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I. Introduction 

The City of San Diego conducted the sixth meeting of the De Anza Revitalization 
Plan Ad-hoc Committee on Thursday, June 29, 2017 at Mission Bay High School on 
Grand Avenue. The Ad-hoc Committee met from 6 to 7 p.m. The purpose of the 
meeting was to provide an overview of the input received on the three Draft 
Concept Alternatives, present the two Refined Draft Concept Alternatives and 
solicit feedback regarding the Refined Draft Concept during a focused Ad-hoc 
Committee member discussion.  In addition to the project team and Ad-hoc 
Committee members present (Addendum A), approximately 230 community 
members also attended the meeting. 

Click the links below for the meeting agenda and presentation.  

Agenda  
Presentation 
 
 

II. Format 

The meeting was called to order by the Ad-hoc Committee Chair, Paul Robinson, at 
approximately 6:00 p.m and was facilitated by Robin Shifflet, City of San Diego-
Planning Department, Project Manager.   

 
After presenting the agenda, Robin Shifflet provided an overview of the meeting 
purpose and goals, a review of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Goals and Guiding 
Principles, and a general project overview and update.  Following Robin’s 
comments, a summary of the public input received from Community Workshop #3 
and online activities on the three Draft Concept Alternatives was presented by 
Brooke Peterson (PlaceWorks). Alyssa Muto, City of San Diego Planning Deputy 
Director then presented the approach used to guide developed of the Refined 
Draft Concept Alternatives. A detailed overview of the Refined Draft Concept 
Alternatives followed, provided by Glen Schmidt (Schmidt Design Group).  

At the conclusion of the presentation, Robin Shifflet guided the Committee 
through a focused discussion on the Refined Draft Concept Alternatives regarding 
consistency with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and Guiding Principles and 
other feedback. Ad-hoc Committee comments were captured on a flip chart by a 
note taker. After all members provided their comments, Committee Chair Paul 
Robinson recommended the Ad-hoc Committee make a motion to select one 
Alternative to submit to the Mission Bay Park Committee.  City staff reminded the 
Ad-hoc Committee that a motion was not required. Ad-hoc Committee member 
Cindy Hedgecock made a motion to vote to submit Alternative 2 with the Ad-hoc 
Committee’s comments as shared during the focused discussion to the Mission Bay 
Park Committee. The motion passed 10 – 0 with one abstention. Paul Robinson 
adjourned the meeting at approximately 7 p.m.   
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A Community Open House was hosted directly after the Ad-hoc Committee 
Meeting in the High School’s cafeteria. Attendees had the opportunity to review 
the Refined Draft Concept Alternatives at information stations and ask questions 
directly to project team members as well as provide written comments. The 
Community open House took place from 7 – 8 p.m.  

 

III. Discussion and Input 

Following the project team’s presentation, Ad-hoc Committee members 
participated in a focused group discussion. Each Ad-hoc Committee member took 
a turn providing there input and answering the questions, “How do the Refined 
Draft Alternatives best meet the goals of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and 
align with the project’s Guiding Principles and feedback received from the public?” 
Below is a summary of the Ad-hoc Committee’s comments and questions during 
the discussion.  

 

“Which draft alternative most closely aligns with the Guiding Principles and 
goals of the Mission Bay Master Plan?” 

Habitat / Wetlands 

 The habitat areas in both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are well designed to 
provide public interaction and educational opportunities (location, 
circulation-elevated boardwalk, etc.). The habitat area in Alternative 2 
provides more interesting circulation between the island and the site. The 
island also provides better tidewater circulation and unique features, along 
with its quality natural area. Also, it is completely separated from the more 
active portion of the site. In Alternative 1, additional habitat could be added 
where the tennis courts are currently planned. The tennis courts could be 
relocated east of the ball fields. Additional habitat could be applied to 
Alternative 2 by increasing the habitat area along the golf course adjacent to 
Rose Creek. [D.O.] 

 I like Alternative 2 better, it is more natural. [V.G.] 
 There should be an educational component of the habitat area other than 

the overlook, people should know why it’s there and have the opportunity to 
learn about Mission Bay. There were also good improvements addressing 
tidal flow. [D.W.] 

 I like Alternative 2 for the tidal flow. Although I do have concerns, like what is 
the cost to maintain and develop the plans? What is the outlook going to 
look like? Will it obstruct views? [J.G.] 

 I applaud the City for defining the Campland site as restored wetlands so 
Rose Creek connects with the Kendall Frost Marsh. Currently, wetlands only 
account for 2% of Mission Bay, and both alternatives will only increase 
wetland area to 3%. The expanded natural habitat is an improvement, but 
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the City has always prioritized recreation over species and habitat 
preservation. But, we implore the City to reconsider its land use priorities and 
shortsighted view of Mission Bay, and to shift its view to habitat protection. It 
would be better for water quality, sea level rise and public education. We 
need to restore 200 acres of natural habitat today in order to provide 
restoration need over a meaningful planning horizon of 75 years. We 
understand that it is a difficult decision, as it means moving the golf course. 
The Mission Bay Park Master Plan was drafted in 1994 and didn’t take into 
account sea level rise, but did include language that would make future 
planning flexible to new needs. We live in a new era and we need to change. 
We disagree with the land use decisions and can’t support either alternative. 
Alternative 2, although, is the better faith effort to take natural habitat into 
account and we do support parts of Alternative 1, like the addition of the 
barranca. What you have tried to do here is to satisfy the most amount of 
people. But this is not a popularity contest. We really need to keep the 
highest interest of the natural habitat and the entire region a priority. [R.S-L.] 

 Alternative 2 is better in terms in habitat and water quality. I would like a 
comparison between the data of the two alternatives to demonstrate which 
one is more beneficial to habitat and water quality. [C.O.] 

 

Guest Housing 

 Guest housing in both alternatives are in good locations and do not conflict 
with other site uses. The interior of the guest housing area will be important, 
especially the perimeter where it will be interacting with the habitat area. 
That transition will be important in the next phase of the design. [D.O.] 

 The guest housing seems to have followed the public opinion and what the 
Ad-hoc Committee had asked for. [C.O] 

 The Kendall Frost Marsh expansion cuts into Campland, so the alternatives 
need to demonstrate what low-cost guest housing does to balance out the 
loss of Campland. [C.H.] 

Golf Course / Practice Green / Driving Range 

 The golf course and its amenities fit well in both alternatives. There are slight 
differences, but there is enough flexibility that they would work with the 
final location of the ball fields and tennis courts. This brings into the 
discussion of joint use – Mission Bay High School is adjacent to this location 
and they have both ball fields and tennis courts. [D.O.] 

 There should be a few more picnic areas for day use. [D.W.] 
 A lot of the groups I reached out to want to eliminate the golf course, but 

some were in favor of maintaining it. In the data you showed there was more 
opposition to the golf course than support. [C.O.] 

Barranca 
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 The barranca and water quality basins are well integrated into the site and look 
like natural amenities – not engineered. [D.O./V.G./D.W.] 

 

Parking and Circulation (Bike / Pedestrian Path & Boardwalks) 

 Both plans have located activities that are not in conflict with each other 
most of the time. The circulation in both alternatives works well. However, in 
Alternative 1, pedestrian, bicycle, automobile circulation and parking goes 
deeper into the site and does come into some conflict, but that is due to the 
location of the restaurant. That is probably the ideal location for that 
restaurant, but there is a tradeoff. In Alternative 2, the location of the 
restaurant is not that bad and there is less intrusion in the automobile 
circulation. The parking area is sufficient and it doesn’t seem to be taking up 
too much space, the ingress and egress works okay. I suggest to look into a 
shuttle or driverless system. [D.O.] 

 But, what I like best is that parking is kept out of the primary area, in the 
outer boot, where there are pedestrians. However, I am concerned there is 
not enough handicap parking, especially for peak days. As we get older, 
there will be a need for increased handicap parking. Some type of 
reservation system or shuttle service needs to be set up for parking. Parking 
will not be sufficient as it is proposed, people will be driving around and 
around during peak times. From my experience with Balboa Park, internal 
parking does not work. Electric shuttles can be implemented and mitigate 
concerns regarding carbon emissions. [V.G.] 

 Also, Alternative 2 may need more parking to accommodate the needs of 
small children and those with ADA issues. The possibility to use shuttles to 
make up for the lack of parking might raise concerns about increasing the 
carbon footprint. [N.M.] 

 The pedestrian and bike paths in Alternative 2 provide a peaceful and 
natural way to enjoy the area. It also has habitat and nature recreational 
opportunities. I like the pedestrian underpass in Alternative 1 as it segments 
Campland from beach opportunities. [M.R.] 

 The circulation is good. [C.O.]  

 

Ball/Sports Fields 

 Good use of community uses on the north. [D.W.] 
 The tennis and ball fields are less than what was requested, and there are no 

soccer fields even though it was asked for. [C.O.] 
 

Tennis Courts 

 As the area is right next to natural habitat, the lighting for the tennis courts 
should face the inside of the road to minimize impact. [D.W.] 
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Water Quality 

 Water quality should be much improved with baranca and channel in Alt. 2 
[D.O.] 

 Waterflow, runoff filtration, and sediment control are being addressed. 
[D.O./J.G./M.W.] 

 

Restaurants 

 Preference for the island how it is now, with no restaurant. [V.G.] 
 Restaurants should be a good revenue generator [D.O] 

 

Open Green 

 The open green space, natural recreational area, expanded beach area, 
snack shack/restroom, adventure paly are and boat rentals and dock area in 
both alternatives work well along with the iconic boardwalk, iconic overlook 
and interpretive nature overlook. Additional open green spaces need to be 
considered in both alternatives – there’s an opportunity next to the guest 
housing, on the east side.  In Alternative 1, the sand volleyball courts do not 
seem to fit where they are located, that area should be restudied. [D.O.] 

 

Sand Volleyball 

 Sand volleyball needs better representation. It needs 2-3 acres for 20 courts. 
[C.O.] 

 

Revenue Generation 

 Both alternatives have revenue sources to support activities: the golf course 
with its amenities, guest housing, boat rental, the restaurant and the snack 
shack. The iconic overlook could also be turned into an income source. Also, 
we should consider using the habitat area as an income source by leasing a 
portion of the area to an educational institution or research entity. Adding 
an amphitheater would generate income and provide a great entertainment 
venue.  [D.O.] 

 I like the non-motorized boat rentals, as that area gets “smaller” during the 
summer. [D.W.] 

 I like how much income will come in for Alternative 1, as it might cost less 
than Alternative 2 due the tidal flow improvements in Alternative 2. [J.G.] 

 I have concerns about the costs of Alternative 2. [N.M.] 
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 Alternative 2 is preferred as it does a good job addressing the comments 
received at the previous workshop. It has balanced uses and fiscal 
opportunities. [M.R.] 

 The Mission Bay Park Committee is the overseer of the revenue balance of 
the park as a whole. So, I’m concerned about revenue generation as there 
will be an increase in the maintenance costs because the pedestrian 
walkways will generate more trash and the need for bathroom facilities. The 
restaurant might be able to mitigate the increase in maintenance costs. The 
golf course is a negative revenue source for the City as it loses money.  [C.H.] 

 The Mission Bay Fund Committee is concerned with revenue generating 
opportunities. We want to make sure that the area will be revenue neutral or 
generate revenue and not be a drain. [P.R.] 

 

Other 

 I like the idea of an amphitheater. [D.O./VG] 
 The alternative is also missing a community garden, skate park and aquatic 

park.  [C.H.] 
 The alternatives are missing the iconic waterpark and public art.  I think the 

area could be so beautiful, but I don’t see the designs demonstrating more 
beautiful attractions. [C.0.] 

 Should include a community garden [C.O.] 
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Addendum A 
 
Project Team Members in Attendance  
PlaceWorks – Lead Consultant  
 Brooke Peterson  
 Scott Ashlock 
 Alex Reyes 
 Trevor Kennedy 
 Matt Gelbman 
  
 
Katz & Associates 
 Natalia Hentschel  
 Marissa Twite  
 Emily Wolfsohn 
   
 
Schmidt Design Group 
 Glen Schmidt  
 Todd Schechinger 
 Lindsay DeCeault 
 
City Staff  
 Robin Shifflet  
 Alyssa Muto 
 Herman Parker 
 Craig Hooker 
 Clark Taylor 
   
 
Committee Members in Attendance 
Chris Olson   Pacific Beach Planning Group 
Cindy Hedgecock  Mission Bay Park Committee 
Darlene Walter  Mission Bay Park Committee 
Dennis Otsuji               Parks and Recreation  
Jim Greene   Mission Bay Park Committee 
Madison Roberts          American Planning Association, San Diego Section 
Namara Mercer  Mission Bay Lessees Association 
Paul Robinson              Mission Bay Park Committee 
Rebecca Schwartz Lesberg   San Diego Audubon 
Vicki Granowitz  At-Large  
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Addendum B 
Member Comments Submitted in Hard Copy at the 

Meeting 
 
(Dennis Otsuji / Darlene Walter) 
 










