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The uniqueness of Mission Bay Park lies in its aquatic setting. Fundamentally, the
Park was shaped out of the water and it remains focused upon it. It is deemed
essential, therefore that land use allocations in the Park be defined and arranged
so as to maximize public access and enjoyment of the water. (Ref. Page 36, of
Mission Bay Master Plan, https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/
mb_park_master_plan.pdf)
Mission Bay Park is the largest aquatic park of its kind in the country. It consists
of over 4,600 acres in roughly equal parts land and water with 27 miles of
shoreline. (Ref. Page 17 from a recent Coastal Commission staﬀ report: https://
documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2017/10/th20b/th20b-10-2017-report.pdf)
The Bahia Hotel in Mission Bay Park is currently processing a Lease
Amendment/Development Plan through the City of San Diego for an almost
complete demolition of all existing hotel facilities along with the construction of a
new hotel resort that will be nearly twice the size of the existing hotel.
Thousands of San Diegans and tourists have used the beach, grassy areas and
parking areas adjacent to the Bahia Hotel for generations for picnicking and
water recreation access. The project as designed will eliminate Gleason Road
and it’s 270 public parking spaces and extend the hotel lease boundaries to the
north and east sides of the existing hotel leaseholds. The redevelopment plan
will eliminate all eﬀective access for small water craft users and picnickers along
this approximately 1/3 mile section of Mission Bay Park. The first public notice
of this massive development proposal occurred approximately 72 hours prior to
the Mission Bay Park Committee Meeting of January 2, 2018 when the Park
Committee Agenda was published on its website. However, thanks to the
power of social media and the one person who found out about the posted
agenda, approximately 150 members of the public were alerted in time to attend
the meeting to voice their opposition to the plan. Unfortunately, despite
unanimous opposition from the public at the meeting, the Mission Bay Park
Committee voted 7-1 to approve the project. Two weeks later after another 72
hour notice on the City’s website, The City of San Diego’s Park and Recreation
Board voted unanimously to approve the project. The only remaining City
hearing is proposed to be the City Council’s which as yet has not been
scheduled, but which we have been told will occur “very soon”.
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The Bahia Hotel, Mission Bay Park Master Plan and the California Coastal
Commission: The Bahia Hotel is located on public trust lands (tidelands) within
Mission Bay Park and is one of several hotel leaseholds that is subject to both
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and the California Coastal Act. Gleason Road
which runs along the east and north sides of the hotel contains approximately
270 public parking spaces that are used by a variety of Park users for recreation
along the shoreline and accessing the waters of Mission Bay. In 1994 the City
included specific provisions in the draft Mission Bay Park Master Plan for the
future development of the Bahia Hotel which, if implemented, would have
eliminated Gleason Road and all public parking resulting in the loss of
accessible park use by picnickers, watercraft users and other recreational users
along the north and east sides of the hotel. Despite opposition from both the
Mission Bay Water Use Committee and the City Planning Commission at the
time, the City Council allowed those provisions to remain in the Master Plan that
was submitted to the California Coastal Commission for approval.
Here is the original language from the 1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan
pertaining to future development of the Bahia Hotel which would have
eliminated Gleason Road and associated public access uses (Ref. Page 46 and
47 from draft Mission Bay Park Master Plan which is included as an attachment
within the Coastal Commission’s 1996 Staﬀ Report: https://
documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/1996/11/F3a-11-1996.pdf ):
17. Bahia Hotel: 600-room resort hotel. In accordance with the objective of
intensifying existing leaseholds, the Bahia Hotel lease, at the lessee's option,
should be expanded towards the point of the peninsula, and shifted eastward to
the eastern curb of the existing parking. Such an expansion and shift could
potentially permit the addition of 120 hotel rooms to the complex, above and
beyond the current 484-room redevelopment plans. The following criteria
should guide the redevelopment of the Point:
•

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

•

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

•

Any loss of public parking resulting from a lease expansion and/or
relocation should be mitigated.
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•

If the Bahia Hotel is to expand into Bahia Point's public parking areas, the
lessee should be required to provide alternate means of carrying board
sailing equipment to the tip of the Point from a drop-oﬀ area at the
entrance of the leasehold.
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As can be seen on Figure 12 on the previous page, which was part of the
original 1994 Master Plan, almost all of Gleason Road was proposed to be
eliminated and the leasehold area was proposed to be extended all the way to
the eastern and northern curbs of Gleason Road. The only accommodation
made for the public as identified on Figure 12 appears to have involved the
retention of the public restroom, a bike path and a new hotel operated “windsurf
cart station” to assist windsurfers in “carting” their windsurfer equipment to the
Point where historical windsurfer access had been occurring.
1996 Coastal Commission Denial of City Request to Close Gleason Road:
In 1995 the City of San Diego submitted the Mission Bay Park Master Plan to
the California Coastal Commission for review and approval. Because all of
Mission Bay lies within the Commission’s “original jurisdiction” (public trust
tidelands) the Commission was required to determine if the Plan was consistent
with the California Coastal Act. As described above, the Master Plan included a
proposal to eliminate most of Gleason Road and thereby existing public access
opportunities along the north and east sides of the hotel. In November of 1996
the California Coastal Commission found the elimination of those features were
inconsistent with the Coastal Act and required that the Master Plan be revised to
include provisions to protect the Gleason Road, the parking, and the public
access needs of picnickers and small watercraft users along Gleason Road.
(Ref. https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/1997/2/Th16a-2-1997.pdf) The
Coastal Commission decision in 1996 specifically identified several adverse
impacts associated with the Hotel’s initial above-cited proposal:
In summary. although the plan represents a significant planning eﬀort on the
part of the City, and includes many worthwhile proposals and concepts, it is
not fully consistent with many of the cited access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act in its current form. The potential increase in the number of
guest rooms at the Bahia Hotel, and the future redevelopment of the De Anza
mobile home site with new guest accommodations, are supported in Section
30221 of the Act, which requires provision of adequate visitor-serving
commercial uses. However, because the City proposes to accommodate this
increase through expansion of the leasehold boundaries, such that a significant
amount of public parking is lost, the policies of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
addressing redevelopment of these areas are not fully consistent with the other
cited access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission.
therefore. finds the proposed Mission Bay Park Master Plan inconsistent
with the cited access and recreation policies of the Act. [emphasis added]
(Ref. Page 22 from the Coastal Commission Report cited above.)
Of greater concern is the proposed land expansion of the leasehold, which
would remove existing public parking and road access to the tip of Bahia
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Point, which is heavily used by sailboarders, windsurfers and sailers. The
most significant amenity needed for the continuance of such uses at this
location, in addition to favorable wind, wave and water quality conditions, is
vehicular access with close-in parking, since the equipment for these sports is
heavy and cumbersome. Sporting participants have testified (before the
Commission and in attached letters) that fewer and fewer places exist in Mission
Bay Park that provide all these factors (namely Santa Clara and Bahia Points).
Recent shoreline stabilization improvements on Santa Clara Point have rendered
much of the shoreline inaccessible now for small watercraft users, making Bahia
Point all that more critical to these recreationists. Although the required access
could likely be provided in the proposed future parklands in the South Shores/
Fiesta Island area, these locations do not provide the wind, wave and water
quality conditions necessary to the cited sports. Thus, it is only at Bahia Point
that the full range of needed amenities for these forms of recreational boating
occur. Therefore, the removal of the access road and parking at Bahia Point
is inconsistent with Section 30234 of the Coastal Act. [emphasis added]
(Ref. Page 28 from the Coastal Commission Report cited previously.)
After finding these elements of the Master Plan inconsistent with the Coastal
Act, the Coastal Commission went on to modify the Master Plan with specific
language protecting public use of Gleason Road and public use of the adjacent
parkland in order to find the Master Plan, as it relates to the future development
of the Bahia Hotel, consistent with the Coastal Act.
Here is the language from Pages 46-48 of the Commission approved and City
ratified Mission Bay Park Master Plan that is currently in use today including the
revised Figure 12:
17. Bahia Hotel: 600-room resort hotel. In accordance with the objective of
intensifying existing leaseholds, the Bahia Hotel lease, at the lessee's option,
should be expanded towards the point of the peninsula, no further than the
south curb of the north parking area, and shifted eastward in some areas. Such
an expansion and shift could potentially permit the addition o f 120 hotel rooms
to the complex, above and beyond the current 484-room redevelopment plans.
The following criteria should guide the precise redevelopment plan for Bahia
Point:
•

The demand to maintain public parking shall be a priority of any
redevelopment plan. Any net loss of public parking resulting from a lease
expansion and/or relocation shall be mitigated by increasing parking lot
capacity at Bonita Cove, Ventura Cove and if necessary, other areas in the
western half of Mission Bay.
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•

On site parking for all hotel employees and guests within the hotel's
leasehold shall be provided.

•

Nothing in this plan shall be construed to allow development or the closure
of public rights-of-way in a manner inconsistent with statutory or
constitutional law.

•

Access needs for small water craft users and the use of traditional picnic
areas along the eastern shoreline shall be preserved as part of the specific
redevelopment plan.

•

An adequate public use zone should be maintained in accordance with the
Design Guidelines taking into account the narrowness of the peninsula.

•

A 10-foot wide continuous pedestrian and bicycle access around Bahia
Point shall be made part of any redevelopment eﬀort of the Bahia Hotel in
accordance with the Design Guidelines.

•

A minimum 20-foot grass strip along the eastern side of the peninsula shall
remain.

•

To mitigate the loss of any lawn area at Bahia Point, a minimum 20-foot
wide grass strip shall replace beach along the length of Ventura Cove,
adjacent to the parking lot, for approximately 400 feet. In addition, an
approximate 50-foot by 100-foot lawn area for bocce ball and other
recreational uses shall be added north of the entrance to the Ventura Cove
parking lot, adjacent to the beach.

•

A seasonal accessible-walkway-for-all shall be installed at Ventura Cove to
the beach and the Bahia Hotel's expansion plan shall comply with
the.Americans with Disabilities Act.

•

Any other public facilities, including all public parking removed from Bahia
Point, shall be fully mitigated in the vicinity of Bahia Point at the time of, or
prior to, redevelopment.
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In adopting the above-cited revisions to the Mission Bay Master Plan, the
Coastal Commission intent was clearly the preservation of public access to and
along Gleason Road. Bullet Point 3 above can only be referring to Gleason
Road when it states: Nothing in this plan shall be construed to allow
development or the closure of public rights-of-way in a manner inconsistent with
statutory or constitutional law. In addition, Bullet Point 4 is clearly designed to
protect and preserve existing public access users along Gleason Road: Access
needs for small water craft users and the use of traditional picnic areas along the
eastern shoreline shall be preserved as part of the specific redevelopment plan.
Finally, the Coastal Commission approved version of Figure 12 on the previous
page clearly demonstrates that Gleason Road is to be retained, in stark contrast
to the draft Master Plan Figure 12 (on page 3 of this document) in which
Gleason Road is mostly eliminated. For some reason, in the design of the
current development plan, both the City and the Hotel owner have chosen to
ignore these sections of the Master Plan. However, it is important to
acknowledge that the nearly 25-year old Mission Bay Park Master Plan is a
guidance document not an implementation plan and, as such, none of the
development suggestions are mandatory. While the Master Plan is used for
guidance, the California Coastal Act is the standard of review for new
development within Mission Bay. Therefore, any decision on retention of
Gleason Road and its associated parking will ultimately be decided by the
Coastal Commission.
Adverse Public Access Impacts. In removing Gleason Road along the east
and north sides of the hotel, public access and use of the grassy areas, sandy
beach and waters of Mission Bay will be dramatically reduced and/or eliminated
over what currently exists along this approximately 1/3 mile section of public
beachfront. Currently picnickers are able to easily carry heavy tent canopies
and coolers onto the adjacent grassy areas. This section of Mission Bay has
been historically used by generations of families, particularly San Diego’s ItalianAmerican Community. In 1966, the Los Angeles Times called the beach “San
Diego’s Italian Riviera”. (Ref. http://keepmissionbaypublic.org/media/
KMBP_WEST_Magazine_Article.pdf) In addition, this section of beachfront is
valued by small water craft users because it enables them to carry heavy and/or
unwieldy equipment from their vehicles in a safe and secure manner to the
water. (See photos attached to this report.)
As identified at the Coastal Commission hearings in 1996, this section of
Mission Bay Park has historically been used for family picnics and to launch
sunfish sailboats, windsurfer boards and kayaks. Since 1996, the use of the
beach area along Gleason Road has dramatically increased with the advent of
newly invented water craft; Stand-up paddle boards, one-person outrigger
canoes, surf skis and technologically improved kayaks. These represent new
and expanded use of Gleason Road and its adjacent beach areas which was not
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anticipated when the Mission Bay Park Master Plan was approved in 1996.
Instead of reducing accessible aquatic use areas within Mission Bay Park, the
City should be expanding use areas within the Park so as to accommodate
these increasing popular uses, especially in areas close to the Pacific Ocean.
Why is Gleason Road a unique location for users? Many of the small water
craft (outrigger canoes, paddle boards, surf skis) cited above are designed to be
used and enjoyed in the ocean. Accessing the ocean for most of these water
craft users requires paddling out through the Mission Bay Channel which is
approximately 1 mile south of the Bahia Hotel. Gleason Road represents the
closest and safest location for small water craft access to the ocean from within
Mission Bay Park because of available parking adjacent to the water and the
sandy beach that leads to the water. All other shoreline areas from the Bahia
Hotel to the Pacific Ocean are lined with rock rip-rap and in the areas that do not
contain rip-rap, the waters are designated as swim zones where water craft are
prohibited from entering. For general picnic users and fishermen, Gleason Road
represents a safe and easy access area for families, especially families with
handicapped members. A large number of handicapped parking spaces (6-8 )
are located north of the existing restroom at Gleason Road which provides easy
access to a large section of sandy beach. This section of beach is also used by
fishermen, particularly older fishermen as well as children, because it is one of
the few sandy beach fishing areas within Mission Bay. Most other shoreline
fishing areas within Mission Bay occur on rock riprap which is not particularly
safe for older, handicapped or very young fishermen.
Privatization of Bahia Point. Based on the site and landscape plans submitted
by the developer (see attached Exhibits 1 and 2), it is readily apparent that the
hotel is attempting to maximize the privatization of Bahia Point to the exclusion
of the public. The hotel is expanding it’s leasehold resulting in the loss of 28,735
sq. ft. of usable public park area primarily by moving the leasehold north and
east toward the grassy areas along Gleason Road. As part of the “amenities”
the hotel is proposing, a 10-ft. wide bike/pedestrian path to circle the perimeter
of the hotel leasehold. However, in examining the proposed landscape plan, the
proposed “public” bike/pedestrian path will be integrated into the hotel’s
walkways/paths such that it will appear to be part of the hotel facility and no
longer a public park. In addition, with the proposed removal of the existing
public restroom near the north end of Bahia Point (along with Gleason Road) the
entire north and east side of the hotel will appear to be hotel property which will
inhibit public access. As an example of how privatization and/or the
appearance of privatization aﬀects public access to the shoreline, here are two
photographs of the public beach fronting the west side of the Bahia Hotel over
Memorial Day weekend:
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May 27, 2018 at 1:16 p.m.

Memorial Day 2018 at 2:07 p.m.
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Now compare those photographs to the extensive public use that occurs along
the east side of the Bahia along Gleason Road:

May 27, 2018 at 1:33 p.m.

Memorial Day 2018 at 3:12 p.m.
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Another concern with the hotel’s attempt to privatize this area concerns sea
level rise. The beach areas surrounding the private leasehold areas will be
subject to tides and sea level rise, and therefore, the beach is anticipated to
shrink over time. Instead of pushing new development toward the shoreline,
new development should be setback from the mean high tide line at a suﬃcient
distance to accommodate sea level rise so as to provide for the long-term public
use of the adjacent public parkland.
Current Bahia Redevelopment Process and Lack of Public Review. In April
of 2016, nearly 20 years after adoption of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, the
Bahia Hotel submitted a Lease Amendment/Development Plan to the City of San
Diego. The development plan involves the near complete demolition of the
existing development site with the exception of two buildings that currently
exceed the City’s coastal height limit of 30 feet. The new development is
proposed to nearly double the number of rooms from 315 to 600 units. In
addition, nearly all of Gleason Road is proposed to be removed along with its
associated 270 parking spaces. The current proposed development plan
appears to be exactly the same development plan the Coastal Commission
denied in 1996 as it relates to Gleason Road, its associated 270 parking spaces
and its adverse impacts to public access. (Compare Bahia Redevelopment Plan
attached as Exhibit 2 and Coastal Commission denied Figure 12 plan on page 3
of this report.)
At the time of the Commission’s approval of the Master Plan, the City provided
the Coastal Commission a copy of the “Administrative Regulations for the
Mission Bay Park Lease Review Process”. (Ref. http://
keepmissionbaypublic.org/media/KMBP_MB_Lease_Review_Process.pdf)
These regulations pertained to all new development or redevelopment of
leaseholds within Mission Bay Park. William Evans, the hotel owner, makes
reference to this same “Administrative Regulations” document in his application
to the City dated April 11, 2016. If the City were to follow these very detailed
regulations, the major development plan represented by the current Bahia
proposal would require review by the Planning Department (including
environmental review per CEQA), Property Department, Mission Bay Park
Committee, Facilities Committee, Park and Recreation Board, San Diego
Planning Commission, PF & R Committee, City Council and then Coastal
Commission.
In addition, former City Council member and Coastal Commissioner Byron Wear
assured the Coastal Commission at its January 1997 hearing that the public
would be aﬀorded “many” opportunities to voice their concerns regarding the
future development of the Bahia hotel, its impacts and consistency with the
Master Plan, before going back to the Coastal Commission for approval:
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Prior to any future development at Bahia Point, the people of San Diego will have
many opportunities to voice their thoughts and ideas regarding the project and
its impact on the community. The City’s Real Estate Assets Division, the
Developmental Services Department’s Early Assistance Division, the Mission Bay
Park Committee, the Design Review Committee, the Park and Recreation Board,
the Planning Commission, the Natural Resources and Culture Committee, and
the San Diego City Council will all have a role in reviewing the hotel’s expansion
plans before this matter returns to the Coastal Commission (Ref.
http://keepmissionbaypublic.org/media/KMBP_Byron_Wear_Letter.pdf).
Although all these public review processes were supposed to occur at the City
level as promised in 1996, the City, in consultation with the owner of the Bahia
Hotel, has decided to ignore those assurances and is processing the hotel
redevelopment in an expedited fashion as a mere “lease amendment” subject
only to a vote from the City Council to approve or deny the lease amendment
request. The only other “public review” were the two advisory approvals already
given by the Mission Bay Park Committee and City Park and Recreation Board
neither of which have discretionary power to revise the project and neither of
which produced City staﬀ reports for public review. Essentially the City and the
applicant have deliberatively decided to bypass several of the “required” or
promised City discretionary reviews (Design Review Committee, Natural
Resource and Culture Committee and City Planning Commission) where the
public would be able to review the development proposal and suggest changes.
And, unlike the pending redevelopments of Fiesta Island and De Anza Cove
within Mission Bay Park, there are no public workshops being provided for the
Bahia Hotel redevelopment. There are not even public notice signs posted at
the hotel or within Mission Bay Park advising the public of a pending
development. Hundreds of citizens wrote letters and contacted City and
Coastal Commission staﬀ in 1995 and 1996 voicing their opposition to the Bahia
Development plans and large numbers of organizations spoke in opposition at
the Coastal Hearings. At no time has the City or the applicant contacted those
individuals or groups to invite them to review or comment on the current project
although copies of those hundreds of letters are readily available online or in the
local files of the California Coastal Commission (Ref. https://
documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/1996/11/F3a-11-1996.pdf). Although the
public has not been invited to review the project in an open, timely and fair
process, City Council members, Mission Bay Park Committee and Park and
Recreation Board members apparently have. According to the San Diego
Reader, the applicant spent $19,000 in 2017 lobbying the City for the proposed
“Bahia Hotel Expansion” plan (Ref. https://www.sandiegoreader.com/news/
2018/feb/21/radar-lobbying-industry-posted-record-2017/).
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In addition to expediting this
development through the City as a mere lease amendment and thereby avoiding
public involvement, the City is also limiting public review through the required
CEQA process. As described previously, the redevelopment of the Bahia Hotel
represents a massive development involving the near total demolition of all
onsite structures, removal of a public road and associated parking and
expansion of leasehold area on public park land. As part of it’s proposed
mitigation for the expansion of the hotel and loss of public parking spaces, the
hotel is also proposing the construction of a 3 story above-grade and 1/2 level
below-grade 710 space parking structure. In addition, the developer is
proposing to grade up to 5,000 sq. ft. of public sandy beach at Ventura Cove in
order to create bocce ball courts. As the lead agency, the City has decided that
the only CEQA review needed for this massive development is an “addendum”
to the 24-year old EIR for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The addendum to
EIR process does not adequately address the impacts of the current
development plan based on current environmental conditions or require public
involvement and is essentially an in-house review by the City. None of the
formal stakeholders who commented or were involved in the original 1994 EIR
are notified or invited to participate as part of this addendum process. If the
City had instead decided to do a Supplemental EIR or a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the proposed project, the City would have been required under
CEQA to involve each of those stakeholders. In addition, because it is an
addendum, the City does not have to perform an alternatives analysis wherein
alternatives to the project design could be proposed or examined.
The 1994 EIR for Mission Bay Park, a very old and outdated document, contains
very little detail concerning future redevelopment of the Bahia Hotel. In fact, the
1994 EIR only reviewed the draft Mission Bay Park Master Plan, not the revised
plan approved by the Commission and ratified by the City. The 1994 EIR had no
mention of the current project and could not have because the project was only
designed in 2016. The proposed project involves the demolition of nearly all
structures, closure of a public road, grading of the hotel site, construction of 4
level parking structure and the construction of up to 600 hotel units. Aside from
a site plan on a single 11” x 17” piece of paper and general text describing the
development, the proposed Lease Amendment/Development Plan does not
include project plans such as structural drawings, engineering calculations,
grading plans, topographical elevations, etc. In addition, the application does
not include any analysis of potential hazardous wastes or soils that may
currently exist on the site or may be involved with grading activities involved
with the construction of new structures including the 4-level parking structure.
The site plan does not show the current mean high tide line elevation and the
distance of the proposed structures from that line or take into consideration the
eﬀects of sea level rise on the width of the public beach. And finally, the project
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does not include any analysis of the impacts of the proposed grading of the
public beach (5,000 sq. ft.) and removal of trees and grassy areas outside of the
leasehold within the public park. The proposed development will result in
potentially significant adverse impacts to the environment and to public access
within Mission Bay Park and should not go forward until after full and adequate
CEQA review.
As described before, the addendum process to an EIR does not require public
participation and does not even provide for the notification to the stakeholders
who were actively involved in review of the original 1994 EIR. This means that
the California Coastal Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Army
Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Sierra Club, San Diego Audubon Association, San Diego
Wind Surfing Association and 100+ other organizations and individuals who
reviewed or commented on the original EIR have no ability to participate in any
meaningful way in the CEQA review process of this development plan.
With little or no detailed information about the potential adverse impacts
associated with the hotel’s demolition and reconstruction, the City through its
choice of the “addendum” process has predetermined that the massive
development poses no threat to the environmental resources of Mission Bay
Park and has assumed the site specific project impacts were reviewed as part of
the draft Mission Beach Park Master Plan of 1994 which is not the case. Along
with the lease amendment process, choosing to use the addendum to the 1994
EIR process is a deliberate act by the City to avoid public input and review of
site specific impacts so as to expedite the massive redevelopment of the Bahia
Hotel.
What Process Should the City Follow? In April of 2016 the owner of the Bahia
Hotel submitted a request for a Lease Amendment/Development Plan to the City
that included all of the previously described elements. Instead of expediting the
plan through the Real Estate Assets Department which avoids public
involvement, the City should be processing the application as described in the
“Administrative Regulations for the Mission Bay Park Lease Review Process”
referenced in the previous section of this report which allows for substantial
public review and comment. In addition, before the project is scheduled for City
Council approval, the City should open up their review process to the public with
workshops, Planning Commission, Design Review Committee and City Council
Committee hearings such as was suggested by former City Council Member
and Coastal Commissioner Byron Wear in 1997. In addition to these available
procedures, there is another relatively new process available to the City which,
once again, the City has chosen to ignore. City Council Policy 600-33 which
was adopted on January 28, 2016, created a series of very specific procedures
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for reviewing major developments that are proposed within City parks. It
includes extensive public notice requirements, posting of signage at the
development site, a series of public workshops and the approval of a General
Development Plan (GDP).
City Council Policy 600-33 identifies that:
The purpose of this Council Policy is to establish guidelines to assure the public
has adequate advance notification and opportunity to participate in the input
process of Projects. It is intended that the process be administratively eﬃcient,
structurally predictable, and result in timely public input. This Council Policy
applies to all entities performing proposed improvements to the City’s park
facilities (Ref. http://docs.sandiego.gov/councilpolicies/cpd_600-33.pdf).
The Bahia Hotel Development represents a major development within Mission
Bay Park and the development project includes significant improvements to the
“City’s park facilities” including the removal of Gleason Road (which the City
identifies as a “park road”), the removal of 270 parking spaces, the removal of
an existing park restroom and the construction of a new restroom at a diﬀerent
location, the construction of 3 new asphalt public parking lot areas that impact
existing recreation available grassy areas and the installation of 5,000 sq. ft. of
lawn area in place of sandy beach area in order to construct a bocce ball court
facility at Ventura Cove. There is little doubt that the Bahia Hotel development
project qualifies for review pursuant to Council Policy 600-33. However, the City
has decided for unknown reasons not to process these substantial park
improvements via Council Policy 600-33 and instead have them approved via
the lease amendment “process”.
In addition, as previously described, the Lease Amendment/Development Plan
request lacks adequate information to determine the potential adverse
environmental impacts of the development on the resources of Mission Bay
Park. The City should require, at a minimum, a detailed analysis of the site
including a soils analysis and a grading plan with current topographic elevations
so that the impacts of the demolition and grading of the site on the environment
can be adequately determined. Without this minimum information it is diﬃcult to
understand how the City can adequately perform the required CEQA review of
the development. In addition to those public review opportunities, full public
notice of the pending development should be provided in the form of signage at
the development site and other areas of Mission Bay Park throughout the review
process pursuant to City Council Policy 600-33. Finally, the City should perform
a detailed analysis of existing and historical public use of the public parkland
adjacent to Gleason Road. It is only by verifying the existing and recent use
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along Gleason Road that the impacts to the public resulting from this
development request can be adequately identified, protected or mitigated.
Lease Amendment Process. The City should delay approval of the Lease
Amendment until after both the City and Coastal Commission have reviewed
and approved a specific redevelopment plan for the Bahia Hotel. The current
Lease Amendment request is very specific in identifying the new proposed
leasehold boundaries based on their proposed new metes and bounds. As can
be seen on the proposed development site plan (Exhibit 2 to this report), the
lease is proposed to extend north and east resulting in the removal of Gleason
Road and public parkland. While the Mission Bay Park Master Plan applies to
the subject development, it is only a general guidance document and not the
standard of review for Coastal Commission approval. The Coastal Act is the
standard of review for the proposed Bahia Hotel development plan and, based
on the Coastal Commission actions in 1996 relating to the closure of Gleason
Road, there is a very good possibility that the Coastal Commission will reject
most, if not all, of the proposed extension of development areas particularly as it
relates to Gleason Road. The California Coastal Act also prohibits new
development being located where it will be threatened by erosion over its
lifetime. (Ref. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.) In addition, since the Mission
Bay Park Master Plan was approved by the Coastal Commission in 1996, the
issue of sea level rise has become a major concern as it relates to new
developments located near the shoreline. The Coastal Commission recently
approved guidelines on how to address sea level rise which will apply to the
Bahia Hotel’s current development plan (Ref. https://www.coastal.ca.gov/
climate/slrguidance.html). As a result of Coastal Act requirements and the
recently adopted guidelines addressing the impacts of sea level rise, there is a
very good possibility that the applicant will be unsuccessful in getting approval
for locating new structures seaward of the existing locations. In any case, it is
very likely after Coastal Commission review, the applicant will be required to
process another costly and time-consuming Lease Amendment request through
the City that conforms to the final Coastal Commission approved development
plan. For these reasons, the City should postpone approval of a new lease
amendment until after final action by the Coastal Commission.
Summary: The Bahia Hotel is proposing a significant redevelopment plan that
will have serious adverse impacts to public recreation use and the environment
of Mission Bay Park, our country’s largest aquatic park. The City is currently
reviewing this massive development through the Lease Amendment process
which does not allow for public participation. The City has the authority to use
multiple public review processes that can assure full public review and
participation including public workshops and multiple discretionary public
hearings. In addition, through it’s required application of CEQA, the City has the
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ability to perform a more thorough environmental assessment of the
development than is currently proposed. The City should rethink its approach
and open the process up for public participation and comment. An open and
more thorough review will not only benefit the public, but will also enable the
hotel operator an opportunity to redesign the hotel in ways that benefits
everyone.

(Attached exhibits and photographs)
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Landscape Plan

EXHIBIT 1

EXHIBIT 2

One-person outrigger canoes and surf
skis along east side of Gleason Rd.

Paddleboards along east side of
Gleason Road.

Kayaks along north side of Gleason
Road.

Sunfish sailboat access along the north
side of Gleason Road

