Feel free to use my email as a template ‐ but also change it around. Key points are the following: 
 
‐ Security and safety  
‐ Trafic  
‐ Parking  
‐ Home value  
‐ Coastal erosion 
‐ Preservation of the docks   
 
I am including Cameron Driscoll on this as she and her family are key to leading this charge.  
 
Please pass this email along to anyone within our community that you believe will care about this issue. 
 
Kathleen  
_____________ 
 
Email: pmpu@portofsandiego.org 
 
ATTN: Port Authority / San Diego City: 
 
It has come to the attention of our family that the master plan for the La Playa area will negatively impact our 
community and our neighborhood that our family loves dearly.  
 
The plan will create a massive shortage of parking and increased traffic in an area that is already congested due to the 
Navy Base in our neighborhood. We live on Rosecrans and the Navy traffic, the speeding drivers, the motorcycles that 
are already hustling down our streets are all huge concerns for me ‐ a mom with a four and eight year old.  
 
The idea of putting in public bathrooms is also a HUGE red flag ‐ have you not seen the statistics around public 
restrooms and crime? Have you gone to Ocean Beach and seen the homeless bathing in the bathrooms? We don't need 
anymore structures that will drive additional transients such as the slips either. The current slips already cater to 
predominantly boarder line homeless individuals that can be quiet harmful to my family / children and their friends. We 
don't need more slips for more transients. Trust me, I live here and I watch them paddle into land from their boats ‐ they 
are usually drunk or drugged out ‐ pretty scary already. 
 
Speaking of crime and security beyond the above, we moved from the San Francisco Bay Area ‐ a city that has been 
overtaken by homelessness, dug.s and crime ‐ to get away from that life. We moved for safety. We also joined the San 
Diego Yacht Club to give our children access to a safe place where they can roam freely, build confidence and develop 
their skills in independence, sportsmanship, swimming. If the city builds the boardwalk, gates will be put up and the 
entire safety of the club is at risk due to anyone and everyone being able to walk through it. Again, we moved here for 
safety and security, not to become a destination for transients and tourists. This is not a tourist destination, it is a 
community of home owners, boat owners, multi‐generational families, history and charm.  if we wanted to buy in an 
amusement park, we would have opted for Mission Beach. People in this community don't want that and you need to 
hear us.  
 
The majority of the community members also purchased their homes specifically for atmosphere, the beach, the view of 
downtown, the overall waterfront and the list goes on. We bought into the essence of a small town community and we 
paid for that with the cost of our home. If high rises or additional floors are added to the Shelter Island Hotels, all 
housing values with any view ‐ which includes La Playa, Fleetridege, Roseville and more ‐ will go down in value. This is an 
issue for people that are depending on their homes value for retirement ‐ like us.  
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If our La Playa path is impacted, a place I walk daily while my kids bike daily, there are longer term implications ‐ coastal 
erosion. There is no need to spend our tax dollars on something that isn't broken. People use this path everyday, it is 
fine. There is existing public access and a path for people that want to make there way here.  

The community is also enraged about the idea of taking down our docks. I don't have a dock and I am friend with almost 
everyone on the La Playa path b/c this is my community and my family with our dog walk the path daily. The docks are 
part of the historic charm of La Playa and our community wants them to stay just the way they are... 

Please do not change our charming community that we all chose. We welcome tourists and we welcome them just the 
way our community exists now.  

I want to end by re‐emphasizing how impacted we already are. Rosecrans is beyond congested due to the Base as well 
as the folks that come to visit all the time. We do not need more congestion ‐ it is honestly crazy. My address is 690 
Rosecrans and trust me ‐ I am already scared to get my kids out of the car ‐ we don't need more traffic ‐ trust me ‐ 
Rosecrans is already a giant hot mess. 

Thank you, 
Kathleen Shanahan  
Mom of Two Children 
Point Loma / La Playa Enthusiast  
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From: Alisa N. Kerr, Esq. <alisa@kerrlaw.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan

Thank you for the attention you’re giving the Ferry Landing in Coronado.  It is a truly unique property that deserves to be 
carefully developed in a way to maximize its potential to be accessed and enjoyed by many for a long time to come.  A 
hotel fails to maximize access and use of that beautiful space to anyone other than a relatively small number of upper 
class tourists, which is not in keeping with the Port’s mission to protect and utilize its limited waterfront property for the 
benefit of our local community and residents.   

Please do not approve hotel space at the Ferry Landing and instead continue your efforts to find a way to utilize that 
unique waterfront area in a way that’s consistent with the Port’s important mission.  

Thank you again for your attention to Coronado, and for your efforts to find the best way to protect yet advance the 
limited waterfront resources within San Diego.   

Alisa 

Alisa N. Kerr | Attorney at Law 

K E R R  L A W 
p. 619.694.7892
e. alisa@kerrlaw.net
w. kerrlaw.net
a. 1330 Orange Ave. Suite 323, Coronado, CA 92118

This message (including attachments) is privileged, confidential and only intended for the addressee(s).  



 
From: Allyson Ledsam <allyson.ledsam@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:29 PM 
To: Ann Moore <amoore@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: PL Port Master Plan 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
Please take this letter as my vote to completely oppose your plan.  You never consulted residents and 
our local community as to what we need and want in terms of change and unless I’m mistaken, we don’t 
live in Russia. 
 
Here is what we oppose: 
 
We do not want added hotel space. 
We do not want more traffic. 
We do not want higher density in our neighborhood. 
We do not want the paths along the bay to be touched or tampered with in any way. 
We do not want public restrooms added nor do we want more homelessness or transients in our 
neighborhood. 
We do not need wider sidewalks or more cars. 
We do not want footpaths through our yacht clubs - they are private. 
We do not want height limits added to our hotels and views. 
We do not want Scott Street or Anchorage Lane changed or closed off for a Promenade. 
We do not want more retail space added. 
We do not want mobility hubs. 
We do not want you removing historic docks along the bay of La Playa trail. That is uncalled for and 
completely unnecessary.  Who asked you? 
We do not want water taxis from hotels dropping tourists off to our local beaches. Please use Mission 
Bay for that option. 
 
WE DO WANT TO BE HEARD. 
 
Sincerely, 
Allyson Ledsam 
Point Loma 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

mailto:allyson.ledsam@gmail.com
mailto:allyson.ledsam@gmail.com
mailto:amoore@portofsandiego.org
mailto:amoore@portofsandiego.org
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From: Andy Hanshaw <hanshawandy@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments - PMPU Draft

To whom it may concern: 

I am submitting these comments as a 16 year resident of Point Loma/La Playa neighborhood: 

 Please preserve the current bike/pedestrian pathway on the La Playa Trail in it's current natural setting. It is a
beautiful scenic treasure for walking, dog walking, beach access and bicycling.

 Support for inclusion of bike lanes along Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive and removal of needed on street
parking to accommodate. There are massive and ofter underutilized parking lots along Shelter Island Drive.
Bicycling along Scott Street and around Shelter Island is a beautiful, climate conscious ride and mobility choice
which I enjoy daily, however large volumes of on‐street parking make it unsafe without a proper bike lane. I
have been car "doored" in the past and this is due to the lack of a safe bike lane.

 Scott Street is an import link and the safest bicycling alternative to a high volume, high speed Rosecrans Street.
This street should be accommodating and include a bike lane for residents and visitors to safely travel to the
beaches, parks and business along the Port Tidelands. Many cars travel at high speeds and use Scott Street as a
"cut through" to get out to Naval Base Point Loma during peak commute times and this makes this very
dangerous for anyone riding a bicycle.

 Support for Mobility Hubs to accommodate and promote bicycling, transit use and less single occupant vehicle
travel. A green Port should prioritize mobility choices; especially safe, connected bicycle and pedestrian paths
and networks. Mobility Hubs should include good end of trip accommodation (secure bike parking). Businesses
will benefit from these Hubs if proper bike parking is included.

 Support for Public Transit and free shuttles to circulate visitors and residents throughout waterfront area,
including both Shelter and Harbor Island.

 Support for shade trees and natural landscaping.
 Support these and other actions that show concern for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and Climate Action,

including the mobility goals of the City of San Diego's Climate Action Plan.

Thank you. 

Andy Hanshaw 
2928 Talbot Street  
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From: Angela Bingham <angela.m.bingham@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Port Master Plan Comments

To Whom It May Concern: 

I write to you as a born and raised Point Loma resident. Though my Point Loma tenure is much less impressive 
than many of the other letter writers (born 1989 - proud millennial chiming in!) I feel I have enough experience 
with Point Loma/Shelter Island life to give an informed opinion.  

Before I talk about the plan, I would like to express my disappointment in the Community Discussion process. 
Your website lists 4 sessions, all in the month of June and none in Point Loma. Ignoring the fact that June is 
the end of the school year for many schools (and thus an incredibly busy time for families), holding all of your 
public sessions in a span of fewer than 30 days severely limits the amount of people who can attend. I 
attended one of the open sessions before the master plan was released and was happy to talk with actual Port 
representatives. I was hoping for a chance to attend another one but wasn’t able to.  
I perused the previously submitted letters and saw some that alluded to Community Discussions on Coronado 
and at the Point Loma Library. Why were those not published on your webpage? I’m also on your email list, 
why was that information not sent out? I get the impression that you don’t actually care about public input, but I 
would be ecstatic if I were proven wrong.  

Moving on. 

I would like to bring your attention to your Mission Statement (1.1 Port Master Plan) and highlight a glaring 
omission: there is no mention of preserving the culture, heritage and livability of our communities among your 
listed objectives. 

This highly disturbing omission encapsulates everything wrong with how the Port 
District has managed our waterfront in the past. We're counting on you to do better 
in the future.

You can ask any longtime Point Loma resident about the culture of Shelter Island, or spend some time here 
yourself. We are not Los Angeles, we are not Malibu, we are not even Pacific Beach. We are our own unique 
community with a culture and history worth preserving. We are not the biggest tourist destination in San Diego, 
and we don’t want to be. San Diego has plenty of tourist hot spots that generate revenue for the city. Please, 
let us have our history, our uniquely maritime culture and our peace. Historical and cultural preservation, done 
right, is still good for business.  

The Port has a history of destroying important community icons and local businesses (Red Sails, Anthony’s, 
etc.) in the name of profit. These businesses were successful enough to survive under normal market 
conditions, but the absurd bidding process for Port land forced them out. I would like to see the Port play an 
active role in preserving long-standing San Diego small businesses. You have already lost the trust of many 
San Diego residents because of your interference in our communities. Yes, you own the land but you don’t 
own us.  
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Looking at your master plan, it would appear that you are once again putting profit ahead of the needs of local 
people. I implore you to think of the people who actually have to live in the places you are trying to develop. 
Destroying old businesses simply because you might make a few bucks more with a new business takes soul 
away from the community.  
One example: I’m probably the exact target demographic for Ketch (a millenial that loves local food and craft 
beer) and I still wish Red Sails were here instead. There’s no soul in Ketch; it’s new, but it’s very sterilized and 
generic. Is this your vision for the rest of Shelter Island? For the rest of the Port? Sterilized, generic, faceless, 
bland, trendy, new for the sake of new? Red Sails had waitresses who had worked there for decades and food 
that families could afford. It wasn’t the fanciest place and it definitely wasn’t gourmet but at least it had history 
and soul. I love all the Brigantine restaurants as much as the next San Diegan but not every waterfront 
restaurant needs to be one.  
 

Stop trying to polish what isn’t meant to be polished. Let Shelter Island stay a little 
unpolished and rusty (salt water is corrosive, after all, and many of us residents are a tad salty). It's a part of 
our community's character and charm. Let it be.  
 
 
 

My thoughts on specific Master Plan elements:  
 
Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits  
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129)  
New Hotel Rooms, etc. East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. West 
Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms  
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms    
 
The Shelter Island area should be focused mainly on maritime industry and resident recreation. Tourism is an 
aspect of our area but not the main focus. The well-being of residents should be first and foremost. Tourism 
brings temporary dollars but you can’t neglect residents forever. 
 
Height Restrictions: PLEASE respect the 30’ limit. Waterfronts have been destroyed by high-rise hotels that 
bring little benefit to residents (but a lot of benefit to developers). Please keep residents’ needs in mind and 
don’t build higher than the limit. It will decrease property values, destroy the view and add more congestion. 
Please no.  
 
Adding hotel rooms: Ok, not sure what you all were thinking but this is absolutely nuts. You want to nearly triple 
the amount of current hotel rooms? There’s no space for that! The area is already congested enough. We like 
our neighborhood as it is, adding hotel rooms brings zero benefits for residents. The area by the airport on 
Harbor Drive is already adding hotels, we don’t need more on Shelter Island. 
 
San Diego has a proud military heritage and we should be honored to play such a big role in our nation’s 
security. That being said, the needs of the military absolutely need to be taken into account (even when not 
directly dealing with military property). Have you thought about what this unfettered development will do to the 
security of our naval bases (or to the large amount of air traffic from the airport)? This seems like a disaster 
waiting to happen. 
 

Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to 
Rosecrans St  
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 (page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide  
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane 
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La Playa path and docks: Keep it as it is, there’s no need to develop the path. It’s a peaceful walk and doesn’t 
need to be turned into a major pedestrian thruway. Also, why are you getting rid of the docks? That makes 
absolutely no sense. They aren’t bothering anyone, they provide a tangible benefit to their owners and they 
enhance the look of the area. This area doesn’t need to be messed with, so don’t do it. Bathrooms and water 
fountains are also a terrible idea, spend your money elsewhere please.  
 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge  
West Shelter Land Subdistrict, PD1.21 (page 129) Develop additional activating features 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina  
 
Walkway through San Diego Yacht Club: Totally unfeasible. Do you really want random people walking around 
while boats are being launched? There are hoists and ramps in constant use throughout the day. That’s a huge 
safety hazard. The club is private but they don’t take up that much waterfront real estate. People can just walk 
around, it’s not that hard, I do it all the time. Don’t put undue stress where it’s not needed.  
 
Activating Features: This is too vague for me to support. Do you mean adding more commercial entities? More 
benches? Public Art? Honestly I wish you just wouldn’t mess with Shelter Island Park. It’s such a pleasant, 
peaceful walking area down by the waterfront and I don’t think you could enhance it in any positive way. We 
have the restaurant on the fishing pier, that is enough commercialization of that area.   
 

Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street  
  
Reducing lanes on Scott Street: It seems like none of you have been to Shelter Island, because this is just 
laughable. WE ARE ALREADY OVERLY CONGESTED. WHY DO YOU WANT TO MAKE TRAFFIC WORSE.  
Not sure if you’ve seen a map recently, but Point Loma is a peninsula. There aren’t that many ways to get in 
and out of the area. We need to protect transportation avenues to avoid constant gridlock (already happening 
at certain times of the day). 
Do you really want to use transit to improve traffic flow? Work with MTS to get more frequent buses and 
smaller (but more agile) shuttles down Rosecrans. Lobby on our behalf for better first and last mile 
transportation. San Diego has a huge problem with public transit, but extending the bike lane on Scott St. will 
do nothing for commuters except make traffic worse.  
 

Planning District Character (page 125)  
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.126 (page 130) Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive  
Shelter Island Planning Area, PD1.50 (page 132) Intensify/Reconfigure Marine Sales and Services  
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.63 (page 133) Encourage Marine Sales and Services Land Uses  
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.65 (page 133) Allow Additional Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 
and Harbor Drive  
Appealable Projects, Table PD1.1 (pages 134 and 135) 70,000 net new sf (West) and 20,000 net new sf (East) 
of non-water oriented retail  
 
Changing the nature of the Shelter Island business district: We are a maritime community (literally dredged 
from the harbor) and our businesses should reflect that. In order to preserve our community culture we should 
NOT add any non-water oriented retail. We don’t need it. If we want to buy something non-water related we 
can go to Liberty Station, literally minutes away. Keep Shelter Island a maritime environment.  
Shelter Island is a working waterfront and the maritime industry is a vital part of our economy and the 
culture of the area. Here, boating isn’t just a rich person’s hobby, it’s a livelihood and a way of life. 
Respect our fishermen, our boat brokers, our marine repair/supply shops, our liveaboards, our 
Olympic sailors and yes, our (rich and not-so-rich) hobby boaters too.  
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By reading your Master Plan, it seems that you are creating solutions for problems that don’t exist, as well as 
just creating more problems in general. How about trying to solve some problems that actually *do* exist?  
 
Public Transit - the Mobility Hubs are interesting ideas, but how do they help commuting residents? That’s 
where most of the traffic comes from. It seems that the Hubs mainly serve tourists by connecting popular 
tourist destinations along the waterfront. It would be nice to see how you plan to incorporate them into our 
(sadly inadequate) public transportation system in order to benefit locals, especially in the Point Loma/Shelter 
Island area. I'd also love to see some more ideas about public water transit, particularly in areas impacted by 
traffic (like Point Loma and Coronado) with a consideration for first/last mile. Perhaps the morning commute of 
the future includes a ferry ride? 
Parking - If you take all the money you were going to spend on totally unnecessary developments and put it 
into underground parking structures instead we would all benefit. 
Homelessness - We can't talk about San Diego without bringing this up. Another option for the money you 
won't be using on unnecessary developments is working with the city to address this issue (rampant on Port 
property). We talk in circles about it all the time but what if the Port District was the entity that finally came up 
with a good solution? That would benefit the city WAY more than tearing down historic docks, getting rid of 
traffic lanes or forcing small businesses to get unneeded renovations.  
Preserving San Diego history and culture - San Diego has undergone rapid and systemic gentrification, and it 
shows no signs of slowing down. If the Port played an active role in preserving the culture of the diverse 
communities it serves San Diego would be changed for the better.  
Support local businesses - You don’t even have to actually support our local businesses, just don’t make it 
impossible for them to succeed. Stop creating arbitrary and ridiculous development standards for them. Get rid 
of the bidding process and let local businesses be, or at least reform it so that small, local places have a 
fighting chance.  
 

None of us want our communities sold off to the highest bidders. Please help us 
preserve our heritage, culture and way of life.  
 
 

Thank you for your time and attention, 
 
Angela Bingham 
 
Contact: angela.m.bingham@gmail.com, (619) 346-3572 
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From: Angie Keus <AKeus@arrowheadgrp.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:31 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Marlin Club and surrounding areas!

Importance: High

What is going on?  You are tearing about the heart and soul of San Diego history and community and turning into a 
concert tourist area.  There are so few areas left in San Diego that natives can enjoy and feel like the coast hasn’t been 
altered!  

The Marlin Club in particular is not just for fishing, they are a community partner for PLHS and other local schools and 
groups.  WHY is this happening?  $$$$ That is the only thing I can think of. 

ANGIE KEUS 
 

VICE PRESIDENT
 

Arrowhead General Insurance Agency, Inc. 
701 B Street, Suite 2100, San Diego,  CA  92101
  

T:  619-881-8450 
C: 619-549-4633 
 

AKeus@arrowheadgrp.com
CA License #0699809  
 

| ArrowheadGrp.com
 

 

Producers or policyholders cannot bind, alter or cancel coverage except through ArrowheadExchange.com or in writing by authorized 
representative of Arrowhead General Insurance Agency, Inc. or its affiliates. Coverage cannot be assumed to be bound without express 
confirmation from ArrowheadExchange.com or an authorized representative of Arrowhead General Insurance Agency, Inc. or its affiliates.  

E‐mails sent on behalf of Arrowhead General Insurance Agency, Inc. and affiliates may contain proprietary, confidential or privileged information 
intended solely for the addressee. If you are not the intended recipient, any use, copying disclosure, dissemination or distribution is strictly 
prohibited. If you received the message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return E‐Mail, delete the communication and destroy all 
copies.  

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in the email communication, including attachments, is privileged and confidential. It is 
intended only for the exclusive use of the addressee. If the reader is not the intended recipient, or the employee, or the agent responsible for 
delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of the communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received the email communication in error please notify Arrowheads Privacy Coordinator by return email or telephone 
immediately.  

YouZoom Insurance Services, Inc. is an affiliate of Arrowhead General Insurance Agency, Inc. 
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From: Ann Porter <annporter46@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Dear Port Commissioners: 

I would like to express my concern about the proposed development which is being considered for the north shore of 
Coronado.  As a nearby resident, I am a regular patron of the Ferry Landing restaurants and use the walkway several 
times a week.  The current development, despite needing some sprucing up, provides a very desirable atmosphere and 
recreational opportunity for residents, tourists and many other San Diego visitors.  Its scale is appropriate for the 
medium density residential and commercial surroundings.  I see such a wide diversity of people using this bayfront to 
enjoy the city view, listen to a concert, shop, eat, bike, kayak, fish, or just sit on the beach.  This is a true public space 
which can be accessed by anyone in the region, and has proven to be a popular destination. 

The proposed large hotel will destroy much of what makes this spot special ‐ a resource that everyone in San Diego can 
use.  The empty lot next to Il Fornaio should be used to enhance the recreational opportunities for visitors rather than 
reducing public access for the benefit of a few tourists.  The bayfront is a LIMITED resource, and what is still available for 
San Diego's citizens to use should remain open for as long as possible.  If anything, we could increase the public access to 
the Ferry Landing without burdening our bridge and streets by providing additional ferry service and docks for visiting 
boaters. 

The other main reason for my objection to a much denser development is that the infrastructure cannot handle any 
additional building.  Just this past winter the sewer system overflowed significantly during two rainstorms, making First 
St. impassable and the entire Ferry Landing project inaccessible.  I can't understand why anyone would think that it's 
reasonable to overburden the inadequate system any further.  Additionally, the traffic congestion on Coronado is 
already a serious problem that will surely be exacerbated by the addition of a significant number of hotel rooms.   

I hope that the Port Commission will reconsider this portion of it's master plan to make use of  this area in way that truly 
benefits the citizens of Coronado and the San Diego area.   

Sincerely, 

Ann Porter  
1220 1st. St. #306 
Coronado, CA 
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From: arlene858@cox.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: New Plan

We do NOT need a huge hotel on the west end of Shelter Island!    Have you considered the traffic problems 
that would bring??  The traffic in Point Loma is already a problem!   And, widening Scott St. – already a 
crowded problem.   The proposed  300 Rooms on the east end of Shelter Island is already backed up many 
times.  And, you plan to “ease the height limit”.   Outrageous!   That is why those limits were put in 
place.   Please do not alter them!  

The promenade – terrible idea!   Do you want to invite all the problems the Mission Beach Boardwalk has to 
Point Loma??  Why??    Do that many people walk along Spanish Landing??   I seldom see any. 

Please use common sense when dealing with these matters. 

Arlene P. Simpson 
858 Rosecrans St. 
San Diego, CA 92106 

Resident of Point Loma for 65 years 
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From: J Ford <j@thejfords.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed La Playa Modifications

As a 54 year resident of San Antonio Place, I would like to comment on your proposed modifications of the La Playa area. 

PD1.30  I agree with no future piers. 
PD1.31  I disagree with the removal of existing private piers.  There are numerous existing piers on the bay, San Diego 
Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club and those on Shelter Island.  The La Playa piers are historic and represent San 
Diego history.   
PD1.34  The path as it exists should not encroach any closer to private residences. 
PD1.35  I strongly disagree that pedestrian amenities and public safety features be added.  The La Playa Trail/Beach 
cannot accommodate any more vehicles parked than what exists now.  It is difficult to find parking in front of my own 
home now.  More amenities would encourage more traffic and parking issues.   

La Playa is a hidden jewel and should not be ruined in any way.  Nearby Shelter Island provides broad public access, 
parking and amenities which are currently under‐utilized.  Not every piece of Port land needs to be developed for 
intense public use. 

Sincerely, 

August J. Felando 
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From: Ben Swanson <swanson.benjamin@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please do not remove shelter island boat ramp parking

Please do not remove shelter island boat ramp trailer parking.  The city just spent the last 3 years and millions of dollars 
remodeling the the boat launch.  I and countless numbers of my friends and family use that ramp all year to launch our 
boat.  It is best place to launch in San Diego.   

Ben Swanson 
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From: Ben Wood <ben@bwoodinsurance.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objection to portions of redevelopment plan

To whom it may concern, 

I join others in being strongly opposed to the new Port redevelopment plan.  It simply 
lacks common sense.  As a city, there are much more pressing needs and demands on 
our finances!  Let’s use our resources wisely.  

1. The Shelter Island launch ramp is one of the busiest boat launch ramps on the West
Coast.  The new plan removes most of the parking.  Millions of dollars were just spent
on this ramp’s renovation!  Now there is a proposal to render it virtually worthless by
eliminating most of the parking.  A public boat launch is not valuable unless boaters
have a place to park their trucks and trailers.  Why spend the money on a new ramp and
then undercut it with no parking?

2. The San Diego Yacht Club.  There are already ample pathways for safe walking around
this yacht club.  Waterfront walking through the club would be dangerous as there are
two working overhead boat hoists that would have to go over the proposed pathways
and endanger the walking public.  Furthermore, it’s a waste of public funds, as there are
already sidewalks and a path in place for a short, but scenic, walk that diverts around
this private club.  Do not waste public money on this endeavor.  Lastly, the SDYC’s use of
Port property generates a positive revenue stream in the form of rent. Suspending the
lease agreement would go the other direction and be a negative cost.  As a city, we
should not be turning down revenue generating opportunities when there is little public
need or interest in such property.

3. La Playa docks.  These docks are part of San Diego’s history.  They are beautiful and
part of the fabric of our waterfront.  They are also historic.  They even pre‐date the Port
of San Diego.  Yes, they were here before you guys!  San Diego would not be San Diego if
it were not for these docks.  They first serviced ships coming into our beautiful harbor in
the 1800’s, as their goods were then carted via horse and wagon down the La Playa Trail
(now Rosecrans) into Old Town.  It would be a travesty to remove this integral part of
San Diego’s history!

The Port is beautiful and a large part of what makes us America’s Finest City.  Spend our 
money wisely!  This plan, in its current form, is not needed and is a frivolous waste of 
taxpayer resources.  San Diego has enough construction disruption already.  Don’t 
destroy our peaceful waterfront! 
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Regards, 
Ben Wood 
Concerned citizen, local business owner, philanthropist and Point Loma resident  

 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  
Ben Wood 
B Wood Insurance Agency Inc. 
Office (619) 298‐7361 x 201 
Fax (619) 374‐2170 
www.bwoodinsurance.com 
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From: Bernadette Cale <appletini2@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save the Marlin Club

Please save the Marlin Club of San Diego. This is home and a special place for local San Diego fishermen and their 
families. It provides a sense of community and family for our community.   San Diego needs to maintain as much local 
historical spots as possible. We don’t need more tourists and people taking over our wonderful city.   This is a a 
landmark that belongs to local fishermen.  Please don’t force it to close.   

Thank you,  
Bernadette Cale 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Beth & Dan <bethndan@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:47 AM
To: kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 

jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; chriscate@sandiego.gov; 
scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port 
Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; 
Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: Port of San Diego masterplan

To whom it may concern, 

The Port of San Diego masterplan seems to support tourists more than our local citizens when it 
comes to the Point Loma area that you are trying to re-develop.  The ports mission statement to 
"protect the tidelands"  and "provide community benefit through a balanced approach" does not seem 
to be taken into consideration in the masterplan.   It all looks like it is meant to provide benefit to 
hoteliers and tourists.. 

I live on Rosecrans Street near Talbot Street.   We are already inundated with literally thousands and 
thousand of cars, trucks and motorcycles a day commuting to the submarine base at the end of Point 
Loma.  The traffic comes in via Rosecrans, Scott Street, and Harbor Blvd.  Have any of you been 
made aware of just how much traffic uses these streets on a daily basis?  I have a hard time even 
getting out of my driveway many hours during the day.  And I know that the US Navy is adding more 
submarines, more buildings and more employees to the base in the future which equals even more 
traffic.   I have witnessed many times where emergency vehicles have a hard time making their way 
along Rosecrans street in front of my home, with traffic at a complete standstill during commuting 
hours. 

Opening up the "la playa trail" to even more people is a terrible idea.  Public bathrooms and a parking 
lot at Talbot and Anchorage?  Have you even seen the bathrooms on Shelter Island?  They are a 
complete mess, no doors, no toilet paper, filthy dirty.  The port doesn't seem to be able to maintain 
the bathrooms they already have.   Bessemer Beach cannot support a bunch of tourists and still 
maintain the delicate balance of nature that exists  there.   It is accessible to anyone who wants to 
use it now, why does the Port insist making it a "destination"  The trash and litter will effect the wildlife 
that exists along the trail.  It will bring crime and more homeless into our neighborhood.The residents 
who live in the area are basically the ones who maintain the path now, and its perfect the way it is. 

Traffic from Shelter Island is already backed up to Rosecrans on the weekends with the new boat 
launch open.  How can it possible support 1600 more hotel rooms?  You are kidding yourself if you 
think "mobilty hubs" and ride sharing will be utilized.  I watch empty San Diego MTS buses go past 
my home all day.   Nobody is utilizing the transit we already have.  Nobody is "ridesharing"   This plan 
will be a disaster for all the homeowners who call Point Loma home, and it is extremely unfair to all of 
us who have worked hard to live here, and pay the high property taxes associated with owning homes 
on the Point. 



2

PLEASE DON'T PAVE OVER PARADISE AND PUT UP A PARKING LOT!!!   You can never go back 
once it's ruined    
 
Beth Collado 
940 Rosecrans Street 
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From: Betty Becker <bettybecker@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port District Master Plan Draft for Shelter Island area

Dear Commissioners, 

I am very much opposed to the proposed Port District’s Master Plan draft for the Shelter Island area. 

To add 1300 more hotel rooms on West Shelter Island and 300 more rooms on East Shelter Island would cause a traffic 
nightmare for the entire area including Rosecrans St. which is vital to the Naval Station.  It would completely change the 
feeling for the area and the marine businesses that are crucial to our port.   

Putting a public walkway between the land facilities of San Diego Yacht Club, where the boat hoists are located, and the 
water would be a public safety hazard.  No one should be walking under hoisted boats!  Also, security would be 
compromised.   

Narrowing Scott Street would also create more traffic on Rosecrans Street creating problems for the Navy. 

Please consider my comments in your upcoming discussion. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Becker 
San Diego resident since 1959 



1

From: bill.ewing <bill.ewing@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Port Master Plan Discussion Draft April 2019

In general, I find the proposed plan vague, and, loaded with buzz words. Based on what I read for the Point 
Loma/Shelter Island area it appeared that it was written without actually surveying the area in question and no 
consideration given to the physical impediment for implementing many of the requirements. Much of what is proposed 
appears to be a wish list as if there was a blank slate, and has no consideration for reality. It only serves to reduce the 
credibility of the authors.  

As a resident of Point Loma living on Rosecrans St., I feel that this plan will have a seriously detrimental impact on the 
property values of every resident on the east side of Point Loma. The change in height limits for buildings (PD 1.19) on 
Shelter Island, and the addition of up to 1300 hotel rooms (Table PD 1.1) will negatively alter their view of the bay, 
thereby reducing property values. Additionally, this will increase the quantity of vehicles on Shelter Island increasing 
pollution levels. Consider that most, if not all, people currently renting rooms on Shelter Island arrive by car, either 
personal or rented. This is not going to change. Based on my personal experience with public transit in San Diego, if 
visitors are forced to rely on public transit they would not have a positive experience, and would be unlikely to return. 
San Diego public transit takes too long the get anywhere visitors would want to visit. 

Changing public parking on Shelter Island as outlined in PD 1.19 will greatly reduce the number of available spaces in an 
area where there isn't enough parking now. The existing lots fill up on weekend and nights when there are special 
events on Shelter Island.  

PD 1.23 touches on maintaining view corridors from several streets. I don't see how these view corridors could be 
maintained through an area where you propose to add 1300 additional hotel rooms. By the time a 30° to 45° corridor 
is extended to Shelter Island for each of the streets mentioned, any building higher than the existing buildings 
will be blocking the corridor. 

Of note, presentations of this were not held in Point Loma, where a large number of affected citizens live, until 
mid-July. I'm sure there is a lot more I could comment on, but the time it took for us affected to become aware 
of what is being proposed has reduced my ability to fully review this plan. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Ewing 

645 Rosecrans St. 

San Diego, CA 92106 

Member, La Playa Yacht Club 

Member, Silver Gate Yacht Club 
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From: Brad Baron <baronbrad@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter island parking & marlin club

Board of Port Commissioners & San Diego Coastal Commission. Please have a understanding to the history and tradition 
of San Diego's ocean and bay boating activitys. I was born and raised in San Diego and allot of my fondest memorys have 
come from the rich fishing history of San Diego. Departing and returning from Shelter Island with our car and trailer 
parked safe 

I was raised on a San Diego sea bluff and always loved watching the private boaters off our coast that departed from 
Shelter Island San Diego. Seeing the private boats sparked my interest that has evolved into a life long love for being on 
the oceans water. I always wondef3d where the ptivate boats were coming from as a child. I will never forget the first 
time I saw shelter islands launching and parking facility's  

The new Shelter Island launch ramp is greatly appreciated and a asset to the history of San Diego's boating community. 
Including where to park while out on a bay or ocean excursion. San Diego has always been home to a large variety of 
boating activitys. The Shelter Island launch ramp and parking has been a huge part in introducing children to the ocean 
and visitors and researchers. While giving San Diego's residents a place to launch our boats with family and friends. 
Including a safe place to park. 

Please never even consider moving the parking next to Shelter Island launch ramp. That would be removing a part of San 
Diego's proud ocean history by having less accessibility and less interest. 

The Marlin Club is also a amazing famous historical site that is still used to this day. Not including the Marlin Club into 
San Diego's Master Plans would be a huge insult to the San Diego fishing community while burring decades of 
achievements and accomplishments. That were achieved departing from Shelter Island and its parking. Many feets have 
made the news. Please do not erase those memorys 

Sincerely, Brad  
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From: Brian Stanford <btstanford@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:12 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Letter

To Whom It May Concern, 

As stewards of the tidelands, I hope you will focus your efforts on true improvements to that which you are designated 

to protect.  As it stands now, at least with regard to the Point Loma and Shelter Island, it looks as though you are trying 

to solve problems that do not exist, creating problems that will impact the surrounding community and its environment, 

and continuing to waste time and money.  Admittedly I have not had or made the time to go through the entire updated 

master plan, but what follows highlights some of my strongest oppositions to your “improvements” 

Your desire to increase hotel capacity in and around Shelter Island is something I cannot support in any way, shape or 

form.  Point Loma, much like Coronado, is already a densely packed and overcrowded space.  With limited ingress and 

egress coupled with a lack of infrastructure for any kind of practical public transit in the area, you will be exacerbating a 

growing problem. 

Along the lines of increased hotel capacity, I am vehemently opposed to lifting the 30 foot height restriction in the Point 

Loma/Shelter Island area.  Along with issues noted above, the area needs to remain a community/neighborhood, not an 

urban jungle. 

Your desire to increase waterfront access is admirable but impractical.  Much of our waterfront is accessible to the 

public.  Shelter Island, Harbor Island, many areas throughout the downtown area and more have great public 

access.  Ripping through various leaseholds to reengineer existing facilities at boatyards, marinas and yacht clubs is a 

travesty to organizations that have been in existence longer than the Unified Port of San Diego.  If you want to improve 

access, why not look at various ship yards in the Chula Vista and National City areas as well as MCRD and the Point Loma 

Sub Base? 

I am also opposed to the notion you have of “improvements” to the La Playa trail and adding any facilities at the foot of 

Talbot Street.  If I felt that you have any true aspirations of beautifying the area and adding facilities that would be 

properly maintained, my opinion might change.  “Paving paradise to put up a parking lot” is becoming all too common 

and this natural beauty needs to be preserved.  Any added facilities to the La Playa trail head or anywhere along the 

path will only amount to places to increase drug use and attract urine or worse soaked floors/facilities.  Look at public 

restrooms along Ocean Beach, Mission Beach, Pacific Beach, Shelter Island, Liberty Station and more to find the future of 

any restrooms and other facilities; they are generally disgusting.   

Leave the docks along the La Playa trail alone.  They add an aesthetic to the area that people who actually do use the 

area enjoy.  The homeowners purchased their homes with those as a part of their purchase.  They are hurting no one 

and causing no significant problems.  You don’t want to add any new construction, fine, but do not invade the lives of 

the homeowners.  Are you going to attempt to do the same in the Coronado Cays?  Leave well enough alone. 

Additional transient storage is another item that I oppose, in large part because of what lack of control you have on the 

existing transient movement.  The Shelter Island Yacht Basin is invaded every weekend with a wide variety of 

boats.  That I have no problem with.  What I do have a problem with is the number of boats that have sunk, that pour 

out buckets full of human and animal waste, and their general disregard for safety and the environment.  Spend money 

to empower the Harbor Police to check for functioning holding tanks, increase patrols and increase their presence so 

they can do more to protect people and waterways. 
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One item I do support in the area is the increasing of san deposition at Kellogg’s Beach.  I hope that in so doing, you 

might put measures in place to prevent, or at least dramatically slow down, the movement of sand north towards the La 

Playa Basin.  If you are just going to dump a bunch of sand to increase the beach size without taking other measures, you 

will find the beach as small as it is now within the next 20 years.   

As stewards of our precious natural resources and the landlords to so many tenants, I would love to see you do things 

that will actually improve our waterfront.  The new boat ramp on Shelter Island looks great!  Spend money to do things 

that will improve water quality in the SIYB and America’s Cup Harbor.  Find ways to improve water quality in South 

Bay.  And not little bandages on the gaping wound that currently exists.  The environmental department’s attempts at 

clean water have been short sighted and insanely expensive considering the minor improvements.  Open up some 

culverts under Shelter Island drive, stop wasting money on the asinine bottom cleaning contraption near the police 

dock.  Spend money on properly maintaining the facilities you do have before worrying about “what’s next”. 

I know you need money.  We all do.  I know these “improvements” are, in part, there to help you obtain more 

money.  All of your proposed hotel rooms will certainly work to improve your bottom line.  Thin out your staff in your 

increasingly ominous bureaucratic staff.  Spend more time, energy, and effort to get the airport back under your 

jurisdiction.  It felt like times were much better for your tenants and your neighbors when you were sitting on that cash 

cow.   

Your disgruntled neighbor, 

Brian Stanford 
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From: Darlene Gifford <dargifford@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:46 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port master plan Shelter Island/La Playa

Dear Commissioners, We are writing to address the proposed changes to the Port of San Diego Master Plan regarding 
the Shelter Island/LaPlaya area. We live on the La Playa trail. We understand the difficulty of balancing the needs of the 
entire community with the needs of local residents. The changes made over recent years to Shelter Island have added 
to its desirability while only minimally decreasing its historical charm. My primary concern about the current draft plan is 
the intention to build such large hotels which would drastically change the landscape for visitors and residents. 
Thoughtfully designed 2-story buildings will allow Shelter Island to retain its quaint, hometown vibe, but taller hotels 
would damage the relaxing, authentic feel we currently have. We have been members of SDCC for over 30 years. We 
have sailed around Shelter Island, even before joining the yacht club and are familiar with its history. The boat yards 
and fishing areas are essential to the neighborhood. Shelter Island has the unique benefit of actually being used for 
maritime purposes and tourism. Communal spaces such as the fire pits and picnic tables and other improvements that 
encourage public usage should have priority over commercial growth. If the proportion of commercialization outweighs 
the natural beauty and historical charm, the entire island would lose its appeal. With respect to the La Playa Trail, some 
improvements would be welcomed, such as protecting the trail from erosion. However, please be judicious when 
making decisions regarding changes to the Talbot Street trail head. The proposal to give it prominence brings to mind 
what was done to the space near the harbor police offices at The proposal to give it prominence brings to mind what 
was done to the space near the harbor police offices at the end of the island. Specifically, the Pearl of the Pacific 
artwork that was put in some years ago is beautiful. However, it is not used by people. People do walk past it, but that 
space isn’t used to sit and relax and watch or feel nature. In fact, that structure somewhat cuts off the holistic feeling of 
being practically on the water. Another example of artwork that’s beautiful but actually interrupts the visual and 
pedestrian space, is the structure near the roundabout that replaced a traditional gazebo. Even though the Pacific Portal 
is a striking structure, it is not used by people. It’s another example of the artwork being more important than use of the 
space. Please do not sacrifice usable, people-oriented open space for art work that minimizes connection to the natural 
world. I enjoy seeing "statement" artwork, however this would not be appropriate for the Talbot Street trail head. It needs 
to be something much more user-friendly, interactive and part of the environment. It should encourage meditation and 
relaxation rather than a piece of art that focuses more on looking and not touching. Furthermore, there is a plaque 
dedicated to Chinese fishermen that should be the focal point of any design concept; I hope that part of history is not 
lost in these changes. Please acknowledge receipt of this email if possible and thank you for all you do. Brooks and 
Darlene Gifford 
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From: brooks gifford <bgiffordjr@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Protecting the ambiance of Shelter Island

I have enjoyed sailing around Shelter Island and in San Diego bay for over 40 years.  Shelter Island provides a unique 
experience for locals and tourists.  Additional commercial development will tend to destroy this experience.  Any 
structures higher than two stories will detract from this unique experience. 

The present ingress and egress via one lane in each direction is often congested.  Additional commercial development 
will only worsen this situation. 

I oppose any further commercial development.  I oppose any changes to the La Playa trail, other to protect it from 
erosion. 

Brooks Gifford 
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From: brooks gifford <bgiffordjr@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update

Please send me all updates, changes regarding the PMPU and please send me the dates of future Community 
Discussions. 

Thank you 

Brooks Gifford 
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From: CARLOS PEREZ <carlostecate@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:09 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands 
properties for the good of all San Diego County residences.  

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects 
along the bay tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks 
and beaches which the public and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any 
observer that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District 
Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the 
same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It 
is an inalienable right of every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it 
cannot be taken away nor traded to any environmental group, developer, Public Agency or 
private group. 

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access 
rights of South San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure 
investment or projects which equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of 
San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of 
Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be 
produced. 
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From: cotter1031@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments from the Master Community Plan

To the Port of San Diego: 

I am a life long resident of Point Loma.  I can remember the development of both Shelter and Harbor Islands both of which 
have become an asset to our community primarily because they are at a SCALE which encourages the use of the nature 
beauty in combination with the use of the properties exclusively for marine related activities.   

As a Real Estate Broker in this community I am keenly aware of the benefits of living near the Harborside.  At one time I 
was also trying to have a commercial business on Shelter Island and after reading the approved uses for Shelter Island, I 
realized that even with a company named BY THE SEA REALTY, I did not meet the criteria that had been set out to keep 
the Port District in a use for what it was intended. 

Over many many years, Shelter Island has been an important part of my families life. We and other Pt Loma families have 
enjoyed Easter Picnics on the Island.  I have enjoyed taking photos of Downtown from this location.  My cousin enjoys 
fishing from the Island and we often have taken walks with family members on the Island.  It is is quiet and it is enjoyable 
and it permits you an opportunity to exercise as well as to commune with nature.   
Tommorrow, our Point Loma/Ocean Beach Association of Realtors will have a wonderful picnic on Shelter Island.   
 In his later years, My Dad who was a Coach at both San Diego High School in the 50's and Dana Jr High School after 
that enjoyed walking on Shelter Island to help combat the effect of Parkinsons' Disease.   
Some of the worst ideas I have seen are the friendship bell and the other statue which detract from the natural beauty of 
the area.  There is no reason for this "monuments".   
The Fishing Statue which commerates the men who built the ROSEVILLE area of Point Loma by working their trade is 
tasteful and appropriate because it reflects what happens on the ocean.  It also isn't on the shoreline, it is pulled back a 
way and it is quite lovely. 
Please don't bother to spend money the City doesn't have for ARTWORK which for some may be for beautiful but for 
others it is a waste of resources.  I fall into the latter category, particularly when you have something as beautiful as our 
waterfronts!   

I would implore you to not scrap your plans to increase the density with more hotels in the Point Loma area.  We have 
already been bombarded with NTC and Liberty Station and now developers who don't give a hoot about developing 
"affordable housing---nor should they".  but who also have found loopholes and are building above what has been 
KNOWN height restrictions for years in this area.  Basically the density is going to destroy this community and for 
what?  IF it aint broke.. don't fix it!  This whole City seems to be an uncontrolled growth phase with no thought about how 
this will impact those who ACTUALLY LIVE HERE AND PAY THE PROPERTY TAXES!    I FEEL LIKE ABSOLUTELY 
NO ONE IS LISTENING TO THE CITIZENS OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO AND THAT WE ARE ON A RUN AWAY 
TRAIN. 

If you need help..  I'm a Real Estate Broker and I'd be happy to share with you even more reasons why many faucets of 
this Master Plan will net undesirable effects.   

Thank you for your consideration, 
I am opposed to your Master Plan as to Point Loma, Shelter Island  

Sincerely, 

Carole Otterstad 
By The Sea Realty 
BRE #00881132 
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From: Carrie Davis <carrie7davis@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update impacts on Coronado

To whom it may concern, 

My family and I are permanent residents of Coronado. I am aware that the Port Authority is a self-supporting public-
benefit corporation that was established by California legislation to manage the Port and the lands surrounding, 
including Coronado's Ferry Landing and Tideland Park. I often enjoy taking my paddle-board to Tidelands Park 
and looking for sting rays and birds. I go to happy hour at restaurants at the Ferry Landing. I also enjoy the 
Farmer's market on Tuesdays and the commuter options for the Ferry provided for Coronado residents. I 
consider these lands a great service to the local community. I think the Port of San Diego is so far doing a 
great job of working with our community on management and upkeep of these areas. I would like to see this 
partnership continue.  

Master Plan Concerns: 
 I Object to: 
- the development of a new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.
- Coronado does not need any more high rises. The 40ft height limit should be preserved.
- Bayfront that focuses on 'visitor serving' and 'attracting visitors' but fails to recognize to impact on
existing adjacent residents.
- Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen traffic problems.
- Any uses that removes any existing natural areas vital to the coastal/bay wildlife.
Please Include:
‐ Expanding open space and landscaping consistent to attracting more nature to Coronado.
‐ Keep in mind Coronado's history with the redevelopment design.
‐ Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area to
attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Create a living shoreline remove revetment.
‐ Preserve Shoreline Park as Open Space and continue to update with native plantings to promote environmental
preservation and enjoyment for visitors and residents. (Great place to take board and look at nurse sharks and local
birds)
‐ Thoughtfulness with updates to types of water mobility in the areas that are wildlife habitats.

I am concerned about environmental and density impacts of the Proposed Master Plan. As a resident I'm 
highly aware of the pressures of development on this once quiet navy community. This area is not only a 
residential community. It is also home to a Naval base and Air Station that has employees that live and 
commute here on a daily basis. This is not just a resort town. 

I am concerned about how many more tourists Coronado can support and how that will impact the charm and 
livability that originally brought people to this town.  

Sincerely, Carrie Davis 
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From: Cathy Frost <frostranch@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update

Please PRESERVE Our Historic Docks, Charming Shelter Island, and the  La Playa Path. 

I was born in San Diego at Mercy Hospital in 1952, 100 YEARS after my first relatives arrived in San Diego.  My Great 
Grandmother arrived from France. She came by boat around the Cape Horn. She brought with her  a piece of furniture, I 
treasure and enjoy, in my home today.  She met and married my Great Grandfather in the Whaley House in Old Town. 

My Grandfather's FAMILY arrived in1882.  My husband's Grandfather and family arrived in 1896. They built their first 
home on Broadway Street.  The family continues to own and maintain that home today. 

Many family members have built homes in Point Loma.  These homes continue to be inhabited by family who maintain 
them for future generations. 

Many years ago,  Point Loma was all dirt and the bay was swampy.  My husband's Grandfather,  Albert A Frost, build his 
home in 1937, on San Elijo.  His granddaughter lives there today. Albert also built the house next door for his sister, who 
moved from their family home on Broadway, to join him in Point Loma.  Albert's two sons built homes in Point Loma in 
the early 1950's,  Both of these homes are still being lived in and maintained by their children and grandchildren. 

My  Grandfather, Paul J. Hartley moved from his family home in North Park to Point Loma.  My father, William R. 
Hartley, build the home I spent the first 18 years of my life.  My sister's children live there now. 

My father and Grandfather were both City Councilmen.  They served our city and community.  They helped start the 
Point Loma Beautiful Committee.  We planted the Jacaranda trees around Point Loma.  As a child I helped place the flags 
out, on Sundays, along Rosecrans Street. 

 My family helped make this little bit of paradise.  They have passed on but CHARMING SHELTER ISLAND, and the PATH 
along the bay with the HISTORIC DOCKS.... LIVE ON.  

 My Grandfather's sailboat, Wings, a PC, number 8, was built at Kettenburgs, a local boat yard.  She  is now at the 
maritime museum in San Diego. For many years her home was the Wyatts dock.  My grandfather painted and 
maintained that dock for many years of his life.  Over the years he took thousands of people sailing.  He went sailing 
every day, inviting all to join him, including, Vice President Agnew's daughters, who attended our  church service one 
Sunday.  I was along on that sail.      

My family and many other have been involved in creating this little bit of paradise.  They have BUILT, MAINTAINED and 
been GUARDIANS to preserve this treasure for our FUTURE. 

If you allow the BIG MONEY to come in and use us to make more MONEY...they will build.....DESTROY..... leave and go on 
to another lovely spot to destroy again ,to make more MONEY. It is all about the MONEY.  You will take all that we have 
created and DESTROY it with your proposed plan. 

PLEASE take the TIME to make a plan to PRESERVE our PAST so it remains there for our FUTURE. 

THANK YOU !! 
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Sincerely, Catherine Hartley Frost 
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From: C Bell <ckbell@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:20 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@costal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; rconigilio@portofsandiego.org; Jason Giffen; 
ssummer@portofsandiego.org

Subject: Port of San Diego draft "Master Plan Update," comments

I am writing to express several of my concerns regarding 
the new draft Port Master Plan and particularly the part of the 
plan involving the Pt. Loma area. 

    First – the proposed plan appears to have been developed 
with inadequate notice to or input from the local citizens who 
will be effected for the next 30 years. 

    Second – the proposed hotel room increase on Shelter Island 
will make a bad density and traffic problem intolerable.  The 
proposal to apply to the Coastal Commission for waiver of the 
30’ height restriction (for the financial benefit of the 
district and a few developers) is very disturbing and 
opposed.  Shelter Island has a personality that the Port should 
be protecting (and not proposing a new Miami Beach). 

    Third – The proposal to narrow Scott Street should to North 
Harbor Drive needs to be explained.  It is busy now, especially 
at commute times. 

Fourth – portions of the proposed changes to shore line 
public walkways need review and explanation. 

Fifth – other proposed changes to historic land use are 
punitive (particularly regarding the few existing remaining 
docks in La Playa).  Why change? 

Sixth – not having carefully reviewed the entire draft plan 
there are certain to be other concerns. 

While now aware the plan has been under development for 
several years, neither we nor most of our neighbors had any 
knowledge until the last several weeks of the effort or of these 
particular proposals.  Recent local meetings seem to have been 
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in the nature of the Port’s attempting to explain and sell a 
plan that has already been finalized (i.e. – and not including 
that community in the actual development of a plan). 

Thank you, Charles Bell 

 
Charles K. Bell  
1560 Scott Street  
San Diego, CA 92106-2333  
Phone: (619) 226-4500  
Fax: (619) 226-4530  
e-mail: ckbell@sbcglobal.net  
 
*************************************************************  
This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended for the receipt and use by the intended addressee(s), and may contain confidential and 
privileged information. If you are not an intended recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized use or distribution of 
this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 
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From: Charles Sevadjian <skinmd@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Discussion Draft

To: Port of San Diego Planning Department 

I wish to express my opinion regarding PD1.31, which would require removal of existing piers at homeowners’ expense 
within two years of the plan’s certification.  First, if I understand correctly, the Port of San Diego is the legal owner of 
these structures, which were built with permits by the adjoining property owners at their own expense.  These 
homeowners must make the piers open to the public on a daily basis, denying any private ownership rights.  To require 
these citizens to remove the structures under the new Master Plan is a serious abuse of their civil rights and an injustice 
against the public by its government. 
Second, removal of the piers, which are available to the public during daylight hours, serves no apparent redeeming 
purpose.  Structures interrupt the shoreline all along the eastern Point Loma shore.  It’s hard to see how removal of 
these piers enhances the public’s use of the area. 
In regard to PD1.40 et cetera, I disagree that reconfiguring the parking and bicycle access to Shelter Island will provide a 
public benefit outweighing the major traffic issues that diagonal parking will certainly entail both for cars and bicycles.  
Backing into narrowed traffic lanes can bring flow to a halt and produce a significant risk of collision and injury, 
especially to bicyclists, who frequently use this roadway.  Having a separated parking lot with ample stalls has been one 
of the best features of Shelter Island, and efforts to attract more visitors while reducing convenient, safe parking and 
traffic are misguided and counterproductive. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Charles Sevadjian 
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From: Chris Ackerman <ackerman@san.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: coronadomainst@gmail.com
Subject: PMPU North Coronado Subdistrict/'The Landing'

Understanding that there have been no concept designs or proposals prepared by, or submitted to the Port for this area 
to date, the following brief comments are offered regarding the Coronado "Landing” area on the Bayfront facing 
downtown San Diego and the Convention Center  

1. The two existing bayfront dining structures should remain (if they are rebranded or not). They are significant
buildings of architectural importance.
2. There should be NO hotel rooms in this area which should be kept primarily as open space with secondary dining
and retail uses.
3. The vacant Bayfront area on the Bay Bridge east of the ‘Il Forniao’ restaurant should remain open to the bay (NO
buildings or view‐blocking structures.
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From: Chris Ackerman <ackerman@san.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: coronadomainst@gmail.com
Subject: PMPU South Coronado Subdistrict/ Municipal Golf Course

The South Coronado Subdistrict of the proposed PMPU encompasses only the: 
1. Coronado Municipal Golf Course
2. Coronado Yacht Club
3. The narrow strip of water fronting the concrete bayfront bulkhead from the Yacht Club to approximately the
NavyAmphibious Base.

The uses assigned to this area shall conform to the current uses in current areas as allowed by the City of Coronado (as 
noted on the current City Zoning Map available online). That is primarily:  
1. “OS” (open space): Coronado Municipal Golf Course.  
2. "Commercial Recreation": Coronado Yacht Club & Commercial Dining (Bluewater Boathouse Grille). 

The Golf Course is heavily used and enjoyed. At some future date, if it can no longer be maintained by the City and/or 
others, Coronado should readdress the area's allowable uses within the confines of other very low–density public 
activities without potential significant impact on bay views from Glorietta Blvd. 

The Port should NOT apply the Port Land Use designation “Commercial Recreation” (CU) to these areas unless it restricts 
the allowable uses typical to that zone so as to conform with the current Golf Course and Yacht club uses within their 
respective areas.  

The Port may have hoped to avoid creating a zone applying to a single area––such as Coronado Municipal Golf Course––
the ONLY golf course on Port property. 

However, in assigning the Golf Course and Yacht Club to the ‘Commercial Recreation’ (CR) Land Use Zone, the Port 
appears to have also allowed many, if not all, the possible uses allowed anywhere in the CR zone, to be used anywhere 
in these particular locations also. 

Referring to the 2nd page of Table 3.6.3 Land Uses (pp. 112, 113), the Following PRIMARY uses specifically allowed in 
the PMPU SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED or ONLY allowed as restricted below: 

º Commercial Attractions, 
º Overnight Accommodations (other than dockside, on‐board in existing yacht club area) 
º Performance Venue (allowable in very limited, intimate scope only, subservient to and compatible 

with existing use) 
º Recreational Berthing Marina Support Services (yacht club area only) 
º Recreational Vehicles and Camping 
º Retail (allowed only in very limited scope with inventory pertinent & ancillary to existing uses). 
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From: commissioners mailbox
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: FW: Proposed Master Plan for District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa
Attachments: Letter to Marshall Merrifield (Autosaved).docx

Passing along an email received for Commissioner Merrifield. 
Best, 
Julie 

From: Chris Andrews christinelandrews@gmail.com 

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:28:05 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield 
Subject: Proposed Master Plan for District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa 

Dear Marshall,  
I hope you and your family are doing well and are having a great summer!  Please see my attached letter regarding Port 
plans for District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 
Many of my Point Loma High School classmates and I are in favor of keeping the natural beauty of La Playa and Shelter 
Island and are not in favor of expansions by the Port of San Diego. 
We'd like to get together with you and give you a tour! 
Thank you for your consideration! 
All the best, 

Christine 

Christine L. Andrews
7705 Whitefield Place 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
Home: 858-459-5435 
Mobile:  619-994-3005 
Email:  christinelandrews@gmail.com 



 

July 29, 2019 

Mr. Marshall Merrifield 

Board of Port Commissioners 

mmerrifield @portofsandiego.org 

Dear Marshall: 

Many of my Point Loma High School classmates and I are highly concerned about the Proposed  Master 
Plan by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  We can't 
imagine how the area will be helped by the addition of 1600 hotel rooms, doing away with the 30 foot 
height limit, narrowing of Scott Street for bikes, eliminating the beautiful historical piers,  paving and 
widening the walking path, carving walking paths through the 3 Yacht Clubs and additional plans that 
would adversely affect the beautiful neighborhood. 

The Point Loma area is very special as is with the natural walking path along the bay for residents, 
neighbors and the public. The hotels and restaurants are at capacity for the area. Traffic in and out of 
Point Loma is plenty busy with military use and maritime businesses.   

Please consider plans for continued support of the maritime industry, maintaining open space along 
Shelter Island for community usage, maintaining recreation with BBQ's and fire pits, replenishing  sand 
at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion, preserving the historic landscape and La Playa 
path, and nurturing  the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin to improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area.     

Will you please meet with Allyson Ledsam and some others of us who are really concerned about the 
preservation of the neighborhood? 

Thank you for your support! 

Best regards, 

 

Christine Andrews 

7705 Whitefield Place 

La Jolla, CA 92037 

Mobile:  619-994-3005 
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From: Christine Smith <foursmithsnow@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: NO TO SHELTER ISLAND PLAN

As current users of Shelter Island facilities (dock, restaurants, venues and pier)... we offer a hard no to the current draft 
plan for changes that include converting the parking to recreational area and addition of more lodging and retail 
establishments.  

NO!!! 

Christine Smith 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Chuck Sinks <azteceagleent@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Port Master Plan input
Attachments: 2019.07.30 To Port of San Diego.docx

Scrap it please. 
‐‐  
Chuck Sinks 
619‐818‐6872 



To Port of San Diego  
Date: 2019.07.30 
From: Chuck and Lynn Sinks Point Loma residents 
RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La 
Playa “We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, 
community and the environment.” Port of San Diego Tourism vs Community:  
 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height 
restrictions and expand non marine related retail, “commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are 
being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business and quality 
of life interests.   Unfortunately, over the past 50-60 years, The Port of San Diego earned 
the well deserved reputation as a irreparably broken, grossly bloated, out-of-touch quasi 
governmental bureaucracy with a bottomless appetite for dollars.  The poster child really 
for a crumbling California.  The Port (California too) has earned this reputation by 
consistently bowing to the political whims of individuals and groups with no 
consequence for not standing up and doing the right thing.  Case in point, the beautiful La 
Playa basin, 100% under Port control, has evolved into a derelict boat / derelict owner 
refuge with drugs, sewage, and the associated crime pouring into our environment and 
community.  The Port should own it.  Actions speak louder than your spokespeople. 
There is none, again.  This “Master Plan” should go away.  Just shuffle your papers, have 
meetings, issue talking points, bump into each other in Pacific Highway bunker with file 
folders, collect your pension and move on.  But please, don’t touch anything in or around 
Point Loma.  Leave that to the residents and professionals.  We’ll clean it up. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in 
setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal residents, 
but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach 
too”. This petition was prompted by the controversial construction of projects such as 939 
Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado 
Shores Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the 
waterfront in residential beach communities. Coastal Diversity: The beauty of San Diego 
lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities 
of North County, Del Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, 
Downtown and Coronado. The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the 
Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, those 
projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal 
character where a newly developed waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this 
cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. La Playa Trail: Coastal diversity is exemplified in this 
quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering 
the meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add 
public restrooms only to encourage increased congestion along this contemplative 
pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. Courtesy of 
Artist Joanne Newman Marina Security/Public Safety: Marinas along Shelter Island are 
accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with 
foreboding security fencing. By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety 



and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better user 
experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are 
required to operate between the dry dock areas and the water. This public safety issue 
negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. Note, the 
walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter 
Island drive without the need to walk through and around the premises of the secured 
marinas. Traffic to the Point: Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor 
Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel 
rooms. We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our 
community. 
  
Please.  Go away. 
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From: Chuck Driscoll <chuck@driscollinc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Public/Private Piers

Dear Port Commissioners and Staff, 

I am a native San Diegan and a long time La Playa resident. My wife Laurie Wyatt Driscoll is the “Tenant” on the Tideland 
Use and Occupancy Permit for the pier adjacent to the property at 939 Scott Street. 
For many years now I have been the family representative to the Port of San Diego regarding the pier. I have also been 
in charge of the rent, inspections, taxes, insurance, maintenance and repairs. 

I concur with most of the responses to the standards contained in the Discussion Draft pertaining to District 1. I 
specifically object to standard PD1.31. It needs to be noted the TUOP “Tenants” pay market rates for the slips.  
They also pay the insurance, taxes, inspections, maintenance and repairs. With the upper section of the pier open to the 
public you have more public access than any regular marina. The public has an elevated platform from  
which to enjoy the view. It should also be noted that the Port generates four times the revenue off these slips than on a 
commercial marina. A marina operator pays just under 25% of the slip fees to the Port, we pay 100%. 
I am certainly not complaining. It is privilege to have these piers. I just want to point out the facts. 

As many other people have pointed out the historic piers add to the beauty and charm of the bayside trail. I see no 
public or private benefit to removing the piers. The overwhelming public opinion is that the existing piers and trail 
should remain as they are now. 
Periodic maintenance of the trail may be necessary, but no significant changes should be made.   
Sincerely, 
Chuck Driscoll 
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From: claudia godinez <ckgodinez@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:53 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comment on port plan

To Whom It May Concern: 
I am writing to voice my public comment on the Port plans in the neighborhood of Point Loma and San Diego Bay. I have 
lived in this community 15 years and in the city of San Diego for 22 years. My grandparents lived here before then. 
I moved to Point Loma because it was a quiet community close to the water. We are a middle income family (fire service 
)and have worked hard to own and retain a home here. It has been hard but we felt it worth it due to the nature of this 
community.  
When we first moved here, there was the NTC project. Overall it has been a great project for our community and for the 
larger San Diego community as well giving access to tourism and a beautiful public space with access to the bay as well 
as the arts and culture district and shopping/restaurants. 
Since the establishment of Liberty Station, I have watched our historic family neighborhood of fisherman’s cottages, 
small apartments, mid range homes, and larger residences transform to short term rentals, multiple unit condos, and 
residences bought and sold by investors to flip for cash.  
We bought our two bedroom home and have remodeled twice to make it a small 3/2 of 1200 sq. feet. We hoped one 
day to sell it and buy a tad bit bigger home in Point Loma for our growing family of 5. This has not happened as our 
investment and labor has never been realized due to these factors. 
Liberty Station and the lovely projects have shared this wonderful piece of the city with all San Diego residences. This 
has brought many boons to this area. It has also brought large groups, large events with many people, massive hotels ( 
closing some of the smaller establishments), and a lot of traffic. We incorporate military traffic, a college campus, a 
national park and cemetery, public beaches & boat launch, and now Liberty Station with a mega church, and several 
school sites (charter and private only‐ no neighborhood public) and all this brings traffic. It has changed the 
neighborhood making for less of a family community and more of a destination spot. Large amounts of people and 
vehicles arriving by the droves to access all these locations. 

Point Loma is a small piece of land with two main roads in and out. There are many public spaces‐ Liberty Station, 
Shelter Island, the Beaches, a public launch, a national park, walking access to the airport, a natural park. Almost all of 
these have public access. 

The La Playa area is the last sacred bit of Point Loma is the last bit of land that is not a public thoroughfare. Anyone can 
still access it. It is just not a destination point. As a resident, I pay large amounts of taxes to live in this neighborhood. 
What rights do we have to retain some of the essence of our community? We are not opposed to people visiting, but it 
will have a major impact on the nature of this area and the last few quiet places that are not highly impacted. All 
neighborhoods need these spaces. It is where the people gather and can recognize their neighborhood without the 
fanfare of a 5K or a wedding photo destination.  

I oppose the public thoroughfare from Shelter Island and widening of the La Playa Trail. There is no parking to support 
this. It will be costly and change the flavor of the neighborhood. It will bring more traffic out Rosecrans and turn the 
neighborhood into another public space. It will create gridlock. This area is generous, but enough is enough. The Marlin 
Club needs to stay where it is now. It is part of the heritage of this community. 
I welcome some revitalization and upgrades. I just think making this area another public destination will bring traffic, 
parking issues, noise to residences and pollution to small beaches and wildlife that are already greatly impacted by the 
current population.  
In addition, I am concerned for the most southern end of the San Diego Bay. I hope the plan will keep large open areas 
of natural wetlands. We have so little of these less trafficked places where birds and nature can exist.  
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Please consider making some changes to the plan in favor of historical places, quiet nature, less traffic, and supporting 
the local neighborhood community. 
Thank you for your work and I hope this input and the input of others with this regard will be considered. 
Sincerely, 
Claudia K. Godinez 
3552 Quimby St. 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Emily Bosworth <bosemi@san.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to Port of San Diego - Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

The aforementioned items listed under “objections” would negatively impact life for the residents and business owners 
of Coronado, as well as visitors who would be turned off by overcrowding.  Coronado is already negatively impacted by 
excess vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian traffic, and the aforementioned proposals would only serve to exacerbate that 
problem. Parking is already at a premium in Coronado and crowds continue to increase. These proposed 
“improvements” will make a bad situation worse.....everyone’s (residents’ & visitors’) access to parking, goods and 
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services (including emergency services) will be negatively impacted.  I fear that visitors will become weary of the 
crowding and will stop choosing Coronado as a destination of choice. The proposed “improvements” could be the 
tipping point that sends Coronado businesses into a slow but sure economic decline.  
 
To the contrary, the items listed under “include” would enhance the Coronado experience for residents and visitors 
alike. It would potentially relieve traffic congestion while providing more recreational opportunities and enhancing 
wildlife habitats ‐ which  is always an improvement to any community.  Keeping the already existing affordable dining 
and shopping options at the Ferry Landing is paramount to the future success of the Landing. These are the types of 
things the port should be focusing on — ways to enhance the existing facilities WITHOUT making changes that will 
negatively impact the COMMUNITY of Coronado.  
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
Emily & Bob Bosworth 
Full‐time Coronado residents  

 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Kevin Reilly <kevin.d.reilly@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU Comments

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept the following comments on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan dated April 2019. 

Summary of Objections: 

1. Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property or anywhere in Coronado
2. The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in any area
3. Any failure to preserve view corridors or take advantage of opportunities to open new view vistas
4. The intensification of use in any Coronado Subdistrict (that is, any use that attracts more people to our already

overcrowded city)
5. Paid parking in any Coronado Subdistrict
6. Increased density in commercial use in any Coronado Subdistrict
7. Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors”
8. Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
9. Any "improvements" to Coronado parks and recreation areas that make it easier for out‐of‐town visitors to stay

for extended periods of time, thereby causing parks to become increasingly overcrowded and undesirable for
everyone because of that overcrowding (specifically, bathrooms encourage long‐term stays at local parks by out‐
of‐town visitors, discouraging use by local residents who might otherwise be able to enjoy them)

10. Merging of the precepts of the Coastal Act with those of the Public Trust Doctrine beginning in the Elements
section 3, page 43.

Please Include in the Master Plan 

1. Every opportunity to increase open space and mitigate Coronado's over‐development problem
2. Revitalization of the wetlands habitat on the entire Coronado bayfront shoreline and restoration of the

ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that attract birds, fish, and all species of animals and
plants that were native to the area

3. Preservation of open space and existing "natural" landscaping using native plants and shrubs specifically on the
south end of Grand Caribe

4. More protection, recognition, and law enforcement in the National Wildlife Refuge in the South Bay (abused
every day by high‐speed vessels producing wakes that are harmful to the ecosystem the Wildlife Refuge is
meant to protect)

5. Every opportunity to restore the shoreline of San Diego Bay to a "natural, soft shoreline" free off walls,
bulkheads, large rocks and so forth using Mission Bay as an example of optimal planning in this regard

6. Strong and proactive mitigation of the negative effects of the proposed Chula Vista Bayfront development on
the adjacent National Wildlife Refuge

7. plans to transfer the leases of docks associated with adjacent private residences in Coronado Cays to the City of
Coronado so that homeowners in those areas are treated the same as other homeowners in the Cays

8. expansion of the A‐5 anchorage in Glorietta Bay to accommodate its increased popularity
9. strict language that prohibits any development past the Pierhead Line, or bay fill past the Bulkhead Line, in

accordance with Federal Law
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10. strict language that prohibits any reduction in the navigable capacity of San Diego Bay in accordance with 
Federal Law 

11. strict language that prohibits any obstruction to free navigation by the public in San Diego Bay in accordance 
with Federal Law 

12. clear identification of the Port's geographic jurisdiction in San Diego Bay and elimination of terminology that 
misleads people into thinking that the Port has jurisdiction over the Bay (the Port has jurisdiction over the Port) 

13. appropriate references to the role played by the Army Corps of Engineers specifically with regard to navigation 
and environmental protection 

14. an emphasis on preserving and restoring the natural qualities of San Diego Bay for public enjoyment rather than 
developing it as a "world class destination" for the economic benefits associated with increased tourism (we 
already have enough tourists) 

15. inclusion of the idea based on the Public Trust Doctrine that the entire Bay is "Open Bay" and open to 
unrestricted public navigation unless specifically prohibited (e.g., around Navy ships) 

16. elimination of the idea that a "navigation corridor" is an area devoted to the "maneuvering of vessels" when, in 
reality, a navigation corridor (channel) is provided for the _transit_ of vessels. 

17. elimination of "water transit routes" through the National Wildlife Refuge in the South Bay and to and from 
points located at the Least Tern Preserve in the South Bay 

18. inclusion of the Federal Rivers and Harbors Act as key legislation affecting the Port along with the Port Act, 
Coastal Act and Public Trust Doctrine 

19. a "tighter connection" between the Port Act and the Master Plan, beginning with the Mission of the Port 

Sincerely yours, 
 
Kevin Reilly 
 
 
Kevin Reilly 
Kevin.D.Reilly@gmail.com 
619 215-5100, 619 730-8973 (c) 
Smile 
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From: Conrad Baumgartner <cbbaum@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Marlin club History

Hello ‐ I am writing as I believe the Marlin Club should be a San Diego historic institution and part of the San Diego 
recreational fishing history. It’s events and it’s history are worthy of maintaining a permanent place in Point Loma at this 
historic location. It’s preservation is key to being a part of Pt Loma’s fishing history in SI.  

We also need to maintain trailer parking for access to the new SI ramp. We can’t have a new ramp w no new close 
parking. This area is used heavily for trailer boats for all of Southern California to access our San Diego and mexican 
waters.  

Yours truly, 

Conrad Baumgartner  
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From: Craig Barrett <barrett@barrettpump.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:06 AM
To: Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Port Master Plan Update; Jason Giffen; Randa 

Coniglio; Rafael Castellanos; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Robert Valderrama; Marshall Merrifield; 
Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Garry Bonelli; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov

Subject: Point Loma Community Changes and Concerns

To : the Port of San Diego 

Please know that there are thousands of homeowners in Point Loma who do 
not support the PMPU in its current form. Additionally, until approximately 
eight days ago, we were not provided any information on this document and 
therefore we respectfully request an extension of the public comment period. 
This is our home, this is our life and this plan is wrong. 

Leave the private La Playa piers 
The docks could be saved by their being grandfathered since the Port, and its 
governing authority, was not established until the early ‘60s and therefore the 
Coastal Commission mandates were not in effect prior to that time. The docks 
date back to the ‘40s. Please leave them intact. 

Leave Anchorage Lane alone 
As many possible departure routes as possible are needed on the Point. The 
San Diego Yacht Club is a major lease holder for the Port and has been an 
excellent tenant for many years. A promenade through our leasehold is 
unnecessary and intrusive to an entity that continues to serve its community 
through ongoing philanthropy and outreach  such as our Military 
Appreciation Nights and Operation: Holiday Helping Hand. 

No additional parking and no bathroom at the foot of Talbot 
The La Playa Path is open to the public but adjacent homeowners should not 
be subjected to the greatly increased foot traffic that parking and bathrooms 
would encourage. The Path must be left natural, in its current state, perhaps 
with a new layer of DG to even the surface. 

Leave the Harbor Police on Shelter Island and no new/more hotel rooms 
Three new hotels have just opened in the North Harbor Drive and Liberty 
Station area. Our community cannot absorb any further congestion that a 
mega hotel on Shelter Island would create.  Surrounding hotels are not sold 
out.  No new hotels.   
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All of our concerns, and the reasons for our collective negative stance on 
the PMPU, stem from the great population density increase that will 
arise if these changes are implemented. The increased traffic, in an area 
already greatly impacted by traffic due to base commutes and new 
multi-family housing starts, coupled with the proposed narrowing and 
reduction of lanes on Scott, do create a very real safety, evacuation and 
emergency vehicle hazard. We are a cul-de-sac community that will see 
our lives negatively changed forever if these proposed Port changes 
become real.  
 
Please do not change our Point Loma community.  
 
Sincerely, 

Craig Barrett 
3445 Hill St. 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Point Loma Resident for 35 years 
  
p: 619-232-7867 x 314 
e: barrett@barrettpump.com 
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From: Dana Daluz <danadaluz@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:39 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: SDMarlinClub@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Revision and opposition to the Port of San Diego’s 300+ page proposal for over-development of 

Shelter Island and La Playa waterfronts/The Marlin Club
Attachments: Objection to Port of SD Draft Proposal Re Marlin Club.doc

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego, as it relates 
to the Planning District 1 Shelter Island / La Playa. 

The Marlin Club Must be Kept 

The Marlin Club is an important part of the history of Point Loma.  To wit: 

It was organized September 15, 1931 by a small group of ardent anglers that shared the common interest 
of marlin fishing. These sportsmen created angling rules to ensure that all members would compete on 
an equal basis as well as promote sportsmanship and offshore angling in Southern California. Many of 
these rules have since been adopted and used by anglers internationally. The clubhouse at 2445 Shelter 
Island Drive was established in 1952 with the purpose of maintaining a free, certified weigh station for 
the sport fishing public of San Diego. The club also maintains a free catch report number updated daily, 
with valuable information on the hows and wheres of Southern California's offshore fishing. Many other 
fishing organizations use the facility as a weigh station for their own tournaments. This public service is 
provided by the club membership through payment of their annual dues. Whether it's a catch for 
bragging rights or a world record claim, the club will weigh and document your catch Free of Charge! A 
professional photographer and fish processing are also available on call.[i] 

The Marlin Club is still going strong today, 88 years later, and brings in tourists, spectators, fishermen, and their 
families and friends, in a sport that encompasses the heart and soul of Point Loma. 

We respectfully request that thousands of members and patrons each year that are involved in tournaments and 
community/family events do not lose the enjoyment of services and sports offered at this facility. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

Resident of West Point Loma, 

 
 

Dana McCartney DaLuz  

  

 

[i] Themarlinclub.com.squarespace.com/club‐history 



 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San 
Diego, as it relates to the Planning District 1 Shelter Island / La Playa. 

 

The Marlin Club Must be Kept 

The Marlin Club is an important part of the history of Point Loma.  To wit:  

 

It was organized September 15, 1931 by a small group of ardent anglers that shared the 
common interest of marlin fishing. These sportsmen created angling rules to ensure that 
all members would compete on an equal basis as well as promote sportsmanship and 
offshore angling in Southern California. Many of these rules have since been adopted and 
used by anglers internationally. The clubhouse at 2445 Shelter Island Drive was 
established in 1952 with the purpose of maintaining a free, certified weigh station for the 
sport fishing public of San Diego. The club also maintains a free catch report number 
updated daily, with valuable information on the hows and wheres of Southern California's 
offshore fishing. Many other fishing organizations use the facility as a weigh station for 
their own tournaments. This public service is provided by the club membership through 
payment of their annual dues. Whether it's a catch for bragging rights or a world record 
claim, the club will weigh and document your catch Free of Charge! A professional 
photographer and fish processing are also available on call.i 

 

The Marlin Club is still going strong today, 88 years later, and brings in tourists, spectators, 
fishermen, and their families and friends, in a sport that encompasses the heart and soul of Point 
Loma. 

 

We respectfully request that thousands of members and patrons each year that are involved in 
tournaments and community/family events do not lose the enjoyment of services and sports 
offered at this facility. 

 

 

 

                                                            
i Themarlinclub.com.squarespace.com/club-history 
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From: Dane Crosby <dane4ib@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good of all San 
Diego County residences.    

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay tidelands in 
the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public and family’s use to 
access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any observer that Environmental 
Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South 
San Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.   

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an inalienable right of 
every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded to any 
environmental group, developer, Public Agency or private group.  

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South San Diego 
Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which equally provide the 
recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, Coronado, 
Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 

Sincerely  
Dane Crosby 
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From: Daron Case <daroncase@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 

rbailey@coronado.ca.us; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; mheinze@coronado.ca.us; 
wbenzian@coronado.ca.us; mdonovan@coronado.ca.us; bking@coronado.ca.us; 
jcanlas@mcdougallove.com; keith@cambridgeproperties.com

Subject: Petition & Comments Concerning PMPU

Dear Port Commissioners,  

I am a resident of Coronado, and I'd like to submit my comments regarding the PMPU in this email.  

The City Council of Coronado submitted a very comprehensive letter with comments concerning the PMPU as it relates to 
the City of Coronado... I would like to echo all sentiments in the letter from the Coronado City Council.  There is another 
group called "Save Coronado" that has submitted written comments on the PMPU -- I would also like to echo all 
sentiments from their letter.  

What I would like to add is this PETITION that specifically opposes any new hotel rooms on Port owned land in Coronado 
including at Ferry Landing and on Grand Caribe Isle in the Coronado Cays... the petition currently has over 200 signatures 
and 84 comments from Coronado residents.  I encourage you to please look at the petition and review the comments from 
residents:  https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/no-new-hotel-rooms 

With respect to the the leasehold interest on Grand Caribe Isle owned by Cays Resort, LLC (c/o Keith Mishkin who is 
copied on this email), I'd like to add that I support the proposed "zoning" change from commercial to recreational/open 
space in the PMPU.  In the early 1980's my family was the first occupant of #3 Kingston Court East which is the closest 
residential dwelling in the Coronado Cays to Grand Caribe Isle... my grandparents lived across the street at that time in 
Kingston Village.  Many of the happiest times of my childhood were spent on Grand Caribe Isle... we called it "Treasure 
Island"... as kids we would build forts there and camp out overnight.  When my grandparents passed away a few years 
ago, my family decided to disburse their remains in the bay right of Grand Caribe Isle within a stone's throw from where 
the boat storage yard is now located... the reason we selected that location is because it felt like "home" and we knew it 
would never be developed.  It is my understanding Mr. Mishkin will be (or perhaps already has) submitting plans for a ~50 
unit hotel on Grand Caribe Isle.  While Mr. Mishkin may fight a zoning change that would prohibit the development of hotel 
units on his leasehold property, please note that a zoning change that might be considered a "downzoning" is not a 
"taking" rising to the level of eminent domain, but is merely a risk of property ownership.   

To Mr. Mishkin:  the Port of San Diego, the City of Coronado, and residents of the Coronado Cays, will never allow the 
development of a hotel on Grand Caribe Isle.  Personally, I will not allow it.  My office is located on Grand Caribe Isle 
across the street from the boat storage yard.  On many occasions I have observed your real estate broker(s) pitching the 
boat storage yard location as a hotel development to groups of investors at Calypso Cafe which is next door to my 
office.  You are pitching this investment as the deal of the century.  It's my understanding you are asking for around $3.5M 
for your leasehold interest that you purchased for around $750K.  As a hotel will never be built there, your sales pitch may 
rise to the level of fraud, sir.  

Thank you in advance for your consideration of the foregoing.  

Best regards, 

Daron A. Case, Esq. 
Cays Realty Group 
RE/MAX Commercial & Investment Realty 
505-B Grand Caribe Causeway
Coronado, CA  92118
Tel: (619) 575-CAYS (2297)
Fax: (866) 400-3109
Cell: (619) 727-8772
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E-mail: dcase@remaxcir.com 
CA BRE # 01702754 
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From: Daryll Barham <mjbarham@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:58 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port master plan

    In reading your master plan, I have many concerns, the parking spaces being deleted at the new launch ramp is a 
awful outlook for the future of private boaters in Shelter island, the amount of money spent annually will plummet 
without enough parking and access to the ramp. 
    The path between SDYC and Kellogg’s is just fine there is no need for upgrades we have used that path since I was a 
child . I now am 64 born and raised in San Diego. 
    Your addition of more hotel rooms in the island is also not necessary many rooms year round go un used so why put 
more, please rethink this horrible plan think of the people in Shelter Island who spend the real money year round and 
pay 15 % to the port through the money spent on the waterfront.  
Thank you 
Daryll and Mary Jean Barham  
6199179235 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Hingtgen, David L CIV USN COMNAVSEASYSCOM DC (US) <david.hingtgen@navy.mil>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: dlhingtgen@gmail.com
Subject: Draft Port Master Plan Concerns

I am very concerned with several portions of the April 2019 Draft Port Master Plan, particularly the items that 
advocate additional high‐rise hotel structures along the Embarcadero waterfront. It seems as though the city 
is intent on constructing a continual blockade along the entire length of the North and South Embarcadero 
corridor. The wall of hotels already in place, from the current Wyndham to the new Marriott Suites, 
Intercontinental, and now massive Manchester development, have already indicated an unrestricted, 
unplanned effort.  In particular, the following three paragraphs of the Plan imply even more unrestricted high‐
rise activity that would completely obliterate the skyline:  

PD3.18 Building height should be compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with adjacent 
jurisdiction standards. 

PD3.29 Allow for additional hotel rooms at the existing hotel facility south of the County Administration 
Building. 

PD3.30 Allow for hotel development with a mix of commercial uses in Commercial Recreation land use 
designations along North Harbor Drive. 

PD3.25 states the plan to maximize public access to the waterfront and views of the Bay along the entire 
length of the North Embarcadero sub‐district; however, the items above all contradict that statement.  I would 
suggest that the Board re‐consider the density impact and adjust the development provisions accordingly. 

Regards, 
David Hingtgen 
1205 Pacific Highway, Unit 1306 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: David Ross <dsr4849@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry Landing Marketplace, Coronado CA

Dear Port of San Diego, 

As a property owner and member of The Coronado Point Condominiums 

HOA (CPC), along with similarly interested individuals and organizations, 

please note here my/our strong objection to the new proposed redevelopment 

standards for The Ferry Landing Marketplace in Coronado, CA. 

The proposed new standards, as submitted, pose major negative impacts on 

property owners, residents, visitors, and the community as a whole. 

These impacts include, but are not limited to: increases in noise, traffic, pedestrian, 

parking congestion, vehicle emissions, public and private view corridor destruction 

in and around an area already heavily over burdened with these factors. 

Thorough review and evaluation of negative impacts is due and appropriate 

BEFORE any serious consideration of adoption of new redevelopment standards 

is undertaken. 

Respectfully, 

David Ross 
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From: Dennis Cintas <drcintas4@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:01 AM
To: Nathan Cintas
Cc: Port Master Plan Update; Sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Save The Marlin Club

Received, thank you. I didn't realize that they were trying to eliminated from Shelter Island Drive. It's Prime real estate 
as we both know and there are so many other types of business that the Port of San Diego controls. It's all about the 
money Nathan 

On Tue, Jul 30, 2019, 4:39 PM Nathan Cintas <cintas619@gmail.com wrote: 
To whom it may concern, 
My name is Nathan Cintas. I was born 57 years ago in Point Loma. The Marlin Club is a land mark. As a young boy I 
would frequent it with my father and brothers before eating dinner at the Chart House on Shelter Island.  
Please listen to the community as we plead to save this local landmark and hub for all of the sport fisherman. 
Thank you in advance for preserving our fishing culture. 
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From: Don Hartley <hartley@sbcc.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stuart hartley
Subject: Port Master plan comments

Dear Port of San Diego, I grew up in Point Loma. When I come to town I go right to Point Loma Seafoods and get a crab 
sandwich and go to enjoy La Playa. It has not changed since I was a kid and that is good. You need to protect some 
history and community charm. What happened to the hanger that Ryan used to build Lindberg's plane. What happened 
to the boathouse that Kettenberg built so many wonderful boats? Now you want to get rid of the private docks that give 
La Playa so much charm. Leave La Playa as it is. Please, Don Hartley 
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From: Don Root <donroot3@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:34 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Discussion Draft comments

July 31, 2019 

As a second-generation San Diegan (who was born and raised in Point Loma and played on Shelter Island) and 
a career Emergency Management Professional, I find many aspects of the proposed revisions to the Port Master 
Plan disturbing. The Discussion Draft proposes a number of changes to the iconic way of life that has existed 
along the bay side of the Point. These changes will severely damage or destroy the community that the District 
is tasked in its Mission Statement to provide “community benefit” to:   

 by increasing vehicle traffic on arterial routes that are at many times at gridlock, especially in the
Shelter Island and La Playa areas – before the implementation of reduced and narrower access routes to
Shelter Island (in doing this, the plan shows little concern for Public Safety)
 by increasing the response time of public safety professionals, particularly Fire and EMS units
responding from outside the Tidelands Trust areas, who have to enter and negotiate the traffic-impacted
areas of District 1 (or on the hillsides above the La Playa area) in response to increased calls for service
to support the additional hospitality, retail, and restaurant space called for in the plan (without any
identified provisions for additional Fire or EMS resources to be located within the District 1 area) (in
doing this, the plan shows little concern for Public Safety)
 by severely restricting the ability of public safety professionals to rapidly evacuate people from the
District 1 Tidelands in response to a disaster such as a hazardous materials release from a cargo ship
alongside Shelter Island, a tsunami, or the effects of a major earthquake on the Rose Canyon Fault,
which runs through parts of the Tidelands Trust and down the bay (in doing this, the plan shows little
concern for Public Safety)
 by adversely impacting property values for existing property owners in the community by impacting
the view of the harbor with the addition of multi-story buildings (hotels, ‘mobility hubs’ / parking
structures in residential neighborhoods) that exceed the 30’ height limits (in doing this, the plan shows
little concern for the existing community
 by adversely impacting the security of the Yacht Clubs and the existing shoreline clubs and
businesses in the La Playa and Shelter Island Yacht Basins (through mandating that 20’ wide public
access pathways be built through these facilities), the plan shows little concern for the existing maritime
industry – an industry that has put San Diego on the map for world class maritime sports and recreation
– or for Public Safety

The proposed development of Shelter Island and the La Playa Historic Trail is lacking in environmental 
stewardship. By adding up to 1600 hotel rooms and up to 70,000 square feet of retail, the draft plan invites 
thousands more people into the area, while reducing parking and increasing environmental impacts. The authors 
of this draft talk about mobility hubs and increased use of ride-sharing services.  But any addition of vehicles or 
vehicle trips to the existing gridlock results in more gridlock. The Peninsula, especially along Rosecrans Street 
and Scott Street, is lacking reliable bus service now; adding thousands more people will bring thousands more 
polluting cars. 

Regarding the La Playa Historical Trail area, must all of the Tidelands Trust area be developed to the density of 
Downtown San Diego and Harbor Island? Where is the “balance” in that? Why does a currently residential area 
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need to be changed in any way? There is public access to the existing trail in its current form. The responsible 
approach is to leave it alone. 
  
There is plenty in the draft plan to provide economic vitality to hoteliers and developers. But a balanced 
approach would be to integrate existing historical residential low-density areas into the revision of the plan, 
also.  
  
In closing, I noted that the Port District staff presenting the Discussion Draft at a community meeting in Point 
Loma admitted that none of the planners working on the draft live in, or even visited the Point Loma / Shelter 
Island / La Playa area during a typical commute time frame. Before finalizing the Draft for adoption, I 
encourage the planning team to get out of the office and tour the area during the commute hours during the day, 
and Shelter Island on the weekend. Meet with the peninsula residents. Meet with people who live on their boats. 
Meet with people who live along Rosecrans Street south of Talbot, on top of the Peninsula along Catalina 
Boulevard, and those along Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and in Ocean Beach about daily traffic and about safety 
worries on the Peninsula.  Then look holistically at the impacts that adding thousands of additional people (and 
their transportation requirements) accessing the Shelter Island / La Playa areas will have on top of the existing 
overloaded infrastructure. 
  
Donald Root 
4234 Mt. Herbert Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92117 
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From: Robert Valderrama
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:25 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: For your Review
Attachments: Save_Point_Loma_DCWyatt.pdf

From: donald wyatt 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:22:25 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; 
Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner; PMU@portofsandiego.org 
Subject: Fwd: For your Review 

Cc:  rharrington@portofsandiego.org, gbonelli@portofsandiego.org, amoore@portofsandiego.org, 
dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org, rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org, mzuccet@portofsandiego.org, 
rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org, rconiglio@portofsandiego.org, 
jgiffen@portofsandiego.org,  ssumner@portofsandiego.org, 

PMU@portofsandiego.org 

Dear Sirs, 

My name is Donald Wyatt, and I am member of the family that has had the great privilege to own and 
maintain the pier adjacent to the property at 939 Scott in La Playa basin. 

Given who I am – it will be of no surprise that I would ask the Port to not include a “requirement” for the 
removal of the piers in their master plan. 

Two Observations: 

At the April “Port master plan introduction” meeting a Port staffer indicated the existence of a Coastal 
Commission “mandate” to remove the piers.  Having attended what I believe was the originating Coastal 
Commission meeting in 198? in LA – I can attest that the commission was willing at that time to NOT 
include such a codicil.  In fact, it was only some disappointing political confusion that led to the last 
minute adoption of the wording suggested by Bryan Bilbray to save the day that was re‐iterated this 
April.  Although this interpretation may have been overtaken by intervening events – it is was absolutely 
true that the coastal commission at that time was willing to consider a compromise weighting the 
desires of a low‐density residential community neighborhood against the need for public access on this 
subject. 
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I know these are very tough issues (public vs private) – and that the piers lie exactly at this 
shoreline.   However, the piers are a 75 year part of history of the neighborhood, and they are loved – 
and hence worth of some further discussions.  Just let us have those please, without mandate. 

 

I leave you with one question. 
  
Question: 

  
Can and will you all be proud of these changes to historical neighborhoods, without having 

adequately taking into account the desires of either these historical neighborhood’s nor adequately 
revisiting the perspective of the current coastal commission? 

 
 

Thank you very much for your attention. 
  
  
Donald C. Wyatt  
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From: donna andre <donademallorca@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Response to Port Master Plan for Shelter Island /La Playa

RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa “We are an innovative, 
global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 

Tourism vs Community: In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and 
expand non marine related retail, “commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and 
existing maritime business interests. 

Height Limit in Coastal Areas: The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast 
(excluding downtown). Not just coastal residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s 
our beach too”. This petition was prompted by the controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by 
the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of high rise 
development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 

Coastal Diversity: The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique 
identities of North County, Del Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 

The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. 
Note, those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly 
developed waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the 
residential and marine based community of Point Loma. 

La Playa Trail: Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque 
docks, altering the meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms and 
public parking structures only to encourage increased congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living 
shoreline and an inspiration to artists.

Marina Security/Public Safety: Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety 
are walled off with foreboding security fencing. By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have 
restricted access points at the street which allow for a better user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large 
mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas and the water. This public safety issue negates the 
feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane that 
already exist.

La Playa Trail: Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque 
docks, altering the meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only 
to encourage increased congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to 

artists and walkers etc...

Marina Security/Public Safety: Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety 
are walled off with foreboding security fencing. By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have 
restricted access points at the street which allow for a better user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large 
mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas and the water. This public safety issue negates the 

feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane that 
already exist and connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk through and around the
premises of the secured marinas.  
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Traffic to the Point: Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International 
Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel 
rooms.  

We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community.  

Donna Andre Spindler  
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From: Doug Rubin <dougrubin@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:04 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan concern

I just became aware of the master plan for the Shelter Island area. Growing up in San Diego as a 4th generation resident 
and fisherman I have seen a lot of changes made to the bay that have pushed out commercial fishing and sportfishing. 
Now in the sportfishing business, I am concerned with the latest changes proposed in the master plan that will not only 
affect my business but every business that surrounds the area supplying fishermen.  

The removal of the Shelter Island boat ramp parking lot would be a disaster to sport fishing and private boating in San 
Diego. The launch ramp is the busiest in Southern California as it is the closest to the harbor mouth and bait receivers. 
The recent remodel of the ramp was done during a fishing season and there was a big decline in my business as well as 
the bait receivers, surrounding fishing supply stores and fuel docks. Removing the parking lot will put more pressure on 
already crowded Mission Bay launch ramps and devastate the local fishing businesses that rely on private boat traffic 
during the summer seasons. I am also concerned that the green belt will provide another place for the homeless to hang 
out and trash detouring tourism and hindering business to the local area. 

My second concern is on the master plan for Shelter Island The historic San Diego Marlin Club is not in the plan and 
looks to be removed to build parking along the already busy corridor entrance to Shelter Island. The Marlin Club is the 
only place in San Diego Bay that can weigh a world record fish. No other clubs or weigh stations exist in San Diego Bay 
beside the private Fishermans Landing and Point Loma Fishing concessions that do not let private boaters weight fish. 
San Diego is a world‐class fishing destination for world‐record fishing and we are the leaders in fishing techniques and 
technology. The dock at The San Diego Marlin Club has a hoist that lifts the fish out of the boat and on to a gurney 
where it is wheeled up to a crowd of tourists and other fishermen that are there to see the magnificent fish that are 
brought in. Many times the street has been stopped as a world record fish is put on the scale then hoisted up for all to 
see. This type of random event’s does not go on anywhere else in the bay that is open to the public. The removal of The 
San Diego Marlin Club would be removing a rich history from San Diego and would change the fishing community in a 
negative way.  

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. 
Doug Rubin 
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From: Elaine Treadwell <elainetreadwell@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to Port Redevelopment Plan

I am writing in opposition to your Port Redevelopment Plan!  All aspects of the proposal are totally unnecessary.  For 
years my family has used the Shelter Island boat launching ramp and hopefully will be able to continue using it.  
However, your plan to remove a significant portion of existing parking may make that impossible. That area has a lot of 
open green spaces that are delightful for walking, but there should be accessible parking in order for people to access it. 

There are plenty of waterfront walking trails already around the city’s beaches, harbors and bays.  There seems to be no 
valid reason to disrupt the functioning of the established San Diego Yacht Club to add more ‐ especially if it might 
possibly increase some known hazards. 

The issue of the La Playa Docks is another unnecessary project.  I would hope that our city would value the historical 
importance of this area and let it be.   

There are so many other more pressing needs our city needs to be focusing on rather than this unnecessary Port 
Redevelopment Plan.  As a taxpayer, I would rather see my money being spent on road repairs, police & fire protection 
and the ever present and growing homeless problem. 

Please readjust your priorities away from the port district toward the direction of where  they are more seriously 
needed! 

Elaine Treadwell 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Bill & Ellen Ewing <b-e.ewing@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Comments on Discussion Draft

Port District, 
I have some specific comments regarding your discussion draft: 

PD 1.1 

Scott Street narrowing ‐ Scott St is already a heavily traveled road which blocks up at the entrance to Pt Loma Seafoods 
on a daily basis. This congestion will only worsen with the narrowing to a single lane and a center (presumably two‐way) 
left turn lane. It is already difficult to make even right turns onto Scott St from side streets, and worse for left turns. 
Two‐way center turn lanes in this area would be extremely dangerous and prone to head‐on collisions. 

Waiting to turn into traffic with two single lanes would be near impossible, and if you should by chance get a break in 
the traffic stream, that’s just when a pedestrian, bicycle or scooter would be coming more slowly in the multi‐use lane. 

PD 1.4 

Public parking lots – Limited time public parking spaces eliminate needed parking for employees of the businesses on 
Shelter Island. Has anyone noticed that all the brand new parking meters on Anchorage Lane go largely unused? I doubt 
they have recouped the cost of installing even one meter from all of those! Making paid, limited time parking lots in 
“mobility hubs” will only deter the public from using them. Imagine a family parking in the Brigantine lot (because of 
parking removed from Shelter Island), hauling their picnic and beach gear, and walking a mile with little children out to 
the channel side of the island, setting up, enjoying a “day” at the beach, and trudging all the way back to the lot – within 
a 3 hour time limit! The existing parking on Shelter Island is adequate on all but the busiest holiday weekends, and 
naturally limits the facilities to a manageable number of users. Cramming in more users with fewer amenities is 
extremely poor planning, especially for an area that has a single road on and off the island. 

PD 1.5 

Bayfront circulator system – who is paying for this service? More taxes to the residents, of course, and to benefit 
tourism, not the residents. 

PD 1.6 and 1.7 

“Touch the water” and open space access oriented to the bay – San Diego Bay is an extremely busy commercial and 
military channel. There are many miles of San Diego coastline with beaches, and Mission Bay for more protected water 
play areas. Imagine huge inflatable swans and unicorns and foam “float islands” drifting in the bay from this accessibility. 
Remember the 4 year old kid who was swept out to sea on a float recently?  
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PD 1.8 

Building height should be compatible, but does not need to be in conformance, with adjacent jurisdiction standards. 
Could you be any more vague? This is just your way of allowing developers to make their own interpretations and 
Shelter Island will soon look like Miami Beach with a wall of waterfront hotels. The views of many Point Loma residents 
will be severely restricted. The whole east side of Point Loma IS a view corridor. Many people stop at side streets to look 
across the bay, but condo developments and increased density have all but eliminated many views of the original homes 
in Point Loma, especially the La Playa area. 

  

PD 1.11 

Kellogg Beach sand replenishment: The last project here severely impacted the silting patterns in the Shelter Island 
Yacht Basin and La Playa  
Cove. Don’t make it worse! 

  

PD 1.12 and 1.13 

A continuous promenade along the waters edge: Port leaseholders pay hundreds of thousands of dollars annually for 
their leasehold. These are private marine‐oriented businesses, marinas, and yacht clubs whose security will be severely 
compromised by creating a public access promenade. On many marinas, there is no accessible “water’s edge” – Shelter 
Island and Harbor Island were dredged and are supported by rock rip‐rap, without which these man‐made peninsulas 
would soon return to their original mud‐flat origins. 

Accessway corridors through port leaseholds create a security risk to the leaseholders, and may violate the lease 
agreements. 

  

PD 1.19 c 

Diagonal parking spaces along Shelter Island Drive – this is a horrendous suggestion! Try backing out of a diagonal space 
in Ocean Beach. A small Honda or Fiat or Mini trying to see around a honking huge 4x4 jacked up truck has no possible 
way to see oncoming traffic until they are fully out into the travel lane. Don’t forget all the big trucks pulling long boat 
trailers that must traverse this street, and the dedicated RV parking spaces that have recently been implemented.  

  

PD 1.23 

Establish and preserve View Corridor Extensions: exactly what is a view corridor extension? A pier? A platform? A 
bench? If you want to preserve the view at these points, don’t allow 3 or more‐story buildings on Shelter Island! 

  

PD 1.25 
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New hotel development: NO, NO, NO! Why? Who says we need new hotels on an already overcrowded public recreation 
area? This only reduces the amount of area available for public enjoyment. 

  

LA PLAYA PIERS AND TRAIL 

A. Leave the piers as‐is!  They are part of the charm of the La Playa Cove and Kellogg Beach area, and hearken back 
to an era long before the Port District existed.  

B. What a bunch of vague buzzwords. What is “urbanized linkage”? Where does Anchorage Lane connect with 
Rosecrans Street (not Avenue) and when did Rosecrans St. change from North‐South to East? 

PD 1.33 and 1.35 

Establish step‐down areas to “touch the water”. This is a tidal mud‐flat area with slimy eel grass (that we must protect, 
not destroy), not a sandy beach. if you’re thinking accessibility ramps, I’ve yet to see a wheelchair outfitted for slimy 
mud travel, and the tidal shift is fairly significant. A concrete ramp covered in algae and slime at low tide is not safe for 
anyone, and destroys the natural aspect of the La Playa Cove. 

Pedestrian amenities and public safety features – again, this all destroys the intrinsic natural state of the La Playa 
bayside trail. 

  

PD 1.36 and 1.37 

The La Playa Trail Association jumped through all your hoops to create the Talbot Street bench and monument a few 
years back, including review of the public art value. You want to “enhance” it with more benches, art, and shade 
structures?  Less is more! Leave it alone! 

  

PD 1.38 

Widen the public walkway…  San Diego Yacht Club users (read: non‐members) depend on this parking availability. 
Overflow parking for this yacht club heavily impacts neighborhood streets on weekends and when they have a big event. 
Okay, I’ll agree with one point ‐ the expansion from Anchorage Lane to Shelter Island Drive is not a problem, since no 
one will park in those metered spaces anyway! (read: sarcasm) 

  

PD 1.39 

The La Playa bayside trail is heavily used by locals, and that is part of its charm. Encouraging more public access to this 
area will soon destroy its character, and that of the surrounding neighborhood. There is no possible though section 
along San Antonio Ave between Qualtrough St and Owen St, and this section is already congested with yacht club 
overflow parking, walkers and their dogs, bicyclists, lots of construction on multi‐million dollar properties, regular trash 
pickup and deliveries to Southwestern Yacht Club. Emergency vehicles are frequently called to the yacht club. The area 
cannot take any more congestion! And please, no ugly signage to spoil the beauty of the area. Look at the plastic “rock” 
sign they’ve added to Sunset Cliffs Natural Park in the last few weeks. 
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Those are just my comments about the specifics related to the areas I personally use regularly. I could go on and on, but 
you get the idea. 

THIS PORT PLAN BENEFITS NO ONE BUT THE DEVELOPERS AND THE PORT WITH MORE REVENUE. The plan does 
absolutely nothing to enhance the residents enjoyment of the area in which we pay significant property taxes to be in 
this prime location. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Ellen G. Ewing 

645 Rosecrans St. 

San Diego, CA  92106 

67 year native resident of La Playa/Point Loma. 

Board of Directors, La Playa Yacht Club 

Member, Silver Gate Yacht Club 
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From: Eric Kolodziej <risingsun833@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Keep the lot

Where are we supposed to park.spend alot of money redoing the ramp that lets huge waves crash on your trailer when 
your trying to lanch your boat.now your gonna take the parking away for the new crap ramp.what are yall doing down 
there.... 
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From: Eric Syverson <esyver.17@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Dan Malcolm
Subject: Port Master Plan Pond 20

Dear Port of San Diego, 

Dan Malcolm 

         The Port Master Plan calls for mitigation banking in Pond 20 along the southern most stretches 
of San Diego Bay. This area is bordered by both Imperial Beach and San Diego. Neither of these 
areas has any access to the navigable waters of the San Diego Bay which is both our State 
constitutional right and a right of access granted by the California Coastal Act. In fact, the residents of 
San Diego neighborhoods that border Pond 20 can see San Diego Bay but are physically separated 
from it by chain link fence. These are some of the most underserved communities in this region and 
they deserve the access granted all other areas that have Bayfront property.  In addition, the city of 
Imperil Beach has no San Diego Bay access either by channel, pier or boat dock. Once again, a 
historically underserved community being denied our State Constitutional right to access the 
navigable waters of San Diego Bay. I view this Master Plan process as a very unique opportunity to 
provide the social, environmental, climate and economic justice that South Bay residents deserve and 
have long been denied. I respectfully request that the Port review the Pond 20 portion of the Master 
Plan and explore avenues of granting the right of access to Imperial Beach residents. It would also 
assist the City of Imperial Beach in reducing Greenhouse gas emissions and meeting CAP goals by 
leveraging transportation options such as electric passenger ferries to all points north on the San 
Diego Bay,including the new resort being constructed in the City of Chula Vista our larger neighbor 
which has always enjoyed access to the waters of San Diego Bay as does our other northern 
neighbor the City of Coronado 

Thank you, 

Eric Syverson 

Imperial Beach resident 

619-855-0214
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From: Frank Adler <adler5@pacbell.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp Parking Lot & SD Marlin Club

To Whom it May Concern, 

I am against turning the Shelter Island launch ramp parking lot into a green belt and also against the removal of the SD 
Marlin Club. 

Sincerely, 
Frank Adler  
305 Kings Place 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 
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From: francisco godinez <fgodinez2k@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:39 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed changes to shelter island and area

Hello 

I am emailing to voice my disapproval of any proposed changes to the existing layout and infrastructure on shelter island 
and the area surrounding shelter island. I understand that there is talk of some changes and I believe that these will 
negatively impact this area and lower the quality of life of those that live and visit the area.  

I ask to hold off on any changes now and in the immediate future. This will allow more time for those interested parties 
to provide more feedback.  

Thank you for your time.  

Frank Godinez 
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From: Gerry <glounsbury@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Dear Commissioners,  

Please accept these objections to the Port Master Plan Update: 

    Development of ANY hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing Property 

    Any use that increases greenhouse gas concentrations or gas emissions in Coronado 

    Any use that will be detrimental to the residential community 

    Any use that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen the traffic problems 

Coronado is a residential community adjacent to a huge industrial complex.  We attempt to maintain a 
family way of life to share with tourists but  
this city cannot what you are planning.  The possibility of an emergency evacuation is a real 
possibility and your plans could put lives in jeopardy. 

The Coronado Ferry Landing could use an update.  The design of the retail buildings has always 
been more of an eyesore than a draw. 
Please do not exceed the current height limit.   

As an added note, the walking path along La Playa is just fine the way it is.  I also object to the loss of 
the Marlin Club.  40 years ago when I came to San Diego 
as a new resident, it was one of the places I took my visitors to see some real San Diego. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Geraldine Lounsbury 
357 Alameda Blvd 
Coronado 
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From: ghassan abdo <gsabdo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public comment on PMPU discussion draft

July 31, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

I am a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from the 
Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy. 

According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub” 
serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. 

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District 
residents. We are concerned about:  

 Views
 Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I 
respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
 The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

Additionally, the Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not 
included in the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B 
Streets be included as was done with C Street. 

Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents be involved in 
the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more important than 
some others because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its needs are both 
unique and extremely environmentally sensitive.  

I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated 
Embarcadero.  
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Sincerely, 
 
Ghassan and Grace Abdo 
1205 Pacific Hwy Unit 1301 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Gretchen Motter <smotters@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Attention Planning Department

To whom it may concern; 

Please allow me to comment on the proposed April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan. 
I am a third generation Point Loma resident. There have been many changes in Point Loma over the years but the 
maritime ambiance has been preserved. I feel that some of the proposals in the Draft are solely to increase tourism and 
have nothing to do with preserving the ambiance of Shelter Island and Point Loma for guests and residents alike. 

Thank You, 
Gretchen Hope Motter 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: i huerta <huerta_i@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:58 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Regarding Proposal of Master Plan 

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands 
properties for the good of all San Diego County residences.  

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects 
along the bay tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks 
and beaches which the public and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any 
observer that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District 
Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the 
same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It 
is an inalienable right of every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it 
cannot be taken away nor traded to any environmental group, developer, Public Agency or 
private group. 

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access 
rights of South San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure 
investment or projects which equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of 
San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of 
Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be 
produced. 

Best Regards,  

Irma Huerta-Realtor-Loan Officer 

Peoples Home Mortgage & Realty 
814 Morena Blvd, Suite 204 
San Diego, Ca 92110 
(619) 301‐4238=cell
(619) 342‐8246=fax
BRE#01740129
NMLS#346866



July 31, 2019 
 
 
 
The Port of San Diego 
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101-1128 
 
Dear Sir or Madam:   SENT BY EMAIL:  PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Proposed Master Plan Update. 
 
I am deeply concerned about the portion of the Master Plan which calls for a new hotel on the 
Coronado Ferry Landing property.  The property in question is not like San Diego’s 
embarcadero where several hotels have been sited on Port Tidelands.  The Coronado Ferry 
Landing is in close proximity to hundreds of single-family residences, all of which would be 
impacted by increased traffic, noise, and intensity of use.  A hotel project would have a very 
negative affect on the quality of several thousand people residing within a half-mile of the site.   
 
The development would certainly increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions which it 
would be the city’s (and resident’s) responsibility to address to insure compliance with AB 32.   
 
While this project may support the region’s visitor-serving industry, it exacerbates an already 
infuriating situation for many Coronado residents who are overwhelmed by visitor traffic for a 
good portion of the year. We feel it from increased traffic and lack of parking on our residential 
streets.  We feel it from the pollution and noise created by more than 90,000 cars each workday 
crossing the Bridge and traversing our residential streets to get to North Island and the 
Amphibious Base.  We feel it from the thousands of people headed to hotels including the 
Marriott, Hotel del Coronado, and Loews Resort. 
 
From all these impacts, Coronado’s quality of life is already suffering measurable decline. The 
hotel proposed for the Coronado Ferry Landing property would make matters much worse.  In 
the name of preserving this family-oriented community and putting the needs of its residents 
first, I request that you eliminate the proposed hotel from the Master Plan. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jack Monger 
846 B Ave. 
Coronado, CA  92118 
 
 

mailto:PMPU@portofsandiego.org
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From: James Williams <jameswtile@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:34 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island

Why would you spend so much money to improve the launch ramp and then turn around and get rid of the parking?! 
This is so typical of bad government and poor planning. But the real issue is for all of the boating and fishing community in 
San Diego. What's the sense of having access to launch without a place to park?! You ran generations of tuna fishermen 
out now your trying to run all of the boaters out. What's left after this move just spots to sit and look at the bay but without 
any access??!! TRAGIC 

JAMES WILLIAMS 
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From: Julie Waterman
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:51 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Commissioner Services Staff
Subject: FW: New Coronado Hotel

Passing along an email received for the Chair.  
Best, 
Julie 

From: Jan Clark <janclark5@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:30 PM 
To: Garry Bonelli <gbonelli@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: New Coronado Hotel 

Subject: New Coronado Hotel  

 Dear Commissioner, 
     I am opposed to the development of any new hotel on Coronado 
Ferry Landing property. 
     Coronado is overbuilt and choking on traffic now. We don't need to 

bring more tourists to the area. We have already been discovered!!!!😒 
      Thank You. 
     Janet Clark, resident 
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From: Janet Rogers <jsrogers624@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Lesley Nishihira
Subject: Grande North Resident comment on PMPU 2019

July 31, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 

As a resident of the Grande North at Santa Fe Place, adjacent to Santa Fe Depot and across the street from 
the Navy Complex at 1220 Pacific Hwy, I have several concerns related to the Port Master Plan Update. 

1. According to the draft Port Master Plan Update, the 1220 Property would be repurposed into a “mobility hub”
serving the needs of visitors to the North Embarcadero. I fully support non-automobile mobility options focused
on getting around the Embarcadero once people arrive. Santa Fe Depot with the MTS trolley, Coaster and
Amtrak make a great pairing with Harbor Drive focused alternatives such as a Circulator, pedicabs, bikes, etc.

As you know, the redevelopment of the 1220 Property is of keen interest to the Columbia and Marina District 
residents. I am concerned about:  

 Views
 Property values
 Neighborhood feel
 Esthetics
 Environmental impacts and
 Safety.

In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I 
respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

 Existing open space requirements
 The preservation of open sight paths
 Downtown resident accessibility
 General public access and
 FAA height guidelines and restrictions.

I understand the Coastal Commission is currently mandating the Port to replace the parking at the Navy Pier 
and along the west side of Harbor Drive for approximately 800 parking spaces. The Gateway mobility hub at 
1220 PCH in conjunction with another Regional mobility hub at Grape Street would accommodate those 
spaces. Since both Harbor Drive and Pacific Hwy are losing two lanes of traffic and adding bicycle lanes, the 
addition of a parking garage for people arriving at the Embarcadero, causes both congestion and pollution 
concerns. The last traffic study done in December 2018, did not include this potential project, yet the traffic 
congestion on Pacific Hwy was rated at the second worse level, which the study considered acceptable, but I 
didn’t.  

I could support a small mobility hub if the parking garage is mainly underground, and the new EIR and new 
traffic study show it does not negatively impact pollution and congestion. The building should not be any taller 
than the current Navy Complex. 
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Please keep in mind that the residents across the street from 1220 PCH are also across from the cruise ship 
terminal. Adding additional parking from any project would increase the levels of toxic fumes we are subjected 
to. I assume that the Port Authority is familiar with the California Air Resources Broad document about the 
health risks associated with docked cruise ships. PRELIMINARY HEALTH ANALYSES: CONTROL 
MEASURE FOR OCEAN-GOING VESSELS AT BERTH AND AT ANCHOR. 
  
I know one of the last directions from the Port Board of Directors was to add the Climate Action Plan to this 
document. I am interested in the impact of the CAP criteria on this plan and its policies. 
  
I do not want our air quality to deteriorate, whether additional cars come from stand alone parking garages or 
parking garages associated with new hotels. In fact, based on the CARB analysis, having people in new hotels 
directly across from the cruise ships will endanger peoples’ health. There are other locations along the 
Embarcadero that are preferable to place new hotels.  
  
2. The Downtown Community Plan includes a view corridor on A Street. This view corridor is not included in 
the draft version of the Master Plan Update. I strongly believe it is appropriate that both A and B Streets be 
included as was done with C Street. 
  
3. The North Embarcadero PMPU focuses on our fishing industry. Although revitalization is important, nothing 
should be done to encourage sea lions along the Embarcadero. We don’t want a problem like La Jolla has. If 
aquaculture and processing plants are considered, they should be done away from downtown to non-
residential areas. We don’t need the smells of fish processing plants or sea lions in the downtown area.  
  
4 At an earlier stage I sent in a letter supporting the Wyndham redevelopment plan. I still support that plan 
since the hotel already exists. However, I’m not supportive of any new hotels across from the cruise ships.   
  
5. Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I desire our HOA Board, owners and residents to be 
involved in the planning for the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project is more 
important than some others because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region, and its 
needs are both unique and extremely environmentally sensitive.  
  
I sincerely hope everyone, including present and future residents and owners, will enjoy the updated 
Embarcadero.  
  
Sincerely, 
Janet Rogers 
1205 Pacific Hwy #701 
San Diego, CA 92101 
816-550-3579 
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From: Jason Reynolds <jason@reynconinc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Wilson Kari; Jwilsonconstruction@yahoo.com; Osborne Timmothy
Subject: Launch ramp parking

To whom it may concern 
Do not remove our launch ramp parking. You just spent millions screwing that up. Now you want to have no parking and 
put in grass??? 
Keep something sacred. The past is the path to our future. You will create a bird scooter homeless parking lot and deny 
fishermen access to the ocean. Terrible decision. 
As usual. 
For once do the right thing 

Reynolds contracting, Inc 
Jason Reynolds 
Sent from I phone 
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From: Raymond Gazzo <calrjg@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 

stellanos@portofsandiego.org; alderrama@portofsandiego.org; Michael Zucchet
Cc: sranado@aol.com
Subject: Public Comment On Port Master Plan Update-PART ONE

To Whom It May Concern: 

I endorse all of the objections and suggestions in the attached letter sponsored by SaveCoronado.com. In addition, I 
suggest that the Port Commission consider building a small art museum dedicated to San Diego County art on the bay 
shore, which would emulate the landmark Sydney 0pera House in Australia. 

The design could be commissioned from a celebrity architect, and could include a mostly transparent roof and floor on 
pilings in the water. Then the public could see the San Diego skyline through it, and also view the sea life below it. Such a 
jewel like structure would give “great architecture deficient” San Diego a world class building, and a signature symbol of 
a great city. (Think of the glass pyramid at the Louvre in Paris designed by I.M. Pei.). The museum could include a dock 
for ferry visitors, and feature a restaurant and classrooms in addition to studio and exhibition space for local artists. The 
building could be reached by either a ferry, or by shuttle buses to off site parking. Only museum staff, resident artist, 
and handicapped parking would be available on site. 

I have more ideas and drawings of this subject, which I would volunteer without charge if you are interested. Thank you 
for your consideration. 

Jean Gazzo 
1265 Alameda Blvd. 
Coronado, California 92118 
619‐886‐3829 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: J S <jms775@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan rejection!

The purpose of the San Diego Bay Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands for the good of all San 
Diego County residences. To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many projects 
along the bay tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the 
public and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San 
Diego Bay. It is clear to any observer that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports 
District Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the same type of 
tidelands improvements, Tidelands public use projects and access as the North San Diego Bay citizens now enjoy. 
In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed. It is an inalienable right of 
every citizen rich or poor. This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded to any 
environmental group, developer, public agency or private group. Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District 
Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same 
level of infrastructure investment or projects which equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of San 
Diego Bay. This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, 
Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. Leon Benham, Executive 
Director Citizens for Coastal Conservancy 619-964-9153 

I agree, we deserve better!!! 

Jeff Scanlon 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: J S <jms775@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Citizens reject the master plan

We reject the master plan for IB! 

No Managed Retreat! 

Address the chronic 50+ years of sewage pollution from Mexico into our estuary and beach. 

Local Jeff Scanlon 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: Jeff Taylor <jat2sail@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed master plan

As a member of one of the three yacht clubs around shelter island and a part time visitor staying at the Yacht Club 
Condos I would have to say this proposal will ruin the residential ambiance of the Bessemer trail. We walk our dogs 
there daily and meet many other daily walkers who enjoy the trail just as it is. Traffic is already an issue on Shelter Island 
and adding that many hotel rooms would be a disaster to traffic on and off the island. Finally, the yacht clubs should not 
be forced to share their leased property with the general public as their leases provided them with a reasonable 
protected enclave.  

All in all this seems to be revenue generation at the expense of ruining a perfectly viable group of clubs and residences.  

Jeff Taylor 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Jennifer Jett <jenniferjett@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The fate of Point Loma/Shelter Island 

Dear Port of San Diego,  

I am writing today as a very concerned member of the Point Loma community.  I have lived here for almost 20 

years, I own two single-family residences here, and am raising my two small children here. I work full time, and 

coming home every day to this amazing community is one of the highlights of my day.  

The thought of the charm and small town feel of Point Loma being tossed aside for perceived profits is 

disheartening. After reading the Port’s plans for the coastline from Kellogg Beach to the San Diego Yacht Club 

and beyond I am even more convinced that’s this is a terrible idea.  

Obstructed views and traffic congestion are two initial factors that come to mind when I think of adding parking 

garages and up to 6 additional stories to Shelter Island hotels.  A pathway that encourages more 

traffic/crowds/trash/nuisance/crime to the quiet beach community that we call home is sad.  My children are 

lucky to call San Diego home and we saved everything we had to be able to buy in this community. With 

increased traffic in an already over-congested area, we will be prevented from even getting to the places where 

we enjoy spending our limited and precious free time. 

I joined the yacht club because there was no other nearby community/city pool that provided a safe, 

convenient and relatively affordable place for my children to swim and be near the water. We canceled gym 

memberships and after school activities so that we could afford to be members of a family-friendly club. With a 

public thoroughfare going right through that space we will now be exposed to heavy foot traffic and a need for 

high gates, security guards and who knows what else, just to feel safe.   

The charm of Point Loma will dramatically decline, and we will see a rise in traffic, coastal erosion, crime, just 

to name a few. The value of our homes will undoubtedly decline. 

I’m disappointed that the Port would consider doing all this without more dialogue with local residents. This is 

not a plan for an improved quality of life - this is a recipe for disaster.  It would be one thing if all my fellow 

locals supported this plan, but the overwhelmingly loud voice I hear is one of protest.  If I wanted to live in party 

central Mission or Pacific Beach, I would’ve bought there.  



2

Please reconsider this plan and the passionate objections from the local community that would be most 

impacted by this project. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of my heartfelt request to not mess with a good thing. We love our coastline 

just the way it is. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Jett, longtime Point Loma resident 

619-342-6149 
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From: Jerome D Ryan <jdryan@ryaninvestments.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Discussion Draft Port Master Plan (PD1 - Shelter Island)

Good afternoon. 

We wanted to comment on the April 2019 Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan update.  Although we 
haven’t fully read the 327 page draft, we have specific comments related to PD1 – Shelter Island. 

1. Narrowing of  Scott Street.  Any modification to Scott Street will further impact the traffic flow and
associated delays on Scott Street, Rosecrans Street and all cross streets. Point Loma has become a
place to avoid due to current residential, commercial and military installation traffic congestion.

2. Further development of hotel rooms on Shelter Island.  Nearly tripling the (proposed) rooms in the
West Shelter Island Subdistrict and nearly doubling the (proposed) rooms in the East Shelter Island
Subdistrict would only add to the traffic congestion in the area.  Additionally, relaxation of building
heights would have a negative impact on the originally intended beauty of Shelter Island and would
forever impact the view(s) of our harbor and downtown.  According to the San Diego Tourism Authority,
an estimated 3,800 additional hotel rooms will be added to San Diego by 2020.  These estimated
additional hotel rooms,  added to the proposed East and West Shelter Island Subdistricts, may have
positive economic benefits, but with these benefits will come undesirable impacts that will ultimately
affect the community.

3. Continuous Promenade Along Water’s Edge. This proposal is ultimately flawed as any promenade
would impact existing buildings, businesses and other areas along the waterfront, including the San
Diego Yacht Club facilities.

In addition to the inevitable increase of vehicle and pedestrian traffic, San Diego is experiencing an ever-
growing problem of pay-per-use transportation devices including electric scooters and bicycles that ultimately 
are abandoned after each use.  Our sidewalks and streets have become a dumping ground for these devices 
and have become a nuisance and dangerous problem.  One doesn’t have to look further than a few feet in 
front of themselves to see the hazards created by these pay-per-use devices.  We would surely hope that The 
Port of San Diego in cooperation with the City of San Diego, adopt strict laws and enforcement of said laws 
related to the ever-increasing problems due to these pay-per-use devices. 

We understand the desire of the Port District to enhance their infrastructure with a futuristic and forward-
looking vision, but see so many unaddressed issues that directly impact Point Loma and the waterfront areas 
of PD1.  We also have to assume that the benefits as well as negative impacts would affect all other PD’s.  As 
property owners in Point Loma, we have seen the progression of poorly managed business and residential 
density issues and sincerely hope the BPC consider the above issues when finalizing their Port Master Plan. 

Thank you. 

Jerome And Anne Ryan 
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From: Jill Fiero <jfiero@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:32 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Docks

It saddens me to hear that the historic docks of La Playa may be removed within two years.  They add so much charm 
and historic value to the undeveloped trail along the water enjoyed by so many and for so long!  If we don’t preserve 
structures, buildings etc. we lose so much.  A few of the docks are from the 1940’s.  There are so few it’s not like they 
are blocking much of anything but add so much. 

For many years (50) I have enjoyed coming to this area and walking along the trail, packing a picnic and staying for hours 
to enjoy the scenery and the people walking and biking along the path. 

I beg you to re‐consider this. 

Jill Fiero 
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From: johnahlering@ahlering.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:50 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Historic La Playa and the PMPU proposals are at ODDS

Subject: Community concerns 

To : the Port of San Diego 

Please know that there are thousands of homeowners in the Historic La Playa 
Community who do not support the PMPU as presented in DRAFT form. This is historic 
San Diego’s home and the history goes back to US Marines landing at La Playa in 1846, 
defeating the small local Mexican militia, and accepting the surrender of Governor Pio 
Pico. 

Leave Anchorage Lane alone 
As many possible departure routes as possible are needed on the Point. The San Diego 
Yacht Club is a major lease holder for the Port and has been an excellent tenant for 
many years. A promenade through our leasehold is unnecessary and intrusive to an 
entity that continues to serve its community through ongoing philanthropy and 
outreach  such as our Military Appreciation Nights and Operation: Holiday Helping Hand. 

No bathroom at the foot of Talbot and The La Playa Trail 
The La Playa Path is open to the public but adjacent homeowners should not be 
subjected to the greatly increased foot traffic that parking and bathrooms would 
encourage. The Path must be left natural, in its current state. The Port District is well 
aware of the excessive cost involved in “Public Bathrooms” after the fiascos of 
disease, hepatitis, filth, smell and frequent upkeep and chlorinating disinfection that 
was required on Shelter Island after the City cut back its security and cleaning services 
downtown. 
Don’t bring such a huge distraction to the “Oldest Commercial Trail” in all of 
California. 

Leave the Harbor Police on Shelter Island and no new/more hotel rooms 
Three new hotels have just opened in the North Harbor Drive and Liberty Station area. 
Our community cannot absorb any further congestion caused by increasing the height 
of Shelter Island Structures. Shelter Island has a South Seas Character and Mega 
Hotels are not part of that. 
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All of our concerns, and the reasons for our collective negative stance on the PMPU, 
stem from the great population density increase that will arise if these changes are 
implemented. The increased traffic, in an area already greatly impacted by traffic due 
to base commutes, The Rock Church, and new multi‐family housing starts, coupled 
with the proposed narrowing and reduction of lanes on Scott, do create a very real 
safety, evacuation and emergency vehicle hazard. We are a cul‐de‐sac community that 
will see our lives negatively changed forever if these proposed Port changes become 
real.  
 
Leave the private La Playa piers 
The docks could be saved by their being grandfathered since the Port, and its governing 
authority, was not established until the early ‘60s and therefore the Coastal Commission 
mandates were not in effect prior to that time. The docks date back to the ‘40s. Please 
leave them intact.  
 
 
Please do not change Point Loma.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

John R. Ahlering 
Susan Frost Ahlering 
 
La Playa Homeowners 
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From: john@driscollyachts.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Port Master Plan Update; sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; 
Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; 
Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: Port Master Plan Update Staff

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Subject: Port Master Plan Update Staff 
Date: 2019‐07‐31 12:25 
 From: John Driscoll <john@driscollyachts.com> 
To: John Driscoll <John@DriscollYachts.com> 

Port Master Plan Update Staff 

I have lived, grown up, sailed and worked in Point Loma continuously over the last 70 yrs. I have watched and been part 
of the development of Shelter Island since it’s inception.The area has grown not just in my lifetime but over hundreds of 
years from a landing point for Cabrillo to a fishing industry with strong  Portuguese roots to a thriving, integrated 
community  with a unique combination of fishing, yachting, hospitality, maritime industry, open space & other 
recreational uses including beaches, fire pits, view corridors, walking paths, historic, iconic piers, dirt walking paths and 
much more. The Shelter Island/La Playa area has evolved over decades as a community with intimate ties to its 
waterfront. 

We live here, we work here, we raise our families here and we teach water related activities and all the lessens that go 
along with that to people  from all over the county. The programs that the various yacht clubs provide to the public have 
developed skills that have carried individuals to enormous heights including Olympic medals which this community has 
more of than many countries. And the skills that took these people as far as they did were developed right here in the La 
Playa basin. 

People come here from all over the world  in large part because of the America’s Cup and the world wide exposure it 
gave our city. That had its beginnings right here in the La Playa & Shelter Island basins over 
50 years ago.  Gerry Driscoll brought the first America’s Cup campaign to San Diego in 1966. Dennis Conner brought The 
Cup and the event itself here from 1987‐1995. This event and its ancillary impact has had as much, and I would argue 
more, long term economic  benefit to this city as anything, ever. 

This area is uniquely tied to the waterfront like no other community in all of San Diego. It currently IS what the Coastal 
Commission viewed as maximizing public access & use. This area is uniquely integrated with its waterfront like no other 
community in all of San Diego. 

Adding 200% more hotels, narrowing the ingress/egress corridors, forcing a 12’ promenade thru existing maritime 
industries, marinas, yacht clubs etc. may look good on paper but it destroys the ability of these various facilities to even 
function. 
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I understand that increasing the number of hotels and other proposed plans might increase the revenue the Port 
receives from these properties but increasing the density of an already saturated area destroys it for the community 
who for the most part can’t afford $400 sixth floor hotel rooms that block the view of the water from for many of us and 
create a potential grid lock on Rosecrans & Shelter Island Drive for ALL of us. Highest and best isn’t always monetary. 
Quality of life has to be considered as well. 
 
Rosecrans alone currently carries over 20,000 trips per day to Point Loma. Just with current daily egress it can take 15‐20 
minutes and more to go ten blocks from its south end to Talbot street. The single way out of Point Loma is this road. 
Imagine if evacuation were necessary. 
 
Adding more to this current congestion is not the answer to what some may view  as a mandate from the Coastal 
Commission to increase public access. All it does is ruin it for those that built it into the interesting, multi purpose area 
that it is and for the rest of us that appreciate it for what it has become. 
 
A far better idea is to fix what we have. Maintain the bathrooms near the fishing pier for example but don’t make 
wholesale changes to a community that works. 
 
Lastly, the time limit for community input is onerous at best. The FIRST complete presentation of the Port staff's master 
plan in this area was July 18. It was received by a contentious crowd that was shell shocked because they had just seen 
the full plan. They knew that many of their neighbors were unaware of it and those that had seen it were being asked to 
review well over 300 pages of documents in the two weeks remaining before the window for public comment closed. 
We all know that once that window expires it gets exponentially more difficult to discuss issues. 
These things tend to then take on a life of their own with “ you had your chance to comment” responses from 
governmental entities. We need to extend the time for public comment. I’m sure our entire community agrees. The 
public needs another bite at the apple once the public comments have been evaluated and incorporated where 
appropriate. If your goal really is to receive & value public comment then extend the public comment period and get it. I 
think you’ll find that many people understand this area better than you may have realized and will add real value to its 
planning. 
 
Thank you for considering this and other comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
John Driscoll 
 
(M) 619‐888‐0325 
 
    * 
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From: John Loudon <johnwloudon@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Reject Master Plan

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good of all San Diego 
County residences.   

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay tidelands in 
the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public and family’s use to access 
and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any observer that Environmental 
Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South San 
Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an inalienable right of every 
citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded to any environmental group, 
developer, Public Agency or private group. 

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South San Diego Bay 
Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which equally provide the recreational 
activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial 
Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 



1

From: Jr@cox <jrmunns@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Reject Masterplan for inequality!

Commission of Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good 

of all San Diego County residences.   

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay 

tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public 

and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay. It is clear to any observer that 

Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land use polices. 

The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands improvements and access as 

the North San Diego Bay.  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed. It is an inalienable 

right of every citizen rich or poor. This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded 

to any environmental group, developer, Public Agency or private group. 

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South 

San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which 

equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, 

Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 

Sincerely,  

John R Munns 

Outlook for iOS 
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From: Julie Dillon <juliedillon@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:44 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

My husband and I live in the La Playa area of Pt. Loma.  We walk the La Playa Trail along the bay almost every day as do 
so many other local residents.  Unfortunately, the condition of the trail is poor.  It is not properly maintained.  We had 
hoped that the Navy pipeline project would have improved the condition, but they made the condition even 
worse.   There are areas of the trail that are eroded and dangerously close to rip‐rap protecting the slope, especially 
between Bessemer and Talbot.  The PMPU should provide for improvements to the trail that increase the safety.  What 
is not needed is what is proposed in the PMPU.  The charm and naturalness of the path should be maintained,  The 
proposal to create a park at Talbot is most disturbing.  Adding benches and shade structures will encourage the 
homeless to camp there.  I strongly object to such so called “improvements.” 

One of the charming aspects of the trail are the docks.  The proposal of the PMPU to remove the docks is ridiculous!  The 
reasoning (public access) is flawed.  The public has access between dawn and dusk.  The docks are an assert to the 
trail,especially when boats tied up to them.  

Reducing Scott Street to two lanes is one is a terrible idea.  The fishing tourist industry along Scott is flourishing. In no 
way should access be restricted, either travel lanes or parking.  Every morning that area is populated by the public—do 
not create congestion there. 

Julie Dillon 

Dillon Development, Inc. 
767 Rosecrans Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
619-985-5100 cell
juliedillon@me.com
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From: Judith at Berkshire Hathaway <moomooski@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments re proposed draft master plan changes, esp. Shelter Island/La Playa

Dear Commissioners,

I am a native San Diegan, a real estate broker and owner of a unit at 
The Yacht Club Condominiums located at 1021 Scott Street, near the corner 
of Talbot Street in Point Loma. I am writing to address the proposed 
changes to the  Port of San Diego Master Plan regarding the Shelter 
Island/LaPlaya area.  I do understand the difficulty of balancing the needs of 
the entire community with the needs of local residents.

The changes made over recent years to Shelter Island have 
added to its desirability while only minimally decreasing its 
historical charm.  My primary concern about the current 
draft plan is the intention to build such large hotels which 
would drastically change the landscape for visitors and 
residents. Thoughtfully designed 2-story buildings will allow 
Shelter Island to retain its quaint, hometown vibe, but taller 
hotels would damage the relaxing, authentic feel we 
currently have.

I grew up sailing as my parents belonged to various clubs in 
and around Shelter Island and am familiar with its 
history. The boat yards and fishing areas are essential to the 
neighborhood. Shelter Island has the unique benefit of 
actually being used for maritime purposes and 
tourism.  Communal spaces such as the fire pits and picnic 
tables and other improvements that encourage public usage 
should have priority over commercial growth.  If the 
proportion of commercialization outweighs the natural 
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beauty and historical charm, the entire island would lose its 
appeal.  
 

With respect to the La Playa Trail, some improvements would 
be welcomed. However, please be judicious when making 
decisions regarding changes to the Talbot Street trail head. 
The proposal to give it prominence brings to mind what was 
done to the space near the harbor police offices at the end of 
the island.  Specifically, the Pearl of the Pacific artwork that 
was put in some years ago is beautiful. However, it is not 
used by people. People do walk past it, but that space isn’t 
used to sit and relax and watch or feel nature.  In fact, that 
structure somewhat cuts off the holistic feeling of being 
practically on the water.  
 

Another example of artwork that’s beautiful but actually 
interrupts the visual and pedestrian space, is the structure 
near the roundabout that replaced a 
traditional gazebo.  Even though the Pacific Portal is a 
striking structure, it is not used by people. It’s another 
example of the artwork being more important than use of the 
space. Please do not sacrifice usable, people-oriented open 
space for art work that minimizes connection to the natural 
world.  I enjoy seeing "statement" artwork, however this 
would not be appropriate for the Talbot Street trail head. It 
needs to be something much more user-
friendly, interactive and part of the environment.  It should 
encourage meditation and relaxation  rather than a piece of 
art that focuses more on looking and not touching. 
Furthermore, there is a plaque dedicated to Chinese 
fishermen that should be the focal point of any design 
concept; I hope that part of history is not lost in these 
changes. 
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Please acknowledge receipt of this email if possible and thank you for all 
you do.  
 

 
 

. 
Judith E. Coker | Broker Associate 
p: (619) 708-2454    
e: brokercoker@gmail.com 
w: California Real Estate Company | Berkshire Hathaway 
HomeServices California Properties 

 

 
California Real Estate Company | Berkshire Hathaway 
HomeServices Califor... 
Judith Coker is a Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices California 
Properties real estate agent in Point Loma. 
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From: Justin Owings <motoxjunky951@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island renovation

San Diego is a historical fishing town, and the marlin club should be a historical landmark. For you to waste our tax 
dollars to destory our heritage in the name of tourism is an absolute disgrace. I hope your expecting the homeless to 
find their future camp spots right on the nice new grass areas you plan to gentrify.  
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From: Kathryn Whistler <whistler@sandiego.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan

To whom it may concern: 

I strongly object to the following proposals from the Master Plan: 

1. Any exception to the long established 30‐foot height limit.
2. Narrowing of Scott Street which is already intermittently maxed out with overflow from Rosecrans.
3. Encouragement of additional tourism traffic via additional hotel rooms with total disregard to the surrounding
residential community in regard to parking, safety, and general quality of life.

Please re‐consider these issues from the plan. 

Kathryn A. Whistler 
3334 Lucinda Street 
San Diego, CA  92106 

Kathryn A. Whistler 
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From: Kaye Schneider <kaye.vitalconnections@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port District Tidelands plans

To members of the Port Authority Committee: 

As a long time resident of Coronado,  I am appalled and concerned about your idea to build a 300+ room hotel on land 
facing San Diego itself.  I have lived here long enough to experience the traffic and congestion from our own over 
building.  

 I walked the Ferry Landing sidewalks this morning and viewed the plot of land near Il Fornio upon which I believe your 
hotel is intended.  This area is highly congested already.  Parking in Coronado has many challenges as it is and traffic 
continues to grow more congested every year. The last thing we need is a Bayfront visitor ‐tourist focused hotel that 
fails to recognize the impact of existing adjacent residents.  The next thing we do not need is more traffic.  There is not 
parking available for all the residents and visitors as it is. Lines to and from the bridge are too often backed up blocking 
Orange Avenue and streets from 2nd through 6th.  

I imagine any hotel of this magnitude would necessarily violate our 40 foot height limitations.  This small island does not 
need or want to become the congested large city across the bay.   

Perhaps your committee could focus on restoring ferry service for cars and pedestrians that would allow visitors without 
the devastating traffic jams.  Perhaps you could focus on a Suicide Prevention plan before we hit 500 deaths from this 
bridge.   

Coronado residents are fighting to protect a bit of our heritage and history.  We are struggling to be sure a reasonably 
priced, resident friendly restaurant would be welcome on that simple plot of land that is left on the bay.    

A major hotel could only wreck disastrous effects on our community.  

PLEASE, refrain from massive Port Master projects that support only the business moguls who could build a 300+ room 
hotel. 

Sincerely,  

Kaye M. Schneider, Resident since 1992 

Kaye Mccormick Schneider 
Founder -CEO LydiaCompany 
MAFS, MATM, CFLE 
kaye@lydiacompany.com 
619-818-5215
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From: Kelly Deeg <lulu5150@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Parking lot

Port of San Diego  

This is Kelly Deeg, and we use that parking lot at Harper island every weekend please don’t take it away from us.. 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Kelly McKeown <mckeown.kelly@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca 

Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen

Subject: Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan | Planning District 1, Shelter Island

To whom it may concern: 

After reading the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan, I am contacting you regarding Planning District 1, 
Shelter Island.  

Whereas the vast majority of waterfront provide ample commercial and tourism opportunities, the District 1 
region is unique.  This is a community with distinctive history, character and flavor.  There are many proposals 
within the PMP that will have adverse effects on this community, all in the name of tourism profits.  I strongly 
encourage you to reconsider: 

 Any narrowing or road-dieting that severely increases automobile traffic on Scott Street and Shelter
Island Drive.

 The addition of parking structures, mobility hubs, or similar.
 Any relaxation of the 30’ height limit.
 Increase of any hotel rooms on Shelter Island
 A continuous promenade that crosses through San Diego, Silver Gate, or Southwestern Yacht

Clubs.  The proposed paths would be a safety hazard and liability to the Port.
 Any significant changes to the La Playa Trail, including:

o  Any “urbanized linkages” or related development of the trail.
o Removal of the La Playa Piers
o Public restrooms at Talbot Street trailhead

Lastly, the Port of San Diego must continue to meet with residents of this community as the PMP is developed 
further.  To date, there has been few meetings that allow for meaningful discussion for what is “right” for our 
community. 

Respectfully, 

Kelly McKeown 



Kelly Purvis 
560 C Avenue 

Coronado, CA 92118 
619‐341‐0137 (cell)  

kellygpurvis@gmail.com 
 
 
July 31, 2019 

 
Port of San Diego 
Attn:  Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Hwy 
San Diego, CA 92101-1128 

 
Re: Comments on Draft Port Master Plan Update (“PMPU”) 

 
 

Dear Port Commissioners: 
 

Thank you for preparing the Port Master Plan Update and opening the public review for the community to comment 
on this draft document. Significant work and thought, time and effort have gone into the process thus far. The Port 
District can be proud of efforts to date to plan for a vibrant Port of the future. 

 
Specifically I write to comment on the development standards proposed for Coronado. It appears not a great deal of 
significant change is contemplated for the Port lands within Coronado, and this is appropriate in light of the long-
settled character of the adjacent neighborhoods and land uses in the community. 
 
I have reviewed the City of Coronado comment letter and strongly support all of their points. As a resident of 
Coronado for over three decades I have seen considerable change in this community. I am asking your help in not 
only preserving but improving Coronado as a beautiful, pleasant residential community in which to live, work, shop 
and pursue leisure-time activities.  It is critical that the plan recognizes the surrounding residential character of 
Coronado and that you consider what is and is not compatible with our unique community as well as the desires of 
the residents who are impacted by the public usage of Port Tidelands on a daily basis.  
 
I want to emphasize two of the City’s comments that are most important to me. First, a Port stated goal is to create a 
vibrant, internationally acclaimed waterfront and provide a variety of commercial recreation opportunities including 
cultural uses and performance venues.  The City recently completed a comprehensive year-long study to assess arts 
and culture in Coronado that identified building an arts and cultural center as a top priority. I was actively involved 
in that study and support this type of development which would benefit both residents and visitors alike. I strongly 
urge the Port in partnership with the City of Coronado, explore the development of a cultural arts center at the Ferry 
Landing location. One with stunning, landmark architecture, complimentary to the intimate scale of Coronado and 
yet suitable as a world-class gateway to the San Diego Bay. 
 
Second, Coronado currently has nearly 2000+ hotel rooms in our 2.2 square miles. Enough! Please do not add any 
additional hotels or rooms in Coronado on Port Tidelands. The impact on our community would be disastrous.  
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Kelly Purvis 
 
 
 

 



 

 

July 31, 2019 

 

Lesley Nishihira, AICP 

Director, Planning 

Port of San Diego 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA 92101 

 

Dear Ms. Nishihira: 

 

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan 

dated April, 2019. I very much enjoyed meeting you not long ago and appreciate your 

enthusiasm, openness, expertise and work on this effort to date, as well as your invitation to 

provide my thoughts. 

WHO AM I? 

By way of introduction, I was born and raised in Coronado and spent my teenage years racing 

high performance sailboats on San Diego Bay. I then attended California Maritime Academy and 

soon found myself on the Bay once again, but this time as an officer in the US Merchant Marine. 

A few years later I activated my US Navy commission and became familiar with San Diego Bay 

as a Naval officer, spending the majority of my Navy career working on warships, in shipyards, 

and on Navy bases located on the San Diego waterfront. Over the course of the last 50 years I 

have also maintained my personal interest in yachting and have owned many different sailboats 

and various other small craft. Beyond giving me considerable experience directly with the Bay’s 

waters themselves, this yachting interest has also given me familiarity with many of the Port’s 

tenants, including yacht clubs, marinas, and marine related businesses. In my retirement I have 

been engaged as an activist on certain Bay issues that have motivated me to study and become 

quite familiar with the federal and state laws that pertain to San Diego Bay, as well as the Port 

Act. I have personally spoken with Jim Mills at length regarding the Port Act to gain an 

historical perspective, and I have also spent quite a bit of time learning from and dealing with the 

local Coastal Commission staff. While living in Coronado I have been involved on occasion with 

various City waterfront projects, notably in Glorietta Bay, which has given me some insight into 

how Port cities relate to and work with the Port District, as well as how the Port relates to other 

cognizant governmental agencies, including the Coastal Commission, State Lands Commission, 

and Army Corps of Engineers. From a geographic perspective of course Coronado is tied to both 

the North and South Bays, but a couple of years ago I moved to Coronado Cays and now have 

the enormous privilege of living right on the water, which provides yet another perspective on 

San Diego Bay in and of itself. In sum, from a military perspective or a civilian one, from a 

recreational perspective or a working one, from an organizational perspective or a personal one, I 

would be happy to compare my love of San Diego Bay with anyone, from the Whistler to the 

deepest reaches of the South Bay! It is in that spirit that these comments are offered. 

7 BLUE ANCHOR CAY ROAD 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 92118-3220 



OVERALL IMPRESSION 

Now with all the “fluff” aside, to be perfectly honest, having spent enough time doing staff work 

in the Navy, from my perspective the “Discussion Draft” of the new Port Master Plan is in no 

way ready for presentation or discussion. For starters, it appears to have been written by 

someone with very little familiarity with the Bay or with maritime topics in general, and yet it is 

a plan for a “port.”  

 

Beyond that, the entire document needs to be carefully proofread, confusing phraseology 

eliminated, errors in logic corrected, grammatical errors corrected, typos corrected, references 

connected and explained in the appropriate places, figures appropriately integrated, modern 

buzzwords eliminated, and so forth. For me to go through and do that would take forever given 

the length of the document, and we would probably have to discuss every edit I would 

recommend. It’s simply not practical. 

A VERY UNUSUAL “PLAN” 

In the bigger picture, and once again to be quite honest, I have never seen a “plan” anything like 

this. In my military experience plans generally consist simply of actions, responsibilities, and 

dates. The same is true in the business world where such a plan might be called a “tactical plan.”  

 

The military, like business, also uses “Strategic Plans” which generally consists of strategic 

“objectives” that are written to support a “Mission,” which in turn is written to help an 

organization achieve its ultimate “Vision.” (Often “Values” are also part of a Strategic Plan to 

help govern expected behavior in terms of people associated with the plan or planning process.) 

 

Somehow the Port’s Master Plan “Update” is a confusing combination of strategic and tactical 

plans with so much ambiguity thrown in as to make anything that might be proposed “in 

compliance” should the powers at be prefer to interpret it that way. From my perspective it lacks 

even the clarity of, for example, Coronado’s General Plan or Local Coastal Plan, both of which 

might be considered relevant examples of what a Port plan might be. 

 

But all of these issues notwithstanding, if we assume that the Plan as presently written is 

acceptable in terms of type and format to the Commissioners, I offer the following specific 

comments. 

PROBLEM NUMBER 1: THERE IS ONLY A LOOSE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE 

PORT ACT AND THE PORT MASTER PLAN  

For example, at the most basic level, when I look at the first page of the Port District Act, and 

compare that to the presently stated Mission of the Port, the connection is tenuous at best. 

Certainly times change, and adjustments need to be made, but still the fundamental tie between 

the Port’s Mission and the Act that established it should be strong and tight. This is not the case. 

 

Even within the new Plan itself, when I look at the discussion of the District’s mission on page 

43, and compare it with the Mission stated formally on page 10, the connection between these 

two is tenuous at best. 



 

There are countless other examples where the priorities identified in Port plan appear to take 

liberties or stretch-beyond-reason those in the Port Act. For example, the Plan talks about the 

Port providing “economic vitality” to the region, whereas the Port Act is really based on the 

requirement for the bayfront cities to pool their resources to enable the construction of improved 

“harbor works” in an effort to better compete with other ports (like Long Beach) for shipping. 

BASIC PROBLEM NUMBER 2: KEY LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK OMISSION 

In trying to figure out the root cause of what I regard as fundamental underlying difficulties in 

the document I think the key problem is that the Legislative Framework in Section 1.3 is missing 

the most critical piece of legislation ever enacted in terms of its affect on San Diego Bay, and 

that one omission affects the entire logic and structure throughout.  

 

That piece of legislation is the Federal Rivers and Harbors Act, which quite literally established 

boundaries that have guided the development of San Diego Bay for the last hundred years, and 

continue to do so today. Unfortunately the Port Staff has very little familiarity with the 

requirements of Rivers and Harbors Act which no doubt explains why it is mentioned nowhere in 

the PMPU.  

 

I would offer, however, that this lack of familiarity has already caused the Port to waste an 

enormous amount of time and suffer a very embarrassing situation when they had to withdraw an 

application to the State Lands Commission. I can provide details upon request, but the important 

point is that, to prevent similar mistakes in the future, the Rivers and Harbors Act should be 

included on equal footing with the Port Act, Coastal Act, and Public Trust Doctrine starting in 

Section 1.3 and continuing thereafter throughout. 

 

To amplify the point, I would offer that writing a plan for the Port that considers only State 

guidance (Port Act, Coastal Act, and Public Trust Doctrine from the State Lands Commission) is 

like writing a plan for a car manufacturing company that references only California requirements 

without ever mentioning Federal requirements. The Federal government is a pretty big player in 

just about everything these days and leaving them out is an enormous mistake. 

 

The simple fact is that basically all of the water in San Diego Bay is under Federal jurisdiction 

(“Navigable Waters of the United States”). Tidelands and submerged lands are under State 

jurisdiction. It really is as simple as that (almost!).  

 

The key thing to realize is that anything that anyone might ever do on the tidelands or submerged 

lands that has any affect whatsoever on the Federal water over those lands must comply with 

Federal law and have Federal approval.  No exceptions. 

 

As you may or may not know, the Army Corps of Engineers is the cognizant Federal authority in 

this regard, and their requirements specified in Federal law are just as important as those of the 

Coastal Commission as spelled out in the Coastal Act or State Lands Commission as delineated 

in the Public Trust Doctrine. 



BASIC PROBLEM NUMBER 3: MERGING THE COASTAL ACT AND THE PUBLIC 

TRUST DOCTRINE 

Beyond failing to include the Federal Rivers and Harbors Act as key legislation affecting the 

Port, the second major flaw in the Discussion Draft is attempting to tie the Public Trust Doctrine 

to the Coastal Act beginning in the “Elements”  section 3 on page 43. This creative but twisted 

interpretation reveals a lack of maritime knowledge and history on the part of the writer and 

diminishes the power and very appropriate purposes of both references. 

 

In short, the Public Trust Doctrine primarily relates to water—navigation (movement) on the 

water, conducting commerce on the water (like ships and boats), fishing on the water (obvious), 

and recreation on the water (in boats or swimming).  The only reason it is mentioned in 

connection with the State Lands Commission is because that water is literally over the state-

owned lands (submerged lands and tidelands) and the State doesn’t want to do anything that 

would inhibit the public’s historic rights in this regard. 

 

The Coastal Act relates to ensuring access to the coast or, as they refer to it, the “Coastal Zone.” 

Yes the Coastal Zone does extend into and include the water (specifically, the Contiguous 

Waters of the United States (another Federal reference)) but if you actually read the Act it really 

is primarily about access and getting to that water—not using it per se (which was not seen as a 

problem when the Coastal Act was drafted). 

BASIC PROBLEM NUMBER 4: LACK OF CLARITY ON THE PORT’S ACTUAL 

JURISDICTION AND CONFUSING THE “PORT” WITH THE “BAY” 

The Port’s geographic jurisdiction is very specifically defined in the Port Act, but on the Port 

website and even in this PMPU that jurisdiction appears to be intentionally blurred. The very 

first page of the PMPU is apparently a map of San Diego Bay with some dashed lines drawn on 

it. There is no obvious reason for including this map unless, as the first page in the Port’s Master 

Plan, this is the “Port” to which the plan refers? Of course it is not; the bay is not the port and the 

port is not the bay. This distinction should be clearly made throughout the document. 

RECOMMENDATION 

In the Navy young officers are taught never to point out a problem without also recommending a 

solution. It’s a good ethic because it forces them to think about how to solve problems rather 

than just complain about them. 

 

With that training still ingrained,  I hereby offer to provide, to you and any others on your staff 

whom you think might benefit, a powerpoint presentation that gives a “maritime” perspective on 

San Diego Bay that I think will be useful as you move forward with your planning endeavor.  

 

I would draw applicable material from various presentations that I have to, and that have been 

well received by, the staffs of the Coastal Commission, State Lands Commission, Army Corps of 

Engineers and City of Coronado, as well as by one of your Port Commissioners. 

 

Specifically I think you would benefit from:  



 an increased understanding of the Federal requirements as they apply to San Diego Bay  

 how those requirements were developed and implemented historically  

 what they are today 

 some related thoughts on the Coastal Act and Public Trust Doctrine 

 a couple of key examples where failure to understand the Federal law caused the Port to 

make significant mistakes  

 

Please let me know if you are interested and we will set up a time. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

 

Kevin D. Reilly 
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From: kjerstiwsd@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 

Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner; Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 
ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 
ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; 
Rebecca Harrington; kgtv_assignmentdesk@10news.com; news@fox5sandiego.com; news@kusi.com; 
kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 
jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; chriscate@sandiego.gov; 
scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; 
MPU@portofsandiego.org; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Dan Malcolm

Subject: My Families Neighborhood -Point Loma

Dear Port, 

As a member of the Point Loma Community and a member of SGYC for over 15 years, there seems to be some 

disconnect on what Point Loma community vs. the Port of San Diego would like to accomplish.  Together we should be 

working collectedly to make this a better neighborhood.  At the meeting on Tuesday July 23th, it became very apparent 

that there was little input from the local residences.  While this is a tight knit community, having open communication 

would allow everyone involved to work on the betterment of the local area; not only for the local Point Loma residents, 

but would provide benefit for other San Diegans, and tourist to enjoy as well.  Below you will find a list of my concerns 

30‐Foot Height limit 

 The 30‐foot height limit has been a staple of this community, building code and is critical for the local

residences. Other areas of San Diego have lost so much of the history that has made San Diego the place it is

today.  Point Loma still has a lot of this historic heart that is passed down from generation to generation.  While

other areas of San Diego have had massive building booms, Point Loma has tried to stay true to its township.  By

over building in this area, it will remove the old fashion neighborhood that many of us enjoy and have chosen

for our families.  There is a sense of pride in the area that is not replicated in many other parts of this city and is

one of the contributing factors to why many people choose to pay a significant amount for the older homes in

this area.  For example, my home is 75 years old and it would be very sad to see the area around me look like a

concrete jungle.  If that is the area, I would have wanted my children to grow up in, I would have bought a home

in Downtown.

 There are a lot of parts of Point Loma that have significant history and the older building and areas should be

supported as such. The community pays a significant amount of taxes on their homes and feel that we should

have a voice in the development of our area.  In addition, we support one another’s businesses, which

contributes to the Port of San Diego via the assessment that these local businesses pay.

Congestion & Density 

 There are only 2 ways on & off the peninsula.  Adding more hotels will take away this amazing space not only for

the local Point Loma Community but the San Diego Community as well.  It will become more crowded and push

the Local San Diegans to other areas and remove their ability enjoy and use this space.
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 San Diego currently has over 62,590 hotel rooms held within 556 hotels (SDTA data).  The hotels had averaged 

78% occupancy for 2018.  Help the tourism community by maintain the current land that is in Point Loma, 

having public facilities in good working order, clean and free of homeless people and it would allow for the 

current hotels to work on increase the rates they charge.  By doing this, the port assessment that the hotels 

collect would then also increase.   Limiting the use of AirBNB in this neighborhood would also push more people 

into the hotels where the Port can collect. This would be a win for both the current local business and hotels and 

help the Port gain access to the revenues that it currently cannot collection.  

 Allowing more tourists in the Point Loma area, also effects San Diegans.  This limits the San Diego locals from 

enjoying the beautiful space in Point Loma, which is within their own city.  The current increase in traffic 

congestion is a concern.  It currently taking upwards of 2 ½ hours for people to leave the area during large 

events (4th of July, Parade of Lights, Etc.), it poses the question what would need to happen in an emergency 

when all the local residence also need to leave this area?  There is only 2 ways off the peninsula.  During larger 

events, we also see an increase in trash in the parks and bay. Which is not environmentally friendly to our ocean 

waters.  Water taxi’s have been tried several times in this area and have not succeed.   

 It will also require more event space to be able to have hotels promote “In House” Groups (Groups not brought 

in by the Convention Center.)  There is normally around 50‐60 large groups at the Convention Center Annually, 

with less than a dozen Mega Events that create enough compression to impact the City.  More hotel rooms will 

mean, more meeting space, which could also affect outdoor public spaces that the locals and tourist already 

use.  Be redeveloping this, it will be minimalizing the beauty of this area that the community and tourist alike are 

drawn to.   

Historic Piers & Slips 

 The Port had been instructed over 30 years ago to make piers along La Playa available for public use and/or to 
tear down.  With the “Newest” Pier having been built in 1942, it seems that this obligation has been neglected 
for a significant amount of time.  This should now be revisited as this is part of the long‐standing community and 
the piers history should be preserved.   

 

I’m more than happy to speak with someone for further clarification of the points I have listed above. 

 

Sincerely,  

Kjersti Williams 

Kjersti Williams 
619‐316‐8955 
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From: Klysta <klysta@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to Coronado PMPU

To Whom It MayConcern at the San Diego Port Commission, 

As homeowners, residents, and concerned citizens in Coronado, we 

share the opinion of Coronado Mayor Richard Bailey in opposition to, 

“...the Port of San Diego’s Proposed Master Plan Update (“PMPU”) that 

would allow for a new 350 room hotel at the Ferry Landing, as well as 

other new development.”  We also agree with Mayor Bailey’s opinion 

that, “Unlike other cities, this type of development is simply 

incompatible with the surrounding residential community, as it would 

result in more traffic, less parking and a reduction in the quality of life 

for Coronado residents.”  Many San Diego residents regularly utilize the 

public park and Bay access.  Traffic and parking is therefore already an 

issue with visitors coming for the day to the island.  

Considering this point, Mayor Bailey states, “The San Diego Bay is a 

precious regional asset meant for everyone to enjoy. While other cities 

may benefit from increased economic development along the bayfront, 

Coronado is an active and environmentally conscious community that 

would benefit more from greater open space and enhanced public 

access to the bay.” 

As Coronado residents, we truly appreciate that, ”The PMPU did contain 

a big win for Coronado in the changing of land use for Grand Caribe Isle 

from previously allowing a hotel to now preserving open space,” with 

thanks in part to the efforts of Commissioner Garry Bonelli, to once 

again quote Mayor Bailey. 
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Thank you for considering our view on this matter. Sincerely,    Klysta 

and John Powell 
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From: Lawrence Cavaiola <ljc@cavaiola.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on Draft Master Plan

We strongly support actions to preserve the character and erosion control of Bessemer (La Playa) Trail. We also support 
a vibrant maritime industry on the approaches to Shelter Island. 
We oppose strongly any actions that would increase hotel density on Shelter Island, go beyond current height 
restrictions, or increase traffic density in an already congested area.  
We moved to the La Playa area of Point Loma two years ago from Annapolis, Maryland. We were captivated by the 
beauty of the views and the wonderful path that runs in part by our home. We watched the steady erosion of the 
maritime industry in Annapolis to condo and hotel developers, and would be deeply saddened to see that happen here. 
Please help keep this area wonderful for its residents. 
Larry and Maureen Cavaiola  
594 San Antonio Avenue  



Laura Jean Moore 
883 Armada Terrace 
San Diego, CA 92106 
ljmbooks@gmail.com 

 
The Port of San Diego 
Attention Planning Department 
Via Email pmpu@portofsandiego.org 
 
 
Re: Shelter Island Proposed Development Plan 
 
Dear Port District. 
 
I strongly oppose adding 1,600 hotel rooms in the Shelter Island planning district. The                           
existing traffic and parking problems in Point Loma need to be resolved before the Port                             
District considers adding an additional 1,600 hotel rooms.   
 
The current Sub Base traffic problems on Rosecrans and Scott Street are well                         
documented. The Fisherman’s Landing parking lots overflow for seven months of the                       
prime fishing season. Anglers are forced to park on side streets as far away as the west                                 
side of Rosecrans all the way to base of the hill. That leaves no parking for residents and                                   
makes it difficult to frequent local businesses. 
 
There is an important historical precedent on increasing the number of visitors to                         
Shelter Island and the resulting effect on parking. In 1992 and 1995 some of the                             
America’s Cup teams were based in Shelter Island. The crews and support staff had                           
nowhere to park and it was a mess. 
 
The changes to Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive mentioned in the proposed plan                           
will not solve the current traffic and parking problems, let alone the additional traffic                           
and parking problems caused by 1,600 new rooms. 
 
In essence the proposed Plan seeks to increase the quantity of Port District revenue by                             
adding hotel rooms without taking into consideration the impact on the quality of life of                             
neighboring areas. Section 2 of the Port Act requires the management of the Port                           
property for benefit of the public. The public includes those people who live in                           
adjoining neighborhoods. However, nothing in the Proposed Plan mentions the                   
impacts on the surrounding areas. Therefore, the plan is already defective. Increasing                       
the quantity of Port District revenue at the expense of the quality of life in neighboring                               
communities is unacceptable.   
 
There is absolutely no justification for increasing the existing 30-foot height limitation to                         
accommodate more hotel rooms. View “corridors” are no substitute for retaining the                       
30-foot height limitation. 

mailto:pmpu@portofsandiego.org


 
The proposed plan mentions intensifying the uses in and around the fishing landings.                         
The congestion in those areas is already terrible during the prime fishing season. There                           
is no way to increase intensity in those areas without making the situation worse.                           
Greater intensity would generate more revenue for the Port District. However, that is                         
not the goal. This is about the quality of life in our community and not about the                                 
quantity of revenue for the Port District.   
 
In summary, the existing traffic and parking problems need to be solved before there is                             
any consideration of increasing intensity in the form of more hotel rooms. After those                           
concerns are satisfied, there needs to be a comprehensive analysis of the impact of the                             
proposed hotel rooms on adjoining neighborhoods, traffic and parking.  
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Laura Jean Moore 
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From: Laurie Hurl <hurl.laurie@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Point Loma Port changes

As a San Diego Resident's for 35 years, we request you take a strong look at your recommended changes to the Point 
Loma Community.  Our community can always use up‐dates to the streets and infrastructure, but not to destroy its's 
natural beauty. We walk Shelter Island on a regular basis and would hate to see big hotels with tons of traffic that will 
take away from the beauty and ambience of this natural area.  This area is currently open to all and should continue that 
way, and not just be for the tourists.  The La Playa area trail is open to the public, but doesn't need to be made into a 
commercial landmark.  
Please take our community historic landmarks seriously and preserve the natural beauty for years to come for all San 
Diego residents. 

Jim Hurl 
Laurie Hurl 

4629 Tivoli Street 
San Diego, CA  92107 
hurl.laurie@gmail.com 

. 

‐‐  

Laurie Hurl 
hurl.laurie@gmail.com 
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From: Lea Corbin <lcbaypark@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa

Please keep the Marlin Club and La Playa the way it is. It's jewels like this neighborhood that keep San Diego "America's 
Finest City." If you develop, we are just another Los Angeles. Take a walk on that path any Saturday morning and you will 
find out how many residents who DONT live in that immediate area are enjoying the dirt path and tranquility of the 
area.  

Please, please, don't make San Diego Los Angeles.  

Lea Corbin 
1597 Lieta Street, San Diego 
Bay Park resident 
(619) 276‐4050
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From: LeighAnne Gibbs <lagibbs42@outlook.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego / Coronado Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height 
limit in all subdistricts Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas The intensification of use of 
the North Coronado Subdistrict Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict Increased density in commercial uses in 
the North Coronado Subdistrict Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements Any 
uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, 
the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from all sources throughout the state. 
Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the 
existing adjacent residents. 
Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club Any uses that will 
bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems  

Please Include in the Master Plan: 
Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay Expanded public access that would increase reliance 
on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat 
taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to 
access restaurants and Coronado Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more 
nature to Coronado Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 
bayfront. 
Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area with 
designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove 
revetment. 
Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

We’ve been Coronado home owners and residents of this wonderful community totaling 17 years. After temporarily 
moving away from Coronado for 3 years and moving back to our beloved community in recent weeks; the increasingly 
congested streets and loss of historical community throughout the town is quite striking.  It’s saddens us deeply. 

Sincerely, 
Leigh Anne Gibbs 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Leo Correia <soulriderleo@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:48 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Save The Marlin Club!!

I am a native San Diegan, born and raised, of Portuguese descent. My whole family has been part of the tuna fishing 
community here in SD for over 7 decades. My brother is on the Tuna Fishermans Memorial because he was lost at sea 
tuna fishing, providing a living for his family.  
We all grew up in Point Loma and have enjoyed the Marlin Club for over 5 decades. It is a great fishing club with great 
people and should stay right where its at. I would hate to see it go. If anything, promote it, revitalize it.  
Please keep our wonderful, local fishing community in tact for generations to come.  

Thank you! 
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From: Leon Benham <LeonBenham@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:01 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Citizens Reject the San Diego Port Districts Master Plan

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Bay Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands 
for the good of all San Diego County residences.    

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many projects along 
the bay tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and 
beaches which the public and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any 
observer that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District 
Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the 
same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.   

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It 
is an inalienable right of every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it 
cannot be taken away nor traded to any environmental group, developer, public agency or 
private group.  

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access 
rights of South San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure 
investment or projects which equally provide the recreational activities as citizens in the 
North end of San Diego Bay now enjoy. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of 
Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be 
produced. 

Leon Benham, Executive Director

Citizens for Coastal Conservancy 
619‐964‐9153 
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From: Luan Troxel <ltroxel@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:46 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU comments

I am a citizen of Coronado and would like to offer the following comments on the PMPU:  

1. I would not like to see any more net new hotel rooms on the island and certainly not another hotel at the Ferry
Landing location.  The island’s infrastructure, delicate biological balance and roadways, and view corridors are already
under siege.  Adding more people will only add more problems; 2.  It is not clear to me why the Port has stated that one
of its main goals is to make money on Port entrusted lands.  It seems to me that the guiding reason that the Port has
been entrusted with these lands is to ensure that there is broad public access and this principal should outweigh making
money.  Adding hotels decreases broad public access; 3.  The area of the Tidelands that is currently zoned as “golf
course” should not be “recategorized” as discussed at the meeting.  Doing so would suggest that the Port has something
different from “golf course” in mind for the spot.

Luan Troxel 
640 Coronado Avenue 
Coronado, CA  92118   



1

From: MANNY BANUELOS <jmbsanitation@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:36 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Mas plan

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands 
properties for the good of all San Diego County residences.    

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects 
along the bay tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks 
and beaches which the public and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any 
observer that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District 
Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the 
same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.   

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It 
is an inalienable right of every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it 
cannot be taken away nor traded to any environmental group, developer, Public Agency or 
private group.  

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access 
rights of South San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure 
investment or projects which equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of 
San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of 
Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be 
produced. 



1

From: Rickie Sevadjian <hirickie@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Trail, private docks, and Shelter Island

To:  Port of San Diego Planning Department 

I heartily and vehemently disagree with several components of the Port Master Plan Update and hereby register my 
opposition. 

La Playa Trail is a beautiful, charming, ages‐old natural trail along the bay.  I very frequently walk along there to take 
advantage of the tranquility it provides and the beautiful views of the bay.  I urge you to leave it completely untouched. 
I oppose any public structures being built at the trailhead or anywhere along the trail. 

I’m outraged by the idea that you would even consider the removal of the private docks that have been there for 
generations.  They add immensely to the charm of the area not only visually but also by permitting public access during 
the day, enabling walkers to stroll out over the water.  

As a frequent user of the parkland along Shelter Island, I insist that the proposal to eliminate the parking lots on Shelter 
Island and replace them with larger grassy areas is simply beyond comprehension.  The shortage of parking spaces for 
those wanting to use the grassy areas for recreation is already a major problem, and adding diagonal parking along 
Shelter Island Drive in place of the parking lots will greatly reduce the number of spaces available.  Adding more space 
for fun, sport, picnicking, family gatherings, etc., is not feasible if there will be significantly fewer parking places 
available.  More room to play with less room to park defies common sense.   

Narrowing the road by building diagonal parking will cause even worse traffic situations than we already have.  Bicyclists 
and pedestrians will be in far more serious danger than they are now.  Distant parking for those walking to the 
recreational areas will create a much larger number of pedestrians.  Parking all over the neighborhood will be impacted.  
Already it’s nearly impossible to find parking during the day for the post office, restaurants, and all business 
establishments.   

I strongly object to allowing any structures to be built taller than those existing.   

I urge you to consider the rights of San Diego citizens, especially those of us who use these areas, to voice their 
objections to this plan.  I urge you to scrap the plan! 

Sincerely, 
Margaret Sevadjian  



July 30, 2019 
 
Planning Department of the Port Authority of San Diego 
 
Re: Public Comment on PMPU Discussion Draft 
 
My name is Margie Rapp and I am a resident of the Grande North condominium community at 1205 
Pacific Highway. We are located in the Columbia District of downtown San Diego, and my family and I 
frequently access the beautiful San Diego harbor and adjacent port entrusted tidelands. We enjoy the 
entire waterfront from Shelter Island to the Marine Terminal, and across the bay in Coronado. I have 
several concerns and comments regarding the Port-Master-Plan-Update-Discussion-Draft-0424192 
(“PMPU”). 
 
1 – My first concern is the lack of balance in the Port’s PMPU, particularly in the Embarcadero Planning 
District. The Port has placed an outsized priority on monetizing the bayfront lands, and is doing so with 
an outsized emphasis on Visitor Serving Overnight Accommodations, aka as hotels and motels 
(“Hotels”).   

 
2 – In the Embarcadero Planning District, The PMPU places a veritable wall of Hotels between Harbor 
Dr and Pacific Hwy blocking almost all views of the San Diego bay. This wall of Hotels will disconnect 
the tidelands and the bay from the physical city of San Diego and its residents. One only needs to look 
to the area south and east of the current Seaport Village site to already see a Hotel “wall” in place 
which disconnects the city from the bay. Extending from the Hyatt hotel, Marriott, past the massive 
Convention Center, and on to the Bayfront Hilton, there is no connection between the residents and 
workers of the downtown area and our bay. Yet the PMPU adds 3400 more hotel rooms to the Central 
and South Embarcadero area.  

Already under construction is the Manchester Pacific Gateway /Navy Complex, not affiliated 
with the PMPU or Port District, is planned to include 1350 hotel rooms and will be up to 28 stories in 
height.  This project will extend the visual blockade north on Harbor Dr past Broadway and through to 
the Port District Lane Field hotels with their existing 800 rooms.  

The bayfront Wyndham hotel located on the 1200-1300 Harbor Dr - Pacific Hwy blocks already 
has 600 hotel rooms. The PMPU envisions adding 1400 more hotel rooms to this constrained site. This 
will be a massive hotel which will completely block the only remaining visual and accessible connection 
to the bay for city residents and workers.  

The PMPU envisions the tidelands area as belonging primarily to tourists and revenue 
generating industries. Yet the tidelands and bay are irreplaceable treasures which were entrusted to 
the Port for the benefit of all of us, residents and visitors. 
 
3 – Views of the Bay – currently there are over 3500 residential units of the Columbia District with 
views of the bay water. Most are clustered into a dozen or so high-rise complexes, and included a 
wide-range of price points to serve a diverse population. With the access to mass-transit and jobs this 
population center will continue to grow rapidly. For most of these residents and workers, the best view 
corridor is within the Wyndham hotel property. The hotel towers are spread out and currently provide 
clear views to the water. A Street intersects this property and provides clear walkways through to the 



water. Drivers on Pacific Highway, Ash and Beech can all see the bay. The massive hotel the PMPU 
places on this property will forever alter the Views, Property Values, and Neighborhood feel of the 
Columbia District. Simply put the PMPU will wall off the last major connection to the bay from its 
residents and downtown city workers. It will destroy a community in favor of tourists. 
 
4 – I want to encourage the Port to place Hotels within commercial areas and away from Residential 
zones. Shelter Island, Harbor Island, and the Pacific Highway Corridor are all places where dense, mega 
hotel development can occur without creating a visual wall separating the bay from city residents and 
workers. In addition, areas in the areas south of downtown such as National City and Chula Vista can 
accommodate additional hotel rooms without completely blocking water views and access. The 1,400 
additional hotel rooms planned for the current Wyndham property could be easily be put north of the 
County Admin building.  

 
In regard to further development concept proposals, with all downtown residents’ interests in mind, I 
respectfully and specifically request the Port take into very careful consideration: 

• The public trust of tidelands as belonging to all of us. Revenue generation should not be the 
primary concern of the Port in regards to the last open views for the city to the bay 

• The preservation of open sight paths specifically those that currently exist within the 
Embarcadero Planning District. Building structure outlines and heights should be preserved, 
especially at the Wyndham hotel located on the 1200-1300 Harbor Dr - Pacific Hwy blocks. 

• Downtown resident accessibility and views which connect us to the bay 
• FAA height guidelines and restrictions.  

 
Finally, due to our proximity to this development, I would like the HOA Boards of the Grande North, 
Bayside, Sapphire, and Breeza; as well as their owners and residents be involved in the planning for the 
parcels located on the 1200-1300 Harbor Dr - Pacific Hwy blocks which includes the Wyndham Hotel 
site and the 1220 Property. I believe local involvement in this particular project and parcel is more 
important than some others because the North Embarcadero is such an important part of the region. 
The needs of the downtown community to be connected to the Bay visually and physically are critical. 
The area between the Lane Field Hotels and the County Admin Building are the last 2 blocks that have 
the potential to address this need. I am happy to serve on any committee or townhall which can help 
the Port balance the needs of visitors and residents.  
 
I and thousands of downtown residents are counting on the Port to get this updated before the final 
Port Master Plan is updated and approved. Thank you for considering my input. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Margie Rapp 
1205 Pacific Highway Unit 1103 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: marilyn field <MFIELD1@SAN.RR.COM>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Michael Zucchet; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 

rvalderama@portofsandiego.org
Subject: Attention Planning Department: Comments on the PMPU for the Coronado Bayfront Planning 

Subdistrict 10

Port Commissioners and Port Planning Department: 

I am writing to comment on the Port’s proposed new standards for the Northern subdistrict of the Coronado Bayfront.  
The new standards call for the  demolition and complete redevelopment of the Ferry Landing Marketplace site, 
presumably to increase Port and lessee revenues by attracting more visitors.  However, a new development conforming 
to the proposed PMPU standards would have a very detrimental effect on the surrounding community which is primarily 
residential and on Coronado as a whole. Moreover, it would result in the destruction of a charming Coronado landmark, 
the peaked red roofs and architectural design of the Ferry Landing shops and restaurants which are enjoyed by both 
Coronado residents and visitors and which beacon people from across the Bay.  

Specific comments follow: 

1) PLEASE SAVE THE FERRY LANDING MARKETPLACE

I will start my comments with a plea to save the red peaked roofs, peaked windows and quirky architecture of the Ferry 
Landing Marketplace. The Ferry Landing was obviously designed to echo the red peaked roofs and architecture of the 
Hotel Del at the other end of Orange Avenue. The architecture of the Ferry Landing creates a sense of place and 
symbolizes Coronado’s slightly antique village charm. This architecture is appreciated by Coronado residents living 
nearby, by those who appreciate it as a lovely place to walk, by those who visit just because of Coronado’s charm. It 
appears on postcards and in wedding photos.  If you demolish it and replace it with a modern square steel and glass 
structure such as that proposed by one of the Port’s tenants you will have destroyed something unique and precious 
and replaced it with something generic and bland which could be plunked down anywhere. 

Yes, it is clear that the site needs maintenance.  It is hard to understand why the Port has not insisted on this.  And the 
site has been defaced by insensitive remodeling of the site most recently occupied by Candelas and El Roy’s:  the 
remodel was intended to modernize the space but destroyed its charm and was entirely inconsistent with the concept of 
the site’s architecture. Moreover, this particular space has suffered from a poor choice of restaurant tenants. What is 
needed is a moderately priced informal restaurant with a varied menu which would be attractive to both residents and 
visitors. There was such a restaurant there many years ago, The Bay Beach Cafe, which appeared to be very successful. I 
believe its demise was caused by the retirement of the owner, rather than failure of the concept. Perhaps a similar 
restaurant operation would thrive there if the space was properly restored/redesigned in a manner befitting the Bayside 
charm of the site. I mention this now because I believe it is not necessary to demolish the site to create a space that 
would attract better tenants and restaurant opportunities. 

So please maintain, restore and seek better tenants but please do not tear down The Ferry Landing  Marketplace. The 
red roofed architecture woud be missed not only by Coronado but by people from all over the region. As you will see 
below, I have many serious concerns about how the Port's proposed new standards would affect my my neighborhood 
but to me the destruction of The Ferry Landing Marketplace architecture and ambiance would be the most devastating 
of all.  
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2) UNLIKE OTHER PORT PROJECTS THE FERRY LANDING SITE IS RIGHT IN THE MIDDLE OF A RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD YET THE PMPU FOCUSES ON VISITOR SERVING USES 
 
 Unlike most other Port properties, the Northern Coronado Subdistrict is right in the middle of a primarily residential 
neighborhood which means that development that adds more hotel rooms, more tourists, more cars and other mobility 
modes, more events and more noise will have a direct and negative effect on the quality of life of neighborhood 
residents and the City of Coronado.  Because of this the PMPU is in direct contravention of the objectives of the City’s 
General Plan which are quoted in the comment letter submitted by the City of Coronado. 
 
The PMPU states the there should be " …strong emphasis on visitor serving uses that activate the area…”; "Additional 
activating features” in the open space area; and “a variety of…activities that attract visitors and investment”.  While it is 
not clear what the Port intends by activating features it seems likely to bring more congestion and noise to this primarily 
residential neighborhood.  There is no mention of nor recognition of serving the needs of residents nor concern that 
changes and activities at the site should not diminish the quality of life for the residential community which surrounds it. 
 
The PMPU should be revised to emphasize the need to serve residents as well as visitors.  Moreover, visitor serving uses 
should be consistent with preserving the residential character of the neighborhood and the quality of life for 
neighboring residents and the City of Coronado. 
 
3) THE PMPU DOES NOT RECOGNIZE THAT CORONADO IS ALREADY OVERBURDENED WITH TRAFFIC AND TOURISM 
 
It is well known that Coronado is already overloaded with traffic and tourism ‐ just ask any Coronado resident. The Port’s 
proposed new standards, which call for 350 new hotel rooms (with associated parking) just in the Northern Subdistrict 
alone would add more tourists, traffic and CO2 emissions to an already overburdened community. This would be 
compounded by programmed activities and events designed to bring more tourists. Coronado’s well known constant 
stream of traffic on 3rd and 4th Streets and the back‐ups on Orange Avenue would worsen. In addition, 1st Street is 
becoming seriously congested as well. The Port’s development standards would make this significantly worse.( See 
specific comments below.) 
 
4) REDEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL BY PORT TENANT IS AN EXAMPLE OF EXACTLY WHAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS DO 
NOT WANT  
 
Several months ago the local Coronado paper, the Eagle, published architectural illustrations of a redevelopment 
proposal for the Ferry Landing which caused great concern among area residents.  Chairman Bonelli assured us that this 
was not a Port proposal nor was it under consideration by the Port.  However, it appears that the developer either had 
advance knowledge of the Port’s proposed standards or that the Port’s standards were based on the developer’s 
proposal because these drawings are an example of exactly what the PMPU standards would require or permit.  The 
reaction of the neighborhood residents was a unanimous thumbs down based on both style and content, the 
objectionable content being the 3 story hotel, 3 story parking garage, multi‐story buildings with 10,000 square feet of 
office space and an expanded footprint of the buildings. 
 
5) THE PROPOSED HOTEL ROOMS CONTRAVENE CORONADO’S STANDARDS FOR THE TIDELANDS OVERLAY ZONE 
 
PM10.18 and 19 call for more hotel rooms at the Marriott and new hotel development adjacent to the “water based 
transfer point”. Also, the attached list of appealable projects permits a total of 350 new hotel rooms with adjacent 
meeting space.  This means a bigger Marriott and a large multi story hotel on the Ferry Landing site.  Both would need 
dedicated parking. Expanding the Marriott and creating a large new hotel building would block views of the Bay to 
everyone but hotel guests and could inhibit or discourage pedestrian access to the waterfront. In addition, traffic 
generated by new hotel rooms would worsen already overburdened City streets and increase pollution because most 
visitors would arrive by car. 
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Moreover, these PMPU standards would violate Coronado's Municipal Code which limits hotel rooms in the Northern 
Subdistrict to 300 rooms.  The existing Marriott hotel in this area already has 300 rooms.  Thus, under Coronado’s 
standards, no new hotel rooms are allowed, either as an addition to the Marriott or as a new hotel structure.  
 
6) THE PORT’S NEW STANDARDS SHOULD NOT PERMIT ANY OTHER BULKY STRUCTURES TO BE BUILT ON THIS SITE 
 
The City of Coronado's comment letter on the PMPU states that a cultural arts complex may be an appropriate use of 
this site. The structure and complex under study by the City would create a large, bulky concert hall structure and a 
complex of related buildings which would block the Bay views just as surely as a hotel complex.  Moreover, it would 
require a large bulky parking structure to accommodate the attendees.  This would create the same problems as a hotel 
at this site.   Moreover, it is not a "water dependent use" and I question whether it meets the criteria for structures on 
the Tideland property. 
 
7)  RATHER THAN LARGE BUILDINGS PLEASE PROVIDE FOR LANDSCAPED OPEN SPACE CONSISTENT WITH THE ORIGINAL 
OBJECTIVE OF AN “EMERALD NECKLACE” SURROUNDING THE BAY 
 
Instead of large bulky structures, what is needed at this site is to preserve the open space East of what is now Il Fornaio. 
With beautiful landscaping it could be an almost magical space which would be enjoyed by both residents and visitors 
without any increase in density or traffic or pollution.  This would be consistent with the Port’s original planning 
objective of creating an “emerald necklace” of green space surrounding the Bay.  That compelling objective is currently 
missing in the PMPU for the Northern Coronado subdistrict.  
 
 
8)  THE PMPU WOULD PERMIT THE PORT TO VIOLATE THE CITY’S HEIGHT LIMIT  
 
The PMPU states that the structures in the Northern Subdistrict should be “compatible” with the City’s height limit but 
do need to be "in conformance with” the City building height standard.  This should be changed to require that 
structures on Port land will be in compliance with City standards. The interpretation of what “compatible” means leaves 
it entirely to the Port and its developers to decide the appropriate height limit for structures. This leaves too much 
uncertainly and the possibility of unacceptably high structures. 
 
9)  MOBILITY HUB TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES COULD INUNDATE ALREADY IMPACTED RESIDENTIAL STREETS 
WITH ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY DEVICES 
 
The Local Gate way Mobility Hub required by PD10.12 needs clarification.  It is not clear exactly what types of vehicles 
the Port has in mind.  the mobility hub could be very problematic depending on the modes of transportation.  City 
streets, in particular 1st Street, are already inundated with bicycles, scooters, bicycle surreys and whatever the latest 
mobility craze may be. The sidewalks on 1st Street are narrow, especially at the Old Town Trolley pick‐up stop where 
there is often barely space for a passing pedestrian. Pedestrians are already dodging alternative transportation devices 
often going at unacceptably high speeds. A collision with a pedestrian could be serious or even fatal, especially for an 
elderly person. Often tourists are not aware that bicycles are only to be ridden on the street, not sidewalks.  The more 
tourists, the more mobility devices sand the greater likely‐hood of accidents. Yet, I would hate to see sidewalks widened 
which would eliminate lawn space and have a negative impact on the attractiveness of the neighborhood. 
 
Are buses contemplated? Will they be electric?  If not, pollution will increase. 
 
Please clarify what is intended and work with the City to design a way to provide for transportation needs that do not 
create pollution nor endanger pedestrians 
 
10) PM10.12 and PD 10.18 REQUIRE WAY‐FNDING SIGNAGE WHICH WOULD DUPLICATE THE CITY’S WAY‐FINDING 
SIGNAGE 
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The City already has way‐finding signage in place.  Duplication of signs is unnecessary and would create visual pollution. 
 
11) PD10.12 REQUIRES A CONSOLIDATED PARKING FACILITY ADJACENT TO THE MOBILITY HUB WOULD CREATE A LARGE 
BULKY MULTI STORY PARKING STRUCTURE FACING ON 1ST STREET  
 
Any such structure would deface the look of 1st Street and would rise up several stories. Unfortunately, it is probably 
impossible to put any parking structure underground due to the high water table.  In addition, if parking fees are 
charged people will look elsewhere for parking which would creating parking issues on adjacent city streets where 
parking is already scarce. 
 
12)  PD10.17 SETS STANDARDS FOR THE WIDTH OF PROMENADES ADJACENT TO THE SHORELINE  
 
The standards for the promenades adjacent to the Bay should be no less than they are currently. 
  
13)  PD10.6 WHICH CALLS FOR INCREASED BOAT SLIPS AND FOR MEETING BOATING NEEDS, SHOULD BE CLARIFIED.   
 
Would these boat slips be temporary or permanent?  What kinds of boating needs?  Would this permit or encourage a 
live‐live‐abord community? 
This would be an appropriate place for a live‐abord community nor for boat maintenance activities. 
 
14)  THE PLANNING DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS SECTION ALSO CALLS FOR EXPANSION OF BOAT SLIPS AND THE 
APPEALABLE PROJECT SECTION CALLS FOR 12 NEW BOAT SLIPS. 
 
See above comment. 
 
15)  THE PLANNING DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS SECTION ALSO CALLS FOR “ADDITIONAL WATER BASED TRANSIT 
OPPORTUNITIES" WHICH WOULD BRING MORE TOURISTS TO AN ALREADY TOURIST CONGESTED AREA 
 
See above comments on preserving quality of life for a residential community already inundated with tourists.  
 
16) THE APPEALABLE PROJECTS LIST INCLUDES 10,000 SF OF OFICE SPACE NOT RELATED TO ADMINISTRATION OF THESE 
PORT PROPERTIES. 
 
This is not a water related use of the Port property and therefore does not appear to be a permitted use under the 
Public Trust Doctrine for California Tidelands. It would be a shame to create higher buildings to provide for office 
unrelated to administration of the site. 
 
 CONCLUSION 
 
Coronado residents value and want to maintain our low scale, slightly quaint, charming village character and our quality 
of life.  While we have always attracted and welcomed visitors, we are concerned that our village character and quality 
of life are being eroded by excessive traffic and tourism. The proposed PMPU standards would bring more of both to 
Coronado. The Port is looking at Northern Subdistrict as a money making opportunity for the Port without recognition of 
what this would do to Coronado.  The proposed standards risk ruining the small town charm valued by residents and 
visitors alike.  Please reconsider the PMPU in light of the comments and suggestions above. 
 
Marilyn Field 
1101 1st Street, Apt. 208 
Coronado, CA 92118 
 
mfield1@san.rr.com 
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From: marilyn field <mfield1@san.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Michael Zucchet; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 

Robert Valderrama
Subject: Correction to My Comment Letter on PMPU

Dear Port Planning Department and Port Commissioners, 

I submitted a comment letter earlier today on the PMPU Standards for the Northern Subdistrict of Coronado and I wish 
to make two corrections. In my comment #15 concerning PD10.6, I omitted the word “not” in the last sentence.  This 
sentence should be revised to read in its entirety as follows: 

This would not be an appropriate place for a live‐abord community nor for boat maintenance activities. 

Also, in the previous sentence the word live‐abord is mis‐typed as live‐live‐abord. 

Marilyn Field 
1101 1st Street, Apt. 208 
Coronado, CA 92118 
mfield1@san.rr.com 
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July 31, 2019 

 
 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway  
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Submitted via email to: pmpu@portofsandiego.org  
 
RE: PORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE DISCUSSION DRAFT COMMENTS – MARK G. STEPHENS, AICP 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
Congratulations to the San Diego Unified Port District for reaching the long-awaited milestone of 
releasing this review draft of the Port Master Plan Update! As a professional planner and long-time 
Downtown resident, I have appreciated the extensive public outreach efforts of the Port District Board, 
staff, and consulting team, and strongly encourage continuation of this open process through the crucial 
remaining steps in refining and adopting the new plan, and embarking on its implementation.  
 
Following are a few observations and recommendations. 
 
• While appreciative of the comprehensive approach, logical process and plan organization, and 

imaginative thinking employed, something has been making me uneasy since the visioning process. 
Specifically, the schematic perspective rendering of the imagined future San Diego Bay from an 
oblique aerial perspective done by Randy Morton’s firm (and that is prominently displayed in the 
Discussion Draft document and the home page for Integrated Planning – Port Master Plan Update 
on the Port website) is a cool drawing. Upon careful review, however, with all due respect, it truly 
represents the antithesis of what we should be striving for, with virtually the entire Downtown 
waterfront lined with massive high-rise buildings (many of which would appear to exceed the 500-
foot height limit imposed by airport proximity). Downtown has and should have high-rise buildings 
and intensive development, and some of these are near the waterfront. But, overall, structures 
should step down to the coast and maximize public views and access, and minimize casting shadows 
on the waterfront and blocking public views and access.   

 
• Another thing I strongly urge be excised from the plan is the notion of an “iconic tower” in the 

Central Embarcadero. I recall the current Chair of the Board of Port Commissioners commenting 
when this idea was introduced something along the lines of, “We already have the Coronado-San 
Diego Bay Bridge, so why do we need something else?” In addition, we have the USS Midway, which 
is the size of a floating city. The initial Seaport San Diego plans showed a gratuitous tower about 475 
feet in height that to my way of thinking served little purpose. Predictably, further analysis rendered 
it infeasible and a massive hotel structure blocking general public views and connection to the 
waterfront is now proposed to rescue it, and it has grown to the maximum allowable 500 feet. A tall 
structure simply isn’t needed to provide great views within 100 feet of the waterfront. 

 
• Working with other jurisdictions to enable closing the Market Street traffic connection to Harbor 

Drive is recommended in the Discussion Draft. This intersection is certainly a challenge, but several 
large residential structures (including where I live) could at times be rendered extremely difficult to 

mailto:pmpu@portofsandiego.org
mailto:pmpu@portofsandiego.org
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access when one considers that, for instance, G Street is one way heading east. Circulation impacts 
would need to be very carefully analyzed. 

 
• A fairly radical redo of the Harbor Drive right-of-way through the Embarcadero and allocation of its 

width is proposed. This, too, needs to be very carefully analyzed and tested. Please take a strong 
position to control the widespread irresponsible and dangerous operation of dockless mobility 
devices (scooters and the like) in pedestrian areas. Keep in mind that Ofo bikes were such a failure 
that they ended up being used for scrap metal, and DecoBike (and later Discovery Bike) have 
disappeared without a trace.  

 
• Public view and access corridors to the Bay should be sacrosanct in this area. Some such corridors 

seem to be interrupted in options under consideration in Embarcadero Planning Areas.  
 
• The notion of a major high rise hotel (and other development proposed for the Fifth Avenue Landing 

Project) is sorely out of place for this location (essentially over the top of the linear public 
waterfront pathway). Besides precluding the Convention Center Phase III Expansion, it would 
establish a horrific precedent. Fifth Avenue Landing Partners certainly have the right to propose a 
project for this site, but the Port is under no obligation to approve a project with so many 
unmitigable adverse impacts (and with no justification for overriding considerations), and that 
simply doesn’t fit at this location. I challenge any objective person (i.e., without a financial interest 
in the project) to stand on the proposed project site and weigh the purported merits of the current 
proposal against how radically it would adversely affect the character of the South Embarcadero and 
beyond.     

 
Thanks again for the opportunity to participate in the Port Master Plan Update process, and I look 
forward to the next steps! As opined in other prior reviews, a plan that enhances the living environment 
for Downtown San Diego and other residents (with “environment” broadly defined to include protection 
and enhancement of natural resources) is a great barometer for attracting visitors and generating 
revenues the Port is seeking. I would be happy to respond to any questions. Thank you for your 
consideration.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark G. Stephens 
 
Mark G. Stephens, AICP 
500 W. Harbor Dr., Unit 514 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
msdesmtnsea@hotmil.com  
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July 31, 2019 

To:  Port of San Diego Board and Staff: 

From: Mary Ann Glynn 

Re:  Port Plans for Shelter Island. Port Master Plan 

Why would the Port be so cavalier as to attempt to disregard the 30-foot height limit that San Diegans voted for 
and the courts upheld?  [Proposition D]. Does trust not matter to public officials? 

Why would the Port plan increasing hotel rooms in the Port’s tidelands by over 1600 in an overcrowded area?  
Have you accurately counted the increased multi-dwelling residences and the shift in military occupants and 
workers since the Navy has flipped its stationing formula from east coast/west 60%-40% to just the opposite? 

The growth has been exponential and obvious to anyone living or working in the areas concerned. 

Has the Port conducted any traffic surveys along Rosecrans in the last five years?  The traffic a virtual parking 
lot at all shift changes and meal times. 

The serious lack of credibility re: the Master Plan and interactions with the public is manifest. 

The notification for comments was stated for 90 days, but actually only allowed or 8 days. Something of a rush!  
Why?  No desire for serious public debate and comment? 

An attempt to remove the remaining piers from the La Playa Cove area (which already survived court 
challenges) appears to be a strategic desire to you that area for yet more anchorage….thus, cutting off even 
more water accessible to swimming or rowing or paddle boarding. 

So little research or public input has been conducted that the Bayside Trail has been incorrectly designated the 
“La Playa Trail.”  Another attempt to provide some sort of cache for this invasive “plan?” 

And why so few details?  Such vague promises only lead to greater mistrust among the public towards its 
representatives. 

Even worse, the notice to eliminate the Harbor Police Office and Dock to be replaced with a luxury hotel.  Has 
there been NO CONSULTATION with the Pentagon, Homeland Security, or any other policing force about the 
increased vulnerability to attack in these coastal waters amid the heightened threats of terrorism? 

That would be common sense, but the Port officials and their staff appear to have presented a very premature, 
incomplete, inaccurate and vague “Master Plan” that provide grand ideas, with little evidence or specific backup 
materials to support it. 

And what about the City Council’s desire to tamp down the “carbon footprint” in San Diego?”  How does this 
“Master Plan” do that?  By destroying the character of one of San Diego’s oldest neighborhoods?  Violating 
existing voter approved height limits? And increasing density while removing open space and limiting air 
rights? 



 

Please go back to the drawing board and try again. 
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From: mbrendsel@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Randa Coniglio
Subject: Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft - comments

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am writing to inform you of my opposition to the Port Master Plan Update Discussion Draft specifically the PD -  1 Shelter 
Island/La Playa portion of the document. Much of this does draft not make any sense to me and I am wondering what, if 
any, feasibility studies have been performed to even propose such a grandiose expansion to such a small, quaint, already 
built-out area.  

As it is, the traffic along North Harbor Island Drive, Shelter Island Drive and Rosecrans is already heavy and I cannot 
imagine it can support cars/shuttles for another 1,600 hotel rooms and 70,000 sf of retail space that will need to utilize 
those roads to access Shelter Island. Where are these cars going to park? Any road that services Shelter Island is already 
heavily traveled and is a "local" road with no room for expansion to accommodate more cars. These cars will be 
competing with the Naval Sub Base at the end of Rosecrans, the locals who own their homes (and pay taxes) in Point 
Loma and the already existing tourists from the current hotels on Shelter Island and the surrounding areas. I grew up in La 
Playa and now own a home in Liberty Station. My parents still live in their home (41 years) and given their ages I spend 
time with them regularly. The traffic from the Naval Sub Base is already a headache to deal with on Rosecrans, especially 
from Talbot Street down to the base. At certain times of day, it can be backed up to Owens Street - and the military come 
in the morning, go out to lunch from usually 11:00 - 12:30 so the traffic is heavy then and it increases from about 3:00 - 
5:00. They really have no regard for the residents in the La Playa neighborhood. Every once in awhile you find one that 
lets you in.    It is sad that I have to plan what should be a maximum ten minute drive to my parents house around traffic. 

The proposed hotels and retail can only be built if the Port plans to ignore the current 30 foot height limit that the tax 
payers and citizens voted on. Legally, I am not sure that you can even do that and I am certain you will have lawsuits filed 
left and right if it is attempted. But, as a commission, why even go there? Some tourists want a calming quiet feel when 
traveling and Shelter Island currently offers that. It will neither be calming nor quiet if the height limit is disregarded.  

If the area were to be expanded by the proposed hotel rooms and retail space, who is going to oversee these areas from 
the Emergency Services standpoint? Have they been contacted for their input? Will their budgets be increased to put 
more patrol cars/fire trucks/ambulances on the roads? I had a car parked in front of my house in Liberty Station for two 
weeks while the owner was away and didn't want to pay airport parking (lost revenue for the airport) and couldn't get a 
patrol car to ticket the car until the day after this car left. Obviously, a minor inconvenience, however, we hear time and 
time again that our Emergency Service departments cannot handle their current jurisdictions, why would ever ask more of 
them? It is my understanding that the current Harbor Police would be relocated off of Shelter Island as well. Do you not 
believe that there are going to be any increase in incidents with this expansion? Shelter Island is exactly where the Harbor 
Police should be located. 

There is only one way in and out of Shelter Island and the La Playa Peninsula. Those streets cannot be expanded. I did 
not see a proposed plan for public transportation incorporated into these plans. If there were to be a true emergency what 
is the plan to evacuate the residents, tourists, etc. off of Shelter Island and the Peninsula in a timely fashion? On the 4th 
of July, after the San Diego Harbor fireworks, it takes at least two hours to get cars off of Shelter Island and the Peninsula. 
What would you do if you had to vacate everyone? The plan does not seem to address any concerns about public safety.  

As far as the La Playa Bayside Trail, just leave it alone. It is part of a neighborhood, why does it need to be exposed to 
others? I would ask each member to consider his/her current neighborhood and ask if he/she would want it advertised to 
tourists coming to visit. I assume you bought your home in a neighborhood that suited you best. This is a quiet, tranquil 
area that serves locals. These homeowners purchased their pricey real estate with that in mind. Had they wanted the 
tourists, restaurants and hotels, they would have bought downtown, North Park, etc. But, they didn't and now you want to 
impose a different kind of living style on these homeowners. 
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Being a second generation San Diego Yacht Club member, I cannot fathom the idea a walking path through the middle of 
this private club. The liability it imposes on the club (and the others clubs that are involved) as well as the city, does not 
even seem worth considering the idea. I won't list the examples as to what could happen but between boats and water 
there are plenty of things that can go wrong on a public path. There are already plenty of walking paths along Shelter 
Island and Harbor Island, why the need to run paths through private clubs?  
 
I would urge this committee to spend time in the areas where they are proposing to build and expand. Not on weekdays, 
in the middle of the day, but on busy weekends, when a concert is going on at Humphries or the 4th of July because that 
is what traffic will be like 24/7 if this proposal were to be pushed through. Spend some time on Rosecrans at the end of 
the point when the Naval Sub Base leaves for lunch or for the day. If this proposal moves forward, the only ones that 
benefit are the developers and the tourists - neither of which are paying the real estate taxes to live in this area.  
 
On a final note, please remember who lives in the 92106 zip code day in and out. We are not here for a short visit. We are 
the ones keeping Point Loma vibrant as we consistently are shopping the current retail, frequenting the local restaurants 
while trying to keep them in business and utilizing the services in our community.  
 
Mary Lee Brendsel 
2739 E. Bainbridge Road 
San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Maureen Latham <maureen.latham27@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Regarding Master Plan Proposal

Dear Port District, 

We have reviewed the proposed changes to the Master Plan related to Shelter Island.  We are opposed to the 
suggested changes as related to the following areas: 

 Promenade or Walkway between the landside facilities of the San Diego Yacht Club and the marina-
negating significant financial contribution our organization has made in capitol improvements, as well
as disrupting the operation of our historic club.

 La Playa Trail increase in width

 Anchorage Lane reconfiguration, limiting access to the Yacht Club facilities and neighborhood home
owners.

 We are especially concerned with substantially increasing the number of hotel rooms on Shelter Island
(and relax building height restrictions). The increased congestion is troubling and does nothing to
enhance use by our own citizens. The significant impacts on our beautiful sweeping views of
downtown would be a concern for all San Diegans.  Nearly tripling the number of rooms between
Humphrey’s Half Moon Inn and the Kona Kai Resort with six to eight story hotels seems only to favor
big business and developers.  There would be less access to the area by boaters and folks who use
the fishing pier=our own citizens.

As I am a third generation member of San Diego Yacht Club, and native San Diegan, it is my hope that the 
Port District will protect the needs of our citizens and historic institutions above others. 

Sincerely,  
Maureen & William Latham 
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From: Elizabeth Courtier <elizabeth@architectureinsandiego.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:30 PM
To: kgtv_assignmentdesk@10news.com; news@fox5sandiego.com; news@kusi.com; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 
jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; chriscate@sandiego.gov; 
scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port 
Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 
Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Rebecca Harrington

Cc: Megan Luce
Subject: Re: OPPOSITION- Port Master Plan Update District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa

July 30, 2019 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing to express my vehement OPPOSITION of the seriously flawed recommendations contained in the Port Master 
Plan Update…specifically those pertaining to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Your Mission Statement clearly states… “The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by providing 
economic vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land 
recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.” 

Most of the recommendations contained in the current Port Master Plan Update contradict the District’s very own Mission 
Statement: “…providing economic vitality” may be the only one it does satisfy. This plan will provide economic vitality to 
developers and hoteliers without a doubt however, it is not a “balanced approach”, nor does it provide a “community benefit” 
nor “environmental stewardship/public safety”. 

The proposed over development of Shelter Island and the Historic La Playa Bayside Trail is irresponsible and lacking in 
environmental stewardship.  The plan invites thousands more people into the area, while reducing parking. Planners talk 
about so‐called mobility hubs and the rise of ride sharing services.  Although these may be realistic solutions for Harbor Island 
and Downtown, there is no plan for a trolley extension along Rosecrans Street or even reliable bus service for the Peninsula. 
Thousands more people will bring thousands more polluting cars into an already impacted by significant Military traffic which 
makes navigating Penninsula ingress/egress a challenge on a daily basis…and that is the “before” picture. 

Adding up to 1600 hotel rooms on Shelter Island is simply irresponsible.  As I mentioned, residents and employees already 
suffer from routine traffic gridlock. Emergency Medical professionals shudder at the challenge of getting residents off the 
Point Loma Peninsula during Fourth of July much less in the case of a tsunami or other natural disaster. Day to day Fire and 
EMS responses into the Shelter Island/La Playa area will be slowed, not only for residents but for the guests in those hotel 
rooms. The update shows no concern whatsoever for public safety. 

Before proceeding with this plan, I encourage all of the Planners to meet with Peninsula residents. Talk to people who live on 
their boats, walk on the Bayside Trail daily. Talk to people who live along Rosecrans Street, Catalina Boulevard, and Sunset 
Cliffs Boulevard about daily traffic and about safety concerns. Talk to me. 
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My family and I strongly OPPOSE… 
 
  •  Exceeding the 30‐foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts 
  •  Adding 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current 
occupancy! 
  •  Narrowing Scott St and Shelter Island Dr with shared bike lanes 
  •  Adding “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
  •  Removing the Historic La Playa Piers 
  •  Focusing Bayfront uses on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” while failing to recognize the impact on 
the existing adjacent residents 
  •  Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach 
  •  Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego 
Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
  •  Adding transient anchorage/wharfage 
  •  20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
  •  “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
  •  Adding 70,000 sf of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
  •   Altering…whether it be paving/widening etc… the existing Bayside Trail 
  
My family and I strongly SUPPORT… 
  •  Retaining the existing Historic La Playa Piers 
  •  Retaining the recently rebuilt/replanted Historic Bayside Trail 
  •  Continued support of our Maritime Industry related businesses 
  •  Public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
  •  Maintaining open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
  •  Supporting/maintaining new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
  •  Maintaining free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the Maritime Industry and surrounding 
businesses accessibility. 
  •  Maintaining existing access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational 
use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
  •  Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
  •  Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay 
front. 
  •  Nurturing the wetland habitat around the La Playa basin and improving ecosystems that were native to the 
area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” . 
  
Best Regards, 

Megan Luce 
2146 McDonough Lane 
San Diego, CA  92106 
 
mluce@willisallen.com 
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From: Michael O’Connell <moconnell@westernecs.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:26 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Michael OConnell --Comments to the Port's Master Plan
Attachments: SDYC comments of Port draft PMPU.pdf

ALCON at the Port of San Diego 

As a member of the San Diego Yacht Club and a concerned citizen I agree 100% with the attached comments. 

Michael O'Connell 
Sales/Applications Engineer 
LEED ap    IES     SAME 
858‐754‐7924 cell 
858‐564‐0234 fax 
moconnell@westernecs.com  
www.westernlightingandenergycontrols.com    

This e-mail message, including any attachments and previous email messages sent with it, contains CONFIDENTIAL and PROPRIETARY information of Western 
ECS and may be legally PRIVILEGED. You may not use, disclose, reproduce or distribute such information without express written authorization by Western ECS. 
If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete the original message, its attachments and any copies 
thereof.



June 25, 2019 
 
 
Port of San Diego 
Attention: Planning Department 
Via Email PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft 
of the Port Master Plan update. 
 
Throughout its existence, the San Diego Yacht Club has evolved from a small 
gathering of boating enthusiasts joining together in 1886 to a world-renowned 
yachting community with 5,279 members and family recognized for its success in 
bay sailing, ocean racing, predicted log racing, cruising, angling, and its support of 
youth programs at all levels. Competitions have ranged from major national and 
world championships to the Lipton Cup, from junior regattas to the Olympics, and 
from classic yachts to the America’s Cup. Training and racing programs are available 
for adults as well as juniors (members and non-members). The Club also has 
substantial community involvement with programs supporting the military (Military 
Appreciation Nights weekly throughout the summer, Operation: Holiday Helping 
Hand, and Warrior Sailing Camp programs), and local and national charitable causes 
(Sailing Heals, Sail Fest – both bringing some joy to adults and children dealing with 
serious medical challenges). 
 
San Diego Yacht Club moved to its current location on Point Loma (Western Shelter 
Island Subdistrict of Planning District 1) in 1934 and built the iconic clubhouse in 
1963, which has been continuously upgraded since. San Diego Yacht Club is 
consistently ranked among the top five yacht clubs in the nation and is recognized 
by the Club Leadership Forum as one of the finest facilities of its kind in the world. 
 
In our position as a long-term Port tenant in good standing, we are pleased to offer 
the following comments and observations on the Port Master Plan update. 
 
Regards, 

 
Jerelyn Biehl 
Commodore 

  

1011 Anchorage Lane 
San Diego, CA  92106-3005 
 
Bus 619/221-8400 
Fax 619/224-3059 
www.sdyc.org 
 
 
 
Commodore 
Jerelyn W. Biehl 
 
Vice Commodore 
Brian D. Thomas 
 
Rear Commodore 
Michael A. Morton, Jr. 
 
Directors 
Jeffrey N. Tadder 
Jack R. Leer 
Albert C. Pleskus 
Steve J. Malowney 
Allison C Bell, Ph.D. 
 
 
Jr. Staff Commodore 
Michael J. Dorgan 
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http://clubleadersforum.com/pcoa/the-2016-lists/top-20-yacht-clubs-2016/


Page 2 of 3 
San Diego Yacht Club Comments on the April 2019 Discussion Draft Port Master Plan update 
 
Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 
Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 
SDYC opposes these six proposals on the basis they are likely to substantially increase traffic congestion in the 
area: 
● Scott Street is the primary alternative route to Rosecrans Street. Narrowing Scott Street will exacerbate 

already critical traffic delays along Rosecrans Street, which is the result of continuing residential and 
commercial development on Point Loma plus activity at the naval installations. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 693 hotel rooms in the West Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 
1300 more rooms to a planned total of 1993 (nearly tripling the total), will add substantial new traffic 
congestion on all local roads and additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

● According to Port staff, there are currently 397 hotel rooms in the East Shelter Island Subdistrict. Adding 
300 more rooms to a planned total of 697 will add substantial new traffic congestion on all local roads and 
additional pressure on the recreational resources on Shelter Island. 

Also, the relaxation of building heights that would be required to achieve this increase in hotel rooms would 
drastically change the character of Shelter Island and the surrounding community. 
 
 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.12 (page 128) Continuous Promenade Along the Water’s Edge 
Water and Land Use, Figure PD1.5 (page 137) Walkway Between Club Landside and Marina 
SDYC opposes the inclusion of a Promenade or Walkway between the landside facilities of the club and the 
marina. This public access would be infeasible for several reasons: 
● The current design of the clubhouse includes a deck that already extends over the water 
● The club currently utilizes four cranes at two separate locations to launch boats, that are critical to daily 

sailing activities and without which SDYC could not host the many regional, national and international 
championship races and regattas that occur many times during a year.  These cranes cross over the 
land/water boundary and would create a public safety hazard. 

● Security would be impossible to maintain without the installation of substantial fencing or other obstacles, 
frustrating the whole point of the public access. 

● Note on page 126 under Standards, “The following standards apply to all water and land development and 
improvement within the Shelter Island Planning District, unless it is infeasible due to geographic or site 
constraints and/or inconsistent with public safety, security, or protection of sensitive coastal resources.” 

 
 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail (page 130) Extension Along Anchorage Lane Connecting to 

Rosecrans St 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.34 (page 130) Unpaved and 6 feet wide 
Specific Area Standards, B. La Playa Trail, PD1.38 (page 131) 12 Foot Walkway on Anchorage Lane 
SDYC is supportive of the existing La Playa Trail and appreciates the Port’s intent to maintain it and its unique 
character. The trail currently connects to the intersection of Talbot St and Anchorage Lane at the western 
corner of our leasehold. The current space along our leasehold on Anchorage Lane from the curb to our 
fenceline, including our landscaped set back, is typically 12 feet or more. To increase the width of the walkway 
beyond the existing would impinge on existing facilities and not materially improve the walkway experience. 
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Planning District Character (page 125) 
West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.126 (page 130) Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 
Shelter Island Planning Area, PD1.50 (page 132) Intensify/Reconfigure Marine Sales and Services 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.63 (page 133) Encourage Marine Sales and Services Land Uses 
East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.65 (page 133) Allow Additional Commercial Uses on Shelter Island Drive 

and Harbor Drive 
Appealable Projects, Table PD1.1 (pages 134 and 135) 70,000 net new sf (West) and 20,000 net new sf (East) 

of non-water oriented retail 
The text of the paragraph titled Planning District Character states, “Shelter Island has historical ties to the 
boating and fishing community and is representative of how Public Trust uses can be integrated and add value 
to one another.” A key aspect of this are the commercial marine businesses on Shelter Island, which provide 
important support to the robust boating population of well over 2500 large boats in slips, plus probably an 
equal or larger number of smaller boats stored on land in the area or brought to Shelter Island and launched at 
the Shelter Island Boat Ramp. The seven references above both tout this important use, and potentially 
threaten it by expanding other commercial uses. SDYC strongly supports the Marine Sales and Services Land 
Uses to support the vibrant marine business and recreational environment. 
 
This issue also relates to the previously raised congestion concerns. If marine sales and services are not 
available in close proximity to boating use, travel to those resources will be increasingly necessary increasing 
the traffic along the two primary routes in and out of Shelter Island, Scott Street and Rosecrans St. 
 
 
Sequence Standards, PD1.44 (page 132) Reconfigure Anchorage Lane to create a larger development Parcel 
SDYC currently has a TUOP for a waterfront area currently used for boat storage (the area that formerly was 
the site of the famous North Sails Company). This is important storage capacity for the club, but it does not 
need to be waterfront. If Anchorage Lane were to be reconfigured, the club’s needs could be met adjacent to 
our current leasehold, but off the water, to free this for other development. 
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From: M Blair <blairboat619@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update-- Leave Shelter Island As It Is!!!

To whom it may concern, 

Having lived in Point Loma since 1985 I would like to express my great concern to your updated Port Master Plan. Adding 
1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island is an extremely bad idea . Shelter Island and Rosecrans and Scott Street are at 
maximum traffic capacity at this time‐‐‐it takes 30 minutes to get from Shelter Island to highway 8 or 5 in the morning or 
afternoon.  The  majority of the WWII houses in Roseville and East Fleetridge are being replaced by 4‐8 unit buildings, 
meaning 16 cars instead or 2 cars.  Point Loma is an impacted area!!!  Adding 1600 hotel rooms would greatly compound 
the traffic problem. Narrowing Scott Street is an extremely bad idea‐‐this is the Rosecrans alternate route to get to the 
airport or downtown and is heavily traveled by commuter traffic daily.  In case of an evacuation emergency it would be 
impossible to get off of Point Loma with the increased traffic from the additional hotel guests. 

"Relaxing" the 30 foot height limit would create more problems with every additional development and be totally unfair 
and detrimental to and for all the people who have followed the 30 foot limit in the past. 

Removing the "Marine related enterprises only" from Shelter Island Drive would greatly harm the existing businesses. 
Shelter Island Drive is the only place on San Diego Bay where people can find everything they need to keep their boats 
running,repaired and in good shape.  Please don't take this away ‐‐it is unique to Shelter Island Drive. 

La Playa Trail is delightful as it is!!! Leave it Alone!! It does not need to be widened or paved or further "developed"! This 
is a residential neighborhood and should be kept as such!! 

The Yacht Clubs contribute considerable revenue to the City and to the Port.  Putting a walkway through the yacht clubs 
would destroy the marina security that the public marinas enjoy.  It would also be dangerous to the public as there are 4 
boat hoists at San Diego Yacht Club that would be launching boats over the heads of the public walking under them‐‐
ludicrous idea. 

Please consider the historic ties Shelter Island has to the boating and fishing communities and leave it alone!!!!  No 1300 
Hotel rooms, No narrowing of Scott Street, No Additional Traffic!! 

Sincerely, 

Merideth Blair 
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From: Merideth Blair <mblair7769@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Part Master Plan Update---Leave Shelter Island Alone

To whom it may concern, 

Having lived in Point Loma since 1985 I would like to express my great concern to your updated Port Master Plan. Adding 
1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island is an extremely bad idea . Shelter Island and Rosecrans and Scott Street are at 
maximum traffic capacity at this time‐‐‐it takes 30 minutes to get from Shelter Island to highway 8 or 5 in the morning or 
afternoon.  The  majority of the WWII houses in Roseville and East Fleetridge are being replaced by 4‐8 unit buildings, 
meaning 16 cars instead or 2 cars.  Point Loma is an impacted area!!!  Adding 1600 hotel rooms would greatly compound 
the traffic problem. Narrowing Scott Street is an extremely bad idea‐‐this is the Rosecrans alternate route to get to the 
airport or downtown and is heavily traveled by commuter traffic daily.  In case of an evacuation emergency it would be 
impossible to get off of Point Loma with the increased traffic from the additional hotel guests. 

"Relaxing" the 30 foot height limit would create more problems with every additional development and be totally unfair 
and detrimental to and for all the people who have followed the 30 foot limit in the past. 

Removing the "Marine related enterprises only" from Shelter Island Drive would greatly harm the existing businesses. 
Shelter Island Drive is the only place on San Diego Bay where people can find everything they need to keep their boats 
running,repaired and in good shape.  Please don't take this away ‐‐it is unique to Shelter Island Drive. 

La Playa Trail is delightful as it is!!! Leave it Alone!! It does not need to be widened or paved or further "developed"! This 
is a residential neighborhood and should be kept as such!! 

The Yacht Clubs contribute considerable revenue to the City and to the Port.  Putting a walkway through the yacht clubs 
would destroy the marina security that the public marinas enjoy.  It would also be dangerous to the public as there are 4 
boat hoists at San Diego Yacht Club that would be launching boats over the heads of the public walking under them‐‐
ludicrous idea. 

Please consider the historic ties Shelter Island has to the boating and fishing communities and leave it alone!!!!  No 1300 
Hotel rooms, No narrowing of Scott Street, No Additional Traffic!! 

Sincerely, 

Merideth Blair 
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From: Michael Ament <michaelament@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:10 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch facilities

Dear San Diego Port and Ca. Coastal Commission, 

I am against the current proposed master plan for Shelter Island as it impacts public usage, boater parking and 
the co located and integral use of the newly improved Shelter Island Boat Launch ramp. This parking lot in its 
current location is part of the launch ramp system and is a longstanding public resource, heavily used and 
loved by the community for decades. Also, as your aware this boat ramp is one of the busiest in the country. 
The Shelter Island Boat Ramp and the adjacent integral boat trailer and public parking for the community must 
not be sacrificed.  

Each and every parking space must be saved in the current parking lot location adjacent to this heavily used 
public resource.  

Last, thank you for your openness and involving the community in the review process. 

Signed, 

Michael Ament 
michaelamanet@att.net 
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From: Mike Biehler <biehlermw@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing - Proposed Port Redevelopment

The Port of San Diego ‐ Planning Department 

As a condominium owner at the Coronado Point, I would like to register some major and strong objections to the 
Proposed Master Plan as it affects Coronado. 

 I object to: 

1) Any construction that does not adhere to Coronado’s 40 foot height limit in all subdistricts

2) Development of a 350 room hotel on the Ferry Landing property

3) Any multistory parking structure on the Ferry Landing property

 While I am aware that some construction and updating of the property is inevitable, the 3 objections that I have listed 
would substantially change the character of the Ferry Landing.  It would also affect the view from our condo, decrease 
the property value and increase the congestion and traffic in our residential neighborhood. 

 I would like to see included: 

1) Expanded water ferry service to more destinations

2) Better selection of independent restaurants (not chains)

3) Better landscaping and recreational spaces consistent with Coronado’s unique history

 Thank you for considering my input for a better Ferry Landing Marketplace. 

 Sincerely, 

 Michael Biehler 

1133 1st Street #420 

Coronado, CA 92118 

Biehlermw@gmail.com 

480‐242‐7500 
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From: Michael H Combs <mhcombs@pacbell.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Master Plan Update (The Ferry Landing)

To The Port of San Diego 

RE: Proposed Master Plan Update (Coronado Ferry Landing) 

In your consideration of changes to the Master Plan and/or any future development of the Ferry Landing, please 

concern yourselves with the following: 

BAY VIEWS 

Existing Bay Views must be maintained; this includes not only the bay view to the Coronado bridge from 2nd Street but 

also the preservation of the existing 5 corridor views to the bay from 1st Street thru the ferry landing retail property: 

1. Bay View From ‘C’ Avenue & 1st Street to the bay

2. Bay View From ‘B’ Avenue & 1st Street to the North West

3. Bay View From ‘B’ Avenue & 1st Street to the North East (directly over the sewer pumping station)

4. Bay View From ‘A’ Avenue & 1st Street to the North East (between Il Fornaio & Peohe’s restaurants)

5. Bay View From the East end (terminus) of 1st Street to the North East over the beach/kayak launch area and to the

adjoining vacant lot to the East of the beach/kayak launch area.

PARKING 

The Ferry Landing draws daily tour buses and stretch limousines in addition to large/long commercial vehicles which 

service the ferry landing retail/food establishments.  There is no designated parking for these commercial vehicles on 

the port property at The Ferry Landing.  These commercial vehicles now park illegally on the streets surrounding The 

Ferry Landing causing hazard, congestion, and access restriction to the bay.  Any changes to the Master Plan and/or any 

future development of the Ferry Landing must include onsite parking (onsite meaning on the Ferry Landing property) in 

sufficient number and size to accommodate large commercial vehicles (trucks, buses, limo’s, etc) that are servicing The 

Ferry Landing.  The dedicated, onsite commercial parking spaces should number in the dozens. 

COST OF PARKING 

The City of Coronado provides street parking for passenger cars (not tour buses), some of which is metered.  Any parking 

on the Port’s property at the Ferry Landing that may be ‘paid parking’ should be limited in price & time to that of the 

City of Coronado’s street meters.  Otherwise, the Port’s visitors to The Ferry Landing will utilize the street parking which 

will crowd out patrons to businesses not located on the port property.  It will also crowd out visitor parking for the 

guests at the surrounding residences. 

PARKING STRUCTURE 
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No parking structure should be erected at The Ferry Landing.  By its very nature, a parking structure would restrict 

access to the non‐paying public due to security needs and the relatively small landing site.  And due to the nature of the 

structure, it would also narrow/eliminate one or more of the existing 5 bay views through the ferry landing. 

 

 

HOTEL 

No hotel should be erected at The Ferry Landing.  By its very nature, a hotel structure would restrict access to the non‐

paying public due to security needs and the relatively small landing site.  And due to the nature of the structure, it would 

also restrict narrow/eliminate one or more of the existing 5 bay views through the ferry landing.  Retail development at 

The Ferry Landing may be somewhat under developed, that that is exactly the charm of it all and is consistent with the 

City of Coronado’s tourist advertising.  Placing one major hotel operator serving visitors and supplanting multiple mom 

& pop shops providing needed retail and visitor options is inconsistent with providing public access and servicing visitors 

in a manner consistent with Coronado. 

PUBLIC WALKWAY ALONG BAY 

The public walkway along the bay must be maintained, and the walkways need to be widened (5 – 10 feet more) than 

the existing walkway width. 

RESTROOMS 

The number of public restrooms currently at the Ferry Landing is inadequate.  During the summer tourist season and all 

holidays, the lack of public facilities is acute. 

SECURITY 

The Port of San Diego must provide police foot patrols at The Ferry Landing East to the Coronado Bay Bridge.  The 

complete lack of a police presence is inviting a riot.  Abdication of this responsibility by the Port of San Diego by not 

ensuring the safety of the public on its land is a complete dereliction of its duty. 

PUBLIC ART 

Public art along the edge of the bay restricts the view of the bay.  The art of the bay is the view of the bay.  Do not 

impede the art of the bay with public ‘art’ displayed at the edge of the bay.  Erecting ‘art’ along the bay walkways 

amounts to bay view litter.  If you cannot help yourself, place the ‘art’ well away from the public’s view of the 

bay.  Public ‘art’ should be displayed no closer to the bay than the furthest parking lot entry.  There is no public ‘art’ that 

will enhance the view of the bay. 

TRANSPORT HUB 

The Ferry Landing should not be the location of a transportation hub.  The Ferry Landing is serviced by residential streets 

already clogged with traffic and commercial vehicles servicing The Ferry Landing.  More bus traffic will degrade the area, 

not improve access nor lessen traffic.  The City of Coronado already has a hub located at the North Island naval 

facility.  If the Master Plan seeks a change in public transportation, focus attention to the existing North Island location. 

CLEANLINESS 
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The Master Plan should be updated with a design focus on cleanliness and the daily maintenance thereof of the Ferry 

Landing.  I encourage planners to study the public areas around the Hotel Del and public beaches.  Many things are 

being done correctly there.  But at the Ferry Landing, placement of public waste receptacles & dumpsters, collection of 

trash, beach combing, and cleaning of sidewalks are not even an afterthought.   

BOAT DOCKS & MOORAGE 

Boats tied at docks at The Ferry Landing impede the views of the bay.  Boaters who dock or moor require substantial 

services that include among many things bathing & rest rooms, refuse collection, landing for dinghy’s, fuel & potable 

water.  For an eye opening perspective, look at the moorage at Tideland Park where the abandoned and unused 

dinghy’s litter much of the beach, and where you will find over flowing waste receptacles, abandoned motors, electric 

motors, masts, bicycles, chains, etc.  That is what more docks and moorage will bring to The Ferry Landing.  In addition, 

increasing more boating at The Ferry Landing will compromise the public’s safety who are swimming, paddle boarding, 

and floating off the beaches there.  It will also be a navigational hazard to the ferries embarking/debarking from The 

Landing.  Any additional docking or mooring should be for day use only, and docks should not impede the views of the 

harbor. 

Thank you for your studious consideration of the above in your review of the port master plan update at The Ferry 

Landing. 

Michael H. Combs (Coronado resident) 
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From: michael robinson <mrobin42056@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: comments re Port MAster Plan Update Draft

To Whom it May Concern 

I have reviewed the 1980 Port Master Plan (1980). I have not reviewed the many revisions regarding 
specific district sub areas. Very obvious however, to the language in the Master Plan Update Draft 
now under review is the significant shift in outlook regarding the development strategy. 
Previously, the strategy for development was stated as follows, 
"The basic direction of development and 
conservation efforts in the coastal zone is, where 
feasible, to protect, maintain, enhance, and restore 
the overall quality of the man-made and natural 
coastal zone environment. Port development seeks 
to minimize substantial adverse environmental 
impacts; minimize potential traffic conflicts between 
vessels in the port; give highest priority to the use of 
existing land space within harbors for port purposes; 
and provide for a full array of beneficial activities 
including recreation and wildlife habitat uses. A 
balanced approach also takes into account the social 
and economic needs of the people of the State." 

I am a resident living near Americas Cup Harbor, Shelter Island Drive, Scott Street and the La Playa 
Trail.With respect to these sub areas, the language of the new draft has little regard for minimizing 
the potential impact on the commercial areas,  current residents and environmental impact. 

Assessing the needs of a growing population with increasing demands for opportunities in the area 
should be done with a primary purpose of not overwhelming the area with the type of change being 
promoted. 

There are many assumed benefits giving visiting public access by extending promenades and 
corridors into areas previously considered assigned to open space , residential or commercial use.  

AS the Port Authority pursues the study of how change will impact the areas, I suggest that careful 
consideration be given to the balance between modernization and the capacity of the areas, and it 
commercial occupants and residents  
address the need for balance of development and environmental conservation 

Michael Robinson 
2820 Carleton St 
San Diego, Ca  92106 
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From: mike.seneca@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:16 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov; Sdmarlinclub@gmail.com
Subject: Public Feedback - Port Master Plan Discussion Draft (Shelter Island)

Re: Port Master Plan Discussion Draft (Shelter Island) 

Dear Board of Port Commissioners & San Diego Coastal Commission 

Thank you for this opportunity to include my concerns toward the planning of Shelter Island's future. I 
am a third-generation San Diegan. My father and I were both raised in Point Loma and graduated 
from Point Loma High School. He talked about remembering as a young person when Rosecrans 
was still a dirt road and Shelter island was just a sand bar with random row boats pulled up on it.  

I understand the challenges in balancing interests when planning, but from my cursory review of the 
Port’s Plan for Shelter Island, it looks more like a public asset redistribution via reducing vehicle 
access for local current land and water recreation users (the actual primary stakeholders) to serve the 
hotel/tourism industry special interests which in turn provides additional funds in rent and taxes to the 
governing bodies (you). 

The District’s Mission Statement describes protecting the Tidelands Trust resources through a 
balanced approach to the maritime industry, tourism, water and land recreation, environmental 
stewardship and public safety. When it comes to usable access, the Plan’s proposed Shelter Island 
design does not appear to facilitate adequate parking critical and necessary for the current water and 
land users. Families pack up their cars and enjoy the park and beach and fishing pier. The island’s 
marina tenants are also shareholders that count on the current number of parking spaces to 
accommodate guests and general access to the docks. The proposed design would reduce these 
opportunities significantly. While not specified in the Plan, based on Figure PD1.4 (Existing & 
Conceptual), the Plan appears to reduce parking opportunities for San Diego resident users by more 
than half. Figure PD1.4 also doesn’t display and take into account that the existing street parallel 
parking would be lost and converted to diagonal in the proposed Plan. Just as concerning is the 
launching ramp parking reduction as depicted in Figure PD1.5 which displays most of the entire 
launching ramp’s vehicle w/trailer parking eliminated. Reducing parking access on Shelter Island 
can’t possibly be considered a “balanced approach” for the current citizenry who use the park, beach, 
ramp, pier, and marinas.    

While the proposed parking reductions go undefined (that will inherently cause reduced water and 
land recreation access), the Plan manages to provide very specific redistributed benefits to the 
commercial and governing interests including: “Up to 1,300 net new hotel rooms with associated 
visitor-serving retail, restaurant and/or meeting space”, “Up to 70,000 net new square feet of non-
water-oriented retail and/or non-water-oriented retail with restaurant space.”, “Up to 300 net new hotel 
rooms with up to 6,000 net new square feet of associated meeting space, “Up to 150,000 net new 
square feet of non-water-oriented retail and/or non-water-oriented retail with restaurant space” 
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It appears the Port Commissioner’s Plan intends to redistribute access away from local residents and 
private users of Shelter Island and give it to certain business types and tourism interests through a 
set of elements listed in the Plan: “Ecology, Economics, Environmental Justice, Safety & Resiliency, 
Mobility, Water & Land Use”. In plain terms, the Commission’s Plan looks to be redistributing the last 
and least element (water & land use) from the citizenry now accessing it and handing it to a higher 
rated element (business interests) thereby enhancing tourism income for the business, port, city, etc. 
And to rub it in, most likely the citizenry that does use the limited available parking spaces will be 
tolled when using it. 
 
I understand that the Marlin Club is slated to be removed as part of the larger long term plan. I don’t 
understand the lack of consideration for such a longtime organization and location, and how it can be 
dismissed so easily. I have fond memories of the family going down and watching the fish brought in. 
The organization with its clubhouse location has a rich San Diego sportfishing history and currently 
hosts tournaments including youth and Make-A-Wish events. Please reconsider protecting this icon 
and its historic value by incorporating it into the master plan.    
 
San Diego Bay already has a tourism/restaurant island with Harbor Island. Other than the marinas 
and Spanish Landing there is little access for family “Water and Land Use” on Harbor Island. The 
Port’s Discussion Draft Plan for Shelter Island will completely change its current gentle tropical nature 
and water access and bring it closer to the more sterile feeling that Harbor Island conveys. Please 
reconsider how Shelter Island is enhanced for the future with more emphasis on protecting the 
current users' level of access to enjoy our beautiful island.      
  
Thank you for the opportunity to include my input in our process. 
 
Mike Seneca 
mike.seneca@gmail.com 
 
Cc       
pmpu@portofsandiego.org 
sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov  
Sdmarlinclub@gmail.com 
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From: mickeyryan <mickeyryan@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:05 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning Department

Dear Port District Planning Department, 

I was born and raised in Point Loma and am a member of the SDYC. I spend much time on Shelter Island and 
at the San Diego Yacht Club.  

The existing traffic in this area has become very challenging. Adding more hotel rooms would exacerbate the current 
traffic problem. 

I have also appreciated over the years the current height restrictions on Shelter Island. It has established a unique and 
local character to the Island. Raising the height limit would remove this character. 

Installing a walkway around the shoreline in SDYC is extremely dangerous and impractical due to the location of the 
cranes and clubhouse. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your proposed plan. 

Sincerely, 
Michael F. Ryan 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 



 
From: Mike Keeney 
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:08:16 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Garry Bonelli 
Cc: Home; Susie Keeney 
Subject: PMPU 

Gary,  
 
Please do ALL that you can do to prevent another hotel being built in our little town! 
 
Parking is already horrible where we live. Some days we have to park at the Little League field. I’m not 
talking Bridge runs, 10Ks or soccer tournaments. 
This is EVERY DAY due to hospital staff and people working at the Landing restaurants and shop parking 
up and down our street, taking every spot available. It is Bad! 
 
On top of that, we don’t need more cars traveling on our streets. Traffic is the #1 complaint for residents 
(well, maybe "tourists” is right up here!). A hotel will bring even more cars 
In addition to the 100,000 daily trips our tiny town endures now. We are already suffering from too 
much traffic and this proposed hotel will exacerbate the crisis! 
 
A hotel of this size, with the 100s & 100s of guests, not to mention the 100s of daily staff to run a hotel 
that large, will forever change our community; change our charm, our neighborhoods 
and the very thing that makes Coronado, “Coronado" and such a great place to live and raise a family: it 
is a small town with an identifiable community feel. People know one another, and many 
Have lived here for generations because of this unique charm.  Keep Coronado, Coronado, and let other 
towns who need the taxes and tourist dollars build. We don’t need it, and we especially don’t want it! 
 
You’re the main man Gary, so make your voice and the voice of 99% of Coronado be heard: NO HOTEL 
HERE! 
 
Thanks for reading this my friend. 
 
V/R, 
Mike Keeney 
239 A Ave 
Coronado CA 92118 
wkeeney@san.rr.com 
 
 

mailto:wkeeney@san.rr.com
mailto:wkeeney@san.rr.com
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From: Mona Pattengill <mepattengill@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fight for the Marlin Club

Fight for the Marlin Club ! I know its to late to send in an email for support but I wanted to anyway just to show my 
support and love for the club anyway. I saw the post on instagram today so I wanted to reach out to you guys. 
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From: Mona Pattengill <mepattengill@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:19 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: The Marlin Club Needs To Stay!!

Earlier I sent an email stating my support for the Marlin Club. I want to let you know why I think the Marlin Club should 
stay. My family has fond memories of the club. My dad and family have been members since the 60s. My dad's father in 
law was past president of the Marlin Club. Where is someone else going to weigh their fish in a official weigh station in 
San Diego. You cannot take that away from us! If you want to take away the club for parking spots than we aught to 
move the club to another location which is the police patrol at the foot of Shelter Island. Like they suggested years ago. 
If you do that then you can have your parking spots and restaurants that want it.  
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From: Nancy Phillips <nancy.phillips77@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Port Master Plan Objections
Attachments: Microsoft Word - Port of San Diego Mission and Vision.docx.pdf

Please accept this email in response to your invitation to submit comments to the Discussion Draft of the PMPU. 

From Nancy and Steve Phillips 

We are third year generation and 64 year residents of La Playa within walking distance of Kellogg Beach, Shelter Island 
and regularly utilize the roads, businesses, and facilities in these areas. We object to the following:  

Standards, PD1.1 (page 126) Narrow Scott Street 

Standards, PD1.8 (page 127) Relaxing Building Height Limits 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD1.25 (page 129) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 

East Shelter Island Subdistrict, PD 1.64 (page 133) New Hotel Rooms, etc. 

West Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 134) 1300 New Hotel Rooms 

East Shelter Island Subdistrict, Appealable Projects (page 135) 300 New Hotel Rooms 

And the removal of the 4 piers in the La Playa bay 

1) There does not appear to be a rational basis for proposing the narrowing of Scott Street.  Many people use Scott
Street as an effective alternative to Rosecrans Street.  The narrowing of Scott Street will increase the existing traffic in
the area, which is already adversely impacted on a daily basis by the residential and commercial traffic and the
substantial traffic to and from the local naval facilities.  Additionally, that burden will continue to increase due to
persistent residential and commercial development in the area.

2) Similarly, there does not appear to be any legitimate explanation regarding how the community would benefit from
the addition of 1600 hotel rooms to Shelter Island (adding 1300 to West Shelter Island and 300 to East Shelter Island)
where 1090 rooms (693 and 397, respectively) already exist.  Moreover, such a significant increase in hotel rooms, along
with the proposal to relax restrictions on building heights – restrictions that have been in place to encourage protection
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of this coastal habitat and maintain the character of this area – would drastically and adversely impact the desirability of 
Shelter Island for current visitors and locals alike.  Additionally, this substantial increase of hotel rooms would put a 
significant strain on the surrounding roads, one of which the BPC is simultaneously proposing to restrict (see point 1).  

  

3)  Additionally, I object to these proposals because they indicate that the BPC has forgotten, or worse has chosen to 
abdicate, its fiduciary obligations to the Public Trust, i.e., the people of the community.  These proposals do not benefit 
the people of the community; rather, they only benefit the discrete handful of property owners who – pursuant to these 
proposals, if approved – will grossly overdevelop this precious coastal area.  These proposals have no connection to the 
character of our community and does nothing to positively impact the local community.  Accordingly, I ask the BPC to 
reject these proposals. 

  

We also support the comments below. 
 
I  
 



RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 
 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”.  This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
 
La Playa Trail:  
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 
 

          
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 

 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 
 
 
First/Last Name 
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From: Noreen Mulliken <noreen.mulliken@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:20 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objection To Port Master Plan Update - Shelter Island/La Playa
Attachments: Objection To Proposed Master Plan Update pg 2 DLM.pdf; Objection To Proposed Master Plan 

Update.pdf

Attached is a signed petitions objecting to the proposed Port Master Plan Update as it relates to Planning District 1 
Shelter Island/La Playa. 
I believe this master plan will ruin one of the most important and valued natural paths left along the bay in the Point 
Loma.   
‐‐  
Noreen Mulliken 
Noreen.Mulliken@gmail.com 
WWW.ENGLISHGRAMMARHELP.COM 
www.grammarmechanics.com 
www.Englishgrammarhelp.com 
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From: Olive Withall <olive.withall@twc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on PMPU for Northern Coronado Subdistrict 10

To: The Planning Department 
I am a Coronado resident who lives next to The Ferry Landing Marketplace. I am concerned that the proposed PMPU 
standards for this site would have a very negative effect on the residential community that surrounds it.  The proposed 
standards would add 350 hotel rooms, a multi‐story parking garage, 10,000 sf of office space and tourist oriented 
activities. All of this would cause more traffic, more tourists and more noise to a community which is already at or over 
capacity for tourists and traffic.  Moreover, the mobility center would increase the number of other transportation 
devices on our sidewalks which increases the risk of collisions with pedestrians which could be very dangerous to our 
older population. 
It would a shame to tear down the red roofed structures of the Ferry Landing which have become a Coronado landmark 
and replace them with a contemporary structure which would be completely out of character for Coronado. 
Please reconsider your proposed standards in light of these concerns and consider the needs of Coronado residents, not 
just the desire to attract and accommodate tourists. 

Olive Withall 
1101 1st Street, Apt 210 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: patriciacasanova <patriciacasanova@netscape.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: NO al Hotel en el Ferry Landing de coronado 

No, 👎  

Patricia 
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From: Penny Delaney <penny.delaney@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Changes to Master Plan for Point Loma/Shelter Island

Dear Commissioners, I am a native San Diegan, and live in the Wooded Area of Point Loma. I have been a resident 
of Point Loma for over 40 years. I am writing to address the proposed changes to the Port of San Diego Master Plan 
regarding the Shelter Island/La Playa area. 

One concern about the current draft plan is the intention to build such large hotels which would drastically change 
the landscape for visitors and residents. Thoughtfully designed 2-story buildings will allow Shelter Island to retain its 
quaint, hometown vibe, but taller hotels would damage the relaxing, authentic feel we currently have. The boat yards 
and fishing areas are essential to the neighborhood. Shelter Island has the unique benefit of actually being used for 
maritime purposes and tourism. Communal spaces such as the fire pits and picnic tables and other improvements 
that encourage public usage should have priority over commercial growth. If the proportion of commercialization 
outweighs the natural beauty and historical charm, the entire island will lose its appeal. 

With respect to the La Playa Trail, I have strong concerns.  We love the beauty and tranquility of it as is. Please be 
judicious when making decisions regarding any changes to the trail. We want to keep the docks and the dirt trail! 
The proposal to give the trail prominence brings to mind what was done to the cliffs at Sunset Cliffs. Specifically, the 
amazing speed of the internet to cause huge crowds which weaken the fragile cliffs.  Also, the damage done to the 
area below Pt. Loma Nazarene college is beyond belief.  What was once a beautiful, tranquil area is now destroyed. 
The whole park is a disappointment to those of us who walk through it frequently. I know there are those who say to 
wait and give it a chance, but I won't live long enough to see the trees grow up to replace the eucalyptus grove they 
destroyed. Maybe the trees, etc., weren't native, but they sure grew there nicely without irrigation. Yes, even in the 
years of drought, they thrived. 

Please do NOT place a path on the property of SDYC. 

Thank you. 

Penny Delaney 

3634 Jennings Street.  San Diego, CA 92106 
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From: Peter Benjamin <peterbenjamin@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:43 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Path

To who it may concern, 

Please leave the La Playa Trail in it's current state.  This long standing dirt path is an important resource to us all.  There 
is no need to "improve" upon it.  It's natural beauty and the feeling it provides to many, require no enhancement. 

Please leave just a bit of old Point Loma, to remain intact. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Peter Benjamin 
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From: Phillip Gutierrez <bruddahrhino@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:42 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Draft Master Plan Comments of Interest

Hello, I have gone through the Draft Master Plan and one are I think should be clarified is the Port 
District's commitment to protecting the Interests of the People of the State of California above 
Federal Interests that may compete with California's well‐being. 
I came to see this need because just this month the Navy put out a solicitation to find companies 
to build barriers through State Leasehold lands in front of the shipyards (NASSCO, BAE, 
Continental Maritime). My problem is that I spent a career in the US Navy as an expert in force 
protection. The Navy is supposed to have barriers AND boats to protect assets correctly. In fact, 
that is what they do in front of their own property at the 32nd Street Naval Base, the Submarine 
Base in Point Loma and the Aircraft Carrier Piers on Coronado. BUT they have no plans to do both 
in front of State lands ‐ this is preposterous. They should fund BOTH barriers and boats. If they 
don't fund both and they will only do one, then boats are the alternative that is best for California 
due to environmental, economic and encroachment concerns into the Bay. Don't allow the 
Federal government to dictate what is done on State controlled lands. I understand that we all 
must get along together and manage the Bay as a team, but on State lands YOU, Port District, can 
force the Navy to do the RIGHT thing, or don't give permission to use California's land in an 
imprudent way. Protect our citizens, protect our Bay, protect our rights! 
So, I think the Master Plan should be more clear that California is the prime beneficiary of the 
resource you are entrusted to manage, not the Federal government. I am not a lawyer, so I don't 
know exactly how to do that, but it needs to be more clear in the Master Plan that the People of 
the State of California are who you will look out for most. 

Very respectfully! 
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From: PJ Sullivan <pj@mikelsonyachts.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments PMPU Shelter Island

To whom it may concern, 

It has come to our attention that the new Port Master Plan Update for Shelter Island does not necessarily address the 
use of commercial tractor trailers for delivering and hauling yachts.  Delivery, transport and parking for these large 
vehicles is essential to our business.  

Our business along with many others in the area will be negatively affected if language is not included to allow 

continued  access and parking for over‐sized yacht transport vehicles and trailers. 

Regards, 

PJ Sullivan 

Mikelson Yachts, Inc. 
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From: Maurice Garry <mauricegarry@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: Objections to the Port’s Proposed Master Plan as it Relates to Coronado

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

Subject: Fwd: Objections to the Port’s Proposed Master Plan as it Relates to Coronado 

To: "Gary J. Bonelli" 
<gbonelli@@pgbonelli@portofsanortofsandiebonelli@portofsandiediegbonelli@portofsandiego.orggo.
org>, Rafael Castellanos <rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org>, Marshall Merrifield 
<mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org>, Ann Moore <amoore@portofsandiego.org>, Robert “Dukie” 
Valderrama <rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org>, Dan Malcolm <dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org>, 
pmpu@portofsandiego.org 

Subject: Objections to the Port’s Proposed Master Plan as it Relates to Coronado 

Alcon, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club



2

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic 
problems 

Furthermore the revocation or addition of the ferry landing boutiques, gift shops and restaurants is totally unacceptable. 
Increasing the footprint or moving it closer to the condominium is located at the point will increase crime, noise 
pollution, unsightly trash, and vermin. It will also further increase a parking problem which we have been dealing with 
personally for the last 15 years. 
 
The relocation of the aforementioned shops etc. will decrease the multi million dollar view of the bay in the gorgeous 
city skyline. We implore you to make improvements without sacrificing any of our accommodations during the process. 
 
 
 

 

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit 

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis 
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Maurice and Jean Garry 

         1133 1st Street Unit 117 
         Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: KC Gray Siebert <kcgraysiebert@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Save Port Loma
Attachments: Save Point Loma.pdf

I've attached a letter which I would like you to take into serious consideration.   

Kate C. Gray Siebert 

Resident of LeRondelet, #416 
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From: Kate Ledsam Evans <kateledsamevans@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; 

Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; 
Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; sandiego@coastal.ca.gov

Subject: Conerns regarding PMPU District 1

To Whom it May Concern, 

I am writing in concern regarding the Port of San Diego's proposed Master Plan, specifically the portions of the plan 
impacting Planning District 1: Shelter Island.  The plan is deeply flawed in its attempt to achieve broad objectives that are 
not relevant, safe or practical to this district. 

As a life-long Point Loma resident, I was able to quickly discern that the plan was created by someone who 
has zero to limited real life interaction with the district - or in fact with the water communities of San Diego.  I 
am highly disappointed in the irresponsible nature of the proposal, especially as it pertains to population 
density, water quality, safety, community impact, cultural sensitivities, traffic, property value and many other 
important areas that should have been addressed. 

The Ports proposed Master plan replace the heart of our community with opportunities for the Port to increase revenue 
generation under the guise of Public Access with little concern upon the impact to the community - those who use the 
area the most often will be impacted negatively - instead, the Port is focusing on increasing the areas amenities for 
tourists - those who will use it least often. Tourism is great - to an extent, but we are still a community built around the the 
water, surrounded by the water - with limited exits and access points.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts

 This will forever change the iconic view-scape of Point Loma that has long graced the post-
cards, paintings and memories of its visitors and residents

 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase
from current occupancy

 This will have the greatest impact on population density, traffic congestion, water pollution,
water safety, environmental impact and the detriment to the community

 This proposal in no way benefits our community and is only beneficial to the port’s revenues
and tourism industry

 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods

 Increased mobility hubs or parking structures will lead to increased congestion and
traffic.  Our community can barely sustain the existing traffic.

 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 These docks and piers have been in our community longer than Shelter Island, and longer

than the Port Authority!  They are built, preserved, insured and loved by their owners - often
times being handed down thru the generations.  They serve as the backdrop for our special
moments - locals take their wedding portraits, and Christmas photos on these piers.  Kids
fish from them.  Families picnic under their natural shade, and liveaboards tie off at them
when coming ashore for supplies.  They are as much apart of our neighborhood as the path
itself.
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 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize 
the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

 The La Playa Basin and Kellogg’s Beach are our communities primary park.  The bays are 
safe and low-traffic, mostly occupied to those who are experienced on the water.  This is 
where we teach our kids to swim - it acts as our public swimming pool.  This is where we 
teach our families watersports - and instill in them a love and respect of the ocean and our 
coasts.  This small area can not handle the impact of increased traffic.  It would deter from 
existing low-impact activities like swimming, kayaking, paddleboarding, dingy sailing and 
other activities.   

 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
 This increase in traffic would be difficult to maintain based on the speed limits and 

congestion of the basin 
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht 

Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
 This would be catastrophic to the sailing community.  Not because of the lack of exclusivity - 

but because of the disregard to safety.  These clubs utilize cranes and boat ramps which 
are used regularly throughout the day and without which they will not be able to provide 
services to existing members, and the world-class international sporting events they 
host.  Events like the Star World Cup.  Recently, SDYC hosted families of the US Coast 
Guard for a day of sailing on its J-22s - boats that need cranes in order to be put into the 
water. 

 Children from our community are regularly present at the local yacht clubs for sailing and 
water sport classes.  They need to be able to safely go from the classrooms, to the boat 
launch area to the docks.  This would not be possible with a public access path cutting 
through their learning facilities - how would you like a public path running through your 
child’s classroom and school? 

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 

 Existing transient anchorage/wharfage has limited monitoring, leading to an uptick in crime, 
increase in pollution and a “wild west” atmosphere.  Increasing these facilities will only 
increase the problems. 

 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
 This will impact traffic, access to local business and yacht clubs and increase traffic to an 

area that already has a limited capacity. 
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 

 As we have seen with the amenities on Shelter Island, this only leads to an increase in the 
homeless population using these amenities as places to camp out, use drugs and pollute 
our beaches due to lack of resources to properly address their needs.   

 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
 This would significantly exacerbate the aforementioned impact on traffic, pollution, crime, 

public safety, parking, resident access, existing businesses etc…  
 
 

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 

 East Shelter Island, America’s Cup Harbor or Liberty Station would all be great options for 
this area 

 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits 
 The bathrooms are in terrible disarray with limited maintenance.  They are so filthy that the 

neighborhood worries about using them - especially with the hepatitis outbreak 



3

 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
 Temporary docking on Shelter Island would be a great idea!   

 Consider adding a “blue tab” policy to boats anchored in the area to combat the illegal 
dumping of bilge (like Catalina Island has enacted) 

 Increased presence of Harbor Police to help manage the existing facilities and recommended 
updates. 

 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and 
surrounding businesses accessibility.  

 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the 

design of the bayfront. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were 

native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns.  I hope to see them addressed in the updated version of the plan. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Katherine Evans 
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From: iMaks <koskimarc@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; 
Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; 
Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: PMPU Public Comment

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am shocked to learn of the proposed Master Plan to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  This is a special place in 
San Diego that I enjoy with my daughter on a regular basis.  We enjoy walks on the natural path, we love to take our 
kayaks down to La Playa, go swimming, and we have even taken our family photos on the docks.  This is one of the few 
areas that have been left in its original and natural state; it’s the charm of the community! 

I am opposed to the Port Master Plan Update and I would like to enter the following on record. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

• Exceeding Point Loma’s 30‐foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
• Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
• The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
• The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
• The removal of historic La Playa Piers
• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.
• Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
• Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
• Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
• 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
• Fixed/permanent “ammenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
• Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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• Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
• Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
• Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits 
• Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
• Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility. 
• Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
• Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
• Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront. 
• Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Marc Koski 
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From: Sherre Vann <skvann@huntel.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: SAVE POINT LOMA - SAY NO NOW

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of  
San Diego as it relates to Planning District • Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections.  

 Exceeding Point Loma's 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts

 Additionall,1600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200%
increase from current occupancy

 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes

 The addition of "mobility hubs" and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods

 The removal of historic La Playa Piers

 Bay front uses that focus on "visitor-serving" and "attracting visitors" but that fail to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents

 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach

 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 yacht clubs in this district: Silver
Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, and Southwestern Yacht Club

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage

 20' wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island

 Fixed/permanent "amenities" at the Talbot Street trailhead

• Additional 70,000 sf of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan the Following:  

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses

 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado

 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ's,
and fire pits

 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
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 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime  
industry and surrounding businesses accessibility  

 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low  
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intensive recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate  
neighborhood  

•.          Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion  

 Preserving Point Lorna's historic landscape to better connect Point Lorna history with  
the design of the bay front  

 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that  
were native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly  
crease a "living shoreline".  
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Sincerely,  

 

            Sherre Vann 
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From: Suzanne Carlson <skc1115@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Randa 
Coniglio; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; Jason Giffen

Cc: jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; Mayor Kevin Faulconer
Subject: Objection to Proposed Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern, & My City Council member; Jennifer Campbell and San Diego Mayor Kevin 
Faulconer: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes (Point Loma is at

resident and traffic capacity for healthy, safe habitation)!!
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize

the impact on the existing adjacent residents, and eco-systems.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht

Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

(instead maintain well what we have)
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead (Just maintain well, regularly what we have)!
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

****Before considering this plan FIRST:  fix the invasion of homeless (not with cheap 
housing or storage areas, but address the mental illness, drug and social 
education/hygiene issues), pay for additional law enforcement presence in Point 
Loma, develop a longterm plan to keep roads and sidewalks maintained, address the bay 
problems and clean the bay, remove abandon boats and monitor that problem, address 
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the invasion of FAA airplane noise and chemical dropping on the Point Loma Peninsula, 
and acknowledge that Point Loma has reached healthy, human habitation capacity…no 
more (additional) home, apartments or resorts, no expansion of Shelter Island retail, 
restaurant or hotel space.  
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits (for 

residents of this immediate neighborhood) 
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and 

surrounding businesses accessibility. 
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the 

design of the bay front. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were 

native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
Suzanne Knight Carlson 
1021 Scott Street,  #152 
San Diego, CA  02106 
619-252-9528 
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Please give us more time to discuss these radical changes  

Eric Tucker 
CEO 
1st Meridian Care Services 
Home Health 
Home Care 
Placement  
Office 858 529 1886 
Cell 619 519 1282 
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From: Cameron Driscoll Lilley <cameronlilley3@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca 

Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen

Subject: PMPU Feedback/Public Comment

To Whom It May Concern: 

I write to you as a 3rd generation Point Loma resident. I have had the distinct privilege of growing up on the shores on 
the La Playa/Kellogg shores within District 1. I learned to swim, sail and row in these waters. My love for this community 
and it’s ties to our cultural history run deep. I now raise my 4 children here and strive to teach them the importance of 
preservation and protection of the very aspects you are proposing to destroy.  

The “Beach Corridor” of our district was previously assessed in a 2012 draft of your plan. The following conclusion was 
drawn “Limited access to the beaches is to be maintained consistent with the existing isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation, which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood.” I fail to understand how your 
current draft abandons all regard for the previous use assessment. Your executive leadership group openly admitted that 
neither they nor the employees on the planning committee had ever visited this quaint neighborhood.  

While I appreciate the Port’s efforts to drive tourism and bring revenue to San Diego, I do NOT believe we should be 
driving tourists into our local neighborhoods, most especially not to a literal dead end at Kellogg beach/Sub base. 
Density, parking, traffic and increased crime would accompany any attempts to redevelop these neighborhoods at great 
cost to the locals trying to utilize or access our nearby waterfront areas. 

In terms of public access, both Kellogg and La Playa beaches are VERY well used and loved already. On any given 
weekend during the summer it is not unusual to see 100’s of people along the path and/or shore. Young families visit the 
beach for a more quiet alternative to the open ocean beaches, pet owners walk their animals, wildlife enthusiasts come 
in search of a spotting, athletes come to swim, run or walk and some come to sit on the historic docks to take in the 
scenery of this tranquil spot. Step downs already exist and are used by kayakers, paddleboarders and beach goers alike. 
The spirit of this meandering natural path should remain intact without widening, grading, paving or lighting. The 
historic docks are critical landmarks in this area. The piers are open to the public and there are always children walking 
out to get a better vantage of the bay, artists painting or sketching them, joggers using them as landmarks to pace 
themselves, families going out on them to take pictures and people resting in their cool shade. The piers should be 
grandfathered in, they are all beautifully maintained and provide access out over the water to all in a way no other spot 
in San Diego does. The piers are 75+ years of rich cultural history and they must be preserved for future generations to 
enjoy. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

• Exceeding Point Loma’s 30‐foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
• Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
• The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
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• The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
• The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the 
existing adjacent residents. 
• Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
• Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht 
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
• Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
• 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
• Fixed/permanent “ammenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
• Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
  
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 
• Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
• Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
• Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits 
• Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
• Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility. 
• Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
• Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
• Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront. 
• Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
  
Sincerely, 
Cameron Lilley 
(619)203‐8255 



July 31, 2019 

 

 

Dear Port of San Diego, 

 

I am a 30 year user and 20 year Point Loma resident, taxpayer and daily user of the business’, amenities 
and services available in our Shelter Island community.   

I highly oppose multiple elements of your proposed Port Master Plan as it impacts Shelter Island and 
the surrounding environs. 

In my experience in dealing with the Port of San Diego over many years, I have not seen any actions that 
did not have irrational and highly economic and self-serving motivation by the Port.  Your current 
Master Plan efforts only support this view.  

My short answer to your proposals are that Shelter Island is too crowded and has too much traffic 
already.  Simply try to cross Shelter Island Drive near Ketch at any time of day, or visit the public (now 
pay) lots and you will see the traffic activity and conditions.   But current conditions are acceptable and 
are part of the neighborhoods character.  HOWEVER, any additional rooms on Shelter Island, let alone 
well in excess of 1,000,  would be a disaster, create traffic nightmares on streets already full, and 
destroy the character of our community.  Your proposed traffic mitigations would only exacerbate the 
issue. 

Your plan is quite simply a transparent effort by the Port to generate revenue opportunities to support 
your bureaucracy, under the auspices of “public benefit”, yet at the extreme expense of home owners, 
business owners and the public that currently pay taxes and support our thriving and unique local 
Shelter Island community. 

Further: 

1. Your “robust public outreach” was far from, as only in the past few weeks has the Port of San 
Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa received grass root 
awareness of your preposterous planning. 

2. “We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the 
environment.” Port of San Diego; are you suggesting that you are supporting our community by 
overcrowding us with more hotel rooms, blocking our views, filling our streets with Uber’s, taxi’s 
and rental cars, ruining our current beach access, imposing on existing marinas to expand access 
thereby creating significant security and liability problems and constraining an already highly 
used Shelter Island Drive with diagonal parking and bike lanes? 

3. Tourism vs Community: In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax 
height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, “commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, you 
are placing your revenue generating goals above the community residents’ and existing 
maritime business interests. 



4. Height Limit in Coastal Areas: The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ 
height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal residents, but residents 
across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”. This petition was 
prompted by the controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the 
Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores Towers. The tax paying public is 
clearly not in favor of high rise development along the waterfront in residential beach 
communities. 

5. Your Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and 
Harbor Island development projects. Note, those projects may be suitable on existing 
commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where  redevelopment is merited 
and welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the character 
and nature of the residential and marine based community of Point Loma. 

6. La Playa Trail:  Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize 
it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the meandering path with added “safety 
features”, “public amenities”, “stepdown areas”, “shoring up”, and “signage”. And please don’t 
add public restrooms only to highly encourage the transient (disrespectful, unsafe, frequently 
unlawful) boat people that invade picturesque La Play cove every weekend for free moorage 
(because you, the Port, removed their other sources of free anchorage without understanding 
the impacts), to move into and create a whole new eyesore and maintenance problem that 
you, the Port, will ignore.   

7. Marina Security/Public Safety: Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for 
security and significant and obvious public safety issues are walled off.  The walkways along San 
Antonio and Anchorage Lane currently connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without 
the need (and creation of significant security and liability issues) to walk through rather than 
around the premises of the secured marinas. Allowing public access as you propose completely 
ignores these safety, security and liability issues you would be forcing upon your marina 
tenants that spend millions upon millions of dollars to upgrade and protect your property.   

8. Traffic to the Point: Additional congestion, already a problem to be further compromised on 
Harbor Drive by the irresponsible proposed expansion of the SD International Airport and on 
Rosecrans by Liberty Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and 
adding hotel rooms. 

9. Private piers; your proposed removal of all existing private or quasi private piers and docks will 
forever delete one of the significant character influences to the neighborhood, and for what 
purpose? Your control? 

Your past and ongoing efforts are a perfect example of how to ruin a good thing under the guise of 
“public good”.  Please stop this charade and severe imposition on our community, now! 

Sincerely, 

 

 

R. Casey Schnoor 
4159 Hill St. 
San Diego, CA 92107 



1

From: Raymond Vasilas <vasilarj8@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island boat ramp

To whom it may concern, 
I was made aware that the proposed plan for the shelter island boat ramp area eliminates much of the parking lot. If this 
is the case I am strongly against that plan as parking is already difficult if you are launching a boat.  
Sincerely, 
Ray Vasilas  
516‐589‐1575 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Rebecca Clark Keane <ibbecky@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: South San Diego Bay Master Plan

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the 
good of all San Diego County residences.   

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the 
bay tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which 
the public and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any observer 
that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land 
use polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands 
improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an 
inalienable right of every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken 
away nor traded to any environmental group, developer, Public Agency or private group. 

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of 
South San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects 
which equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, 
Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Keane 
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131 Calla Ave 

Imperial Beach, CA 91932 
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From: Becky Vesterfelt <beckyvesterfelt@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: public comment re: PMPU

July 29, 2019 
To: Planning Department 
Port Authority of San Diego 

Re: Public Comment on the Discussion Draft of the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) 

As a homeowner resident who lives full-time at 1205 Pacific Highway (just south of Ash Street to almost West 
Broadway) at a condominium high-rise, The Grande at Santa Fe Place.  
My home is located at Planning Area PA-4 directly across from the property at 1220 Pacific Highway which the 
port plans to acquire and develop. 

My neighborhood quality of my life will be impacted by the Port’s April 2019 Master Plan Update (PMPU) for 
the North Embarcadero and here are my concerns:   

 The height and general architectural look of a Gateway Mobility Hub is not indicated.  My immediate
neighborhood and property value will be impacted by the planned for 1220 Pacific Highway Gateway
Mobility Hub.

o PD3.24 Prioritize the District’s acquisition of the lease premises or development site at 1220
Pacific Highway to enable any future development to reconnect B Street between Pacific
Highway and Harbor Drive and to introduce a Local Gateway Mobility Hub. This can be one of
the mobility hubs recommended in the North Embarcadero Sub-district. During cruise
operations, the reconnected B Street can be used for truck and other staging associated with
cruise operations.

 The diminished safety of air quality and increased particulate pollution created from the increased
vehicular traffic coming onto the area of Pacific Highway where I live and breath.   The PMPU indicates
lessened vehicle traffic onto Harbor Drive and increased truck/vehicle staging at Pacific Highway
Gateway Mobility hub.

 Planning Area between Ash Street to West Broadway between Pacific Highway to Harbor Drive is
lacking in view corridor designation which is dissimilar to the designated areas which have view corridor
designations

o PD3.27b The Window to the Bay between Grape Street and Ash Street
 In addition, the current plan calls for increased occupancy of the hotels within the plan area in front of

my home.
o PD3.29 Allow for additional hotel rooms at the existing hotel facility south of the County

Administration Building. (South of the County Administration Building begins at Ash Street)
 Pacific Highway already has 4 multi-level high occupancy vehicle parking within the area of Ash street

to West Broadway. The developers of the three recently built hotels on Pacific Highway between West
Broadway and B street promised the neighborhood the hotels would be providing public parking access
to hundreds of parking spaces.

 The County has 2 parking facilities nearby (county building underground and at Cedar/Kettner).
 Pacific Highway roadway paving is currently in very poor condition thus increased traffic onto an

already poor surface should be addressed as component of PMPU.

A reminder to the Port project planners there are already in existence 4 public transportation stations located 
within 2 blocks of the waterfront (Seaport Village Trolley Station, One America Plaza Station, Santa Fe Train 
and Trolley Station, Little Italy Trolley Station).  Public access to the waterfront from the nearby 4 public 
transportation stations have successfully proven accommodating very large number of users. Public marches 
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attended by thousands of people who successfully used public transportation to get to the SD County Building 
Waterfront Park.  Educating the public and tourists about the close proximity of public transportation to the 
waterfront should be a priority to eliminate the need to increase private vehicle parking in the area. 
The planners and developers of the recently built hotels within the Port Plan Area claimed to homeowners on 
Pacific Highway that the new hotels would provide hundreds of public parking at their hotel sites.  Instead of 
building new parking structure work with those hotels to offer public discounted parking.  
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Vesterfelt 
1205 Pacific Highway unit 2101 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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From: Dick Love <rlove14@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan. 

I am very concerned about the proposal to relax the 30‐foot height limit to accomodate1300 hotel rooms on Shelter 
Island. 

The 30' limit was established by proposition D in 1972 which passed with 64% of San Diegans supporting.  It survived 
legal challenges up to the California Supreme Court.  

I realize the Port has the ability to override local jurisdiction standards, but that doesn't mean it should.  Please do not 
destroy the beautiful views across Shelter Island by putting revenue ahead of beauty and the wishes of the people.  

Shelter Island is a San Diego Jewel.  Please don't turn it into Maimi Beach. 

Sincerely, 

Richard S. Love 

430 San Antonio Avenue #5 
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From: Robbins Kelly <robbinskelly1017@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:42 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern; 
I am opposed to the planned development of the Coronado Ferry Landing and to Seaport Village. These plans do nothing 
more than make the Port of San Diego richer, limit public access and over develop these areas. 
Thank you 
Robbins Crehore Kelly 
1017 Olive Ave 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Ryan Caskie <ryan.caskie@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Disagreement with Proposed Shelter Island Master Plan

To Who It May Concern at the Port of San Diego: 

Along with other private boaters in the San Diego area who access the Shelter Island Boat 
Launch, I stand in strong opposition to removing current parking spaces and relocating 
them to where Marlin Club is currently located. This would be a massive disruption to for 
all of us who want access to our waterways, and removal of the Marlin Club would be a 
significant loss of heritage to America’s Finest City. Moreover, it shows both lack of 
understanding of your citizens’ desires, and an absolute dearth of judgment regarding 
planning matters and utilization of our resources. Why spend taxpayer’s money to 
redevelop the boat launch only to make it less usable for its citizens? As it stands now, on 
busy days, there is already a shortage of parking spaces for vehicles with trailers. I can 
only wonder who stands to benefit from this plan - clearly, not the general public. These 
proposed changes in the master plan are absolutely offensive, and will not move forward 
without considerable push back and voter retaliation against those who support it. 

Sincerely, 

Ryan Caskie 
30 year San Diego Resident 
619-249-1582
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From: Ryan Sweeney <ryan@brinkexpeditions.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Boat Launch Ramp parking lot...

To whom it may concern, 

I have become aware that the Shelter Island Port Master Plan is proposing to eliminate the Shelter Island 
Launch Ramp parking lot and replace it with a green belt. The plan also calls for removal of the San Diego Marlin 
Club. Losing that parking lot will be an absolute tragedy for our boating community and will have a negative impact 
on the recreational boat related economy which affects so many local and larger businesses. It will also severely 
reduce opportunities for people who can not afford to keep a boat in a slip year round. Trailered boats make up a 
high percentage of San Diego boaters and the ease of launching a trailered boat in San Diego is an attractive 
feature of our city for guest from out of town as well. Please do not support the removal of this parking lot!... 
unless there is an alternative plan in the works that will not reduce the number of parking spaces available. Dana 
point recently had a similar thing happen and the impacts are terrible. We can and must do better. Thank you. 

Best Regards, 

Ryan Sweeney - Owner/Operator 
BRINK Expeditions 
562-397-6424
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From: Sara Nese <snese22@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:41 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Public Comment on Port Master Plan Update - Coronado

To Port Staff and Commissioners ‐ 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado.  I 
am a long time resident of Coronado and am concerned how this development will impact the community. Visitors come 
to Coronado to experience a small‐town beach community. The city is safe, welcoming, inclusive, and beautiful. 
Individuals who move to Coronado are also attracted to the same qualities. However, Coronado is also home to one of 
the Navy’s largest bases, which brings upwards of 20,000 commuters through the streets on a daily basis. Many of these 
commuters are driving where this proposed hotel development will be located (First Street). Traffic in this area is already 
horrible when the base changes shifts.  Adding a hotel and an increase in tourists will make the situation even worse. in 
addition, Tidelands Park is used for many after school activities, which unfortunately also coincides with the base shift 
change. Because this is a small community many kids who have practice at Tidelands are riding bikes along First and 
Second Streets, again where this hotel development will compound the traffic issues. Many tourists to this area are not 
familiar cyclists and do not enter roads or drive with sufficient caution. Too many times, I’ve seen kids on their bikes 
almost get hit (or actually hit) by a car because the driver didn’t double check before turning out of a driveway. As a 
parent, I’m concerned how this hotel development will impact the safety of our streets. I’m asking that you reconsider 
adding a large hotel development and look at other uses of the property.  

I appreciate your time in reviewing these concerns. 

Sara Nese   
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From: Sarah Shealy <sarah.a.shealy@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Public comment on Port Master Plan Update

Hello, 

I am a homeowner in Coronado and a life‐long resident of the city. I grew up here and have raised my own children here. 

Thank you for sharing the PMPU with our community. I respectfully submit my objections to the following components 
of the plan as they relate to Coronado: 

Development of a new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing Property and down by the Coronado Cays 
Traffic and overcrowding are huge issues in our town. Increasing the number of tourists by such a large number would 
adversely affect our ability to enjoy living here. 

The Port possibly exceeding Coronado's 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts 
The Coronado Shores are an eyesore in our community and our town has taken steps to keep structures low as a result. 
Please respect this height limit. 

Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
This was a disaster when attempted at the Landing. Please don't keep locals from visiting the shops and restaurants in 
this subdistrict. 

Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict. 
Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentration or emissions in our community. 
Any uses that bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado's traffic problems. 

I love the plan to increase the number of docks at the Ferry Landing and expanding ferry traffic and docks throughout 
the Bay. This will enable visitors to leave their cars at home and enable Coronado residents to visit San Diego by bike and 
foot!  

Thank you for your thoughtful attention to my email. 

Best regards, 

Sarah Shealy Stump 
950 Balboa Ave, Coronado CA 
sarah.a.shealy@gmail.com 
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From: Shawn Gardell <sgardell@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:52 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning District 1

I am in agreement with the opinion we should not remove any private residential or quasi private residential piers in the 
La Playa path area of shelter island.  I also agree we need to maintain it as a dirt path and place signage to prevent 
bicycle usage.  This unique area makes this one of the most beautiful anchorages on the west coast.    

Shawn Gardell 
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From: Sherril Altstadt <sherrilsigns@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry Landing “letter” of public response

PMPU, 

Below is an excerpt from the City of Coronado’s letter and I want to support everything in their letter but this section 
especially: 

One  of the  PMPU  goals  is to  create  avibrant ,  internationally  acclaimed  waterfront  and 
Economics Policy 2.1 calls forproviding a variety of commercialrecreation opportunities 
includingcultural uses and performance venues.The City recently completed acomprehensive, year‐
long study to assessarts and culture in Coronado thatidentified building a new community 
artsand cultural center as a top 
priority.Depending on other factors, the Citybelieves the Ferry Landing could be anappropriate site for such a facility a
ndwould urge the Port to not preclude sometype of cultural arts center at that Location. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

Sherril Altstadt 
619‐884‐9399 

Communications 
Commissioner  for the Coronado Cultural Arts Commission  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Sheryl Lehmkuhl <sdlehm@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:46 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Proposals

Port of San Diego  
Attention: Planning Department 

Thank you for accepting community input to the new proposals.  I live in Point Loma and am quite disturbed 
with all the changes you are planning for Shelter Island.  I was just there for a lovely walk and it a gem just the 
way it is.  I like walking along the water, not on a winding path that goes in and out.  You can add a bike path, 
but please don’t replace the parking lot with street parking. There might be more green space but not enough 
spaces available to actually use the added area.  And whatever you do, I beg you not to charge for parking.  I 
used to go to Spanish Landing until they started charging to park there.  I notice that it is almost always empty 
now.   

I’m concerned about the relaxation of the building height limit and the increase in hotel occupancy. Have you 
ever tried to get in and out of Point Loma?   It can be a nightmare during certain times of day and this will just 
make it even more congested.  Neither Rosecrans or Harbor Drive need more traffic.  

I am also very upset with what is planned for the Embarcadero.  I love Seaport Village and the charm it brings 
to our city, which makes it unique from other cities.  I am appalled at the proposed tower.  Do you really want 
to make our city a laughing-stock?  Please don’t turn our beautiful harbor into a carnival.   

I urge you not to make sweeping changes to these areas that San Diegans love.  We live here because we don’t 
want to be like other big cities.  We already have had our beautiful Sunset Cliffs Park destroyed.  Its natural 
beauty has been replaced with planned trails and and cactus plantings.  Not to mention the removal of all the 
trees.  My kids used to love exploring the meandering trails and walking along the tall daisies.  Now they just 
cry when they see it.   
.   
 We spend a lot of money to live here; however, what has made it so special is slowly being eroded away. 

A very concerned resident, 
Sheryl Lehmkuhl 
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From: Stacy Thomas <admin@explorermarineservices.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:17 PM
To: 'kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov'; 'cityattorney@sandiego.gov'; 'barbarabry@sandiego.gov'; 

'jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov'; 'christopherward@sandiego.gov'; 
'monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov'; 'markkersey@sandiego.gov'; 'chriscate@sandiego.gov'; 
'scottsherman@sandiego.gov'; 'vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov'; 'georgettegomez@sandiego.gov'; Port 
Master Plan Update; 'stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov'; Sharon Cloward; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; 
Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 'mzuccet@portofsandiego.org'; Rafael 
Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: Port master plan changes affecting La Playa

July 31, 2019 

To the Port of San Diego, et al. 

         I wanted to write regarding the port’s master plan changes that affect the La Playa trail area.  My personal story 
with this neighborhood begins 24 years ago, when I transplanted here.  I relocated to Point Loma, just uphill from La 
Playa, with my then boyfriend, who was born and raised here.  When I reflect back, I credit La Playa, in large part, for the 
reason that my transplant took.  When we moved here from Northern California, I was used to a lot of God’s country, 
open space, wildlife, unending scenery, natural beauty.  Returning to a much busier, congested, urban/suburban 
Southern California environment was an adjustment.  La Playa served as the best kind of tonic. 

         La Playa is, and always has been, an oasis.  I hear this reflected over and over again in letters I am reading from 
this community to the port, regarding port plan changes.  It is a theme which resonates powerfully.  In our modern, tech 
heavy, over‐booked lives, these kinds of spaces and oases have become more dear, more critical.  They also bring us 
together, and bond us to one another, as community.  And they are disappearing all the time.  They need our defense 
and protection.   

         24 years ago, I moved here and have not strayed far since.  I’ve worked on Shelter Island for the last 13 years, 
and during other, prior tenures.  And then, I moved to the La Playa neighborhood myself, a little over a year ago.  I now 
spend the majority of my time, commuting, playing, dining and socializing on foot.  The La Playa trail and community 
promotes this type of happy, healthy pedestrian lifestyle.   

         La Playa is lovely and charming.  It is special and unique.  It’s a residential corridor that comes right down to the 
water, with beautiful homes.  It has a limited, smaller beach front.  It’s positioned off a one way in, one way out 
thoroughfare.  These attributes have served to naturally curb congestion, thankfully.      

         As proposed, the port master plan changes represent an impact to La Playa, that is just much too high.  I 
sincerely hope that the port hears the community, clearly, voicing grave concerns about this impact, and modifies the 
master plan to better conform with community needs.  We do not have too many of these really special ‘green spaces’ 
on the water.  Once we lose them, we don’t get to retrieve them. 

Thoughtfully, 
Stacy Thomas 
stacydevon@yahoo.com 

Stacy Thomas 
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2818 Canon Street 
San Diego CA 92106 
Phone: 619‐223‐2158 
Fax: 619‐223‐6158 
 



 
From: Cota, Stephen 
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:39:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@ca.coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 
rharrigton@portofsandiego.comorg; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore 
Subject: Save point loma 

 
 
My name is Stephen Cota and I am a life long resident of San Diego.  It is my opinion that the 
La Playa foot path is an established jewel in our great city. And that any alteration however well 
intended would only damage the beaty and serenity of the historic trial.  Places like the La 
PLaya basin are extremely rare in southern  California and should be protected as part of our 
heritage.  
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
 
Securities offered through LPL Financial Member FINRA/SIPC  
 
 
The information contained in this email message is being transmitted to and is intended for the use of 
only the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, 
you are hereby advised that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately delete.  
 
 

mailto:stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:ryan.moroney@ca.coastal.ca.gov
mailto:ryan.moroney@ca.coastal.ca.gov
mailto:rharrigton@portofsandiego.comorg
mailto:rharrigton@portofsandiego.comorg
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From: Steve and Suzy <svissers4@cs.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:07 PM
To: Lesley Nishihira; Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Draft Port Master Plan Update

Dear Leslie and Port Staff: 

I am writing in response to the presentation and comments from July 15, 2019. 

My wife and I have been homeowners in the neighborhood since 1990, and are very concerned that the proposed 
increase in hotel rooms and retail space in the current Ferry Landing area will have a detrimental impact on the 
surrounding neighborhoods.   Vehicle traffic, congestion, and parking in our area are already impacted on a daily basis 
by employees and visitors to Sharp Coronado Hospital, as well as weekend visitors to Tidelands Park and Vernetti 
Stadium at Bradley Field.  The proposed project would exacerbate pedestrian and traffic safety issues in the surrounding 
neighborhoods for families using the current parks. 

I hope the Port recognizes that the focus for District 10 land should be for updating/modernization current facilities, but 
not for expansion or additional uses.  

Thank you for your consideration and efforts to keep our community informed and listened to as you continue this 
process. 

Sincerely,  
Steve and Suzy Vissers 
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From: Steve Dickens <sdickens@west-ext.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:47 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter Island Launch Ramp parking lot

How could San Diego remove a parking lot meant for boat trailers after spending millions on a new launch ramp? Please 
do not be short sighted, this is an important part of serving the community and will put a serious dent in the fishing 
economy in San Diego, Please do the right thing and keep the parking lot intact! Thank you for listening, Respectfully, 
Steve Dickens 

‐‐  
Steve Dickens 

Residential Sales Specialist 

Mobile: 760-855-1997 

sdickens@west‐ext.com 

  Connect with us below by clicking on the best way to stay connected! 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Connect with us: 
To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

westernexterminator.com 

 Did you Love your experience with me today your Residential Sales Specialist?
              Please go to west-ext.com/reviews to leave us a positive review online! 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 Do you know someone that needs Employment? 
         Click below and or send link to your Referral.
http://www.jobs.net/jobs/rentokilna/join?joinpath=Extportablejoin 
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This e‐mail together with any attachments is intended only for the recipient(s)  
named above. It may contain confidential and/or privileged information and  
express views or opinions that are those of the sender and not necessarily of  
the sender's organization. The disclosure, reproduction, distribution or other  
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited by anyone other  
than the intended recipient(s). If you are not a named recipient, please contact the  
sender and delete this e‐mail from your system.  

Rentokil North America, Inc., 1125 Berkshire Blvd, Suite 150, Wyomissing, PA 19610 
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From: Steven Balelo <sbalelo51@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: Plans for Shelter Island and LaPlaya

Steven Balelo  
Life & Health  Insurance Agent 
(619) 757‐7738
Sbalelo51@gmail.com
CA License # 0L97407

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Steven Balelo <sbalelo51@gmail.com> 
Date: July 31, 2019 at 8:22:35 PM PDT 
To: PMPU@portofsandiego 
Subject: Plans for Shelter Island and LaPlaya 

Point Loma is so crowded already, I understand you all want to bring forth ideas to make a profit. The 
traffic in PL is terrible already, the cars coming to and from the Sub base is quite substantial as it is. Not 
to mention Catalina blvd. Please try to make the right decision. We only have a few ways in and out of 
here so please keep that in your thoughts. There will be an earthquake or tsunami or fire at some point 
and it will be complete chaos. There are hundreds of cars that come to sunset cliffs for sunset. Anyways, 
things change with time but my family has been here since the 30’s and I don’t want a Mission beach 
boardwalk here. Thank you and do what’s right.  

Steven Balelo  
Life & Health  Insurance Agent 
(619) 757‐7738
Sbalelo51@gmail.com
CA License # 0L97407
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From: Stuart Bean <spbean@pacbell.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:34 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Plans for Point Loma

Port Staff and Commissioners: 

Having read with mounting alarm your plans for transforming Point Loma into what seems to be a 
visitors area and not a residents area I must object to almost all of your recommended changes. 

Starting with increasing the height limit and increasing the hotel room density it would appear that 
keeping the "neighborhood" aspect of Point Loma intact is clearly not your intent.  It would seem that 
your only goal is to have the current homeowners/business owners spend their money on un-needed 
"improvements" so that more income can flow into the already overstuffed coffers of the Port. 

As far as I can see the only place where additional parking is needed is in the lot in front of where the 
fishing boats are near the foot of Fenelon and Garrrison. 

If you are going to try to eliminate the private piers (which are really and attraction to the area) than 
you must also eliminate the La Playa Yacht Club pier as well, since it has if fact become a private pier 
for two individuals.  I know this for a fact. 

Why would we need 20 foot promenades connecting the trail to Shelter Island?  There are already 
wide sidewalks for that purpose and taking away from existing areas/structures would be expensive 
for all involved and produce nothing of value.  Just how wide does a walkway need to be? 

There is much more to object to but I hope you get the idea that changing something that certainly 
does not need changing is not in the interest of anyone except the potential hotel owners and 
revenue to the port. 

Stuart Bean 
Point Loma Resident 
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From: stuart@stusart.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan 2019 Public Comment
Attachments: Port SD Master Plan.pdf

Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

This letter is to provide you my thoughts on some of the items that are proposed in your 2019 Master Plan 

PD1.31 

I am a 4th Generation San Diegan.  I have been very fortunate to be able to enjoy all that the Oceans and Bays of San Diego have to offer.  I 
can remember when there were Sand Dollars and Star Fish in the tidal areas and abalone just a little further out.  Human interaction with our 
coastal environment has relegated these item to our past. 

My Grandfather, Paul James Hartley Sr., taught me to sail aboard the Kettenburg Pacific Class Yacht “Wings”, hull number 8.  Frank and Patty 
Wyatt were kind enough to allow us to berth the “Wings” on the Leeward side of the pier.  I was lucky enough to be able to sail off of that pier 
for over 45 years and have friends, family and others enjoy the pleasures of San Diego Bay and the La Playa environment. 

I am a United States Coast Guard Veteran who earned a Cutterman’s Pin as a Deck Watch Officer aboard the USCGC EVERGREEN and flew 
helicopters in North Bend Oregon and San Diego.  I have travelled extensively around the United States, Mexico and Europe.   

I have seen many places where good planning has allowed beautiful areas to stay that way even with large volumes of people moving through 
them and I have seen how poor planning has allowed or accelerated the destruction of an area. 

It is apparent that a great deal of thought has gone into your Master Plan to try to find the balance required to showcase San Diego’s coastal 
assets while at the same time preserving them for future enjoyment.  

The Piers in La Playa should be designated Historical instead of being torn out.  They provide a place for the public to enjoy a different 
perspective of the area’s beauty by allowing a view looking down into the water that is not available from the shoreline.  The Piers allow a place 
off the path for some quiet contemplation.  The Piers provide a stunning visual from both the La Playa Trail and from Lucinda and Armada 
Terrace where many a Postcard of San Diego has been taken and as such fall into the Vista Area category of the Master Plan The Piers 
provide a safety zone for the locals who like to swim in La Playa by providing a barrier to those in boats who do not provide a proper 
watch.  The Piers provide shade for fish and other marine life as well as a place for Herons and Egrets to see whats on the menu.  Planning 
Goal XI on page 9 is an excellent reason to keep the Piers in La Playa 

PD1.37 

Excellent idea for additional seating and shade.  Perhaps you could put in a dog wash feature that doubles as public art. 

PD1.38 

Wheeled conveyances such as scooters and bicycles are terrorizing pedestrians in San Diego.  People have already been killed in the 
downtown area.  Creating a 12 foot walkway on Anchorage Lane between Talbot and Shelter Island Drive is a terrible idea that will completely 
destroy the tranquility the area now enjoys.  Law Enforcement agencies are already over-tasked, under funded and under staffed and will be 
hard pressed to enforce City and Port Ordinances prohibiting the use of these dangerous items on this promenade.   This is especially true if 
you increase the retail and hotel space on Shelter Island.  Creating this walkway will only encourage out of town visitors to behave badly and 
injure the elderly and young families with children who are using this area in a responsible manner and appears to me to be in violation of 
Section II Planning Goal VIII on page 9.   

In addition to this on page 13 you state that this Master Plan makes provision for differing degrees of physical and visual access to the 
shoreline in a manner that is consistent with the activities being conducted on the land and water areas involved, and the proprietary 
interests of the private landowners, lessees, and public rights and needs.  The activities being conducted on La Playa Trail are walking 
with friends and family, bird watching and dog walking.  Having watched the chaos on the boardwalk at Mission and Pacific Beach created by 
roller blades, bikes, scooters and skate boards I can state with a high degree of confidence that those people using these modes of transport 
are not interested in the usual activities performed along the path and creating an easy access to Talbot from Shelter Island Drive will create 
both Public Safety and Security problems for the residents and destroy the Class II appeal of the area.  You should focus your attention on 
improving the access to Harbor Island, Liberty Station, the Embarcadero and downtown by these tourists where their interests will be well 
served. 
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Stuart Paul Hartley 
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Stuart Paul Hartley 
Stu's Art Photography 
stuart@stusart.com 
www.stusart.com 
619.316.8733 

This transmission, together with any attachments, is intended only for the use of those to whom it is 
addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure 
under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that 
any distribution or copying of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you received this transmission 
in error, please notify the original sender immediately and delete this message, along with 
any attachments, from your computer.  All digital files and their copyright belong to Stuart P. Hartley 
and can only be used or distributed in accordance with written agreement.  



Port of San Diego

Attn: Planning Department

3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101


This letter is to provide you my thoughts on some of the items that are proposed in your 2019 
Master Plan


PD1.31


I am a 4th Generation San Diegan.  I have been very fortunate to be able to enjoy all that the 
Oceans and Bays of San Diego have to offer.  I can remember when there were Sand Dollars 
and Star Fish in the tidal areas and abalone just a little further out.  Human interaction with our 
coastal environment has relegated these item to our past.


My Grandfather, Paul James Hartley Sr., taught me to sail aboard the Kettenburg Pacific Class 
Yacht “Wings”, hull number 8.  Frank and Patty Wyatt were kind enough to allow us to berth 
the “Wings” on the Leeward side of the pier.  I was lucky enough to be able to sail off of that 
pier for over 45 years and have friends, family and others enjoy the pleasures of San Diego Bay 
and the La Playa environment.


I am a United States Coast Guard Veteran who earned a Cutterman’s Pin as a Deck Watch 
Officer aboard the USCGC EVERGREEN and flew helicopters in North Bend Oregon and San 
Diego.  I have travelled extensively around the United States, Mexico and Europe.  


I have seen many places where good planning has allowed beautiful areas to stay that way 
even with large volumes of people moving through them and I have seen how poor planning 
has allowed or accelerated the destruction of an area.


It is apparent that a great deal of thought has gone into your Master Plan to try to find the 
balance required to showcase San Diego’s coastal assets while at the same time preserving 
them for future enjoyment. 


The Piers in La Playa should be designated Historical instead of being torn out.  They provide a 
place for the public to enjoy a different perspective of the area’s beauty by allowing a view 
looking down into the water that is not available from the shoreline.  The Piers allow a place off 
the path for some quiet contemplation.  The Piers provide a stunning visual from both the La 
Playa Trail and from Lucinda and Armada Terrace where many a Postcard of San Diego has 
been taken and as such fall into the Vista Area category of the Master Plan The Piers provide 
a safety zone for the locals who like to swim in La Playa by providing a barrier to those in boats 
who do not provide a proper watch.  The Piers provide shade for fish and other marine life as 
well as a place for Herons and Egrets to see whats on the menu.  Planning Goal XI on page 9 
is an excellent reason to keep the Piers in La Playa


PD1.37


Excellent idea for additional seating and shade.  Perhaps you could put in a dog wash feature 
that doubles as public art.


PD1.38


Wheeled conveyances such as scooters and bicycles are terrorizing pedestrians in San Diego.  
People have already been killed in the downtown area.  Creating a 12 foot walkway on 



Anchorage Lane between Talbot and Shelter Island Drive is a terrible idea that will completely 
destroy the tranquility the area now enjoys.  Law Enforcement agencies are already over-
tasked, under funded and under staffed and will be hard pressed to enforce City and Port 
Ordinances prohibiting the use of these dangerous items on this promenade.   This is 
especially true if you increase the retail and hotel space on Shelter Island.  Creating this 
walkway will only encourage out of town visitors to behave badly and injure the elderly and 
young families with children who are using this area in a responsible manner and appears to 
me to be in violation of Section II Planning Goal VIII on page 9.  


In addition to this on page 13 you state that this Master Plan makes provision for differing 
degrees of physical and visual access to the shoreline in a manner that is consistent with 
the activities being conducted on the land and water areas involved, and the proprietary 
interests of the private landowners, lessees, and public rights and needs.  The activities 
being conducted on La Playa Trail are walking with friends and family, bird watching and dog 
walking.  Having watched the chaos on the boardwalk at Mission and Pacific Beach created by 
roller blades, bikes, scooters and skate boards I can state with a high degree of confidence 
that those people using these modes of transport are not interested in the usual activities 
performed along the path and creating an easy access to Talbot from Shelter Island Drive will 
create both Public Safety and Security problems for the residents and destroy the Class II 
appeal of the area.  You should focus your attention on improving the access to Harbor Island, 
Liberty Station, the Embarcadero and downtown by these tourists where their interests will be 
well served.


Stuart Paul Hartley
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From: Sue Ogle <ogle.sue@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:23 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Marlin Club

Please reconsider your plans to tear down the Marlin Club. It is a piece of history for our area. We are not happy with 
much of your report.  

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Expert Marine Electronics <expertmarine@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Shelter island boat ramp. 

Shelter island boat ramp is a land mark and critically important to southern California. We could actually use more 
parking spaces, not less. The San Diego Marlin club is also an important icon in SD and should be given the respect of 
being included in any new plan. As fisherman we have appreciated their efforts to better the hobby.  

Surge Vasquez 
Owner of Expert Marine Electronics 
714‐401‐3761 
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From: Susi Mitchell <susimitchell@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:44 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Port of San Diego            via email:  PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

Attn:  Planning Department 

3165 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA  92101 

I am both a native Point Loman and a current Point Loma resident, residing with my husband in the La Playa area.  

My husband and I have reviewed the initial iteration of the Port Master Plan (“the Plan”) issued by the Port of San Diego
(“the Port”), paying particular attention to the sections affecting Shelter Island, Scott Street and the shoreline abutting the
La Playa residential neighborhood.  

We would like to state from the outset, we are not opposed to changes or “improvements” in our community, so long as 
they  are  done  responsibly,  thoughtfully,  respectfully,  honoring  environmental  considerations  that  take  into  account
shoreline  natural  habitats  and  wildlife  preservation  of  those  species  inhabiting  the  shoreline,  as  well  as  taking  into
consideration the impact such changes will have on the residents living in and around Point Loma and La Playa, making up
our community. 

What we are opposed to, however, is an overarching trajectory of growth occurring in complete disregard for our existing
residential  community  members  and  consideration  for  their  quality  of  life;  irresponsible  changes  spurred  first  and
foremost by decisions  that benefit developers’ purses,  tourism‐revenue generating  interests; and, yes, even  revenue‐
generating  decisions  that  ultimately  profit  the  Port  (decisions made  by  the  Port,  for  the  Port),  all  at  the  expense  of
compromising our small neighborhood communities and existing/future residents.  The changes proposed by the Plan
seem  in  direct  contravention  to  the  District’s  own  mission  statement,  which  include  a  “balanced  approach,”
“environmental stewardship” and advocating for the “community benefit.”  

Traffic Concerns and Scott Street Changes (Narrowing to One Lane) 

General Traffic Concerns 

Point Loma is (or should be) considered a “cul de sac” Community, rather than a “pass‐through” community in any master
plan development.  There are few arteries through which vehicles can gain access to or exit from Point Loma.  Those of us 
who have lived in Point Loma for decades have only seen traffic growing increasingly worse with each passing year, without
future  plans  to  ease  the  growing  congestion  and  gridlock  (despite  the  ballooning  population  growth  into  our
community).   The flow of traffic  in Point Loma is routinely impacted and further stressed by the following entities and
attractions (not an exhaustive list): 

 Lindbergh International Airport
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      Liberty Station 

      The Rock Church (residents avoid using Rosecrans on Sundays to avoid church traffic gridlock) 

      Naval Base Point Loma military and civilian employees  (commuter  traffic along Rosecrans corridor and Catalina
corridor affecting traffic for residents twice daily) 

      Tourist Attractions, including the Point Loma Lighthouse, Point Loma tidepools, Fort Rosecrans, Sunset Cliffs, Seal 
Bus Tours, Sportfishing industry, Harbor Island, etc. 

      Point Loma Nazarene University (with its ever‐growing student population 

      Shelter Island Public Boat Launch 

      Shelter Island Hotels and Resorts 

      Concerts by the Bay at Humphreys 

      Boat and Yachting annual events  

      Point Loma Seafoods (tourist dining destination, as well as serving the local community) 

      Ocean Beach events (Oktoberfest, Chili Contest, beaches, pier, etc.) 

      SeaWorld 

      Fiesta Island events 

      Mission Bay Activities, Festivals and Hotels and Resorts 

      Pachanga Event Site on Sports Arena 

      Marathon and triathlon events regularly taking place throughout Point Loma and La Playa 

 

Additionally, housing densification on our land‐restricted Point, residential communities (up‐growth vs. out‐growth due 
to  lack  of  available  land)  is  having  a  debilitating  gridlock  effect  on  existing  traffic  corridors  in  and  around  Point
Loma.  Movement in and out of the Point is now a strategic exercise of timing and scheduling.  Infrastructure support and 
traffic planning are essentially left out of or appear to be ignored entirely in redevelopment project planning.  

  

Scott Street Proposed Changes – a Bad Idea 

Scott Street is a “second‐tier” access artery and an alternative route to congested Rosecrans for traffic leaving the Point
or  for  those  attempting  to  reach  Lindbergh  International  Airport  and/or  downtown  areas.   Currently  Scott  Street  is 
disrupted daily by traffic turning into Point Loma Seafoods and the sportfishing tour boat businesses.  Countless times, 
both north‐ and southbound lanes of Scott Street are blocked due to traffic attempting to access these two businesses
alone.  



3

Were Scott Street to be reduced to one lane in either direction (to accommodate bike lanes), traffic would most likely be
at a complete standstill, with no option for cars to pass around the line of cars extending into Scott Street from Point Loma
Seafood and the sportfishing businesses.  Not only  is  this a dangerous scenario,  it also  further hampers residents and
visitors from reaching the airport in a timely manner from Point Loma/Shelter Island should they find themselves with no
way around the blocked roadway, other than to wait out it out.  Gridlocking Scott Street further by reducing the number
of lanes is a terrible idea and one that is clearly not in the community’s interest.   

  

Altering Our Beautiful, Bucolic La Playa Trail and Removal of Public‐Use Piers 

As members of  this community, our  family uses the La Playa trail daily.  Not only do we walk the trail  for morning or
evening exercise, but we consider ourselves amateur birders and frequently visit the La Playa trail to bird watch and marvel
over the wildlife that can be found foraging along the trail and shoreline.  In fact, there are two large pines along the trail
that house nesting herons, at least four nests of which are in active use presently.  My husband and I have had riveting
encounters with magnificent osprey, once one diving with laser focused precision down on its prey, literally causing us to
jump out of its way, as it dove into the shallow waters, talons first, capturing its unsuspecting prey, a decent‐sized fish, 
and flying off to enjoy elsewhere.  We are able to identify a whole host of bird species along our way, from hooded oriels
nesting in the palms overhead, to mallard ducks nibbling among the shoreline grasses, to cormorants, coots and grebes,
to faithful and phlegmatic pelicans.  

The La Playa trail, with its meandering natural path and charming docks and piers, in all its bucolic beauty, beckons local
photographers to capture her  in all her glistening glory at sunrise and sunset.  She remains one of Point Loma’s most
precious and undisturbed shoreline gems.  

We who use the trail regularly hold the trail in deep reverence and treat it with the utmost respect and care, knowing
always  that with  climate  change  and  ever‐rising  tides,  she  could  be  taken  from  us  forever.  We,  and  our  neighbors, 
appreciate this rustic path, stepping in and picking up stray pieces of trash, or an empty and discarded water bottle, or
even perhaps a doggie poop bag that inadvertently found its way onto the path.  This trail is our home, she calms and
shelters us and offers us peace and serenity in a world often gone mad by greed.  

Widening the path and hardscaping the surface would do nothing more than heat up an already challenged environment,
put additional heat‐stress on our neighborhood dog‐paws (and some cats as well), who also enjoy walking (or stalking)
the trail.  For the wheelchair‐bound, the trail is easily accessible and quite suitable for mobility challenged folks. 

It would be a travesty to alter the neighborly and natural character of the precious La Playa Trail, undermining natural 
paths and discouraging and disrupting wildlife habitats.  We, the residents, are deeply invested in our community—we 
live here, we  love  it  here, we  try  very  hard  to make our  community  a pleasing place  to  live  and enjoy.   If  altered  to 
accommodate heavy transient foot traffic, the Trail would no doubt find itself subjected to the inevitable disrespect and
wear and tear of transient visitors, who often litter in complete disregard for communities they visit.   Also, a beefed up 
hardscaped “trail” or “promenade” would be, I imagine, a greater public nuisance and forfeiture of what little remaining
privacy those homes that abut the trail may have left.   

Our  fragile,  tiny,  little  pocket‐park  of  a  trail  doesn’t  deserve  this  “sell‐out”  from  either  the  Port  or  the  Point  Loma
Community.  That’s why we, as a community, need to fight for the preservation of La Playa Trail as it currently is.  

 

We Oppose Any Waiver to the 30’ Foot Height Limit Along Shelter Island 

We hope to protect Shelter Island from becoming a mini‐Harbor Island, with obtrusively high hotels and resorts that block
precious  view  corridors,  and  which  would  inevitably  rob  residents  and  current  business  owners  of  their  existing
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views.  Stop with the obsequious opportunism and selling out of our already stressed quality of life for corporate greed
and gain.  

We hope  to protect  the charm and character of Shelter  Island, perhaps by  improving  the existing hotels and  resorts,
instead of adding an unbelievable 1600 additional rooms on this tiny parcel of sandspit.  Don’t forget, an additional 1600
rooms  will  need  to  account  for  traffic  ingress/egress  of  an  additional  1600  vehicles  and  overnight  parking  to
accommodate.  

The Plan mentions adding non‐marine related retail spaces.  Will a future modified Shelter Island (according to the Plan)
inevitably become the next soon‐to‐be‐raised Sea Port Village, with its cheap touristy t‐shirt shops with neon lights, junky
touristy souvenir shops and sidewalk “caricature” artists?  

We are already witnessing the Coney Island‐ification of the San Diego Bay, for example, the tactless “Kissing Statue” foisted
upon us by special interest, and monied influencer Doug Manchester and company, recommendations for a giant Ferris
wheel and sky gondola along the embarcadero, and now we have plans  for a poor  imitation of Seattle’s  iconic Space
Needle.  How far will we let ourselves devolve into an amusement park spectacle? 

Certain aspects of the proposed Plan will not only negatively impact our daily  lives, but will also harm the quality and
character our immediate community we love so dearly.  We hope you will proceed ethically and responsibly and adhere
to the stated commitments in your mission statement and in the interests of the small and tight‐knit Point Loma residential 
community.  

Thank you allowing us the opportunity to express our concerns 

Kind regards, 

Susan Mitchell & Patrick O’Neil 
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From: Thomas A Shumaker Jr <tasaia@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov
Cc: wife Martha Shumaker
Subject: The PMPU and the La Playa pathway

Re. the PMPU and the La Playa pathway: 

We live in an era craving “real” experiences which are enriched by an exposure to classic, historic, scenery.  The beauty 
of this path rivals waterfront scenery anywhere, and complements the positive Port impression, or character, adding an 
unmatched richness seldom found in ports around the world. 

This popular natural sand pathway along the La Playa bay‐front suits thousands of daily walkers, both neighbors strolling 
to and fro, and visitors who are served by sufficient parking nearby.   

Simply put, people love the place! 

Glorious views of shoreline, docks, yachts and homes animate the entire half‐mile stretch.  This waterfront real estate 
has been shared and celebrated forever, without conflict.   
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It’s where citizens of all stripes smile in passing.    
 
No resident in the area disparages the quiet hikers along La Playa.  Many are neighbors themselves.  Dog walkers have 
been conscientious about clean up and leashing, all the while letting their happy, obedient, retrievers splash in the bay 
at will, without conflict.  
 
The soft dirt pathway serves foot traffic, politely, whilst making perilous scooter riding impossible.  Thus, this natural 
pathway is safe by design.  An “improved” pathway only invites accidents and would require a budget for maintenance, 
crime prevention, and emergency services.  
 
How is it appropriate for a public agency to inflict commercial‐style land planning on this public treasure?  How could the 
installation of high‐maintenance, odoriferous, public restrooms be justified or budgeted over time?  And to what 
end?  There is simply no need for such banality.   
 
In fact, public restrooms, parking, paved pathways, public play equipment…would add nothing to the natural appeal and 
grace of this special place...and never could!   
 
Please let the La Playa pathway continue to evolve naturally without further agency attention. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, July 31, 2019 
 
‐T. A. “Jay” Shumaker, Jr. 
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From: Thomas A Shumaker Jr <tasaia@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov
Cc: wife Martha Shumaker; Laurie Driscoll
Subject: The PMPU and Shelter Island planning

Re.  The PMPU and Shelter Island Planning. 

This valuable, if narrow, green space often is full of picnickers, walkers, and site seers gazing out at the Pacific Ocean and 
up and down San Diego Bay.  The drive around the Friendship Bell at the end of Shelter Island is slow and cautious and 
therefore safe for bike riders who share the road...and always have.  The mile long stretch of walkway along the water’s 
edge, peaceful for all.  

The views…magnificent!  

There’s simply no room for "Harbor Island‐style" intensified redevelopment on Shelter Island.  The new Shelter Island 
boat ramp and parking lot can fill up on weekends.  Car and boat trailer traffic can be very heavy.  Often big rigs towing 
yachts from afar will overnight on Shelter Island, the only available space. 
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By comparison, Harbor Island is treacherous for bike riders and the limited green space on Harbor Island utterly prevents 
picnics.  Walking so close to cars there is terribly unpleasant, and simply not done.  From a tourism standpoint Harbor 
Island fails, other than for airport lodging and picturesque restaurants.  From a San Diego resident standpoint Harbor 
Island simply doesn’t exist, but for a crowded marina.    
 
Regarding Shelter Island:  There’s such a thing as choking on traffic and crowds.  Visitors know that all too well.  How sad 
it would be for the San Diego citizenry who visit Shelter Island from all across the city, and for those from all around the 
country for that matter, to lose this pacific place to an overtly over‐planned, over‐developed, and overloaded, piece of 
otherwise wonderfully balanced land use.   
 
Please forego the planned intensification of development on Shelter Island. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, July 31, 2019 
 
‐T. A. “Jay” Shumaker, Jr.  
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From: Ted Walker <tedwalker@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update Comment Submittal - Shelter Island

My name is Ted Walker.  I have lived in San Diego since 1966 and in my current residence at 3319 Goldsmith Street for 
more than 35 years.  My wife and I raised 6 children in San Diego.  After reading the Port of San Diego Master Plan and 
attending 2 community outreach meetings, I have serious concerns about the Plan. 

I feel there are 2 very different visions of what constitutes a “successful” Master Plan.  The citizens of Point Loma 
strongly favor a plan that preserves the “character” of a picturesque and residential community with open access to the 
ocean and bays.  Personally, I get the sense that a “successful Plan” to the Port would convert the existing community 
into a money‐generating Miami Beach or Cancun.  The citizens are more interested in enjoying their neighborhood 
whereas the Port primarily envisions using facilities and businesses to generate (directly or indirectly) more money for 
the Port.  The Port is interested in attracting tourists who merely “visit” the area and go home.  Whereas, the 
community says, this IS our community, we live here all the time and want to enjoy the natural beauty and fruits of our 
hard work. 

Clearly, what we have today is not perfect.  We have several issues that require attention now.  The Port’s Plan 
exacerbates some problems rather than resolve them.  For example; Scott Street turns into a very busy street during the 
weekends and is getting busier as new hotels and condos are being added.  The bicycle lanes that were recently added 
increase the congestion.  The Port’s Plan to Narrow auto traffic lanes is a non‐starter concept.  The concept seems 
totally detached from any understanding of the current state. 

The same comments can be made about narrowing Shelter Island Drive.  It, too, is very busy especially on 
weekends.  The added factor is the number of boats on trailers being transported to and from the boat ramp.  Adding 
congestion to that street by reducing the roadway would make the area unsafe and create driver frustration. 

San Diegans fought very hard to establish and maintain the 30‐foot height limit.  Adding more rooms adds to congestion 
and adding more rooms requires violating current height limits.  I was concerned to hear staff indicate the Plan 
contemplates following local governmental practices relative to granting height limit exceptions.  Currently the City does 
not have sufficient budget nor personnel to enforce the height limit.  As a consequence, contractors merely ignore the 
requirement.  I certainly do not favor the Port adopting an approach such as; “You do it, so why can’t I?”  Who enforces 
the Port’s Plan?   

Adding more rooms on Shelter Island creates another series of problems: The roadway will have to be narrowed and 
relocated to allow hotels to have entrances and parking.  On concert nights, traffic can be backed up on Rosecrans, a 
street that already has well‐known traffic flow issues.  There is insufficient parking as it is now, taking away parking 
spaces for hotels and bicycles, once again, exacerbates existing problems.  I walk on Shelter Island virtually every 
night.  Uninformed and uncaring scooter riders, bicycle riders, and skateboarders zoom along the sidewalk making 
pedestrians jump out of their way.  Those are clearly illegal on the sidewalk, yet there is no Port enforcement of 
rules.  Compressing the open space area will result in even more unsafe utilization.   

The Port’s vision of adding retail spaces to Shelter Island is an unrealistic dream.  People go to Shelter Island for the 
view, not to go shopping.  Any shopping needs will most likely be satisfied by hotel gift shops.  If the Plan contemplates 
additional office space, where will the workers park and how will they arrive at work on time considering the amount of 
traffic? 
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Adding a pedestrian walkway through the existing yacht clubs to augment the La Playa Trail is ruining an existing facility 
and reducing boat storage area.  Boat owners continually complain about not having enough boat storage and docks the 
area.  The proposed plan is insensitive to existing use and needs.  More security will need to be added.  Who pays for 
that?  Yacht club members are not just wealthy people living a lavish life.  Members give back to the community in many 
ways and to many individuals such as military families and people with terminal diseases. 
 
As a blanket statement, I feel the Port (and City) are responding to the needs of a few bicycle riders and not the majority 
of people who travel by car in San Diego.  It seems it has become politically correct to endorse bicycle riding while 
ignoring the real transportation needs of the majority. 
 
I do endorse connecting the airport to other modes of continental and intercontinental transportation.  In addition, I 
strongly encourage the Port to support all efforts to reduce flights flying over populated areas of the City as well as 
demand quieter and much less pollution from aircraft engines. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Ted Walker 
tedcwalker@cox.net 
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From: Therese Fuentes <therese.m.fuentes@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiego@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: save the Marlin club

As a third generation Point Loma resident, I grew up with stories about the Marlin club and the year my Grandfather was 
gifted a marlin for his young family of 5 children.  Shelter Island doesn’t need any change, it’s beautiful the way it 
is.  Please keep the Marlin Club open. 

Thank you, 
Therese Zavieh 
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From: Zavieh, Therese <tzavieh@wsgr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; sandiego@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: save the Marlin club

As a third generation Point Loma resident, I grew up with stories about the Marlin club and the year my Grandfather was 
gifted a marlin for his young family of 5 children.  Shelter Island doesn’t need any change, it’s beautiful the way it 
is.  Please keep the Marlin Club open. 

Sincerely, 

Therese Zavieh | Patent Assistant  
WILSON	SONSINI	GOODRICH	&	ROSATI  
12235 El Camino Real - Suite 200 | San Diego, CA 92130-3002  
Direct: 858-350- 2245| Fax: 858-350-2399 | tzavieh@wsgr.com 

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and privileged material for the sole use of the 
intended recipient.  Any review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by others is strictly 
prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the 
original and any copies of this email and any attachments thereto. 
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From: Debbie Riddle <driddle@ascentrealestate.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:45 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Debbie Riddle
Subject: FW: port master plan - public comment

First of all, Kudo’s to all of you at the port for all the hard work!  The re‐publishing 
of the master plan is a monumental effort. 

We enjoyed the presentation by the Port (attended the IB event) and enjoyed 
talking with your staff and looking at the information provided. 

A friend, and neighbor, also reviewed the plan and sent the email below to me.  I 
bring the email below to your attention.  If the intention of the port is to increase 
the density of boat slips in the Coronado Cays, then the proposed map is in 
order.  If, however, there is not intent or will to increase density, I suggest that the 
map below be revisited and, perhaps, redrawn to insure that there be no 
unintended consequences. 

Respectfully, 

Tom and Debbie Riddle 
21 Antigua Court 
Coronado, CA  92118 
619.518.7506 

Hey Debbie, 

I have been casually looking through the Port Master Plan Update and trying not to get too upset! 

I did notice one thing that might be of interest to you: 
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That blue, diagonally shaded area is designated "Recreational Berthing." You can see that in Blue Anchor and 
Green Turtle it is relatively narrow--enough room for one "layer" of docks (what we have now)--but in front of 
Kingston and Antigua it is much wider--enough to build marinas with several "layers" of docks. That open 
water view you have from your place right now could, theoretically, be replaced by a marina that makes money 
for the Port, and it's included in the plan for which comments close today! 
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From: Tom Pekin <tcpekin@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:12 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; SanDiegoCoast@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan 
Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; 
Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Marlin Club and Public Access through Shelter Island Yacht Clubs

Hello, 

I was interested to hear about the development of the Shelter Island region of San Diego. As someone who grew up just 
blocks away, I'm very interested in these  plans. However, I would like to voice a few concerns. First, I think the Marlin 
Club should be included in the development plans for Shelter Island. It is too historic of an institution to be 
ignored/redeveloped.  

Second, I think that Kellogg Beach should be protected, and periodically refilled with sand as a result of the erosion 
stemming from the jetty on the south end.  

Third, I do not think public access to the water front should be granted through any of the yacht clubs on Shelter Island, 
including SWYC, SDYC, and SGYC. In addition to the dangers of adding a path through a working boat yard, free passage 
of people would be detrimental to the youth sailing programs, and ability to effectively secure and run a marina, which 
is one of the key attractions of Shelter Island and the basin.  

Additionally, the further development of the walking path on Bessemer Beach I believe is a mistake. It is already serviced 
by a quiet street one house‐width up if disabled, and if not, is perfectly suited for both bikes or walking. It will never be 
as busy of a thoroughfare as Mission Beach, due to the residential neighborhood and lack of amenities for tourists in this 
very quiet part of Point Loma, and therefore does not need such large development. Additionally, the beach itself is both 
tiny and covered in some goopy algae, meaning that people don't really want to hang around there, again different than 
Mission Bay, and requiring less development.  

However, I think the narrowing of Scott and other streets and the implementation of bike lanes would be fantastic. I 
look forward to the commissions' responsiveness and ability to incorporate change into the working documents for 
Shelter Island, such that everyone can better enjoy the water in the variety of ways it is currently, and can be in the 
future, used.  



1

From: IB Leisure Man <ibleisureman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:09 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Please Serve Us

Dear Port of San Diego: 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good 
of all San Diego County residences.   

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay 
tidelands in the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public 
and family’s use to access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any observer 
that Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land use 
polices. The people of the South San Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands improvements and 
access as the North San Diego Bay.  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an inalienable 
right of every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded 
to any environmental group, developer, Public Agency or private group. 

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South 
San Diego Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which 
equally provide the recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, 
Coronado, Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 

Tom Schaaf 

1430 5th street 
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Imperial Beach, Ca 

91932 
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From: Toni Roman <troman02@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Concern citizen

Sent from my iPhone 

The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good of all San 
Diego County residences.    

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay tidelands in 
the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public and family’s use to 
access and enjoy the Bay. 

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any observer that Environmental 
Injusticeis embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land use polices. The people of the South 
San Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San Diego Bay.   

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an inalienable right of 
every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded to any 
environmental group, developer, Public Agency or private group.  

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South San Diego 
Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which equally provide the 
recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, Coronado, 
Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 
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From: Ty Reed <tybur2@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:31 AM
To: kgtv_assignmentdesk@10news.com; news@fox5sandiego.com; news@kusi.com; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 
jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; chriscate@sandiego.gov; 
scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port 
Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 
Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Rebecca Harrington

Subject: Planned Shelter Island/La Playa Development

Dear Sirs and Madams, 

I am writing this note to express my vehement OPPOSITION to the seriously flawed Port Master Plan Update, as well as 
the planned development at Famosa Canyon.  My great‐grandfather Hastings was in construction.  He built Point Loma 
High School and was told, at the time, he was foolish because nobody lived there.  My great‐grandfather Campbell 
owned a shipyard that built many of the fishing vessels that drove the fishing industry in the early‐mid 20th 
century.  Most certainly, my family has contributed to the growth of San Diego.   

This being said, the recent unbridled and irresponsible development that has been allowed in Point Loma and Ocean 
Beach has torn out the soul, and reduced the quality of life in this community.  The proposed La Playa plan would 
effectively ruin a historic trail.  The proposed increase in housing would significantly impact the population growth of the 
area.  I have yet to see any infrastructure improvements to support such a population.  Additionally, there are major 
environmental impacts to such a development.  The recent "improvement" made to Sunset Cliffs park is trivial compared
to this proposal, yet already we see bulldozers and herbicides, as well as graffiti, trash, and unsavory characters now 
frequenting the area.  Surely, the same will follow with this La Playa plan.  Make no mistake, there is a housing crunch in 
San Diego, and really in most urban areas in the state of CA, but the answer is not to force high density housing into 
historic neighborhoods and parks.  There are many other areas in San Diego county that are sparsely populated and 
could be well planned to increase housing. 

One other thought: I have a hard time understanding how decisions that so greatly impact the lives of community 
members can be made without a public vote.  The Sunset Cliffs Park construction, soon to come Morena area 
developments, De Anza cove developments, Sports Arena district developments seem to have all been approved 
without a citizens vote.  These decisions affect our daily lives much more than the majority of that on our election 
ballots.  While I oppose the Jack Murphy stadium plan, it passed a public vote and I accept it.  I urge you as leaders of 
our community please do not make these decisions without the voice of your constituents.   

Dr. Campbell,  
I am a registered republican, I voted for you solely because your campaigner told me that you opposed development 
and were concerned with environmental impacts.  I put my fiscal beliefs aside, when I saw that Lori Zapf promoted the 
planned redevelopment and housing increases in the Midway district.  Please, I beg you, stay true to these beliefs on 
these matters.  So many transplants to San Diego are able to return to their homes, even if just for visits, but they still 
have homes.  There are increasingly less areas that still contain the soul of San Diego (Point Loma is hanging by a 
thread), and so many of us natives are truly saddened when we watch OUR home cease to exist.  Yet, we have no where 
else to go.  Roseville is already basically gone, please oppose these other developments before it is too late. 

Regards, 
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Ty Reed 
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From: Vladimir <vladfromca@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:30 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save cars and trailers parking lot on the Shelter Island!

Please, don't remove parking lot! Tuna is backing to SD water 5 yrs ago. Parking and landing ramp is  vert useful! You 
need a bicycle lane? Cut one row of parking spaces, but not whole lot! 
Volodymyr  Perekupenko , 619‐8618184, boat " Bayliner  2350" 
Sent from Vlad's iPhone 
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From: Von Partlow <vonpartlow@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:50 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fw: Citizens should Reject the San Diego Port Districts Master Plan
Attachments: image001.gif

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN, I AM A LIFELONG SOUTH BAY RESIDENT, AND ADAMANTLY CALL FOR THE 
REJECTION OF THIS PLAN! I AM REACHING OUT TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO INTERVENE ON MY 
INALIENABLE RIGHTS BEING INFRINGED UPON, AND, OUTRIGHT DISREGARDED! SINCERELY, BARON 
PARTLOW  

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Leon Benham <LeonBenham@cox.net> 
To: "LeonBenham@cox.net" <LeonBenham@cox.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019, 08:00:47 AM PDT 
Subject: Citizens should Reject the San Diego Port Districts Master Plan 

To all my Friends:  Please copy and paste the message below and send to the San Diego Unified Port district at: 

PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

This must be submitted by the end of the day. 

Dear Port of San Diego: 
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The purpose of the San Diego Unified Port District is to hold and manage our tidelands properties for the good of all San 
Diego County residences.    

  

To serve this purpose the San Diego Unified Port District has developed many good projects along the bay tidelands in 
the North end of San Diego Bay and created at least 7 new parks and beaches which the public and family’s use to 
access and enjoy the Bay. 

  

However, the same cannot be said about the South Bay of San Diego Bay.  It is clear to any observer that 
Environmental Injustice is embedded in the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan and land use polices. The 
people of the South San Diego Bay should have the same type of tidelands improvements and access as the North San 
Diego Bay.   

  

In the California State Constitution, the right to access our Beach and Bays is guaranteed.  It is an inalienable right of 
every citizen rich or poor.  This access inalienable right means that it cannot be taken away nor traded to any 
environmental group, developer, Public Agency or private group.  

  

Unfortunately, the San Diego Unified Ports District Master Plan clearly takes away the access rights of South San Diego 
Bay Citizens and does not have the same level of infrastructure investment or projects which equally provide the 
recreational activities as the North end of San Diego Bay. 

  

This master plan must be rejected and a new land use plan developed with the Citizens of Chula Vista, Coronado, 
Imperial Beach, National City and South San Diego needs to be produced. 
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From: William Pascoe <wpascoe4@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa Trail

To the San Diego Port District: 

Like many from San Diego, I am vehemently opposed to the Port’s stated plans to “develop” the beach area and walking 
path next to Shelter Island.  The beach in its natural state is a wonderfully pleasant walking trail that is enjoyed by many, 
both Point Loma residents and visitors.  Changing and developing this area would simply be a terrible waste of a valuable 
and treasured part of Point Loma. 

Sincerely, 

William T Pascoe 
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From: Bill Berry <berry_bill@earthlink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan Criticism

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I was born and reared in San Diego.  When you generate this plan, please consider my opinions: 

1. All future buildings on Shelter Island shall be constrained to the 30 ft height limit.  I don't care how grandiose a hotel
you'd like to put in, it had better not interfere with sight lines of any resident on Point Loma or visitor thereto.
2. Add another boat ramp.  There's only one on Shelter Island.  We need more.  And I do not own a boat.
3. Preserve private docks.   The residents built these way back when, and we don't need a heavy handed government
agency to steal them.
4. Do not remove any structure or object with potential historic landmark status.
5. If you are going to create or redevelop any structure, ensure that it has embedded FREE parking in it to handle each
automobile that may (or may not) use it.  Don't succumb to developers, Ace Parking or potential graft payments to
corrupt politicians.  Make parking FREE to users.

William W. Berry 
1660 Chatsworth Blvd. 
San Diego  CA  92107 
(619) 459‐0081
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From: zack noonan <zvnoonan@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Shelter island parking

Please reconsider the parking situation for the shelter island developement. You proposal to restructure the launch 
ramp and parking accommodations needs to be addressed. This is critical for those of us that sportfish out of San Diego 
in our private vessels.  
Thank you. ZVNoonan a concerned local angler. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: Vickie <vixbarrett@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:19 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner; Michael Zucchet

Subject: Proposed Port’s Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing to you regarding the proposed Port’s Master Plan Update for the La Playa and Shelter Island areas. I am 
concerned that I, my family, and neighbors will be negatively affected by the changes proposed. There have been only 
two events where the Port participated in a brief discussion with the public and this is not enough. You need to listen to 
what the residents in this community want. 

I was born and raised in Point Loma. My father attended Point Loma High School, as did myself and 3 children. It is 
paramount that you have more community involvement in these wide ranging decisions that affect those of us who live 
in the vicinity. This is our home, our life, and this plan is just wrong. 

*Leave the La Playa docks
*Leave Anchorage Lane alone
*No additional parking and bathroom at the foot of Talbot *No new hotel rooms *Leave the Harbor Police on Shelter
Island *No increased height limit

These are just some of my concerns regarding this proposed plan. Point Loma already has increased traffic, population 
density and it will only get worse if these changes are implemented.  

Please do not change Point Loma. 

Sincerely, 

Victoria Fink Barrett 
3445 Hill St. 92106 

Sent from my iPad 

*Added to 8/22/2019 version



-----Original Message----- 
From: John Lamott <jblamott@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:20 AM 
To: CustomerServiceCenter <customerservicecenter@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Shelter Island  

Please, please, leave Shelter island alone. Please let the people still have the wonderful great park. 
Please, Walk around and see how it’s used everyday. a place for walking, and reading, picnics, and just 
having fun. The port has lots of money. Leaving an area for the people of San Diego, Point Loma, and 
area around this city.  
BettyannLamott  
920 Tarento Dr 
San Diego 92106 
Sent from my iPhone 

*Added to 8/22/2019 version

mailto:jblamott@aol.com
mailto:jblamott@aol.com
mailto:customerservicecenter@portofsandiego.org
mailto:customerservicecenter@portofsandiego.org


-----Original Message----- 
From: Cherie halladay <chsd@cox.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:47 PM 
To: CustomerServiceCenter <customerservicecenter@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Comment on new plans for Shelter Island 

I am concerned that additional development on Shelter Island will impact the congestion and the 
parking which is almost at capacity, particularly with overflow motel parking that currently impacts 
visitor parking to Shelter Island. 
I am a frequent walker on Shelter Island and am disappointed about the lack of care there: the picnic 
tables are covered in seagull poop and haven’t been painted for years; the grass is uneven, with ruts, 
weeds and bare spots. There are usually fallen palm fronds and other tree branches. The sidewalks are 
uneven and grubby. 
There’s no reason to do any more to Shelter Island when the Port is not maintaining it. It is an 
embarrassment. 
Cherie Halladay 
679 Rosecrans St., 92106 

Sent from my iPhone 

*Added to 8/22/2019 version

mailto:chsd@cox.net
mailto:chsd@cox.net
mailto:customerservicecenter@portofsandiego.org
mailto:customerservicecenter@portofsandiego.org
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From: Beth Good <BethGoodSD@outlook.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego regarding Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan: 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 



1

From: bradwillis@mail.com
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Hotel Plan for Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32 
• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on

the existing adjacent residents. 
• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems  Please Include

in the Master Plan 
• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations 
• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area 
• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing

Sincerely, 

Brad Willis 
Coronado Resident 
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Beth Good 
468 B Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
Email: BethGoodSD@outlook.com 
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From: Carol Lambert <Carol-Lambert@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 5:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert 

Valderrama
Subject: Port Authority Proposed Master Plan Update Impacting Coronado

21 July, 2019 

To All of You: 

Please accept and consider these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

· Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

· The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

· Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

· The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

· Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

· Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

· Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

· Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit
the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming
by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

· Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

· Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club
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·         Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic 
problems 

 

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 

·         Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 

·         Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit 
including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis 
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

·         Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

·         Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more 
nature to Coronado 

·         Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

·         Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems 
that were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

·         Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

·         Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 

 

Carol L Lambert, Coronado Resident 
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From: CYNTHIA <cynthia@obesitycontrolcenter.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:26 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: CORONADO MASTER PLAN

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Cynthia and Ariel Ortiz 
Coronado Owners/Residents 
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From: Diane Rutherford <dianelrutherford@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:07 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Master Plan Update 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Diane Rutherford, full time resident and owner 
1770 ADM  
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Don Ryan <ryandon58@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 9:38 PM
Subject: Master plan and Coronado

To Whom It May Concern with the Port of San Diego: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 
Coronado is a small community that cannot handle overgrowth & development as proposed by the port.  Our 
streets are at capacity with cars and people, currently. 
I believe there are more pressing opportunities for the port to develop elsewhere around San Diego.  Many 
residents of the community are in unison with these objections discussed and now shared with you and we ask for 
you to please listen and truly see the lack of cost benefit to Coronado and not just move forward for the benefit of 
the port district alone. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts. ( Coronado does not need another

mistake like the Shores Towers )
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
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 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 
D. Ryan 
Full time Resident of 670 J Ave. 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: snashall@pacbell.net
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:02 PM
To: Ann Moore
Cc: Marshall Merrifield; Port Master Plan Update; gbonrlli@portpfsandiego.org; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; dmalcolm@protofsandiego.org; Robert Valderrama; 'Doris Snashall'
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s already difficult
traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Doris Snashall 
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From: DOUG & KAREN HATTER <hatter5@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:12 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to proposed Master Plan Update to Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Douglas and Karen Hatter 
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From: Elaine Dill <iamelainedill@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Marshall Merrifield
Subject: Proposed Development

To Whom It May Concern: 

My Great Grandfather, Captain Albert Freeman Dill, came to San Diego from Cape Cod, Massachusetts after 
serving in the Civil War. He went on to serve the City and Port of San Diego as Harbor Pilot. I know he would be, 
like most citizens, appalled to see the destruction of coastal neighborhoods.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
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 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 
 
Elaine Dill 
Native San Diegan 

 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Enrique Leon <enriquefleon2002@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: NO TO HOTELS IN CORONADO

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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ENRIQUE LEON 
724 Adella Avenue  
Coronada CA 
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From: Gary Carter <garymcarter@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 7:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado draft Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Gary M. Carter 
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From: Howard Somers <urodoc79@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Garry Bonelli; Rafael Castellanos; Marshall Merrifield; Ann Moore; Robert Valderrama; Dan Malcolm; 

Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to the Port’s Proposed Master Plan as it Relates to Coronado

Alcon, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Howard and Jean Somers 
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From: James Jamison <jamejam@mail.regent.edu>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:34 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Master Plan Objections and Suggestions

SD Port Commissioners and Staff, 

Please accept these objections and suggestions to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Policy Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include POLIICIES in the Master Plan that: 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Semper Fi, Jim Jamison -- 601 4th St Coronado, CA 
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From: Kaye Sweetser <kaye.sweetser@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; mmerrifield@portofsandiego.or; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Your Plan for Ferry Landing Hurts Residents 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing

With aloha 
Kaye Sweetser  
Coronado Homeowner 
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From: Kelley Casey <kel.casey@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; 

dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing

To Whom It May Concern: 

I 100% object to the taking over of the Coronado Ferry Landing with the building of a monstrous 
hotel.  Please consider that Coronado has RESIDENTS.  It’s not just about the money.  Remember the 
people FIRST. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the
state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
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 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 
 
Kelley Casey 
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From: Kimberly Grossmann <kdgrossmann@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado concerns

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Kimberly Schulrud  
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From: Linda Celano <lcelano@san.rr.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 3:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing 

To whom I t May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Linda Celano  
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(Concerned home owner) 

  
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Lynne Schott <lynneschott48@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: STOP HOTEL BUILDING ON CORONADO FERRY LANDING
Attachments: To Whom It May Concern.docx

Please see attached file below 

Linda Schott 
lynneschott48@gmail.com 



To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 
  
Summary of Objections: 
 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 
• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts 
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would 

limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights 
global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails 
to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the 
Coronado Yacht Club 

• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s 
traffic problems 

 
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass 

transit including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of 
military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access 
restaurants and Coronado 

• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting 
more nature to Coronado 

• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with 
the design of the bayfront. 

• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve 
ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that attract birds, 
invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and 
remove revetment. 

• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Linda Schott 
Coronado Resident 
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From: Lisa Braun <twobrauns@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:53 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
              
           Lisa Martin Braun 
            300 J Ave 
            Coronado CA 92118 
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From: Margaret McCloskey <peggyinca@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 2:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Margaret A. McCloskey 
348 I Avenue, Coronado, CA 
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From: Marion Scire <class4kids@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 2:43 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Quality of life in Coronado

I have lived in Coronado for the past 25 years and traffic congestion has continued to worsen.  Between the Navy and 
the tourist traffic,  many of us  must plan each and every trip on and off the island.  I would hope that you would 
seriously consider the existing issues before tackling new projects. 

Coronado is too small to handle your proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

Marion Scire  
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From: Mary Fagan <mjfagan3@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:10 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed MasterPlan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation.
Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Mary Fagan 
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From: Mary Lynn Gatschet <mlgatsc@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:03 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: No more hotels in Coronado, please

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Mary Lynn Gatschet 
724 Adella Avenue  
Coronada CA 
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From: Sevi Milano <sevi.milano@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 12:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposed To Hotel

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design
of the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation.
Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.
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 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Severin J Milano 
120 C Ave #202 
Coronado, CA. 92118 

 
 
 
 
Sevi Milano 
Sent from my IPad  
 
 
Sevi Milano 
Sent from my IPad  
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From: Minal Jackson <jacksonminasteve@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port Master Plan Objections

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Steve Jackson 
950 Cabrillo Ave. 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Tim Rohan <tbrrentals@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 11:27 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan

To whom it may concern, 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature
to Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the
design of the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 
 
Timothy Rohan 
 
 
Tim Rohan 
TBR Rentals LLC 
call or text 
619.204.2238 
tbrrentals@yahoo.com 
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From: Joan Bryant <boneyjoanie7@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 1:55 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; rvalderrama@portofsandiego.com
Subject: Proposed Master Plan

To	Whom	It	May	Concern:

Please	accept	these	objections	to	the	Proposed	Master	Plan	Update	by	the	
Port	of	San	Diego	as	it	relates	to	Coronado.

Summary	of	Objections:

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing
property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view

vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado

Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for

improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions

that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California
State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors”
but that fails to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent
residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and
through the Coronado Yacht Club
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 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen 
Coronado’s traffic problems 

 
Please	Include	in	the	Master	Plan 
 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 

 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms 
of mass transit including expanding ferry service to different 
destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military 
vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access 
restaurants and Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with 
attracting more nature to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s 
history with the design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and 
improve ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that 
attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a 
“living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the 
Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
Tom and Joan Bryant 

First Name Last Name 
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From: Travis Good <travisgood@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 4:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Garry Bonelli; Marshall Merrifield; Rafael 

Castellanos; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego regarding Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Travis Good 
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From: Becki Lock <beckij.lock@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 11:45 AM
To: Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; Port Master 

Plan Update; Garry Bonelli
Subject: Proposed Port Master Plan for Coronado and Coronado Cays

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 Development of any new hotel on Grande Caribe in the Coronado Cays (a residential

neighborhood)
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas (including Grande Caribe

in the Cays)
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe, please keep the proposed zoning of "recreational
green space" in the master plan. Please continue to listen to the Cays residents and prohibit a
hotel commercial development in the sensitive ecological area.

 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
Becki Lock 
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From: claudia gallant <yayagal1@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 5:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections and Suggestions for the PMPU 

Dear Port Commission, 

Though you may receive many other emails like this, we wholeheartedly agree with the contents 
therein. We are counting on you seriously consider these objections and suggestions for inclusions 
into the PMPU.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 

Claudia Gallant and Dorothy Stanley 
yayagal1@hotmail.com 
619 972‐4307 
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From: Cynthia C Porter <cynthiacporter@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 11:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port of San Diego's Master Plan @ Coronado Ferry Landing

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s
ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
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Please Include in the Master Plan 

 

       Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 

       Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including 
expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease 
military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

       Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

       Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado 

       Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 
the bayfront. 

       Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

       Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

       Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

 

Cynthia C Porter   

1405 First Street 

Coronado, CA  92118        
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From: D <darcy.segobia@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 5:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Fwd: Coronado / Port Of San Diego Proposal

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature
to Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the
design of the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.
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 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Darcy Van Der Veen  
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From: Garry Bonelli
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:35 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Coronado redevelopment of port land proposal

From: Mary Hale 
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:35:06 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: pmu@portofsandiego.org; mmerifield@portofsandiego.org 
Cc: Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore 
Subject: Coronado redevelopment of port land proposal 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

Please Include in the Master Plan 
Put in a performance art center for the citizens and visitors to Coronado as suggested by our 
Cultural Arts Commission. 

 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including
expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Don and Mary Hale 
residents since 2010 
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From: Donna Buss <donna.buss@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments from a resident of Coronado on the Port Master Plan Update

The Port of San Diego 
Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

To the San Diego Port Staff and Board of Directors, 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Donna Buss  
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From: Betsy Schofer <srschofer@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Marshall Merrifield; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Master Plan Update for Coronado

Whom It May Concern:  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego 
as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado
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 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

On a personal note, I would like to add that my disappointment that appointed officials would so 
blatantly ignore the rights and well-being of residents. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Schofer 
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From: Emily Talbert <eht40@san.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Preserving Residential Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Emily Talbert 
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From: Jerry Monti <jtm@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 

 rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org; Dan Malcolm;  rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org
Cc: Karin Albright; Brian Ricks; Leo Rocca; Jonesy; Doris Ricks; Pat Miller; Shelli Webster; Vern Wing; Kim; 

Darcy Wing; richard schechner; Julie Sey; Chris Rocca; Karen Knudsen
Subject: Reject this plan!

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Gerald Monti 
276 J Ave 
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Coronado 92118 
jtm@mac.com 
619‐992‐1975 
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From: Yahoo! <hmilenko@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 5:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Rafael Castellanos
Subject: AGAINST THE HOTEL AT CORONADO FERRY LANDING !

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32, the California 
State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions from all sources throughout the   state. 
• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact

on the existing adjacent residents. 
• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations and  return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic 
on Coronado 

• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds,   invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” and remove revetment. 

• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Hillary Milenko 
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From: Jan Cook <janandlorecook@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port Master Plan Update

 Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on
the existing adjacent residents. 

• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems  Please Include

in the Master Plan  
• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 
• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and 
remove revetment. 

• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, Jan W , Cook 921 Cabrillo Ave, Coronado,CA 92118 
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From: Garry Bonelli
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:40 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Port Master Plan

From: michael 
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:40:09 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Garry Bonelli 
Subject: Port Master Plan 

Dear Commissioner Bonelli, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jay Michael Channick, M.D. 
821 B Ave 
Coronado, Ca 92118 
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From: Jen Cunningham <jcunningham8665@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: SAVE CORONADO

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as 
it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature
to Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the
design of the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely,  
 

Jennifer Cunningham 
448 B Avenue, Coronado, CA 92118 
Cell: (610) 304-8447 

 
 
 
Email: jcunningham8665@gmail.com 
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From: Karen Sharman <karennado@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:58 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, Karen Sharman, Coronado resident 
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From: K. Bennett <katyben2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:10 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Please help Coronado's future!

Dear Port Commissioners, 

Please consider the following objections to your proposed master plan update as it relates to my 
hometown Coronado. We are densely populated already and are swamped with vehicle traffic and 
tourism year-round. We can not accommodate an additional large scale hotel development on the 
island. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Thank you for your consideration,  
 
Katherine Bennett 
350 H Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: kireland1@mindspring.com
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 

The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts 

Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 

The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 

Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 
32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the 
existing adjacent residents. 

Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club 

Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems 

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 
Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service to 
different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 
 
Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 
Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 
Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 
 
Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area with 
designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove 
revetment. 
 
Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 
Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kathleen Ireland 
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From: Genevieve Butenshon <singerskg@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 12:20 PM
To: Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; 

Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan

To Port of San Diego Commissioners: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.



2

Sincerely, 

Keith and Genevieve Butenshon 
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From: Kitty S <coronadokitty@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 7:12 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
 Unlike all the other Port-managed properties, Coronado is a primarily a residential

neighborhood entirely unsuitable for additional commercial development
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand the number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Kitty Sexton 
1099 1st. St. Unit 306 
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Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Garry Bonelli
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:52 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Objections to Proposed Mast Plan 

From: lrock1221@sbcglobal.net 
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:51:44 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Garry Bonelli 
Subject: Objections to Proposed Mast Plan  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Coronado.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s
ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
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         Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including 
expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease 
military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

         Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 

         Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado 

         Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 
bayfront. 

         Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

         Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

         Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.   

Sincerely, 

Laura Rose Crenshaw 

819 First Street, Coronado 
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From: Lisa Thompson <tomandlisah@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 8:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Has Residents

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please do not put money over people.  Too many of us have witnessed what greed has and is doing 
to our entire planet.  Coronado has already developed beyond her means, I know because I was 
born here in 1967.  Our little sleepy beach town she is no longer, for she is now more city like, 
however we still live in a community with neighbors that know and care about each other, and 
passionately care about the environment (we're paying so much for) to surround ourselves with.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
Lisa Ann Thompson 
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From: lrock1221@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Object to Master Plan by the Port of San Diego

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

 Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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From: Mary Burton <mburton@san.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Mary Burton 
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From: Mitch Brown <buckeyedok@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: NO MORE HOTELS IN CORONADO

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 

Mitch Brown, OD, FAAO 

CDR, MSC, USN (ret) 
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From: Norma Nicolls <nnicolls@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: DO NOT BUILD A HOTEL ON THE CORONADO FERRY LANDING PROPERTY

o Whom It May Concern:
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it
relates to Coronado.

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the
state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Norma C. Nicolls 
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From: Pamela Eisenberg <dysart007@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 5:03 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Saving Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Pamela Eisenberg 
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From: Jaimie Centeno <jaimie.centeno@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:17 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Commentary

Dear Port Commissioners: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Robert and Jaimie Centeno 
422 Tenth St. 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Ron Beaubien <ron@crowniins.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 10:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado 

To: 'PMPU@portofsandiego.org' <PMPU@portofsandiego.org>; 'mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org' 
<mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org>; 'gbonelli@portofsandiego.org' <gbonelli@portofsandiego.org>; 
'amoore@portofsandiego.org' <amoore@portofsandiego.org>; 'rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org' 
<rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org>; 'dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org' <dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org>; 
'mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org' <mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org>; 'rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org' 
<rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject:  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding 

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic 
on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 

bayfront. 
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to 

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing. We have MORE THAN 

ENOUGH restaurant/eating options in Coronado‐ over 95!!!! 
 PLEASE remember you serve the people of this area and not the pocketbooks of the Port as a first priority. 

  

Sincerely, 

Ronald L. Beaubien                                                                                 732 Margarita 
Avenue,                                                                        Coronado, California 92118 
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From: R Bene <roseben44@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Comments on the Port of San Diego draft Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern of the Port Staff and Commissioners: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Rose A Benedict 
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From: sam benedict <samuelebenedict@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Comments on the Port of San Diego draft Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern of the Port Staff and Commissioners: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Samuel E Benedict 

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 
Sam Benedict 
Sr Scientific Officer/ 
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International Coordinator 
Email:samuelebenedict@gmail.com 
Phn: +1 619 933 8448 
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 
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From: Scott Stokes <scott-stokes@dc.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 7:46 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Scott Stokes 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 



1

From: Stephanie Hoffman <toadcottage@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado 

Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Stephanie Hoffman  
556 H Ave 
Coronado, ca 
Resident for 50 years  
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Sent from my iPad 
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From: Sue's Email <susanward961@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Rafael Castellanos; Ann Moore; 

dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Masterplan update in Coronado

To Port staff and Commissioners: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of objections: 
1. Development of ANY new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.
2. Exceeding Coronado's 40 ft height limit. We already have the Shores which are "Miami Beach" style.
3. Not adhering to important view corridors.
4. The intensification of use of the North Coronado subdistrict, increased density in commercial use, and paid parking
there.
5. Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements.
6. Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit Coronado's ability to comply with
the state law that fights global warming.
7. Bayfront uses that focus on "visitor serving" and "attracting visitors" that impact existing adjacent residents.
8. Any path around the shoreline of the Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club.
9. Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen the existing traffic problems.

Please DO include in the Master Plan: 
1. Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and bay 2. Expanded public access that would increase reliance on
water forms of mass transit including ferry service to different destinations, and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado.
3. Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado.
4. Expanding open space and develop landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado.
5. A plan to recreate the historic setting with any new bayside design.
6. Revitalization of wetlands habitat around the old Ferry Landing and improve ecosystems that are designed to attract
native birds, creating a living shoreline.
7. Preservation of open space in Grand Caribe.
8. Lastly, continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing with space for the weekly
Farmers Market.

Sincerely,  

Susan Ward 
619 437 7287 
1101 1St Street Unit 411 
Coronado CA 92118 

Susan Ward 
619‐437‐7287 
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From: Suzanne <slbair@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 6:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objection to Proposed Master Plan Update re Coronado Summary of Objections

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on
the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on
Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and
remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
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 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Bair 
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From: TIMOTHY DELANEY <tdelaney99@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 7:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to 
the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

Sincerely, 

 

Tim Delaney 
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From: William Piper <wpiper14@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 9:47 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; avalderrama@portofsandiego.org
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
William Piper 
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From: Anne Stockdale <stoxabc@webb.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 6:03 AM
To: Rafael Castellanos; Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Robert 

Valderrama; Ann Moore
Subject: Objections to Proposed Master Plan Update - Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Anne Stockdale 
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From: Eileen Farrell <emfarrell4@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port's Plan to Build at the Ferry Landing

Dear Port Commission and Staff, 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Eileen Farrell 
30 year resident of Coronado 
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From: Marshall Merrifield
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 6:21 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Master Plan for update relating to Coronado

From: Beth 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 6:20:42 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama 
Subject: Master Plan for update relating to Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Conard 
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From: Doris Snashall <snashall@sdihf.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:38 PM
To: snashall@pacbell.net; Ann Moore
Cc: Marshall Merrifield; Port Master Plan Update; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Robert Valderrama; 

Dan Malcolm; gbonrelli@portofsandiego.org
Subject: RE: Proposed Master Plan Update 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s already difficult
traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Gleason Snashall 
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From: Glover T. Ferguson <glover.t.ferguson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 10:02 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Rafael Castellanos; Ann Moore; 

dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Masterplan update in Coronado

To Port staff and Commissioners: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of objections: 
1. Development of ANY new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.
2. Exceeding Coronado's 40 ft height limit. We already have the Shores which are "Miami Beach" style.
3. Not adhering to important view corridors.
4. The intensification of use of the North Coronado subdistrict, increased density in commercial use, and paid parking
there.
5. Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements.
6. Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit Coronado's ability to comply with
the state law that fights global warming.
7. Bayfront uses that focus on "visitor serving" and "attracting visitors" that impact existing adjacent residents.
8. Any path around the shoreline of the Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club.
9. Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen the existing traffic problems.

Please DO include in the Master Plan: 
1. Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and bay
2. Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including ferry service to different
destinations, and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado.
3. Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado.
4. Expanding open space and develop landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado.
5. A plan to recreate the historic setting with any new bayside design.
6. Preservation of open space in Grand Caribe.
7. Lastly, continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing with space for the weekly
Farmers Market.

Sincerely,  

Glover T. Ferguson 
glover.t.ferguson@gmail.com 
(619) 313-2001
839 Adella Avenue
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: Dan Malcolm
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:59 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: concerns about the Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Coronado

From: Jil Feldhausen 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 1:59:10 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield 
Subject: concerns about the Proposed Master Plan Update as it relates to Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay



2

 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding 
ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic 
on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 

bayfront. 
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to 

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

Your mission statement is excellent and says it all.   The current proposal is out of balance with stewardship for water, 
recreation and the environment as well as public safety and community benefit.  Our faith is in you, the BPC to do the 
right thing for us and the future of our community.  Please recognize the impact your decision will have now and for the 
years to come.   
     Sincerely, 

 

Jil Feldhausen, 926  10th St. 

  
Jil Feldhausen MS, RDN 
Ultimate Nutrition AZ 
520‐440‐0886 
 
 
 
 

Jil Feldhausen MS, RDN 
Ultimate Nutrition AZ 
520‐440‐0886 
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From: Marshall Merrifield
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 7:48 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: No Hotel

From: Jake Herman 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 7:48:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield 
Subject: No Hotel 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Jake Herman 

 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: scott koshland <smkosh@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 8:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: opposition to PMPU

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Leslie and Scott Koshland 
(residents of Coronado) 
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From: Leslie Ryan <leslie@aerea-studio.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan: 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado
 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area

with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and
remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Leslie Ryan 
Shirley Ryan 
-- 
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Leslie A. Ryan 
Landscape Architect PLA 6225 
www.aerea-studio.com 
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From: Lowell Scott <lgscott@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 9:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan - Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Lowell & Gudrun Scott 
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From: Robert Valderrama
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 10:01 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Port of San Diego Master Plan - Coronado

From: Lowell Scott 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 10:00:53 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Robert Valderrama 
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan - Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Lowell & Gudrun Scott 
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From: Maria Simon <mvsimon@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Regarding the Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Maria Simon 
Coronado Homeowner and Resident 
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From: Marianne Blackstone Tabner <mbtgroupnado@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:50 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Petition to Stop the Building of a Hotel at the Bayside of Coronado!

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Marianne Blackstone Tabner, Coronado Resident. 

‐‐  
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With Warmest Regards, 
Marianne 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
Experience The Difference! 
 
 
Marianne Blackstone Tabner 
Realtor, CA BRE# 02028916 
The MBT Group  
Keller Williams Realty 
Residential Sales | Land Development Services | New Home Builder Specialist 
 Direct: 978-621-8028  |  Office: 619-233-5935 
Bi-Coastal Team Office Locations: 
KW International Luxury Living | 1033 B Ave | Coronado, CA 92118  
KW Commercial | Land Division |BRE # 01295699|2250 Fourth Ave # 300|SD|CA 92101 
Keller Williams North Central     | 1084 Main St |  Bolton, MA 01740 
MBTGroupNado@gmail.com  |   TheMBTGroup.com 
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From: Mike <mcwconsult@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 11:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: enough

Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Michael C. White 
Resident, Coronado 
 
First Name Last Name 
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From: Pat Howard <phowardair@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 3:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Curb your bureaucratic imperative to look like you are earning your salary and pension.  Stay home.  

Visit Hong Kong.  Build a bridge (or train) to no where.  Get out of the way.

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely,  Pat Howard 
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From: Pat Howard <phowardair@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 3:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Curb your bureaucratic imperative to look like you are earning your salary and pension.  Stay home.  

Visit Hong Kong.  Build a bridge (or train) to no where.  Get out of the way.

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely,  Pat Howard 
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From: Ryan Herman <rjherman31@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 7:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Ryan Herman 
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From: Sheri Zorrilla <sherizorrilla@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 3:17 PM
To: Marshall Merrifield; Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: RE: 350 Room Hotel

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements.
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize

the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht

Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and

Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Sheri Zorrilla 
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From: Ted Sholl <tedmarsholl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 4:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Ted Sholl; Jennifer Rubin
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 

Theodore G. Sholl 
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From: Caroline Haines <chaines@ascentrealestate.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 3:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Objection 

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the
state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Caroline Haines 
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From: Cathy Brown <socalcathyb@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port of San Diego Master Plan Objections & Suggestions

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
**Do Not call the golf course- commercial recreation

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Catharine Brown 
906 D Avenue, 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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‐‐  
Cathy Brown 
  
SoCal Premier Properties 
Owner/Agent 
REALTOR 
 
1330 Orange Avenue, Ste. S‐2 
Coronado, CA  92118 
DRE #01915932 
  
www.socalpremierproperties.net 
   
Phone:  619‐316‐3489 
Fax:      619‐764‐4047 
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From: Debbie <dldx2@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Robert 

Valderrama
Subject: Port planning for Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Debra DeSeelhorst 
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Sent from my iPad 
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From: Rafael Castellanos
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 10:49 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Comments on Port Master Plan update

From: Fred Eckert 
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 10:48:56 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; Marshall 
Merrifield; Rafael Castellanos 
Cc: Fred Eckert 
Subject: Comments on Port Master Plan update 

To Port Commissioners and Port Staff: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado.  I live at 675 I Avenue, Coronado, CA.92118 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 

  
 
Fred Eckert 
VP Chicago Title - Sales 
619-507-5688 eckertf@ctt.com 
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From: George Evans <gevans58@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:13 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado
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From: janice@bergmannfamily.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 5:02 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 

stellanos@portofsandiego.org; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port master plan update

To whom it may concern: 

Please accept these objections to the proposed master plan update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of objections: 

‐development of any new hotel on the Coronado ferry landing property ‐The port exceeding Coronado’s 40 foot height 
limit in all subdistricts ‐adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view this stars ‐The intensification of 
use of the north Coronado subdistrict ‐increased density and commercial uses in the north Coronado subdistrict ‐paid 
parking in the north Coronado sub district ‐any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for 
improvements ‐any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the cities ability to 
comply with  AB 32 the California state law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state ‐Bayfront uses that focus on visitors serving and 
attracting visitors but that fails to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents ‐any path around the shoreline 
of the Coronado golf course and through the Coronado yacht club ‐any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado 
and worsen Coronado‘s traffic problems 

Please include in the master plan: 

‐expanded recreational opportunities on both land and the bay ‐expanded public access that would increase reliance on 
water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis 
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado ‐expand number of docks at Ferry landing for private boats to access 
restaurants and Coronado ‐expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado ‐re‐creating Coronado‘s historic setting to better connect Coronado‘s history with the design of the bayfront ‐
revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improved ecosystems that were native to the area with 
designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a living shoreline and remove revetment 
‐preserve open space in Grand Caribe ‐continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the ferry landing 

Sincerely 
Janice Bergmann 
1101 First St #113 
Coronado CA 92118 

janice@bergmannfamily.com 
602‐677‐5381 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: John Frangos <frangos@ljbi.org>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Marshall 

Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Proposed Plans by Port

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Mariana I Frangos 
432 Glorietta Blvd 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Mary Flynn <flynnza@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 2:03 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; rvalderrma@portofsandigo.org
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado

Dear Commissioner, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the
state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bay front.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Mary Taylor Flynn 
964 C Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Richard Loving <rtloving@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 5:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan Update - Comments re Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Richard Loving 
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From: Amy <amylyoungblood@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 6:34 AM
To: Conor Youngblood
Cc: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; Scot Youngblood
Subject: Re: "NO to the PMP as it relates to Coronado CA"

Agree with below 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 25, 2019, at 6:24 AM, Conor Youngblood <conor.a.youngblood@gmail.com> wrote: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit 

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis 
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

Scot and Amy Youngblood 
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From: Barbara Malone <bmalone@stolperco.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado - PMPU

July 25, 2019 

Board of Port Commissioners 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway  
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Chairman Bonelli and Commissioners: 

We are writing this letter to express our concern over the planned expansion of tourism 
in the community of Coronado. We have been residents since 1977 and continue to see changes that 
promote tourism and crowds and that do little to preserve our residential community, our beaches and the 
overall well- being of our town. Has density, parking and traffic been seriously considered in this 
aggressive commercial development on the bayfront. Currently, Orange Avenue is completely jammed in 
the summer and it is difficult for residents to cross town to perform routine errands. parking structures. I 
implore you to reconsider the “total impact” on our community and the residents prior to making moving 
forward with this plan.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including 

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease 
military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 
the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
  
  
Barbara Malone 
Gene Malone 
563 J Avenue  
Coronado, Ca 92118 

  
  
  
Barbara Malone 
Stolper & Company 
750 B Street, Suite 1750 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Phone: (619)231‐9102  
Fax: (619) 231‐0636 
bmalone@stolperco.com 
www.stolperco.com 
  
  
NOTICES: (1) We are required by law to retain copies of all e‐mails.  Regulators and courts can require disclosure of e‐
mails to others.  (2) This is a confidential communication to the addressee.  If you are not the addressee please delete 
the message and notify us immediately.  You may not retransmit or otherwise disclose either this message or its content 
to others. (3) We are registered as an investment adviser under federal law and have also registered in such states as we 
believe necessary based on our clientele and business.  We conduct our business in a manner consistent with these 
registrations. 
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From: David Pittelkow <david.pittelkow@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 4:35 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: PORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Dear Port Staff and Commissioners, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Captain D.T. Pittelkow 
US Navy (Ret.) 
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From: Davis-Pugh <davispugh@san.rr.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 12:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: Port Master Plan

To: PMPU@portofsandiego.org 
Subject: Port Master Plan 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature
to Coronado
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 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, Mark Pugh, 854 H Avenue, Coronado, CA 
 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: CORONADO SHORES FRANK GABRIEL <fgabriel@coronadoshores.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 12:47 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; b of a
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado.

Expires: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 12:00 AM

Thursday, 25th day of July, 2019 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by 
the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing
property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all
subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view
vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado

Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for

improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or

emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32,
the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
all sources throughout the state.
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 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” 
but that fails to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent 
residents. 

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and 
through the Coronado Yacht Club 

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen 
Coronado’s traffic problems 

 
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water 

forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service to different 
destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military 
vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to 
access restaurants and Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with 
attracting more nature to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect 
Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and 
improve ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that 
attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a 
“living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the 

Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 
 

Frank Gabriel 
                                      CORONADO SHORES PROPERTIES 

619.437.7000 
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From: Kelly De Laurentis <kpdelo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 1:28 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: SAVE Coronado

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub districts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Sub district
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub district
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub district
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bay front uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bay front.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Kelly De Laurentis 
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From: Paula Couture <nadolady@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 9:33 AM
To: Garry Bonelli; Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Fwd: FW: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado

Proposed Master Plan Coronado  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Paid parking in the North Coronado.

Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado.

Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements.
Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s 
ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by 
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources 
throughout the state. 
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         Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to 
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

         Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado 
Yacht Club 

         Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic 
problems 

Please Include in the Master Plan 

Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including 
expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military 
vehicular traffic on Coronado 

         Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

         Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

         Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

         Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. 
Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

         Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

         Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 

Paula Bingham‐Couture 
 

Coronado Resident 

  

 
 
 
‐‐  
Paula Couture 
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From: Conor Youngblood <conor.a.youngblood@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 6:24 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Scot Youngblood; Amy Youngblood
Subject: "NO to the PMP as it relates to Coronado CA"

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.



2

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to 
the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

Scot and Amy Youngblood 
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From: Whitney David <whitneydavidmd@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Requests

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Whitney David 

‐‐  
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Whitney David, MD, FACS 
1830 Avenida Del Mundo, #302, 
Coronado, CA 92118 
whitneydavidmd@gmail.com 
mobile: (619) 955‐2574 
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From: B. Williams <betzbill@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:12 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry Landing Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Bill R Williams 
Manager, Archer Family Holdings 
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From: Candy Tyler <missc65@san.rr.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:06 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing-Port District Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub-districts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Sub-district
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub-district
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub-district
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Candace Tyler 
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First Name Last Name 
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From: Catherine Wilson <cathkyne@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 10:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposals to Ferry Landing and adjacent land

To Whom It May Concern: 

We live one half block away from the Ferry landing. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
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 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 
 
 
            Catherine Wilson 
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From: Krupp Paul <pekrupp807@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objection to proposed Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

-- 
Paul E. Krupp 
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1730 Avenida del Mundo 
Unit #807 
Coronado, CA  92118 
(214) 435-7532 (cell) 
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From: Jan Frost <reigle13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port Authority Proposed Master Plan Update Impacting Coronado

26 July, 2019 

To All of You: 

Please accept and consider these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

· Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

· The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

· Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

· The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

· Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

· Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

· Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

· Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply
with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

· Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.

· Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
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·         Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems 

 
 

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 
 

·         Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 

·         Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry 
service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

·         Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 

·         Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 

·         Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 

·         Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area 
with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove 
revetment. 

·         Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

·         Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

 
 

Jan A Frost, Coronado Resident 
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From: LYNN CIHAK <LMCihak@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 5:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan update

 To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely,  ~Lynn Cihak 
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From: Olga Minvielle Stevens <olgaminvielle1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 9:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: VOTE NO ON THE HOTEL

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Olga Minvielle Stevens 
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From: Silvia Kleiner <skleiner1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 3:29 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Fwd: Objections to the proposed master plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature
to Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the
design of the bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Silvia Kleiner  

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Tammy Farrier <tvfarrier@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to Master Plan - Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Tammy Farrier 
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From: Troy Brunhart <troy.brunhart@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 1:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Robert Valderrama; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann 

Moore; Dan Malcolm
Subject: OBJECTION TO PROPOSED MASTER PLAN BY PORT OF SAN DIEGO AS RELATED TO 

CORONADO

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub-districts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Sub-district
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub-district
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub-district
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Very respectfully, 
 
 
Troy H. Brunhart 
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From: Adrienne Phillips <aop1556@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:54 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Ann Moore; dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Garry Bonelli; Marshall Merrifield; Rafael 

Castellanos; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to the Proposed Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 

Adrienne Phillips, 
Coronado resident since 1987 
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From: Beaty Beaubier <beaty.beaubier@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 3:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan as it relates to Coronado

Good afternoon. 

 With respect to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado, California, I 
am concerned with several aspects of the said Plan.  Coronado is a family-oriented community with a “small 
town” feel.  It is important that all of the things that make Coronado desirable to people both in the San Diego 
area and those who travel from afar to Coronado to enjoy all of its amenities be preserved.  In several respects, 
the Plan conflicts with many of the things that make Coronado attractive.  With that in mind, please accept the 
following objections to the Plan: 

 Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.  The last thing Coronado needs is
a development in the Bay area that results in a blight to its aesthetics, let alone additional congestion of
both people and vehicles.

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts.
 The Plan should adhere to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas.  It should not detract

from these things.
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict.
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict.
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict.
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements.
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club.  One of
the attractive features of the golf course and yacht club is the ability to use those amenities right up to the
waterfront.    Why, after all these years, would you recommend changing the landscape of this area of
Coronado with walkways?

 Any property uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems.

 Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay.
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado.

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado.  Why is it
that Coronado is essentially surrounded by water, yet the Plan does not make more use of docks which
would allow for increased water transportation options?

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado.
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 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 
bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to 
the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe. 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

               Sincerely, 

 

Beaty Beaubier 
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From: dave kr <davekr@me.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: rbailey@coronado.ca.us; team@savecoronado.com
Subject: SAVE CORONADO - PLEASE

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

dave krebes 
5 kingston ct 
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619-519-1201 





1

From: Tammy Farrier <aircastlepoint@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Air Castle Point, LLC
Subject: Master Plan - Objections / Recommendations

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would

limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights
global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails
to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the
Coronado Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s
traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass

transit including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of
military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access
restaurants and Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting
more nature to Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with
the design of the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve
ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that attract birds,
invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and
remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
JEFFREY Farrier 
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From: Nicholas Corona <nicholas.corona@ymail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 9:36 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

I'm not sure if any of you have actually ever visited Coronado, but you should see it lately. Its crowded. Its busy. 
There's nearly constant traffic. Its got quite a sufficient amount of throughput and business. At times, traffic on the 
bridge is backed up all the way to the on ramp from the 5. This proposal is ill advised and avarice in the extreme. 
Please visit the Island during Morning, Noon, and Evening at various times and observe, this proposal cannot 
improve anything, and will only decrease the quality of life for residents. I am not a resident of Coronado, but I 
enjoy that it is a community of peace, and respect the inhabitants enough to know that this cannot be good for 
them. Further, the specifics are below. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on
the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on
Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
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 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the 

area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” 
and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

 

Sincerely, 

Nicholas Alexander Corona 
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From: Simja Mochón <simja@prodigy.net.mx>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 8:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Summary of Objections

Importance: High
Sensitivity: Personal

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.
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 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Simja Mochon,  
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From: Sue Livingston <wapella1@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 1:12 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: PMPU

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Sue Livingston 
1155 Star Park Circle 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Chase Wagner <chasewag@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 5:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Chase Wagner; Shannonkleblanc
Subject: Port of San Diego - Proposed Master Plan Update - Coronado, CA

To The Port of San Diego and Commissioners:

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego 
as it relates to Coronado.

Summary of Objections:

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems 

Please Include in the Master Plan

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado
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 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature 
to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

 

Chase Wagner, MSN, NP-C (Resident and Homeowner in Coronado, CA) 
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From: Elizabeth Caprini <mycoronadoglow@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Master plan update - Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 

The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts 

Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 

The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict 

Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 

Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 
32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the 
existing adjacent residents. 

Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club 

Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems 

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 
Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service to 
different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 
 
Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 
Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 
Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 
 
Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area with 
designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove 
revetment. 
 
Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 
Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Your Coronado Glow Pro, 
 
Elizabeth Caprini Collado  
Coronado Glow® Owner  
650.288.8778 (c)  
www.coronadoglow.com 
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From: Daniel Swanson <hdswanson49@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Comment on Proposed Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

We object to the following: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Hollace and Daniel Swanson 
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From: Kathy Mellor <kathyofjamul@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 3:48 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Kathy Mellor 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: lorifturley@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 5:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Comment on Port Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Lori F. Turley 
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Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Nicole Zuckerman-Morris <nicolezuckerman79@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:48 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm
Subject: Master Plan Comments - Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Nicole Zuckerman-Morris 
933 F Avenue  
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Coronado, CA  
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From: s3fojones . <s3fojones@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 

Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Peter S. Jones 
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From: Sue Wallace <susiewallace@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 2:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Ferry Landing

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Susan Wallace 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Terry Bolander <bolander1223@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:15 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objection to 350 room hotel 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We need to stop the over building of our coastal lands, we need space that all people can enjoy and 
not another elitist high end hotel that destroys our natural resources! 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.
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 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

 
 
 
 
Regards, 
Terry Bolander 
400 4th St, Coronado 
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From: Thomas Roden <thomasbenjamin81@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 1:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Thomas Roden 
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From: akivlehan@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Public Comment on Port Master Plan Update

Dear Port of San Diego representatives, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on
the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on
Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”
and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Respectfully Submitted, 

Anne M. Hill 
1033 Isabella Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
619-537-0006
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From: Catalina Maria San Roman <katysandiaz@me.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama; Olga Minvielle
Subject: Fernando and Katy Lombardo, 1760 Avenida del Mundo unit 903
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From: Cindy Havas <cindylovesnado@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego - Coronado

Dear Port of San Diego members: 
As a property owner in Coronado, I object to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San 
Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

My Objections. I object to the following: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property.  Adding a hotel there

will increase traffic, congestion, pollution and negatively impact the quality of life there and on
Coronado in general.

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts.  We have limited
building heights for a good reason and there is no good reason to deviate from that limitation
here.

 Not adhering to important view corridors and not preserving new view vistas.  Part of what
makes Coronado unique and desirable is the scenic quality, which should be preserved and
protected.

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict.
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict.  Increasing

commercial use there will add building, people and cars to an already crowded area.
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements which do not

benefit those property owners.
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions. California State Law

seeks to fight global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.  Adding to those sources is counter-
productive.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club.

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems.
Instead of the negative aspects described above, please include these positive changes in 
the Master Plan: 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay.
 Expanded public access, especially those that would increase water forms of mass transit,

such as expanding ferry service to different destinations and returning military boat taxis to
decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado.

 Expanding the number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado.

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with Coronado's natural habitat
and flora.

 Emphasizing Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design
of the bayfront.

 Revitalizing wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improving ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.
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 Preserving open space in Grand Caribe. 
 Encouraging reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

 
Your work, and your consideration of these concerns, are very much appreciated. 
  

Sincerely, 
Cindy A. Havas 
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From: Karen <karend2010@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:46 AM
To: Karen Dale

Dear Commissioner: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado
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 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 
the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

Karen Dale 

22 Mardi Gras Road 

Coronado CA 92118 
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From: sldiamant@earthlink.net
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Coronado.

Summary of Objections:

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to

Coronado
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 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 
bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

Stephen L. Diamant 

Coronado Resident 
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From: DAVID LASSITER <dave@lassiter.cc>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
David B. Lassiter 
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From: Dawn Richards <dawn_richards@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by Port of San Diego

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
Dawn Richards, MA 
Resident, Coronado Cays, 99 Antigua Ct. 
dawn_richards@mac.com 
301 535-5832 
 
 
 
 

Dawn Richards 
HPH Affiliate Leader Director, HPHALDirector@gmail.com 
San Diego Affiliate Co-Leader, HPHSanDiego@gmail.com 
Website: http://www.helpingparentsheal.org 
Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/groups/HPHSanDiego/ 
Helping Parents Heal is a National 501 (c) 3 
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From: Gail Gormican <gormican6@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Gail Gormican 
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From: Lorrie Blore <lgblore@san.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:31 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Comments on the Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on
the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on
Coronado



2

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the 

area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and 
remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

Lorrie Blore 

Coronado resident 

  

  

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Louise Wicarius <loubelle@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Hotel Project for Coronado, CA

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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From: Pam McNitt <pmcnitt@msiprod.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:49 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 

Robert Valderrama; Rafael Castellanos
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update - Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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From: PAMELA SALISBURY <psq@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:25 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply

with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on
the existing adjacent residents. 

• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems  Please Include

in the Master Plan 
• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry

service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 
• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront.
• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and 
remove revetment. 

• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Pamela Salisbury 
251 El Chico Lane 
Coronado 
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From: bob hansen <randjhansen@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:03 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Coronado Ferry Landing Property

 To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize 
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado
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 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 
the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. 
Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

Sincerely, 

Coronado Residents 
 
Robert Hansen 
Janice Hansen 
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From: Rosalie Calhoun <106calhoun@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:21 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Rosalie Calhoun
Subject: Save Coronado; do NOT develop any new hotel at the Coronado Ferry Landing!

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
RosalieCalhoun 
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From: samantha runyon <sammie_runyon@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:40 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Robert Valderrama; Michael Zucchet; Marshall Merrifield; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Rafael Castellanos
Subject: Objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 

Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Samantha Runyon 





 

 

 
SHARON R. RAFFER 
1520 1st Street # L302 
Coronado, CA 92118 

 
 
July 29, 2019 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing to you as a recent resident of Coronado who has lived in San Diego since 1984. 
Coronado has always been a very favorite place for me to visit, and now that I have retired, I 
feel so fortunate to have moved to Coronado. I am an active volunteer, and a committed 
member of my new home in Coronado - where there is an incredible mixture of people who 
care…..(residents and visitors) who are a combination of hard-working families, active military 
personnel and an incredible Naval Base, along with retirees and business folks. While there are 
some very wealthy people here (a stereotype untrue for all of Coronado), the combination of 
folks could be your neighbors and family anywhere in our country.  
 
Trying to keep a close-knit and very opinionated community balanced with the changing times 
while respecting and keeping its historical and military heritage ,takes compromise and respect 
for enterprise. The give and take is often passionate…. 
 
Please consider all the folks who live and work and visit Coronado when you review the plans 
for coastal improvements. Community events are highlights of the city and celebrated by all.  
The “island” still looks like a unique village and encompasses the old and historic with modern 
buildings and a vibrant city government. 
 
San Diego is lucky indeed to have a beautiful, expansive bay front that continues for miles along 
our growing city southern region.   
 
Wouldn’t it be wonderful to have a waterway which is a model for ocean friendly, environment 
efforts? A waterway giving people an opportunity to visit through water transportation, such as 
small water vehicles and ferries, and see the uniqueness of the “island” of Coronado and Chula 
Vista’s Living Coast Discovery Center. 
 
Please consider a goal for the Coronado portion of the bay front maintaining what is unique 
about this small “island” city. We could all celebrate its uniqueness by having the Ferry Landing 
area serve as a connecter where people are welcomed and treated to what is historic about 
Coronado. 
 
Please consider working further with the people who live in Coronado to bring enhancements 
benefiting everyone as you consider the future plan. 
 
Please refer to the City of Coronado’s correspondence with you as you proceed with your 
planning. 
 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego 
as it relates to Coronado. 
  
Summary of Objections: 
 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 



 

 

• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts 
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the 

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by 
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all 
sources throughout the state. 

• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to 
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado 
Yacht Club 

• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic 
problems 

 
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit 

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis 
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more 
nature to Coronado 

• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the 
design of the bay front. 

• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that 
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland 
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  
Thank you for your time and efforts. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Sharon Raffer 
1520 1st Street # l-302 
Coronado, CA 92118 
 
srraffer@gmail.com 
619-675-0033 
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From: Stephen Geiger <106geiger@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:38 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama
Cc: 106geiger@gmail.com
Subject: Save Coronado; do NOT develop any new hotel at the Coronado Ferry Landing!

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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From: Taylor Stockdale <TStockdale@webb.org>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 2:09 PM
To: Rafael Castellanos; Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Dan 

Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; Ann Moore
Subject: Strong Objections to Coronado Master Plan Proposal 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s
ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

  Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
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        Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including 
expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease 
military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

        Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 

        Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado 

        Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 
the bayfront. 

        Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

        Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

        Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely,  Taylor Stockdale  
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From: Mike Keeney <wkeeney@san.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:00 PM
To: Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael 

Zucchet; Robert Valderrama; Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Home
Subject: Coronado - Please don't kill our neighborhood and charm !

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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From: Chris Toogood <chris@christoogood.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama; Kate Toogood Cell
Subject: Please don't ruin Coronado's quaint ambiance with tall hotels and more commercialism.

Dear Port Staff and Commissioners. 

I'm a long time local since 1967. My wife and I are Realtors and business owners. While I am pro-
business I am also 100% for keeping Coronado quiet and lovely for locals AND for Tourists that 
actually love the quiet, easy going, fun nature of the Island.  

WE do NOT need a large hotel on the bay right now.... AND certainly nothing over the standard 
height restrictions we currently uphold. 

DON'T RUIN CORONADO for the sake of trying to make money. We will all do better in the 
long run keeping Coronado quiet and quaint. More desirable for all. 

My wife and I and most others who reside in Coronado oppose. 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts.
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the Bayfront.
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 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment 

  
Sincerely, Chris and Kate Toogood 
 
570 G avenue  
Coronado, CA. 92118 
619-865-3334 
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From: Ann Telles <ann.telles@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:31 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego relating to Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Ann M Telles 
ann.telles@gmail.com 
352 A Avenue 
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Coronado, CA 
  
  
  
  

 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Brian Smith <beachhale@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: No Hotel for Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Brian C Smith 
Coronado Resident 
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From: Tina Stokes <tina-stokes@dc.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:21 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael 

Zucchet;  rvalderrama@portofsandiego.org
Subject: OBJECTION to Proposed Port of San Diego Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Christina Stokes, Homeowner 
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1101 First Street, Unit 301 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Danette Miller <dmiller@millerwholesalelumber.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego

Importance: High

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a concerned traveler and past resident of Coronado I implore your committees to reconsider the plan 
to add a large hotel to the landscape of Coronado.  You may wonder why I have an interest, as I am not a 
resident (as of right now) but I frequently travel to Coronado for its small town charm and plan to make it 
my retirement home.  The whole draw of Coronado is it is a “little town in a big city”. Please do not spoil 
the treasure that belongs to the entire San Diego and Southern California community.  Preservation 
above population!  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado
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 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 

Coronado 
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the 

bayfront. 
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 

native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  

  

 

 
Thank you, 
Danette Miller 
 
480-731-9400 
480-226-6120 (CELL) 
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From: David Buss <david.h.buss@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan (Coronado) Objections

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

David H. Buss 
Vice Admiral, US Navy (Retired) 
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869 J Avenue 
Coronado, CA  92118 
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From: Cronquist Diana <dcronquist@sandi.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Don’t approve that hotel. We already have the Marriott there. Coronado traffic is horrible as it is. Keep Coronado quaint. 
Please don’t destroy it. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

* Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

* The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

* Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

* The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

* Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

* Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

* Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

* Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with
AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

* Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.

* Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club

* Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
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Please Include in the Master Plan 
 
 
 
  *   Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 
  *   Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry 
service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 
 
  *   Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado 
 
  *   Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado 
 
  *   Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 
 
  *   Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area 
with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove 
revetment. 
 
  *   Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 
  *   Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Diana Cronquist 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Eileen Miller <eileen.miller7@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: comments on the draft Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Eileen Miller 
1511 Maria Place 
Coronado, CA 
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From: jeff blanco <jeffblanco@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Public Comment on Port Master Plan Update

Hi
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections 

-Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
-The port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
-Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
-The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
-Paid parting in the North Coronado Subdistrict
-Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
-Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the
California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent
residents
-Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
-Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please include in the Master Plan 
-Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
-Expand open space and develop landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
-Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
-Preserve open space at Ferry Landing

Sincerely, 

Jeff Blanco 
244 F Avenue 
Coronado, 92118 

jeffblanco@msn.com 
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From: Karen Strouse <kstrouse14@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:55 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Proposed Master Plan Objections (Coronado)

To Whom It May Concern: 

Three years ago, I made Coronado my home because of its small town charm and the proclivity to remain so, with 
little available build space. Now, you are endangering everything that is wonderful about my adopted home, 
including its economic future.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Karen Strouse 
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From: kathy Mac <kmacsean@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:03 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to plans for Ferry Landing 

TO: The Port of San Diego Attn: Planning Department 3165 Pacific Highway     San Diego, CA  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections 

* Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
* The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts

* Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

* The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

* Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

* Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

* Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

* Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to comply with
AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.
* Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.

* Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club

* Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

* Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay

* Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding ferry service
to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

* Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado

* Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
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* Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the bayfront. 
 
* Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to the area with 
designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove 
revetment. 
 
* Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 
* Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kathy MacDonald 
kmacsean@hotmail.com 
619‐437‐0118 
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From: kelly boyd-bulik <kellybeme2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: CoronAdo 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

kelly Bulik,  RN 
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From: Kimball Worcester <ktrworcester@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:22 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San 
Diego as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing
property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all
subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view
vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado

Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for

improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions

that would limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the
California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a
comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting
visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the existing
adjacent residents.
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 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and 
through the Coronado Yacht Club 

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen 
Coronado’s traffic problems 

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms 

of mass transit including expanding ferry service to different 
destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military 
vehicular traffic on Coronado 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to 
access restaurants and Coronado 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with 
attracting more nature to Coronado 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s 
history with the design of the bayfront. 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and 
improve ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that 
attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a 
“living shoreline” and remove revetment. 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 

Sincerely, 
 
Kimball Worcester 
825 B Ave. Coronado, CA 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the  
Internet.
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From: Jeffkristen Farrell <nadofamily@rocketmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:45 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Kristen Farrell 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Margarita Rhodes <caminorancheros@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:22 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe

Sincerely, 
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Margarita C. Rhodes 

825 B Avenue, Coronado 
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From: Denise <denisegoodwoman@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:37 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet
Subject: Coronado Public Comment/ Port Master Plan 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego 
as it relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the

City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all
sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to
recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado
Yacht Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic
problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit

including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis
to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature
to Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the
design of the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that
were native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland
vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Michael & Denise Goodman 
200 C. Avenue Apt B 
Coronado, CA  92118 
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From: Patrick O'Hara <criticalohara@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:43 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Patrick S. O’Hara 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: maurer.mac@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update Issues

To Those Who Want to Control our Future: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property

 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts

 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s
ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club
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 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and increase the severity of traffic issues 
in Coronado 

 
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
 
 

 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including 
expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease 
military vehicular traffic on Coronado 
 
 

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and 
Coronado 
 
 

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to 
Coronado 
 
 

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of 
the bayfront. 
 
 

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment. 
 
 

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
 
 

 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  
  

Sincerely, 
 
Randy Maurer 
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From: Shawn Powell <shawnpowell619@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Shawn Powell 

400 A Avenue 

Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Victoria Sheridan <allelu@san.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado

 30 July, 2019 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Victoria Sheridan 
111 Alder Street 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Vivian Toscano <vtoscano@sandiego.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: No hotel

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Vivian Davidson 
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--  

Vivian Toscano 
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From: Debbie McBride <dmcbride2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Against Port master plan for Coronado

To Port Commissioners: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Debbie McBride 
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From: Lynn Hamilton <llbhamilton@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael 

Castellanos; Dan Malcolm; Michael Zucchet
Subject: Proposed Coronado Development

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly 
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Lynn and Peter Hamilton 
1220 1st St. #305 
Coronado, CA 92118 

  
  
  
Lynn LaBreche Hamilton  
Hamilton Residential Realty 
DRE License #01265662 
858-761-1113 
www.lynnhamilton.com 
 
 



 
From: Vivian Toscano 
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:38:42 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Marshall Merrifield 
Subject: No to a new hotel 

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Coronado. 
  
Summary of Objections: 
 

• Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property 
• The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts 
• Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas 
• The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict 
• Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
• Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would 

limit the City’s ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights 
global warming by establishing a comprehensive program to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state. 

• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails 
to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents. 

• Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the 
Coronado Yacht Club 

• Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s 
traffic problems 

 
Please Include in the Master Plan 
 

• Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay 
• Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass 

transit including expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of 
military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic on Coronado 

• Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access 
restaurants and Coronado 

• Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting 
more nature to Coronado 

• Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with 
the design of the bayfront. 

• Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve 
ecosystems that were native to the area with designs that attract birds, 
invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” and 
remove revetment. 

• Preserve open space in Grand Caribe 
• Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.  



  
Sincerely, 
Vivian Davidson  

--  

Vivian Toscano 
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From: Daren Fentiman <darenfentiman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:27 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Development of the landing at Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

 We live, and have a business in Coronado. 
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We believe this will directly affect us in a negative manner. 

Sincerely, 

Daren Fentiman 

 
 
‐‐ Best Regards USCG Capt. Daren Fentiman 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.
Line Drawing of 
Rainmaker - FINA L

Regards Daren Fentiman 
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From: Glen Crawford <gcrawfordmd@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Objections to Proposed Master Plan Updates for Coronado

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay

Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas

 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding
ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
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 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the
bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to
the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

It is Coronado's small town and "Mayberry‐by‐the‐Sea" character that make it such an attractive destination for 
tourists and residents alike.  The proposals, such as a hotel on the Ferry Landing site or more commercial property 
and parking will significantly increase congestion in a part of Coronado that is not designed to support it and may 
actually diminish its appeal as a tourist destination that, as the SanDiego.org website describes, is "Just across the 
bridge and a world away." 

Sincerely, 

Glen Crawford 
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From: Sally perley <sallyperley66@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:49 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

James and Sally Perley 
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From: Joan Marcus <joanmarcus@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Attachments: file.jpeg

Please count me as another Coronado resident who is opposed to the proposed “development “plan. 

Please see attached letter. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Joan Marcus 

1415 2nd Street  

Apartment F-301 

Coronado, 

CA 

92118 

Get Outlook for iOS 
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From: Kelly Sarber <kellysarber@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Richard Bailey
Subject: Opposed to Port Master Plan with Hotel included as an allowable zoning use

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
First Name Last Name 

Kelly Sarber 

 
 
Warm Regards, 
 
Kelly Sarber 
President & CEO 
Strategic Management Group 
(760) 613-5994 
kellysarber@hotmail.com 
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From: Michael Gibbs MD <mwgibbs86@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Port Master Plan Concerns

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Michael Gibbs 
1523 1st St.  
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Coronado  
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Ming Dettmer <ming.dettmer101@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:26 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Magnolia Dettmer 
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From: Pat Miller <pkgreek@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:15 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: PMPU

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Patricia K. Miller 
310 J Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Rick Inghram <ringhram@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:58 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Development of Coronado Ferry Landing

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 



2

 
Richard Inghram 
43 Tunapuna Lane 
Coronado, CA 92118 
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From: Rusty Broyles <rusty.broyles@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 7:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Comments

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40‐foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s ability to

comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by establishing a comprehensive
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact
on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht Club
 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including expanding

ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease military vehicular traffic
on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and Coronado
 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to Coronado
 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 

Rusty Broyles 
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He, Him, His 
 
rusty.broyles@icloud.com  
 
Sent from my iPhone on the go, please excuse any typos.  
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From: Terri Lea <terrillea55@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Coronado Proposed Master Plan

To whom it may concern: 
This email is to add my name to the list of those in opposition of the proposed Port Master Plan.   

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 



2

Terri Lea 
120 C Ave Unit 304 
Coronado CA 92118 



July	30,	2019	
	
	
	
To	Whom	it	May	Concern:	
	
Please	accept	these	objections	to	the	Proposed	Master	Plan	Update	by	the	Port	of		
San	Diego	as	it	relates	to	Coronado.	
	
Summary	of	Objections:	
	

• Development	of	any	new	hotel	on	the	Coronado	Ferry	Landing	property	
• The	Port	exceeding	Coronado’s	40-foot	height	limit	in	all	subdistricts	
• Adhering	to	important	view	corridors	and	preserving	new	view	vistas	
• The	intensification	of	use	of	the	North	Coronado	Subdistrict	
• Paid	parking	in	the	North	Coronado	Subdistrict	
• Increased	density	in	commercial	uses	in	the	North	Coronado	Subdistrict	
• Any	improvements	that	force	existing	property	owners	to	pay	for	improvements	
• Any	uses	that	increase	greenhouse	gas	concentrations	or	emissions	that	would	

limit	the	City’s	ability	to	comply	with	AB	32,	the	California	State	Law	that	fights	
global	warming	by	establishing	a	comprehensive	program	to	reduce	greenhouse	
gas	emissions	from	all	sources	throughout	the	state	

• Bayfront	uses	that	focus	on	“visitor-serving”	and	“attracting	visitors”	but	that	
fails	to	recognize	the	impact	on	the	existing	adjacent	residents	

• Any	path	around	the	shoreline	of	the	Coronado	Golf	Course	and	through	the	
Coronado	Yacht	Club	

• Any	uses	that	will	bring	more	vehicles	into	Coronado	and	worsen	Coronado’s	
traffic	problems	

	
Please	include	in	the	Master	Plan	
	

• Expanded	recreational	opportunities	on	both	land	and	on	the	bay	
• Expanded	public	access	that	would	increase	reliance	on	water	forms	of	mass	

transit	including	expanding	ferry	service	to	different	destinations	and	return	of	
military	boat	taxis	to	decrease	military	vehicular	traffic	on	Coronado		

• Expand	number	of	docks	at	Ferry	Landing	for	private	boats	to	access	restaurants	
and	Coronado	

• Expanding	open	space	and	developing	landscaping	consistent	with	attracting	
more	nature	to	Coronado	

• Recreating	Coronado’s	historic	setting	to	better	connect	Coronado’s	history	with	
the	design	of	the	bayfront	

	
	



	
• Revitalize	the	wetlands	habitat	around	the	old	ferry	landing	and	improve	

ecosystems	that	were	native	to	the	area	with	designs	that	attract	birds,	
invertebrate	and	wetland	vegetation.		Possibly	create	a	“living	shoreline”	and	
remove	revetment	

• Preserve	open	space	in	Grand	Caribe	
• Continue	to	provide	reasonably	priced	restaurant	options	at	the	Ferry	Landing	

	
	

 
Kindest	regards,	

Apua Garbutt 
Apua	Garbutt	
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From: Caylee Pinsonneault <cayleep@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:24 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: No Hotel no the bay in Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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Caylee Pinsonneault 
1000 G Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 
(619)708-4445 
  
  



1

From: Christina Reiter <creiter@hawaii.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:06 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Stop a new 350 room  hotel from coming to Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
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From: Jim Shanks <8jsanford8@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: Proposed Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems
Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.

Sincerely, 
Jim Stanford 
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From: Jody Cleary <jodycl@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 1:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Cc: Newsguy55@aol.com
Subject: Objection to the new hotel on bay in Coronado

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all subdistricts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Subdistrict
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Expanded recreational opportunities on both land and on the bay
 Expanded public access that would increase reliance on water forms of mass transit including

expanding ferry service to different destinations and return of military boat taxis to decrease
military vehicular traffic on Coronado

 Expand number of docks at Ferry Landing for private boats to access restaurants and
Coronado

 Expanding open space and developing landscaping consistent with attracting more nature to
Coronado

 Recreating Coronado’s historic setting to better connect Coronado’s history with the design of
the bayfront.

 Revitalize the wetlands habitat around the old ferry landing and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area with designs that attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly
create a “living shoreline” and remove revetment.

 Preserve open space in Grand Caribe
 Continue to provide reasonably priced restaurant options at the Ferry Landing.
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Sincerely, 
 
Jody Cleary and Ted Henry 
Coronado, CA 
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From: Sheryl Munning <sherylsmun@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; Marshall Merrifield; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Rafael Castellanos; Dan 

Malcolm; Michael Zucchet; Robert Valderrama
Subject: PMPU

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Coronado. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Development of any new hotel on the Coronado Ferry Landing property
 The Port exceeding Coronado’s 40-foot height limit in all sub districts
 Adhering to important view corridors and preserving new view vistas
 The intensification of use of the North Coronado Sub district
 Paid parking in the North Coronado Sub district
 Increased density in commercial uses in the North Coronado Sub district
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Any uses that increase greenhouse gas concentrations or emissions that would limit the City’s

ability to comply with AB 32, the California State Law that fights global warming by
establishing a comprehensive program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sources
throughout the state.

 Bay front uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Any path around the shoreline of the Coronado Golf Course and through the Coronado Yacht
Club

 Any uses that will bring more vehicles into Coronado and worsen Coronado’s traffic problems

Sincerely, 
Sheryl Munning 
225 H Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 



















































*Added to 8/22/2019 version
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From: barbara Barlow <bab51inob@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:00 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port commission master plan. 
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Sent from my iPhone 



RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 

 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”.  This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
 
La Playa Trail:  
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 

 

          
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 

 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 
 
Anna Castro-Gunn 

First/Last Name 
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From: Christine McGregor <mcgre4@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:07 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov;

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan Update
Attachments: Port of San Diego Mission and Vision.pdf

Dear Sirs/Madams: 

Please see the attached comments and concerns regarding the Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan Update. 
I hope that you will take these comments to heart on the plan’s impact on the local community. 

Thank you. 

Christine Trepte McGregor 



RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 
 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”.  This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
 
La Playa Trail:  
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 
 

          
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 

 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 
 
 
First/Last Name 
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master plan 
Attachments: Port of San Diego Mission and Vision-2.docx

Please give careful consideration to this letter 

James Patrick  

Get Outlook for iOS 



RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 
 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”.  This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
 
La Playa Trail:  
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 
 

          
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 

 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 
 
 
First/Last Name 
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From: larkicook@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:44 AM
To: larkicook@gmail.com
Subject: La Playa/ Shelter Island plan response
Attachments: Port Master Plan Response.pdf

Please see my husband and my attached response to your proposed port plan that affects La Playa and Shelter Island. 
Regards, Larki Cook 
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan
Attachments: Microsoft Word - Port of San Diego Mission and Vision.docx.pdf

Thank you for your attention to these 

concerns 

James Patrick 

Get Outlook for iOS 



RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 
 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”.  This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
 
La Playa Trail:  
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage increased 
congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 
 

          
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 

 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 
 
 
First/Last Name 





RE: Port of San Diego Proposed Master Plan for Planning District 1: Shelter Island/La Playa 
“We are an innovative, global seaport courageously supporting commerce, community and the environment.” Port of San Diego 

 
Tourism vs Community: 
In the case of the proposed Shelter Island plan to add hotel rooms, relax height restrictions and expand non marine related retail, 
“commerce” i.e. Tourism dollars, are being placed above the community residents’ and existing maritime business interests. 
 
Height Limit in Coastal Areas: 
The citizen created Prop D allowed voters a voice in setting 30’ height limit along the coast (excluding downtown). Not just coastal 
residents, but residents across the board, voted 64% in favor of the height limit as “it’s our beach too”.  This petition was prompted by the 
controversial construction of projects such as 939 Coast in La Jolla, Capri by the Sea in PB, The Hyatt at Quivira Basin and Coronado Shores 
Towers. The public is clearly not in favor of highrise development along the waterfront in residential beach communities. 
 
Coastal Diversity: 
The beauty of San Diego lies partly in its diversity of coastal experiences, we should celebrate the unique identities of North County, Del 
Mar, La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Downtown and Coronado. 
 
The Shelter Island plan reads like a cut and paste from the Port’s South Bay waterfront and Harbor Island development projects. Note, 
those projects may be suitable on existing commercial sites with no historic or inherent coastal character where a newly developed 
waterfront is welcomed. But, on Shelter Island, this cookie cutter approach would destroy the low key nature of the residential and marine 
based community of Point Loma. 
 
La Playa Trail:  
Coastal diversity is exemplified in this quiet neighborhood setting. Don’t sterilize it by removing the picturesque docks, altering the 
meandering path with added safety features, stairs, “shoring up”, and signage. And please don’t add public restrooms only to encourage 
increased congestion along this contemplative pathway. Allow it to remain a living shoreline and an inspiration to artists. 

 

          
Courtesy of Artist Joanne Newman 

 
Marina Security/Public Safety: 
Marinas along Shelter Island are accessible to public view, but for security and public safety are walled off with foreboding security fencing. 
By contrast, marinas along the West side for public safety and security have restricted access points at the street which allow for a better 
user experience. In addition, due to dry dock storage of boats, large mechanical hoists are required to operate between the dry dock areas 
and the water. This public safety issue negates the feasibility of creating public access through these marinas. 
Note, the walkways along San Antonio and Anchorage Lane connect Kellogg’s beach with Shelter Island drive without the need to walk 
through and around the premises of the secured marinas. 
 
Traffic to the Point: 
Additional congestion, already compromised on Harbor Drive by the expansion of the SD International Airport and on Rosecrans by Liberty 
Station, should not be exacerbated by constricting existing roadways and adding hotel rooms. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the future development of our community. 
 
Signed: Randall Milanowski, and his wife Jennifer and their son Dylan. 
Date: July 30th, 2019 
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From: Sara Durkovich <durkovich@me.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 6:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa/Point Loma Bayside Community

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly

200% increase from current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike

lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential

neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but

that fail to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district:

Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for

improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan
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 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, 

BBQ’s, fire pits 
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the 

maritime industry and surrounding businesses accessibility. 
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated 

and low intensive recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the 
immediate neighborhood 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline 
erosion 

 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma 
history with the design of the bay front. 

 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve 
ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and 
wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
 

Sara Durkovich 
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From: barbara Barlow <bab51inob@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 12:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Concerns for proposed master plan district 1 Shelter Island/La Playa 
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From: Alene Gansemer <agansemer@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Proposed Master Plan - Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa Objections

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
district 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma's 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of "mobility hubs" and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bay front uses that focus on "visitor-serving" and "attracting visitors" but that fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Clubs in this district:  Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego

Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharves
 20' wide promenades connecting La Playa to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent "ammenities" at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter island

Please include in the Master Plan the following: 

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to Downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ's fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma's historic landscape to better connect point Loma with the design of the bayfront
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area.  Attract birds, invertebrate, and wetland vegetation.  Possibly create a "living shoreline"

Sincerely, 

Bill and Alene Fiedler 
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From: Dana Daluz <danadaluz@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:10 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Revision and opposition to the Port of San Diego’s 300+ page proposal for over-

development of Shelter Island and La Playa waterfronts
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Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Dana Daluz <danadaluz@icloud.com> 
Date: July 27, 2019 at 12:42:12 AM PDT 
To: "Saltzman, Miller" <MJSaltzman@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: Re: Urgent action needed in opposition to the Port of San Diego’s 300+ page proposal for 
over-development of Shelter Island and La Playa waterfronts 

Thank you, I will pass it on to those hundreds of others concerned in Point Loma. 

Best, 

Dana 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 26, 2019, at 4:37 PM, Saltzman, Miller <MJSaltzman@sandiego.gov> wrote: 

Hi Dana, 

Thank you for reaching out to our office. Please note that the draft of the Port Master 
Plan Update is a draft. If you have any comments you can email the Port email address 
below by July 31st. Our office is keeping an eye on this and understands the concerns, 
but it’s still very early in the process. The Port will look at all the feedback they receive 
and write a new draft. Then there will be another opportunity for public comment. Then 
the final plan will go before the Port where there will be another chance for public 
comment. Finally, it will go before the cities within the Port’s jurisdiction including San 
Diego—yet another chance for public input. 
PMPU@portofsandiego.org 

Have a great weekend, 

Miller Saltzman
Council Representative  
Office of Councilmember Jennifer Campbell 
202 C Street, MS10A 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Office: (619) 236-6622 
Direct: (619) 236-7351 

<image001.jpg> 
Follow us on social media! 
<image002.png><image003.png> 

From: Dana Daluz [mailto:danadaluz@icloud.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 12:16 AM 
To: Councilmember Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov> 
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Subject: Urgent action needed in opposition to the Port of San Diego’s 300+ page 
proposal for over-development of Shelter Island and La Playa waterfronts 

Dear Dr. Campbell:

Please help us stop The Port of San Diego from overdeveloping our precious coastal 
neighborhoods!!! The Port's master plan includes 20’ wide boardwalks, lifting height restrictions, 
tripling occupancy of hotels on Shelter Island, removal of historic docks and massive parking 
structures, just to name a few. We do NOT want to compromise the integrity of this community!! 
The Port’s plan clearly drives an agenda that prioritizes tourism and revenue over the quality of life 
for us locals. We need to make sure this 300+ page proposal will not ruin the look and feel of 
Shelter Island and La Playa waterfronts and shorelines, historic views and docks, adjacent 
walkways enjoyed by visitors and residents alike, including the Kelloggs beach area, which has a 
delicate habitat such as octopus, barracuda, bass, halibut, sharks, stingrays, etc.

WE NEED YOUR INTERVENTION in this fight!!

Respectfully submitted,

Concerned resident of West Point Loma.

Dana DaLuz





To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to

the Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.

Summary of Objections:

• Exceeding Pont Loma's 30' height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts

• Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy

• The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes

• The addition of "mobility hubs" an/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods

• The removal of historic La Playa Piers

• Bayfront uses that focus on "visitor-serving" and "attracting visitors" but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.

• Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach

• Any path around the shoreline and through the three Yacht Clubs in this District: Southwestern yacht

Club, Silvergate Yacht Club San Diego Yacht Club

• Any improvements that force existing property owner to pay for improvements

• Additional transient anchorage/wharfage

• 20' wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island

• Fixed/permanent "amenities" at the Talbot Street Trailhead

• Additional 70,000 sq. ft. of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please include in the Master Plan the Following:

• Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses

• Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado

• Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ's, fire pits

• Support and maintain new boat launch/public access to Shelter Island

• Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry end

surrounding businesses accessibility

• Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood

• Preserving Point Loma's Historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the Bayfront

;::J7Jd1~'S 0.Rch7L~ 7-L7~/9
CO-

First Name DateLast Name
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From: Julie Gildred Connolly <jgconnolly@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:56 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Please Protect Point Loma

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a native San Diegan and Point Loman. My family has been leading and developing San Diego for 5 generations. Your 
proposed changes to the master plan are short sighted and dangerous to our treasured community. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy without any plans to accommodate the traffic of these guests nor the employees who will service
them.

 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes while increasing vehicle traffic
with the above suggestions.

 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers, currently maintained well by local citizens.
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach, where will our children play?
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego

Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club. How will sailors be able to hoist boats daily or for the multiple regattas
that bring international visitors and revenue to our city?

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island - are you planning on taking property from

residents?
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead.
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island - how are cars of guests and employees fit

down the already crowded streets you plan to narrow?

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
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 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding 
businesses accessibility. 

 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. 

Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline 

 
We all are at a crossroads that will shape the future of my neighborhood loved for generations. I urge you to treat these 
decisions with the respectful consideration they deserve. Please don’t ruin the very best things about my neighborhood. 
Your predecessors put these restrictions in for a reason. Consider that please. 
 
Please contact me for further questions. 619-222-0652 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Julie Frost-Gildred Connolly 
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From: myobeat <myobeat61@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: La Playa - Shelter Island Master Plan Objection

To Whom It May Concern:  
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 
Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts. 
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy 
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes  
The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the existing 
adjacent residents.  
Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, 
Southwestern Yacht Club  
Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements Additional transient 
anchorage/wharfage 
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island Fixed/permanent “ammenities” at the Talbot Street 
trailhead  
Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island Please Include in the Master Plan the Following: 
Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits  
Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island Maintain free off street parking to allow for 
employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses accessibility. 
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood  
Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion  
Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront. 
Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area.  
Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” 

Sincerely, 

Margo Sacco 
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From: Matt Naiman <mcnaiman@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:38 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Please Do Not Destroy The Integrity of Point Loma Under The Proposed Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts 
Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy 
The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the existing 
adjacent residents. 
Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, 
Southwestern Yacht Club 
Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

Please Include in the Master Plan 
Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility. 
Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 
Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

Sincerely, 
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Matthew Naiman 



To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of

San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.

Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from
current occupancy
The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
The removal of historic La Playa Piers
Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the
impact on the existing adjacent residents.
Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht
Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
Fixed/permanent “ammenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Summary of Objections:

Please Include in the Master Plan the Following:

Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and
surrounding businesses accessibility. 
Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design
of the bayfront.
Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were
native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living
shoreline”

Sincerely,

 _________________________________        ______________________________       

First Name                                                        Last Name
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From: Melissa Denman <melissamdenman@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 2:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Shelter Island/ La Playa Plan Objections

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
-Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
-Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
-The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
-The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
-The removal of historic La Playa Piers
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.
-Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
-Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: -Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
-Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
-20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
-“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
-Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan: 
-Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
-Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
-Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
-Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
-Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses
accessibility.
-Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
-Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
-Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.
-Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 
Melissa Denman 
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--  
Melissa M. Denman 
melissamdenman@gmail.com 
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From: Melisa Dingman <melisalindley@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Letter of recommendations 
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Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Nancy Houser <nhouser516@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 6:27 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Proposed Master Plan by Port of San Diego District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa

 To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”
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Sincerely, 
 
 
Nancy Houser 
839 Moana Drive 
San Diego, CA. 92106 
 
 



To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to

the Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.

Summary of Objections:

• Exceeding Pont Lorna's 30' height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts

• Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy

• The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes

• The addition of "mobility hubs" an/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods

• The removal of historic La Playa Piers

• Bayfront uses that focus on "visitor-serving" and "attracting visitors" but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.

• Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach

• Any path around the shoreline and through the three Yacht Clubs in this District: Southwestern yacht

Club, Silvergate Yacht Club San Diego Yacht Club

• Any improvements that force existing property owner to pay for improvements

• Additional transient anchorage/wharfage

• 20' wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island

• Fixed/permanent "amenities" at the Talbot Street Trailhead

• Additional 70,000 sq. ft. of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please include in the Master Plan the Following:

• Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses

• Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado

• Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ's, fire pits

• Support and maintain new boat launch/public access to Shelter Island

• Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry end

surrounding businesses accessibility

• Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood

· :~:~1i:la's Historic ,andi:b:?jfct PointLomahi;Zt~7tignof
r w ~

First Name Last Name Date
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From: Sue Brown <suecbrown99@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 11:33 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann 

Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov

Subject: Comments on Master Plan - Point Loma

 To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Brown 
3425 Talbot Street 
San Diego,  CA  92106 
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619-861-2606 
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From: Wendy Hoke <wendy@wendyhoke.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 10:36 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Changes to Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

1. Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
2. Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
3. The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
4. The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
5. The removal of historic La Playa Piers Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting

visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
6. Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
7. Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
8. Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
9. Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter

Island Fixed/permanent “ammenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
10. Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Summary of Objections: 

Please Include in the Master Plan the Following: 

1. Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
2. Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
3. Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
4. Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
5. Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
6. Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
7. Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
8. Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
9. Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation.
10. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

-- 
WENDY HOKE 
OWNER, HOKE CONSULTING
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Carefully Crafted, Powerful, and Effective Content 
11215 Avenida de Los Lobos #F  
San Diego, CA 92127  
858-442-6051 
WENDY@WENDYHOKE.COM 
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From: Abel Toledo <primary@actoledomd.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 10:36 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save Point Loma 

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: belle <belle92106@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save Point Loma!
Attachments: facebook_1564372005216.jpg

As a 60 year old resident of La Playa I'd like to say that PLEASE LEAVE THIS AREA ALONE! We don't need more congestion 
in our quite neighborhood.  
Thanks so very much! 
Annie Buchanan 
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From: barbara kramer <bonjour1bjk@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 11:37 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Objection to proposals for Shelter Island surrounding area of Point Loma

Who whom it may concern: 
As a long time resident of Point Loma I join the residents in opposing the proposed changes to Shelter Island 
and surrounding area of Point Loma 

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

Barbara Kramer 
accept as digital signature 



John Rogers
Deborah

John Rogers
Rogers
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From: Elaine Magor <b767gal@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:53 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts 

Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy 

The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 

The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 

The removal of historic La Playa Piers 

Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the existing 
adjacent residents. 

Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 

Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, 
Southwestern Yacht Club 

Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 

Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 

20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 

“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 

Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

Please Include in the Master Plan 

Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 

Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
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Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 

Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 

Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility. 

Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 

Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 

Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 

Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Elaine Magor 



John Rogers
John

John Rogers
Rogers
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From: Rafael Castellanos
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:28 PM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: Point Loma Master Plan - please take our concerns seriously when making plans for 

our future

________________________________________ 
From: Kim Prendergast 
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:27:25 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; 
Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen 
Subject: Point Loma Master Plan - please take our concerns seriously when making plans for our future 

Dear Port Commissioners and elected leaders, 
Point Loma is once of the prettiest places to live, work and visit in San Diego.  I hope that you will do your due diligence 
in ensuring and preserving its beauty, live-ability and accessibility in a safe and sane manner.   Citizen/Resident input is 
very important.  And not just input after you have made up your minds!   You live in this city too, please put yourselves 
in the shoes of home owners, renters, property owner, business owners, travelers, sailors, and all who enjoy the access 
to beautiful Point Loma. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 
•Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts •Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter
Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy •The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island
Drive, with shared bike lanes •The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
•The removal of historic La Playa Piers •Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that
fail to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
•Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach •Any path around the shoreline and through the
3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club •Any improvements
that force existing property owners to pay for improvements •Additional transient anchorage/wharf-age •20’ wide
promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island •“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead •Additional 70,000 sq.
feet of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan•Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses •Ideas about public 
water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado •Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal 
usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits •Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island •Maintain free 
off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses accessibility. 
•Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood •Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent
excessive shoreline erosion •Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the
design of the bay front.
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•Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kimberly                        Prendergast 
___________________        ______________________________ 
First Name                                       Last Name 
 
Address: 
3130 Avenida De Portugal 
San Diego, Ca  92106 
 
Kimplus3@cox.net 
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From: Christine McGregor <mcgre4@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov;

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: Public Comment to Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego

I am a fourth generation San Diegan and a resident of Point Loma for over 50 years. Please accept these objections to 
the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30 foot height limit in District 1 and all sub districts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes.
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on

the existing adjacent residents
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach
 Any path around the shoreline through the three yacht clubs in this district: San Diego Yacht Club,

Southwestern Yacht club and Silver Gate Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage
 20’ promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “ amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 SF of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please include the following in the Master Plan: 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transport from Shelter Island to Downtown and Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBqs, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow accessibility  for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational

use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the

Bayfront
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”.
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Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns regarding the Proposed Mater Plan Update as it has an 
immense impact on the Point Loma and surrounding area for many years to come. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christine Trepte McGregor 
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From: Christine McGregor <mcgre4@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:26 AM
To: Shaun Sumner
Subject: Public comments on Port Master Plan

Dear Mr. Sumner, 

I am a fourth generation San Diegan and a resident of Point Loma for over 50 years. Please accept these objections to 
the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30 foot height limit in District 1 and all sub districts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes.
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on

the existing adjacent residents
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach
 Any path around the shoreline through the three yacht clubs in this district: San Diego Yacht Club,

Southwestern Yacht club and Silver Gate Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage
 20’ promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “ amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 SF of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please include the following in the Master Plan: 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transport from Shelter Island to Downtown and Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBqs, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow accessibility  for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational

use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the

Bayfront
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the

area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns regarding the Proposed Mater Plan Update as it has an 
immense impact on the Point Loma and surrounding area for many years to come. 
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Sincerely, 
 
Christine Trepte McGregor 
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From: The Johnsons <nealandkathyjohnson@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:18 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry 

Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Attention: Planning Department/Master Plan Objections (District 1)

Attention: Planning Department 

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego

Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

 Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use

orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area.

Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”
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From: Martin Jordan <martinontheroad@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:52 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Concerns regarding the Planning of  District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa

To Whom It May Concern: 

I ask you to please accept and strongly consider the below objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of 
San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Any path around the shoreline and through the three Yacht Clubs in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San

Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

 I further request that you please include and consider the items below in the Master Plan 

Summary of Items to be included in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use

orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.
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 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. 
Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

  

Regards, 

Martin Jordan 

2971 Poinsettia Dr. 

San Diego, CA 92106 

 



Port of San Diego Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway San Diego, 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
the Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

 Summary of Objections: 

• Exceeding Pont Loma’s 30’ height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts 
• Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from 

current occupancy 
• The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
• The addition of “mobility hubs” an/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
• The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
• Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the 

impact on the existing adjacent residents. 
• Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach 
• Any path around the shoreline and through the three Yacht Clubs in this District: Southwestern 

Yacht, Club, Silvergate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club 
• Any improvements that force existing property owner to pay for improvements 
• Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
• 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
• Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street Trailhead 
• Additional 70,000 sq. ft. of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

 Please include in the Master Plan the Following: 

• Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
• Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
• Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
• Support and maintain new boat launch/public access to Shelter Island 
• Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry end 

surrounding businesses accessibility 
• Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
• Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
• Preserving Point Loma’s Historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of 

the Bayfront 
• Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to 

the area.  Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline: 
Sincerely, 
________________________  _________________________ _________________ 
First Name    Last Name    Date 

           Mary B. Haller 7/29/2019
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From: Bob Myernick <bobmyernick@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:57 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Planning District 1 Shelter Island
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From: fourdent@san.rr.com
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:11 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Objections to proposed La Playa Plan by the Port of San Diego
Attachments: Letter to Port District.docx

Gentlemen, 

I would like to draw your attention to the attached letter regarding the proposed 
changes to the La Playa area, by the Port of San Diego. 

Kind regards, 

David R. Dixon,  
President, Four-D Enterprises, Inc. 

fourdent@san.rr.com 

48 year boater in San Diego Bay and Native San Diegan., 



Port of San Diego Attn: Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway San Diego, 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
the Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

 Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Pont Loma’s 30’ height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts 
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from 

current occupancy 
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
 The addition of “mobility hubs” an/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the 

impact on the existing adjacent residents. 
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach 
 Any path around the shoreline and through the three Yacht Clubs in this District: Southwestern yacht 

Club, Silvergate Yacht Club San Diego Yacht Club 
 Any improvements that force existing property owner to pay for improvements 
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street Trailhead 
 Additional 70,000 sq. ft. of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

 Please include in the Master Plan the Following: 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access to Shelter Island 
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry end 

surrounding businesses accessibility 
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s Historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of 

the Bayfront 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to 

the area.  Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline: 
Sincerely, 
David R. Dixon  July 29, 2019 
       



James Morrison
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From: james patrick <jimstortuga@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 8:25 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan
Attachments: file.jpeg

Please give this letter your attention. This is how the La Playa community feels 

James Patrick 

Get Outlook for iOS 
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From: Jeri Koltun <jerikoltun@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 9:14 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: KevinFaulconer@sandiego.gov
Subject: urgent letter regarding Shelter Island/La Playa Proposed master Plan attached
Attachments: LaPlaya.pdf
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From: Joanne Newman <jrnart.sd@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Objections Proposed Master Plan POSD Shelter Island/La Playa

I grew up in La Playa/Kelloggs Beach. So much has already been compromised. Please, listen to the community! We 
cherish the unique qualities and don't want it overrun! 
Sincerely, 
Joanne Newman 
jrnart.sd@gmail.com 
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From: Julie Darling <chefjulie@me.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 2:58 PM
To: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Kevin Faulkner; Rebecca 

Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; 
Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael 
Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Port Master Plan Update

Subject: Master plan Shelter Island
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From: Katie McCahill <katiemcre@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 7:32 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; 
Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: La Playa and Shelter Island

To Whom It May Concern, 

The proposed development of Shelter Island and the La Playa trail is at best upsetting and at worst a massive 
mistake that will forever change the personality, accessibility, and desirability of this very unique place. I'm 
begging you to not be responsible for the destruction of this historic, beautiful, and much-loved area. I can't 
imagine who would want to have their name tied to the destruction of this one of a kind area.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
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 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native 
to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

 
Sincerely, 
Katie McCahill 
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From: Paul B Avery <pbavery@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:20 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: plan
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From: Mike Peckham <mpeckham@sentre.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:31 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: port plan

To Whom it may concern, 

Our family is in objection to the proposed Port Master Plan for the following reasons. 

Our family still owns multiple homes that would be directly affected by these proposed changes to our neighborhood. 

Summary of Objections: 
•Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts

•Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy

•The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes

•The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods

•The removal of historic La Playa Piers

•Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.

•Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach

•Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club

•Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

•Additional transient anchorage/wharfage

•20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
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•Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
  
  
•Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
  
  
  
  
Please Include in the Master Plan 
•Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses 
  
  
•Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
  
  
•Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits 
  
  
•Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
  
  
•Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility.  
  
  
•Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
  
  
•Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
  
  
•Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront. 
  
  
•Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
  
  
  
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
The Peckham family:  Nancy, Bruce and Michael Peckham 
2914 McCall Street. 
_ _____________________________           _______________________________ 
  
FIRST NAME                                                   LAST NAME 
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From: Alejandra Zelaya <alejandrazelaya@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:54 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: About La Playa Proposed Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact

on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San 

Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

Gloria A. Zelaya Aguilar 
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From: Anita Busquets <anitabusquets3366@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:00 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Master Plan for Shelter Island and Point Loma

My husband and I have owned a home on Point Loma since 1988. I submit these comments on the Proposed 
Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

What should be in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses that are part of our Community.
 A community-vetted plan for public water transit from Shelter Island to Downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation to include BBQ’s, Fire

pits, benches, bathroom facilities, etc.
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation geared to serve the immediate neighborhood.
 Replenish sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion.
 Preserve Point Loma’s history with the design of the bay front.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Create a “living shoreline”

Objections to the current Master Plan: 
 Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all sub-districts should NOT be exceeded or

FUDGED.
 Shelter Island and the Community cannot absorb an additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter

Island East and West, this is a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy – where is the traffic
study to show this is feasible?  These cannot come at the expense of the height limit.

 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes is ridiculous.  How
can there even be restriction of car traffic at the same time as expanding room number?  This is ill
conceived.

 I do not agree with the “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods –
these should be considered closer to the airport and downtown, along I-5 and Pacific Hwy, not in a
small neighborhood.

 Bay Front uses should focus on resident use, and the quality of life for the residents, not “visitor-
serving” and “attracting visitors”.  Study Bhutan!

 I oppose any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Clubs in this district: Silver Gate
Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club – these are member only clubs that
should be given the privacy members pay for – please note I am NOT a member.

 Why are there 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island and
fixed/permanent “amenities”?  Leave things a bit “wilder” to promote a “Living Shoreline”.

 Yikes on the additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island – NO.
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Sincerely, 
 
--  
Anita and Bill 
Anita Busquets and William Ladd 
3366 Valemont St., San Diego 92106 
619-972-3388 (mobile) 
anitabusquets3366@gmail.com 
 
  



From: Belén Martínez <belenmartinez@roundfeather.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:32 PM 
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward <sharon@sdpta.com>; Rebecca Harrington 
<rharrington@portofsandiego.org>; Garry Bonelli <gbonelli@portofsandiego.org>; Ann Moore 
<amoore@portofsandiego.org>; Dan Malcolm <dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org>; Marshall Merrifield 
<mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org>; Robert Valderrama <rvalderr@portofsandiego.org>; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos <rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org>; Randa Coniglio 
<rconigli@portofsandiego.org>; Jason Giffen <jgiffen@portofsandiego.org>; Shaun Sumner 
<ssumner@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Objections to Proposed Master Plan update by the Port of San Diego 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  
  
Summary of Objections: 
-Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts 
-Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current 
occupancy 
-The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
-The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
-The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the 
impact on the existing adjacent residents. 
-Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
-Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: -Silver Gate Yacht Club, San 
Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
-Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
-20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
-“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
-Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
  
Please Include in the Master Plan: 
-Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
-Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
-Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
-Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
-Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and 
surrounding businesses accessibility. 
-Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
-Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
-Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the 
bay front. 
-Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to 
the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
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Sincerely, 
Belen Martínez 
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From: Robert Valderrama
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 1:00 AM
To: commissioners mailbox
Subject: FW: The Port Master Plan
Attachments: LT  The Port Master Plan  July 30, '19.pdf

From: apua garbutt 
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 12:58:23 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada) 
To: Robert Valderrama 
Subject: The Port Master Plan 

To whom it may concern: 

Attached please find comments for your consideration pertaining to the above-referenced 
matter. 

Kindest regards, 

Apua Garbutt



July	30,	2019	
	
	
	
To	Whom	it	May	Concern:	
	
Please	accept	these	objections	to	the	Proposed	Master	Plan	Update	by	the	Port	of		
San	Diego	as	it	relates	to	Coronado.	
	
Summary	of	Objections:	
	

• Development	of	any	new	hotel	on	the	Coronado	Ferry	Landing	property	
• The	Port	exceeding	Coronado’s	40-foot	height	limit	in	all	subdistricts	
• Adhering	to	important	view	corridors	and	preserving	new	view	vistas	
• The	intensification	of	use	of	the	North	Coronado	Subdistrict	
• Paid	parking	in	the	North	Coronado	Subdistrict	
• Increased	density	in	commercial	uses	in	the	North	Coronado	Subdistrict	
• Any	improvements	that	force	existing	property	owners	to	pay	for	improvements	
• Any	uses	that	increase	greenhouse	gas	concentrations	or	emissions	that	would	

limit	the	City’s	ability	to	comply	with	AB	32,	the	California	State	Law	that	fights	
global	warming	by	establishing	a	comprehensive	program	to	reduce	greenhouse	
gas	emissions	from	all	sources	throughout	the	state	

• Bayfront	uses	that	focus	on	“visitor-serving”	and	“attracting	visitors”	but	that	
fails	to	recognize	the	impact	on	the	existing	adjacent	residents	

• Any	path	around	the	shoreline	of	the	Coronado	Golf	Course	and	through	the	
Coronado	Yacht	Club	

• Any	uses	that	will	bring	more	vehicles	into	Coronado	and	worsen	Coronado’s	
traffic	problems	

	
Please	include	in	the	Master	Plan	
	

• Expanded	recreational	opportunities	on	both	land	and	on	the	bay	
• Expanded	public	access	that	would	increase	reliance	on	water	forms	of	mass	

transit	including	expanding	ferry	service	to	different	destinations	and	return	of	
military	boat	taxis	to	decrease	military	vehicular	traffic	on	Coronado		

• Expand	number	of	docks	at	Ferry	Landing	for	private	boats	to	access	restaurants	
and	Coronado	

• Expanding	open	space	and	developing	landscaping	consistent	with	attracting	
more	nature	to	Coronado	

• Recreating	Coronado’s	historic	setting	to	better	connect	Coronado’s	history	with	
the	design	of	the	bayfront	

	
	



	
• Revitalize	the	wetlands	habitat	around	the	old	ferry	landing	and	improve	

ecosystems	that	were	native	to	the	area	with	designs	that	attract	birds,	
invertebrate	and	wetland	vegetation.		Possibly	create	a	“living	shoreline”	and	
remove	revetment	

• Preserve	open	space	in	Grand	Caribe	
• Continue	to	provide	reasonably	priced	restaurant	options	at	the	Ferry	Landing	

	
	

 
Sincerely,	
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From: Bill Haynsworth <billh@sandiegohardware.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Cc: brendaaaronson@gmail.com
Subject: PL master plan
Attachments: Scan11335.pdf
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From: Brian Camet <briancamet@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:09 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca 

Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason 
Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Save Point Loma and the Bay

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
* Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
* Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
* The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
* The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
* The removal of historic La Playa Piers
* Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.
* Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
* Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
* Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
* Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
* 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
* “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
* Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
* Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
* Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
* Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
* Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
* Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses
accessibility.
* Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
* Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
* Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.
* Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

Brian Camet 
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From: dskl@juno.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:22 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Major changes to Point Loma by the Port

To Port Staff and Commissioners: 

I just today became aware of the changes that are to possibly take place in Point 
Loma. Please reconsider and accept the following objections to the Proposed 
Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 
Shelter Island/La Playa. Also, for such important plans/changes, wouldn't it have 
been a good idea to mail out information to all those living in Pt. Loma since they 
will be most affected by them and to allow time for more input into them? I'm 
sure the Port could afford it.

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
 Support and maintain the new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational

use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
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 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay 
front. 

 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the 
area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

  
Thanks for your concern, 
Doug and Sandy Lawrence 
3419 Dickens St 92106 
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From: jeanne smith <jeannelms@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:20 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save Point Loma 
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Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Jennifer Barr <jmorton24@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:22 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Preserve La Playa/Point Loma

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but fail to recognize the impact

on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San

Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the

bayfront
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”
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Sincerely, 

 

Jennifer Barr 
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From: Julie Pennell <jdpennell1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 1:21 PM
To: Sandiegocoast@coastal.ca.gov
Cc: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: See attached letter need to addd save the marlin club too
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From: Lyn Frey <lynfrey11@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Save La Playa

Thanks, 
Lyn 
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From: Marcus Correnti <marcuscorrenti@roundfeather.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:39 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall 
Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa 
Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Proposed Mast Plan Update - Port of San Diego

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
-Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
-Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
-The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
-The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
-The removal of historic La Playa Piers
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.
-Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
-Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: -Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego
Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
-Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
-20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
-“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
-Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan: 
-Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
-Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
-Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
-Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
-Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding
businesses accessibility.
-Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
-Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
-Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.
-Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area.
Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 
Marcus 

Marcus Correnti, Director of Operations 
A: 1551 Shelter Island Dr,
Suite 201. San Diego, CA 92106
M: +1 619-980-1687
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W: marcuscorrenti@roundfeather.com 
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From: Mary Ryan Barthel <maryryan_barthel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:31 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; 

mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Randa Coniglio; Shaun Sumner; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Dan Malcolm; Garry Bonelli; Robert 
Valderrama; Rafael Castellanos; Jason Giffen

Subject: NO to Proposed Master Plan Update!!

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a longtime resident of Point Loma, please accept these STRONG objections to the Proposed Master Plan 

Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

* Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts

* Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy 

* The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods

* The removal of historic La Playa Piers

* Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on

the existing adjacent residents. 

* Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach

* Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements

* Additional transient anchorage/wharfage

* 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island

* “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead

* Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

* Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses

* Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado

* Maintaining open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits

* Supporting and maintaining new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island

* Maintaining free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility. 
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* Maintaining limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational 

use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 

* Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 

* Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay 

front 

* Nurturing the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the 

area 

* Attracting  birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation to create a “living shoreline”  

  

Sincerely, 

Mary Ryan Barthel 

2930 McCall St. 
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From: M A <matt.agee@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 8:53 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov;

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Master Plan Update Comments 

To whom it may concern, 

Please accept these objections to the proposed master plan update by the port of San Diego as it relates to planning 
district 1 shelter island/la Playa.  

Objections:  
Exceeding Point Loma’s 30 foot height limit in district 1 and sub districts. 

Additional 1600 rooms throughout shelter island east and west.  

The addition of mobility hubs and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods. 

Bay front uses that focus “visitor serving” and “attracting visitors” but fail to recognize the impact on existing adjacent 
residents.  

Public transit/water taxi service within la Playa basin or Kellogg beach.  

Additional transient anchorage/wharfage.  

Fixed/permanent amenities at the Talbot street trailhead.  

Please include the following in the master plan update:  

Ideas about public water transit from shelter island to downtown/Coronado. 

Maintain limited access to Kellogg and la Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensity recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood.  

Replenishment of sand at Kellogg beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion. 

Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 
Nurture the wetlands habitat around la Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract birds, 
invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a living shoreline.  

Bike path around shelter island.  

Narrowing is Scott street and shelter island drive with shared bike paths. 

Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on shelter island.  
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Sincerely,  
 
Matthew Agee  
 
 
 
  
 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Michael Delostowicz <mdelostowicz@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:08 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 
dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Marshall Merrifield; rvalderrama@portofsandiebo.org; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Objections to Port of San Diego Master Plan - PRESERVE POINT LOMA

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San 
Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200%

increase from current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential

neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers.  These unique landmarks have been

a part of the neighborhood long before you and I.  Don’t destroy the charm
that makes Point Loma special.  Leave the existing piers!

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail
to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent residents.

 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver

Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
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 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, 

fire pits 
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime 

industry and surrounding businesses accessibility. 
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and 

low intensive recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the 
immediate neighborhood 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history 

with the design of the bay front. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems 

that were native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. 
Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Sroka 
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From: Michael Denman <michaeldenman@roundfeather.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:57 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; 

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Shelter Island / La Playa Objections

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
-Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
-Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy
-The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
-The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
-The removal of historic La Playa Piers
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents.
-Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
-Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: -Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
-Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
-20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
-“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
-Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan: 
-Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
-Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
-Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
-Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
-Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses
accessibility.
-Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
-Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
-Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.
-Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 
Mike Denman 
UX Researcher 
+1 832 578 7776
michaeldenman@roundfeather.com
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             www.roundfeather.com  
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From: Peggy Sue Tilden <peggytilden@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:16 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Master Plan

Myron William Tilden
Peggy Sue Tilden
2907 Shelter Island Drive 
105-292
San Diego, CA 92106

To Whom it May Concern:

We hereby incorporate the concerns expressed in the letter below.  We want to emphasize that any plan for 
Point Loma should first and foremost reflect the concerns and desires of the existing residents.  In order to 
consider and respond to those concerns, additional public hearings, properly noticed, should be undertaken 
prior to any change.  To date this has not been accomplished. 

Sincerely,

Myron William (Bill) Tilden
Peggy Sue Tilden
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Sent from Peggy Sue's iPhone 
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From: natalie ann young <natalieann.young@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:41 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: sandiego@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; 
Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: Objections to Port master plan for Shelter Island/La Playa

To Whom It May Concern, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy 
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents. 
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San

Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please add these elements to the master plan: 

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility. 
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 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the 

bayfront. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to 

the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
  
Thanks for your time and for considering these edits and additions. 
  
Natalie Willson 
Coronado Ave, 92107 
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From: Raquel <raquel.basser@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:26 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov;

Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; 
Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port Master Plan Update Comments 

To whom it may concern, 

Please accept these objections to the proposed master plan update by the port of San Diego as it relates to planning 
district 1 shelter island/la Playa. 

Objections:  
Exceeding Point Loma’s 30 foot height limit in district 1 and sub districts. 

Additional 1600 rooms throughout shelter island east and west. 

The addition of mobility hubs and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods. 

Bay front uses that focus “visitor serving” and “attracting visitors” but fail to recognize the impact on existing adjacent 
residents.  

Public transit/water taxi service within la Playa basin or Kellogg beach. 

Additional transient anchorage/wharfage. 

Fixed/permanent amenities at the Talbot street trailhead. 

Please include the following in the master plan update:  

Ideas about public water transit from shelter island to downtown/Coronado. 

Maintain limited access to Kellogg and la Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensity recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood.  

Replenishment of sand at Kellogg beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion. 
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Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 
Nurture the wetlands habitat around la Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract birds, 
invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a living shoreline.  
 
 
Bike path around shelter island.  
 
 
Narrowing is Scott street and shelter island drive with shared bike paths.  
 
 
Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on shelter island.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Raquel Agee  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: robertadyer@reagan.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:19 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 

kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Sharon Cloward; Shaun Sumner; 
Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen

Subject: La Playa and Shelter Island

To Whom It May Concern, 

The proposed development of Shelter Island and the La Playa trail is at best upsetting and at worst a massive mistake that will forever 
change the personality, accessibility, and desirability of this very unique place. I'm begging you to not be responsible for the 
destruction of this historic, beautiful, and much-loved area. I can't imagine who would want to have their name tied to the destruction 
of this one of a kind area.  

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter 
Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts  
Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy  
The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes   
The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods  
The removal of historic La Playa Piers  
Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fails to recognize the impact on the existing adjacent 
residents.  
Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach  
Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Clubs in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht Club, 
Southwestern Yacht Club  
Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements  
Additional transient anchorage/wharfage  
20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island  
Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead  
Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island  

Please Include in the Master Plan 
Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses  
Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado  
Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits  
Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island  
Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses accessibility.   
Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use orientation which is 
geared to serve the immediate neighborhood  
Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion  
Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront.  
Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate 
and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”   

Sincerely, 

Roberta Dyer 
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From: Rosario Fernandez <rtfsroka@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 5:58 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; 
dmalcom@portofsandiego.org; Marshall Merrifield; rvalderrama@portofsandiebo.org; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Objections to Port of San Diego Master Plan - PRESERVE POINT LOMA

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers.  These unique landmarks have been a part of the neighborhood long

before you and I.  Don’t destroy the charm that makes Point Loma special.  Leave the existing piers!
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego

Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use

orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.
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 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. 
Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Rosie Fernandez 
 
 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Ryan Willson <Ryan@bumbleride.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:56 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Draft Feedback

To Whom It May Concern, 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San

Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please add these elements to the master plan:

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the

bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to

the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Thanks for your time and for considering these edits and additions. 
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Ryan Willson 
Coronado Ave, 92107 
 
Bumbleride Inc 
P: 619.615.0475 x.104 
F: 619.615.2065 
ryan@bumbleride.com 
Website | Instagram | Facebook 
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From: Mike Mora <mike@themorateam.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:21 PM
To: kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; barbarabry@sandiego.gov; 

jennifercampbell@sandiego.gov; christopherward@sandiego.gov; 
monicamontgomery@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; 
chriscate@sandiego.gov; scottsherman@sandiego.gov; vivianmoreno@sandiego.gov; 
georgettegomez@sandiego.gov; Port Master Plan Update; 
stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry 
Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Rebecca 
Harrington

Subject: Please Read - Very Important - We Object The Ports Updated Master Plan

Dear Sirs: 
I am writing to express my vehement OPPOSITION of the seriously flawed recommendations contained in the Port 
Master Plan Update…specifically those pertaining to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 
Your Mission Statement clearly states… “The Port of San Diego will protect the Tidelands Trust resources by 
providing economic vitality and community benefit through a balanced approach to the maritime industry, 
tourism, water and land recreation, environmental stewardship and public safety.” 
Most of the recommendations contained in the current Port Master Plan Update contradict the District’s very own 
Mission Statement: “…providing economic vitality” may be the only one it does satisfy. This plan will provide 
economic vitality to developers and hoteliers without a doubt, however, it is not a “balanced approach”, nor does it 
provide a “community benefit” nor “environmental stewardship/public safety”. 
The proposed over development of Shelter Island and the Historic La Playa Bayside Trail is irresponsible and 
lacking in environmental stewardship. The plan invites thousands of more people into the area, while reducing 
parking. Planners talk about so-called mobility hubs and the rise of ride-sharing services. Although these may be 
realistic solutions for Harbor Island and Downtown, there is no plan for a trolley extension along Rosecrans Street or 
even reliable bus service for the Peninsula. Thousands of more people will bring thousands more polluting cars into 
an already impacted by significant Military traffic which makes navigating Penninsula ingress/egress a challenge on 
a daily basis…and that is the “before” picture. 
Adding up to 1600 hotel rooms on Shelter Island is simply irresponsible. As I mentioned, residents and employees 
already suffer from routine traffic gridlock. Emergency Medical professionals shudder at the challenge of getting 
residents off the Point Loma Peninsula during Fourth of July much less in the case of a tsunami or other natural 
disaster. Day to day Fire and EMS responses into the Shelter Island/La Playa area will be slowed, not only for 
residents but for the guests in those hotel rooms. The update shows no concern whatsoever for public safety. 
Before proceeding with this plan, I encourage all of the Planners to meet with Peninsula residents. Talk to people 
who live on their boats, walk on the Bayside Trail daily. Talk to people who live along Rosecrans Street, Catalina 
Boulevard, and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard about daily traffic and about safety concerns. Talk to me. 
My family and I strongly OPPOSE… 
• Exceeding the 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
• Adding 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy!
• Narrowing Scott St and Shelter Island Dr with shared bike lanes
• Adding “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
• Removing the Historic La Playa Piers
• Focusing Bayfront uses on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” while failing to recognize the impact on the
existing adjacent residents
• Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg Beach
• Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego
Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
• Adding transient anchorage/wharfage
• 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
• “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
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• Adding 70,000 sf of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
• Altering…whether it be paving/widening etc… the existing Bayside Trail 
My family and I strongly SUPPORT… 
• Retaining the existing Historic La Playa Piers 
• Retaining the recently rebuilt/replanted Historic Bayside Trail 
• Continued support of our Maritime Industry related businesses 
• Public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
• Maintaining open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
• Supporting/maintaining new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
• Maintaining free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the Maritime Industry and surrounding 
businesses accessibility. 
• Maintaining existing access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
• Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
• Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bayfront. 
• Nurturing the wetland habitat around the La Playa basin and improving ecosystems that were native to the area. 
Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline” . 
 
Best Regards, 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

Mike Mora 
Broker Associate | The Mora Team 
2820 Camino Del Rio S, # 314 San Diego, CA 92108 
C: 619 417 9247 | E: mike@themorateam.com  
W: TheMoraTeam.com 
Powered by Big Block Realty 
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From: Neal Johnson <njarts@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:51 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Garry 

Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Attention: Planning Department/Master Plan Objections (District 1)

Attention: Planning Department 

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize

the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht

Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

 Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design

of the bayfront.
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 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline”  

Sincerely, 
Neal Johnson 
Resident  
(619) 876-1460 
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From: Julie Mashburn <julie.mashburn91@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:03 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Proposed Master Plan Update OBJECTIONS

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
‐Exceeding Point Loma’s 30‐foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts 
‐Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy 
‐The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
‐The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
‐The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
‐Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the 
existing adjacent residents. 
‐Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
‐Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: ‐Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht 
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
‐Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
‐Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
‐20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
‐“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
‐Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

Please Include in the Master Plan: 
‐Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
‐Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
‐Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
‐Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
‐Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility. 
‐Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
‐Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
‐Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 
‐Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

Sincerely, 
Julie Mashburn 
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From: Beverly K <michaelnbev@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Objection to Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to District 1, Shelter 
Isl and La Playa

 To Whom It May Concern: 
I have been a resident of the local beach communities of San Diego since 1972. I rented my first 
home in Loma Portal in 1973, lived in La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Mission Beach, and I once again have 
resided in Loma Portal the last 21 years. I returned because I love it. The Port wants to destroy what 
so many long-term residents love about where we live, and why we worked hard to be able to live 
here. This is not Coney Island. This is not the Atlantic City boardwalk. This is a different place, 
culture, component, lifestyle. Government bureaucrats do not understand that residents who live/work 
here deserve as much consideration as tourists who may spend a few days here, then go back home 
to wherever they happen to live. We live here every day. Our City is owned by taxpayers, not tourists. 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to 
Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
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 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of 

the bayfront. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native 

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
 
Sincerely, 
 

____Beverly___________________________           __Klose_____________________________ 
FIRST NAME                                                   LAST NAME 
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From: John Vawter <john@ediblesandiego.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 4:59 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Shelter Island - La Playa Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 
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John Vawter 
3643 Voltaire Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
619-886-6620 
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From: Karen <kmhayes2@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 8:21 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov;  ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; coniglio@portofsandiego.org; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Proposed Master Plan 

     To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as 
it relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

Karen M. Hayes 
Point Loma Resident 
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From: Kelly Knight <kellyknightesq@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:04 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Rebecca Harrington; Ann Moore; Marshall Merrifield; 

mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Randa Coniglio; Shaun Sumner; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; 
Sharon Cloward; Garry Bonelli; Dan Malcolm; Robert Valderrama; Rafael Castellanos; Jason Giffen

Subject: Master Plan re Shelter Island/La Playa

To All: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize

the impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht

Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the

design of the bay front.



2

 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were 
native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Kelly and Ryder Knight 

4262 Niagara Avenue, San Diego 92107 
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From: Manuel Torres <manueltorres@roundfeather.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:35 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
‐Exceeding Point Loma’s 30‐foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts 
‐Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current occupancy 
‐The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
‐The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
‐The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
‐Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the 
existing adjacent residents. 
‐Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
‐Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: ‐Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego Yacht 
Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
‐Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
‐Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
‐20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
‐“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
‐Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 

Please Include in the Master Plan: 
‐Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
‐Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
‐Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
‐Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
‐Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding businesses 
accessibility. 
‐Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use 
orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
‐Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
‐Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front. 
‐Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native to the area. Attract 
birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  

Sincerely, 

Manuel Torres 
Strategic Designer 
+54911 3821 9892
manueltorres@roundfeather.com 
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From: Meredith Pung <meredithpung@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 9:19 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: PMPU Feedback

Dear Port Staff & Commissioners: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts.  Please maintain
the current height limits that define the look and feel of our treasured beach
communities to preserve our ocean views and unique, picturesque townscape!

 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from
current occupancy

 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential

neighborhoods.  Residential neighborhoods are for RESIDENTS and do not need parking
structures.

 The removal of historic La Playa Piers.  These add to the charm and character of our
community built upon the marine industry.  Viva Tunatown!

 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize
the impact on the existing adjacent residents.  Please abide by the intent of our zoning laws
and keep visitors/tourism to their existing areas and allow residents to live in the
residential areas they treasure without the burden of transient tourism literally in their
backyard.

 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht

Club, San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club.
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island.  More paths around Shelter

Island are great -- please do not attract more visitors further south into our
overburdened Point Loma neighborhood.

 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado.  This is an

exciting development to connect various San Diego communities by water, but the
docks belong in an existing commercial area, not in our neighborhoods.
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 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits.   
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and 

surrounding businesses accessibility. 
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood.  These 
beaches do not have, nor can support, the infrastructure to serve as tourism draws to the 
area.  Point Loma already has the least amount of open space of almost any San Diego 
neighborhood -- these are our de facto neighborhood parks -- please keep them that 
way! 

 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the 

design of the bay front. 
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were 

native to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living 
shoreline”  

  
Sincerely, 
Meredith Pung 
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From: Michael Bokosky <michael.bokosky@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:34 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Cc: stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; 

Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert Valderrama; 
mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun Sumner

Subject: Comments on Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates to Planning 
District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 

 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30‐foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from current

occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor‐serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the impact on the

existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club, San Diego

Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 “Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 

 Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and surrounding

businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive recreational use

orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of the bay front.

Regards, 
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Michael Bokosky 
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From: Riley Davenport <rtdavenport@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Shelter Island & La Playa Master Plan Update

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it relates 
to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 
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Riley Davenport 
3643 Voltaire Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 
619-886-6620 
 
‐‐  
Riley Davenport 
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From: Tammy Taylor <sdparentingcoach@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:01 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon 

Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; Robert 
Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; Shaun 
Sumner

Subject: Point Loma - La Playa Master Plan Update Objections

 To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa. 

Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

In addition to the details above, my family has used the trail and beach for years, my children visiting for 
the first time when they were infants. They grew up being able to play safely in the water, and now enjoy 
running along the pathways. Such a beautiful and peaceful place, enjoyed by so many in our community. 
We are supposed to be protecting and saving the natural beauty on earth, not destroying it. 
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Sincerely, 
 

Tammy Taylor 
750 Albion Street 
SD, 92106 
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From: William Moody <wfm10@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:11 PM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port Master Plan Update!
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From: Cara Thome <caramthome@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:27 AM
To: Port Master Plan Update
Subject: Port development plan - Point Loma

To Whom It May Concern: 

My family and neighbors in La Playa are very concerned about the proposed master plan update for Shelter Island/La 

Playa.  

 Summary of Objections: 
 Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts
 Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from

current occupancy
 The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes
 The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods
 The removal of historic La Playa Piers
 Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the

impact on the existing adjacent residents.
 Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach
 Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: Silver Gate Yacht Club,

San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club
 Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements
 Additional transient anchorage/wharfage
 20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island
 Fixed/permanent “amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead
 Additional 70,000 sq ft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island

Please Include in the Master Plan 
 Continued support of our maritime industry-related businesses
 Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado
 Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, firepits
 Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island
 Maintain free off-street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and

surrounding businesses accessibility.
 Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive

recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood
 Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion
 Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of

the bayfront.
 Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native

to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”

Sincerely, 

Cara Thome 
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From: Eric <ericttucker@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:53 AM
To: Eric Tucker; Port Master Plan Update; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; 

Sharon Cloward; Rebecca Harrington; Garry Bonelli; Ann Moore; Dan Malcolm; Marshall Merrifield; 
Robert Valderrama; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos; Randa Coniglio; Jason Giffen; 
Shaun Sumner

Subject: Port master plan



From: Charlie Feng <charliefeng@roundfeather.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 12:26 PM 
To: ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov; stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov; Sharon Cloward 
<sharon@sdpta.com>; Rebecca Harrington <rharrington@portofsandiego.org>; Garry Bonelli 
<gbonelli@portofsandiego.org>; Ann Moore <amoore@portofsandiego.org>; Dan Malcolm 
<dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org>; Marshall Merrifield <mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org>; Robert 
Valderrama <rvalderr@portofsandiego.org>; mzuccet@portofsandiego.org; Rafael Castellanos 
<rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org>; Randa Coniglio <rconigli@portofsandiego.org>; Jason Giffen 
<jgiffen@portofsandiego.org>; Shaun Sumner <ssumner@portofsandiego.org> 
Subject: Email about our area 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
Please accept these objections to the Proposed Master Plan Update by the Port of San Diego as it 
relates to Planning District 1 Shelter Island/La Playa.  
  
Summary of Objections: 
-Exceeding Point Loma’s 30-foot height limit in District 1 and all subdistricts 
-Additional 1,600 rooms throughout Shelter Island East and West, a nearly 200% increase from 
current occupancy 
-The narrowing of Scott Street and Shelter Island Drive, with shared bike lanes 
-The addition of “mobility hubs” and/or parking structures in residential neighborhoods 
-The removal of historic La Playa Piers 
-Bayfront uses that focus on “visitor-serving” and “attracting visitors” but that fail to recognize the 
impact on the existing adjacent residents. 
-Public transit/water taxi service within La Playa basin or Kellogg beach 
-Any path around the shoreline and through the 3 Yacht Club in this district: -Silver Gate Yacht Club, 
San Diego Yacht Club, Southwestern Yacht Club 
-Any improvements that force existing property owners to pay for improvements 
-Additional transient anchorage/wharfage 
-20’ wide promenades connecting La Playa trail to Shelter Island 
-“Amenities” at the Talbot Street trailhead 
-Additional 70,000 sqft of retail and restaurant space on Shelter Island 
  
Please Include in the Master Plan: 
-Continued support of our maritime industry related businesses 
-Ideas about public water transit from Shelter Island to downtown/Coronado 
-Maintain open space along Shelter Island for communal usage, recreation, BBQ’s, fire pits 
-Support and maintain new boat launch/public access on Shelter Island 
-Maintain free off street parking to allow for employees that serve the maritime industry and 
surrounding businesses accessibility. 
-Maintain limited access to Kellogg and La Playa consistent with the isolated and low intensive 
recreational use orientation which is geared to serve the immediate neighborhood 
-Replenishment of sand at Kellogg Beach to prevent excessive shoreline erosion 
-Preserving Point Loma’s historic landscape to better connect Point Loma history with the design of 
the bay front. 
-Nurture the wetlands habitat around the La Playa basin and improve ecosystems that were native 
to the area. Attract birds, invertebrate and wetland vegetation. Possibly create a “living shoreline”  
 
Sincerely, 

mailto:charliefeng@roundfeather.com
mailto:charliefeng@roundfeather.com
mailto:ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:ryan.moroney@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:sharon@sdpta.com
mailto:sharon@sdpta.com
mailto:rharrington@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rharrington@portofsandiego.org
mailto:gbonelli@portofsandiego.org
mailto:gbonelli@portofsandiego.org
mailto:amoore@portofsandiego.org
mailto:amoore@portofsandiego.org
mailto:dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org
mailto:dmalcolm@portofsandiego.org
mailto:mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org
mailto:mmerrifield@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rvalderr@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rvalderr@portofsandiego.org
mailto:mzuccet@portofsandiego.org
mailto:mzuccet@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rcastellanos@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rconigli@portofsandiego.org
mailto:rconigli@portofsandiego.org
mailto:jgiffen@portofsandiego.org
mailto:jgiffen@portofsandiego.org
mailto:ssumner@portofsandiego.org
mailto:ssumner@portofsandiego.org


Yachu Feng 
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