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I. Introduction 

The City of San Diego conducted the fifth meeting of the De Anza Revitalization 
Plan Ad-hoc Committee on Thursday, June 16, 2016 at Mission Bay High School on 
Grand Avenue. The Ad-hoc Committee met from 6 to 8 p.m. The purpose of the 
meeting was to provide an overview of the activities conducted at the Community 
Workshop No.2, conduct a similar group design activity with the Ad-Hoc 
Committee as was done at Workshop No.2, provide an update on the program 
prioritization counts from the workshop and online survey results, explain the 
process for the future creation of design alternatives, and conduct a program 
prioritization dot exercise with the public.  In addition to the project team and Ad-
Hoc Committee members present (Addendum A), approximately 84 community 
members also attended the meeting.  

Click the link below for the meeting agenda.  

Agenda 
 

II. Format 

The meeting was facilitated by Joan Isaacson (one of the project team consultants), 
Randy Jackson (PlaceWorks), and Glen Schmidt (Schmidt Design Group) and called 
to order by the Committee Chair, Paul Robinson, at 6:00 p.m.   

Joan provided an overview of the agenda and explained the next steps for 
developing design alternatives with the Ad-Hoc Committee. Glen and Randy then 
provided an overview of the activities conducted at the workshop. In particular, 
they presented the results and findings of the program prioritization activity 
including the top 5 major themes that were voted on by the public through the 
workshop and the online activity. Glen and Randy then discussed the major 
themes from the group design activity and case study survey results in detail.  

The Committee then participated in the group design activity, which mirrored the 
design charrette conducted at Community Workshop #2 (Addendum B). The 
Committee was broken into three groups and given 30 minutes to finish the 
exercise. While the Ad-Hoc Committee conducted the design activity, the public 
attendees participated in a sticker prioritization activity with the remaining 
programs that were not in the top 5 major themes (Addendum C).  

Both the Ad-Hoc Committee activity and the public dot exercise activity ended at 
the same time. Each of the three Ad-Hoc Committee groups then reported out and 
presented their design. Randy and Glen then explained the future timeline and 
process for development of the Revitalization Plan design alternatives in greater 
detail, and provided “Key Questions” and parameters for the Ad-Hoc Committee to 
consider when looking at the information collected thus far. The meeting 
concluded with a public comment period.  

 

file://Tpcws033/projdatap/COSD-02.0/05_Public%20Outreach/Ad-Hoc%20Committee/Meeting%20No.%205/Agenda_Ad-HocCommitteeMtgNo.5_06092016.pdf
file://Tpcws033/projdatap/COSD-02.0/05_Public%20Outreach/Ad-Hoc%20Committee/Meeting%20No.%205/Agenda_Ad-HocCommitteeMtgNo.5_06092016.pdf


   

3 
 

III. Discussion and Input 

As part of the discussion on the feedback received from the Community Workshop 
activities, Ad-Hoc Committee meetings, and online activity, the consultant team 
provided an overview of the program prioritization counts and general overview of 
online activity responses that have been received thus far. The facilitators then 
explained the Design Alternative activity to the Ad-Hoc Committee and the dot 
activity for the public. The facilitators explained that the purpose of the exercise 
was to gauge what the next most important activities are to the public from the 
remaining programs on the list. Below is a summary of the public questions and 
project team comments, prior to the start of the activity: 

Questions from the Public 
• Where are the more specific uses, such as an arcade? 

 That level of detail will not be determined in this process. 
• Why are the top 5 and the remaining programs in order? 

 The programs are in no particular order. 
• Why are we doing this exercise? 

 We didn’t have enough info to provide three alternatives and so the 
consultant team wanted to gather more feedback.  

• Who is going to pay for this? 
 We will address that at a later time. 

• Has everything done so far looked at the Mission Bay Park Master Plan? 
 Yes. 

• Why are we considering non-/motorized water recreation? 
 Cut out non-/motorized so it is just water recreation. 

Following the discussion about the design alternatives process and prioritization 
dot exercise, the three Ad-Hoc Committee groups presented their design 
alternatives. Below is a general summary of their designs: 

Group #1 

• Presented by Karen Zirk 
• Had questions regarding wetlands, the amount of area that will become 

wetlands within existing Campland 
• Looked at prevailing winds for water restoration (water stays in the back bay 

for up to 20 days) 
• Car free peninsula – blew away parking because “parks are for people not 

cars” 

Group #2 

• Presented by Vicki Granowitz 
• Lots of play areas, extended beach, and tent camping 
• Top Golf 
• Needs to incorporate all sports facilities 
• Vendor opportunities 
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• Passive recreation consists of beach, open space, etc. 
• Wanted to be able to accommodate rising sea level 

Group #3 

• Presented by Lisa Lind 
• Expressed a balance of uses 
• Had environmentally sensitive uses at the south, recreational in the middle, 

and economy-driving uses in the north 
• Wants to incorporate channel 
• Want trails and public access 
• RV to tents – decrease intensity from north to south 
• Want to shrink or eliminate golf 

The Ad-hoc Committee finished presenting their designs and Randy followed up 
with closing remarks about the future process for drafting design alternatives. He 
also explained that a new online activity will be posted on the website, which 
mirrors the prioritization dot exercise for the remaining programs and alternatives 
that were not in the top 5. Randy and Glen went on to present key questions to the 
Ad-hoc Committee and Parameters for Developing Draft Alternatives.  

Key Questions asked by the Project Team: 

• Does the list reflect an appropriate list of uses? 
• Does it include everything that needs to be on it? Are there others that 

should be added? 
• Can we take any uses off this list that are provided elsewhere in Mission Bay? 

Parameters for Developing Draft Alternatives: 

• Alignment with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Vision 
• Feasibility-physical opportunities and constraints 
• Guiding Principles 
• Distinctly different 
• Consultant team design expertise 

After explaining the thinking behind key questions and parameters for future 
alternatives consideration, the discussion was opened to the Ad-hoc Committee for 
questions and input on the data that has been collected so far and how it will 
impact the alternatives. 

Committee Questions 

• Were people able to take the survey more than once or was there a way of 
knowing who took each survey? 

o We can look at their IP address and only counted one vote for a 
program if there were multiple selections of the same program, 
within the same survey 

• How are we going to be able to address feasibility of these ideas? 
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o We have engineers working on the project that will address those 
concerns when we have developed alternatives 

Comments 

• It is easy to gain support for things online. De Anza should be for the people, 
and we should think about Fiesta Island when considering uses for De Anza 

• There are uses on the list that may not be for De Anza 
• Excellent opportunity, driving down the I-5, we need something iconic that 

would let people know it is there 
• No matter what uses we consider we need to think about the larger context 

of Mission Bay 
• Mission Bay is a place where people go in the water, so water is critical 
• Need to provide more photos and ideas of water activities 
• Rose Creek needs more room to breathe 
• Neighbors surrounding Mission Bay do not have good access, it is unsafe, 

and needs an entrance for pedestrians and bikes off Grand.  
• We need to consider the population growth as a result of the Balboa Station 

Joan closed the Ad-hoc Committee comments and questions session and explained 
the “Next Steps” which is the timeline for the remainder of the alternatives 
development process. After discussion of the “Next Steps”, Paul Robinson opened the 
public comment period. He explained that because the meeting was ahead of 
schedule, speakers were allowed 3 minutes to speak. Speaker input cards from those 
who spoke at the meeting are included in Addendum D, Input Cards, below.   

Public Comments/Questions 

• Natural habitat has many uses, for example recreation and preservation (which 
would be a legal requirement for Kendall Frost). How will this be 
accommodated? 

• How can we pay for this project? The schedule is wrong. 
• What is the game plan for taking on alternatives to what is going on in ReWild? 

We need habitat retention, recreation, and economic opportunities. How will 
we bring two parallel processes together? 

• Where can I get the Mission Bay Park Master Plan? 
o Available online.  

Comment 

 
• There are no camping opportunities in San Diego, but Campland provides 

many opportunities. There are too many “cant’s” in the world.  
• Waterfront is where the money is. That is where memories are worth 2.5 million 

a year 
• Everyone wants the prime waterfront property. Campland has been a great 

tenant.  
• There are problems with Top Golf including late night lights and noise. The 

existing golf course would lose 500k annually. The golf course should not be 
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changed because it would be too expensive and we should have someone else 
come in and pay for renovations.  

• We could have been planning this project for 4 years. Boat ramp will be 
eliminated because it takes up swim and park space. A lot of pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities will be coming in, thus, there needs to be village style 
amenities. Also an aquatic center and swimming facility on vacation island. 

• “Campland Cares” program for at risk youth, serves as a drop-in center and 
provides food. Also lets kids in program use Campland for a night. 

• Mission Bay Park Master Plan water quality + environment = recreation and 
environment. Standards to protect our health are not being met and no 
planning will solve all the water quality issues.  

• Dunes used to be main habitat at De Anza. They are fun to visit, good for 
restoration. Should also consider channels that run north-south instead of east-
west. Other desires include ponds in golf course should clean water, consider 
mini golf, and include a hostel.  

• Most native habitat around De Anza is now deep water (from 1,500 acres to 40 
acres of coastal salt marsh). ReWild should be incorporated into this plan. 

• Enhance water quality in Mission Bay by bringing the creek through the Golf 
and ball fields. Also want skate park, off-leash dog area, and new childrens pool. 

• Boat and Ski Club offers clubs, non-profits that cannot compete with SeaWorld 
at South Bay. Wants a community multi-use facility. 

• Campland is like Disneyland in San Diego. 
• Pacific Beach project follows the states land trust, it is able to gain money and is 

going to start next week. 
• Top priority is safety and improving water quality/uses. 
• Timing for on leash use 

 
Joan closed out the public comment period at 8:00 p.m. and reminded the meeting 
attendees that the prioritization dot activity will be online for a week.   
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Addendum A 
 
Project Team Members in Attendance  
PlaceWorks – Lead Consultant   
 Randy Jackson 
 Scott Ashlock 
 Michael Paul 
 Marc-Thomas Cordova 
 
Katz & Associates  
 Joan Isaacson  
 Emily Wolfsohn 
 
Schmidt Design Group 
 Glen Schmidt  
 
City Staff  
 Robin Shifflet  
   
 
Subcommittee Members in Attendance 
Chris Olson  Pacific Beach Planning Group 
Cindy Hedgecock Mission Bay Park Committee 
Darlene Walter Mission Bay Park Committee 
Jim Greene  Mission Bay Park Committee 
Karin Zirk  Rose Creek Watershed Alliance 
Lisa Lind  American Planning Association, San Diego Section 
Namara Mercer Mission Bay Lessees Association 
Paul Robinson Mission Bay Park Committee 
Rebecca Schwartz San Diego Audubon 
Vicki Granowitz Park and Recreation Board 
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Addendum B 
Ad-Hoc Committee Designs 



Ad-Hoc Design Exercise 
Version 1

TABLE 1



Ad-Hoc Design Exercise 
Version 2

TABLE 2



Ad-Hoc Design Exercise 
Version 3

TABLE 3
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Addendum C 
Program Prioritization Activity 

  



Ad-Hoc Meeting 5: 
Programming Preferences

* The term “Non-motorized” was removed due to a request made during the Ad-Hoc meeting (#5) to allow for the row to indicate general water uses

*

*



Other

• Passive picnicking and recreation open space

• Ecological visitor center with community meeting rooms

• Large adventure play area for children (and adults)

• Off leash dog park

• Community garden

• Sports fields  

• Sandy beaches / swimming in bay

• Grass or sand volleyball

• Games such as bocce / horseshoes

• Promenade

• Accommodate non-motorized water recreation* 

• Skateboard park

• Facilities to accommodate fishing

• Facilities to promote Ecotourism

• Day use RV parking

• Boat ramp and trailer parking

• Performance venue or amphitheater 

• Tennis facility  

• Vendor leasing for creative activities such as climbing or creative play

• Food vendor(s)

• Retail concessions (Snacks / convenience) vendor(s) 

• Boat slips 

• Public competitive size swimming pool/aquatic center

• Non-motorized water recreation rentals*

* The term “Non-motorized” was removed due to a request made during the Ad-Hoc meeting (#5) to allow for the row to indicate general water uses

Highest Priorities

 Expand and restore native habitat

Golf course

Guest Housing: (RV camping, overnight cabins or similar, low scale hotel/eco-lodge/conference center)

 Restaurant

Safely accommodate walking, running and bicycling activities

   

Potential Programming Uses/Amenities List 

Counts from Ad-Hoc Meeting #5 

 24 

 23

 17

   8

   7

 12

 31

   7

   8

   6

 20

   6

   4

 13

   6

 11

 13

 20

   6

   2

   4

 28

 21

 22
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Addendum D 
Input Cards 
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