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SUBJECT: Sea World Master Plan Update. SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE, 
MISSION BAY PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE/LOCAL COAST AL 
PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT, and PROGRESS GUIDE AND 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT to allow an increase of the height limit on the 
existing 189.4-acre SeaWorld leasehold from 30 feet to a maximum of 160 feet, in 
order to implement the approved Sea World Initiative, Proposition D. The 
Sea World Master Plan Update proposes locations within the theme park area 
where taller structures could be developed with exhibits, rides, or shows as well as 
an extensive renovation of the front gate area. One particular area is designated for 
development as a "Splash-Down" ride. Other structures within the Sea World 
leasehold but outside the theme park proposed to exceed 30 feet in height would 
include a hotel, an Educational Facility, the Special Events Center expansion, and 
a parking structure. The project also proposes expansion of the Sea World Marina 
(formerly "Perez Cove" Marina) and would allow for additional future 
redevelopment throughout the leasehold. The project site is located on Sea World 
Drive, east of Ingraham Street and West Mission Bay Drive, and on the southern 
edge of Mission Bay Park. It lies within the Mission Bay Park Master Plan area 
and the Coastal Zone (a Coastal Development Permit from the Coastal 
Commission would be required for this project). Applicant: Sea World, Inc. 

Subsequent to the public review period for this document and prior to its finalization, 
revisions have been made in the text which are highlighted in a strikeout (to delete) and 
underline (to add) format. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

The proposed project would allow an increase in the height limit on the existing 189.4-acre 
Sea World leasehold from 30 feet to a maximum of 160 feet, in order to implement the approved 
Sea World Initiative, Proposition D. Proposition D was approved by the electorate of the City of 
San Diego in November of 1998. The project would also amend the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update/and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Progress Guide and General Plan to 
eliminate inconsistencies regarding implementation of Proposition D. To accomplish this the 
Sea World Master Plan Update would divide proposed development within the leasehold into the 
five following development areas: 

• Area 1: Sea World Theme Park - Area 1 would consist of 87.7 acres of the 189.4-acre 
leasehold and would include the Special Events Center and Educational Facility. 
Approximately 25% of the 87.7 acres would include structures exceeding 30 feet in 
height: 13.1 acres (15%) between 30 and 60 feet, 6.1 acres (7%) between 60 and 90 
feet, 1.8 acres (2%) between 90 and 130 feet, and 0.88 acres (1 %) between 130 and 160 
feet; 
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• Area 2: Guest Parking - Area 2 would consist of 63.5 acres of land to include the 
Guest Parking area and the main parking lot. Construction of a parking structure up to 
45 feet in height would be proposed for this area; 

• Area 3: Administration and Support - Area 3 would consist of 8.5 acres of land. No 
new projects would be proposed for this area; 

• Area 4: Sea World Marina - Area 4 would consist of 1 acre of land and 10 acres of 
open water area. An expansion of the marina boat slips would be proposed for this 
area; and 

• Area 5: Perez Cove Shoreline - Area 5 would consist of 11.4 acres of land and would 
include the site proposed for a hotel with a maximum height of 90 feet. 

In addition, the Sea World Master Plan Update proposes a "tiered" development schedule. Tier 1 
projects would be areas of new development or park renovations that would be processed 
concurrently with the Master Plan Update, or shortly after final approval of the Master Plan 
Update, such as the "Splash-Down" ride and front gate renovation. Tier 2 projects would be 
candidates for redevelopment (renovated or expanded), with site-specific proposals to be made 
over the life of the Master Plan Update (approximately 20 years out). These projects may include 
aquariums, special-effects theaters, pelagic fish exhibits, playgrounds and live performance 
venues. There would also be long-term Special Projects which would be conceptual 
development proposals that have been identified for particular sites within Area 2 (a parking 
garage), Area 4 (Sea World Marina expansion), and Area 5 (hotel expansion). Similar to Tier 2 
projects, special projects would not be constructed for many years. 

The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update and related actions require a Process 5 approval by 
the City Council following a recommendation by the City's Planning Commission. Subsequent 
to City Council approval, the project requires review and approval by the California Coastal 
Commission. In addition, future proposals for site-specific projects on the Sea World leasehold 
would require varying levels of approval by both the City of San Diego and the California 
Coastal Commission. 

Significant Unmitigated Impacts 

Adoption of the proposed project could potentially contribute to direct environmental impacts 
associated with land use, neighborhood character/aesthetics, light. glare and shading, 
transportation and circulation, water quality, biological resources, ~. geology/soils, .ail: 
quality, energy and water conservation. This project could potentially contribute to cumulative 
impacts associated with land use, neighborhood character/aesthetics (visual quality), and 
transportation and circulation. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT 
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

The proposed Tier 1 projects, Tier 2 future projects, and the future hotel project would represent 
an inconsistency with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines for building 
height and massing in terms of land use. A reduction of land use compatibility and policy 
impacts would be achieved through implementation of activity-specific mitigation measures 
associated with transportation/circulation, biological resources, and neighborhood 
characteristics/aesthetics. Mitigation in the form of approval of the Mission Bay Park Master 
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Sea World Master Plan Update 

ERRATA 
SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

FINAL EIR 

Errata 

The following provide minor revisions to the Sea World Master Plan Update Final EIR that 
correct several minor errors. Each erratum is first identified by its location in the Final EIR, 
followed by the revision shown in strikeout/underline. 

Volume I, of the Final EJR, page RTC-82 

1-52 Implementation of the Sea World Master Plan Update will not result in a significant impact on waste and landfi ll facilit ies. 
Although Sea World's waste generation will increase over time, this growth already was contemplated and approved in the 
1985 Sea World Master Plan and Environmental Impact Report, RQD No. 84-0160, SCH #84030708, dated February 
1985 attached as Appendix C-I Ji (1985 Master Plan). That 1985 Master Plan projected that Sea World ultimately wou ld 
serve 4 million visitors. Any increased waste generation contemplated by the 1985 Master Plan would not be a significant 
impact caused by the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. Full build out of the 1985 Master Plan is the baseline for 
determining whether the Sea World Master Plan Update would have significant impacts. Benton v. Board of Supervisors 
(1991) 226 Cal. App. 3d 1467. The Draft EIR projects SeaWorld's attendance would reach 4.4 million. There is no 
evidence to indicate this difference from the 1985 Master Plan would have a significant impact on waste and landfill 
facil ities than what was contemplated in the 1985 Master Plan. 

Furthermore, Sea World has an award-winning recycling program that has been recognized by the City of San Diego in 
seven of the past eight years, as the Recycler of the Year recipient. This award is given to a select few organizations that 
maintain notable recycling programs that significantly reduce the amount of waste sent to city landfills. Also, Sea World 
has been recognized as the State of California Waste Reduction Awards Programs (WRAP) recipient as one of the top 
recyclers in the state on six occasions. Since the inception of their current recycling program in 1992, Sea World has 
recycled over 15.25 million pounds of recyclables through the end of 2000. This is equivalent to the preservation of over 
25, 160 cubic yards of landfill space at our local landfill. See Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR Response to Comments. 

Final EIR, page 4. 4-44 

CMP Freeway Segments 

The project would not have a significant impact on the following freeway segments under the 
near term (2005) condition~-;-

1.Northbound I 5, n01ih of Sea World Drive; and 

l.Southbound I 5, north of Sea World Drive. 

Final EIR, page 4. 4-49, Significant Unmitigated Impacts 

Significant project impacts were calculated at-for the northbound and southbound mainline 
freeway segment ofl-5 north and south of Sea World Drive for the Buildout (2020) traffic 
analysis. These significant impacts are considered unmitigable due the excessive costs to widen 
I-5. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update Errata 
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Plan Update/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Amendment and General Plan Amendment, 
which are proposed as part of this project, would lessen or avoid the impacts related to 
inconsistencies with adopted plans and policies, but some significant impacts would remain. 
Approval of the No Project Alternative or Combination Alternative would, however, reduce this 
these impacts. to below a level of significance as discussed below. 

The project would result in significant neighborhood character/aesthetics (visual quality) 
impacts, both direct and cumulative, due to the height and mass of proposed and future projects. 
The project would allow structure heights of up to 160 feet, where the previous limit was 30 feet 
(except for the Sea World Tower which is 320 feet). Mitigation in the form of complying with 
the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update landscape buffer and bulk plane setbacks, as well as 
adhering to the Sea World Master Plan Update Design Guidelines (regulating landscaping, 
lighting, signs, and architectural guidelines) would lessen the impact, but not to below a level of 
significance. Approval of the No Project Alternative and the Combination Alternative would, 
however, reduce this impact to below a level of significance as discussed below. 

The project would result in significant unmitigable transportation and circulation impacts, both 
direct and cumulative. The proposed project would result in an increase of 15,300 average daily 
traffic (ADT) by the year 2020 during summer weekdays (summer is the busy season for 
Sea World), including improvements to the theme park and the construction of the hotel. Traffic 
generated by the project would result in significant unmitigable transportation and circulation 
impacts to the following freeway segment in the year 2020: 

Interstate 5, north and south of Sea World Drive (Caltrans jurisdiction) (cumulative) 

Traffic generated by the project would result in potentially significant unmitigable transportation 
and circulation impacts to the following off-site street seginents and intersections in the year 
2020 should two City Capital Improvement Projects .(CIP.s.} projects not be fully funded (see 
"Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program Incorporated into the Project" for more details): 

Street Segments 
Sea World Drive, between Sea World Way and Interstate 5 (direct and cumulative) 
West Mission Bay Drive, between Interstate 8 and Sea World Drive (direct and 

cumulative) 
Intersections 

Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 interchange (direct and cumulative) 
Pacific Highway/Sea World Drive intersection (direct and cumulative) 
Interstate 8 westbound off-ramp at West Mission Bay Drive (direct and 

cumulative) 
Freeway Segments 

Interstate 5, north of Sea World Drive (cumulative) 
Liter state 5 south of SeaWorld Drive (cumulative) 

Freeway Ramps 
Interstate 8 eastbound on-ramp at West Mission Bay Drive (direct and 

cumulative) 
Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 northbound on-ramp (cumulative) 
Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 southbound on-ramp (cumulative) 

Approval of the No Project Alternative or the Combination Alternative may, however, lessen 
these impacts to below a level of significance as discussed below. 
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Alternatives that would avoid and/or reduce significant direct and cumulative impacts are 
as follows: 

No Project Alternative: The No Project Alternative would result in development on the 
Sea World leasehold that is currently allowed under the existing adopted Sea World Master- Plan. 
This includes development of the unbuilt 300-room hotel and 200-slip marina expansion. 
Furthermore, redevelopment would continue on the leasehold in conformance with the existing 
30-foot height limit. The significant impacts that may be avoided with this alternative include 
land use, transportation and circulation, light, glare and shading, neighborhood 
character/aesthetics (visual quality), water quality, biology as it pertains to potential raptor 
perching opportunities, and noise. Other issue impacts are either not significant or could occur 
under the existing Sea World Master Plan. 

More Regulated Alternative: This alternative would preclude the rental of Personal Water Craft 
(PWC) on the leasehold powered by two-cycle engines. Therefore, instead of six PWC's, two 
boat mooring slips would be provided. This alternative would also limit development of three 
Tier 2 development areas to 160 feet high and three for shows and two for exhibits. Fireworks 
would remain the same as existing levels. Significant impacts to water quality and visual quality 
would be lessened with the More Regulated Alternative, but not to below a level of significance. 

Enhanced Public Access Alternative: This alternative would entail a revised site plan that would 
accommodate pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic along the entire water frontage of the Sea World 
leasehold. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a 50-foot-wide public access corridor 
along the waters edge. However, in cases where waterfront access is limited, such as the 
Sea World leasehold, the minimum allowed by the Plan is a 17-foot-wide paved boardwalk that 
would accommodate both pedestrians and bicycles with a one-foot separation between them. 
Given the existing Sea World facilities located adjacent to the waters edge, this alternative is 
based on the minimum 17-foot-wide paved boardwalk. Implementation of this alternative would 
require major alterations and relocations of much of the existing and proposed facilities on the 
leasehold. Significant impacts would be no different overall than under the proposed project. 
The extensive cost to implement this alternative, and the compromise it would pose to the 
success of the Sea World operation, would make this project alternative infeasible. 

No Hotel and Marina Alternative: This alternative assumes that the proposed 650-room hotel 
and marina expansion would not occur as part of the proposed project. This alternative would 
lessen or avoid significant visual impacts associated onl.)'. with the hotel expansion and biological 
resources from the marina expansion to eelgrass beds in Perez Cove. Impacts to traffic, both 
direct and cumulative, may be lessened but not to below a level of significance. 

Underground Parking Garage Alternative: This alternative is examined in order to address 
potential visual impacts associated with the proposed above ground, parking garage structure. 
However, it was found that there would not be any significant neighborhood character/aesthetics 
impacts of the project due to its limited visibility from offsite locations. Nonetheless, to 
underground the parking garage would result in significant design engineering constraints 
because of high ground water table on the project site. Undergrounding the parking garage 
would require permanent dewatering and discharge into Mission Bay (which would in turn 
require a discharge permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and treatment of the 
groundwater effluent). These major engineering and regulatory constraints to undergrounding 
the garage would either make this facility unbuildable or pose a major cost to the project 
applicant. This alternative would not lessen any identified significant impacts and would result 
in significant water quality impacts. 
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No Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet High Alternative: This alternative is primarily 
designed to address potential visual impacts associated with a future hotel, which the proposed 
Master Plan Update would allow up to 90 feet in height. The future parking structure would also 
be allowed to reach 45 feet in height in the Update. Since the existing Sea World Master Plan 
allows for a hotel with 300 rooms with a 30-foot-height limit, this alternative assumes a 
maximum of 300 hotel rooms. This alternative would reduce the height of the parking garage 
from 45 to 30 feet and assumes that the garage footprint would remain the same, and therefore, 
the number of parking spaces would be reduced by about one-third. 

Reducing the height of the future hotel from up to 90 feet to 30 feet would lessen the visual 
impacts of the Sea World Master Plan Update. However, visual impacts are still considered 
significant with this alternative because of other components of the Master Plan proposed in Area 
1, Theme Park that would result in a significant visual impact. Reducing the parking garage 
from 45 feet to 30 would lessen visual impacts as well, but not to below a level of significance. 

Less Visually Intrusive Alternative: This alternative is designed to lessen significant visual 
quality impacts associated with the proposed project through more restrictive design guidelines 
that focus on maximum bulk for various heights of future structures and restrictions on the 
maximum heights of future structures from visually sensitive areas. The elements of this 
alternative require future structures to be 75 percent transparent above 60 feet in height. It also 
limits the height of structures at the eastern end of the theme park to 100 feet since views to this 
part of the park from the east are openly visible. Overall, this alternative would lessen visual 
impacts, but not to below a level of significance. 

Combination Alternative: This alternative is based on some elements of the foregoing 
alternatives to address a variety of environmental issues raised by commentators on the Notice of 
Preparation. The Combination Alternative would limit future structures to no more than 30 feet 
in height, and no new amusement type rides or hotel would be proposed. It would include 
enhanced public access along the waterfront and require Sea World to focus future attraction 
development on marine education and conservation. 

Elements of this alternative are addressed above in other project alternatives. No future 
structures that would be higher than 30 feet is addressed in the No Project Alternative and the No 
Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet Alternative. No hotel as part of the Master Plan Update 
is addressed in the No Hotel and Marina Alternative. Enhanced public access along the 
waterfront is addressed in the Enhanced Public Access Alternative. Finally, the focus of future 
attraction development on marine education would not address any particular environmental 
issue. Overall, this alternative may would lessen or avoid significant impacts to 
transportation/circulation and visual quality, respectively. 

Project approval will require the decision-maker to make Findings, substantiated in the record, 
which state that: a) individual mitigation measures or project alternatives are infeasible, .iilld b) 
the overall project is acceptable despite significant impacts because of specific overriding 
considerations. 
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MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO 
THE PROJECT: 

In an effort to reduce or avoid those impacts identified as potentially significant with 
implementation of the proposed project to below a level of significance, the following mi6gation 
measures have been incorporated into the Sea World Master Plan Update. Due to the general 
nature of the Update, however, additional environmental review may be required as incremental 
development occurs for site-specific projects over time. Additional mitigation measures with a 
higher degree of specificity could be required. Moreover, impacts caused by implementation of 
the Master Plan Update are considered significant and not fully mitigated at this time until these 
or more specific mitigation measures are developed and carried out. 

Land Use: Mitigation in the form of approval of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
Amendment and General Plan Amendment, which are proposed as part this project, would 
pa1tially or fully mitigate the impacts related to inconsistencies with adopted plans and policies. 
Additional mitigation measures for land use impacts are addressed in the related issues areas 
(including Biological Resources, Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics, Transportation and 
Circulation). 

Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics: To partially mitigate visual quality impacts related to the 
construction of structures over 30 feet, the applicant would prepare and implement a site plan for 
each individual project. These site plans would comply with the Sea World Master Plan Update 
landscape buffer and bulk plan setbacks. They would also adhere to the Master Plan Update 
Design Guidelines that pertain to landscaping, lighting, signs, and architectural guideline&. 

Transportation and Circulation: Significant, but mitigable impacts have been identified in the 
year 2005, for both roadway segments (unless option l)b) is selected) and intersections. Traffic 
mitigation measures would be implemented based on key thresholds, which are to be monitored 
annually by Sea World with the report submitted to the City Environmental Review Manager for 
review beginning one year after the date of the issuance of the first building permit. When the 
thresholds are reached, the mitigation measures would be implemented. These measures include: 

1) one of the following measures: 

a) Sea World would widen Sea World Drive to six lanes between Interstate 5 and 
SeaWorld Way; or 

b) Sea World would contribute fair-share cost to a CIP for widening of Sea World 
Drive if the City of San Diego has formed one for combined improvements to 
Sea World Drive and its interchange with Interstate 5 (Sea World's contribution 
would be 44% of the cost of widening Sea World Drive). If this form of 
mitigation is selected, the short-term impacts of Sea World on Sea World Drive 
may not be fully mitigated due to the fact that full funding for the CIP may be 
delayed or never achieved; 

2) Sea World would coordinate traffic signals on Sea World Drive from Friars Road to the 
Interstate 5 northbound ramp and construct a 400-foot extension of the eastbound right
tum lane on Sea World Drive at the southbound Interstate 5 on-ramp (Sea World would 
contribute 100% of the cost); 
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3) Sea World would provide San Diego Police Department Special Events Traffic Officers 
at the Interstate 5/SeaWorld Drive interchange during busy days to override the traffic 
signals and respond to traffic conditions, if the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) concurs; 

4) Sea World would provide vehicle lane management during busy times on Perez Cove 
Way entrance gates to maximize vehicle storage as well as help visitors waiting in line 
to determine which lanes are open or lines shorter; and 

5) Sea World would distribute promotional/directional material to employees and repeat 
patrons that would promote Interstate 8 or Ingraham Street as alternate routes to 
SeaWorld. 

Significant, but mitigable impacts have also been identified in the year 2020, for both roadway 
segments and intersections. Traffic mitigation measures would be implemented based on key 
thresholds as stated above, and assuming the widening of both Sea World Drive (under 2005 
mitigation) and West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street (a 
Capital Improvement Project, CIP 52-643) to six lanes is complete. The mitigation measures for 
the year 2020 project impacts would include: 

1) Sea World would reconfigure the Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way intersection to 
remove the split east/west signal phasing, by combining the westbound through 
movement with the right-tum movement to create dual left-tum lanes and a shared 
through/right-turn lane. The only pedestrian crossing across Ingraham Street should 
remain on the north side of the intersection (Sea World would contribute 100% of the 
cost); 

2) Sea World would contribute fair-share cost to improve the Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 
interchange. These improvements would be included in a City-initiated CIP which 
would cover the widening of Sea World Drive between Sea World Way and Interstate 5, 
and improvements to the interchange at Interstate 5. Because the CIP project may not 
fully funded, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 
interchange are considered unmitigable. SeaWorld's cost participation would be as 
follows: 1-5 northbound on- and off-ramps improvements (29%); 1-5 southbound on
ramp storage improvements (27%); and 1-5 northbound on-ramp storage improvements 
(50%); 

3) Sea World would contribute fair-share cost to reconstruct the Sea World Drive/Pacific 
Highway intersection to provide additional lanes of through and right turn traffic on 
Sea World Drive. This would be accomplished through shared lanes and widening of 
Sea World Drive (Sea World would contribute 36% of the cost). As Sea World is only 
obligated to pay for a portion of the improvement and no funding source exists for the 
balance of the cost, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the Sea World Drive/Pacific 
Highway intersection are considered unmitigated; 

4) Sea World would reconstruct the Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway intersection to 
provide northbound lane addition which shall be carried through the intersection to the 
Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 southbound on-ramp intersection. The lane addition would 
start about 300 feet south of Pacific Highway and ends as a right turn lane at the 
southbound Interstate 5 on-ramp (Sea World would contribute 100% of the cost.); 
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5) Sea World would contribute fair-share cost to add a third, westbound right-tum lane to 
the westbound off-ramp of Interstate 8 should West Mission Bay Drive bridge be 
widened to six lanes (Sea World would contribute 28% of the cost). This improvement 
would only be appropriate should the West Mission Bay Drive bridge be widened to six 
lanes. As these improvements would only be constructed if CIP 52-643 is funded and 
implemented, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the westbound Interstate 8 off
ramp are considered unmitigated; and 

6) Sea World would contribute fair-share cost to widening the West Mission Bay Drive 
bridge to six lanes and widen southbound West Mission Bay Drive to three lanes 
between the bridge and the eastbound Interstate 8 on-ramp (Sea World's contribt1tion 
would be 47%). These improvements would be included in the City's CIP No. 52-643. 
Should this CIP not be fully funded or implemented, Sea World's long-term impact on 
West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and Interstate 8, as well as the 
Interstate 8 eastbound on-ramp, would be unmitigated because it is infeasible for 
Sea World to bear the full cost of these improvements. 

Significant, mitigable impacts related to parking have been identified. A parking monitoring 
program would be implemented, and when deemed necessary, one or more of the following 
improvements would be implemented: 

1) pave the existing unpaved guest overflow parking area located in the southwest comer 
of Area 2; 

2) implement off-site parking or shuttle/MTDB transit options; and/or 
3) construct the planned parking structure. 

Water Quality: Due to Sea World's existing surface runoff controls and Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), no significant impacts were identified as a result of existing operations. In 
addition, the existing treatment of aquaria water, facility irrigation, wash down, and stonn water 
as provided in Sea World's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Pe1mit results in no 
identified significant impacts due to discharge of the treated water into Mission Bay. 

Water quality impacts that could result from the operational impacts associated with the 
expanded marina would be the same types as under the current operation and would included the 
potential release of pollutants, including fuel, oil, grease, bacteria, heavy metals, and litter. 
These potential impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance by installing an 
automatic shut-off on fuel pumps; regular inspection of the sanitary pump-out; and prohibition of 
boat hull paint removal and repainting in the marina area. 

Water quality impacts that could result from future exhibits would include aquarium water, hose 
down of animal areas, landscaping, and pedestrian traffic. In order to mitigate potentially 
significant impacts, within two years of the approval of the Master Plan Update by the California 
Coastal Commission, Sea World would install catch basin inserts or filters to capture oil and 
grease in runoff at the point where it enters the storm drain system from parking lots and fueling 
areas. 

Water quality impacts related to construction activities would be mitigated through the 
implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would be approved by 
the City Engineer and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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Biological Resources: Significant biological resource impacts could result from shading impacts 
due to the future, Tier 2 projects. In order to mitigate for any potential impacts, prior to Coastal 
Development Permit application for the expansion of the marina, a project-specific shadow 
analysis for Tier 2 projects would be required. This would identify potential impacts from any 
projects, and would identify any required and appropriate mitigation measures for eelgrass. 

A significant impact to least tern nesting activity may occur to the nearby Stony Point Least Tern 
Preserve should it be recolonized. Prior to construction of a new development project on the 
Sea World leasehold, a determination shall be made as to whether the Stony Point Preserve has 
been recolonized by the California least tern. Should the preserve be recolonized, a 
determination shall be made as to whether the new development project would provide a clear 
line-of-sight from raptor perching opportunities on the proposed structure to the Stony Point 
Preserve. Should such a line-of-sight exist, the structure would be required to include 
appropriate design features to eliminate any raptor perching opportunities. 

Noise Impacts: Future rides and show may result in significant noise impacts. Prior to issuance 
of a Coastal Development Permit, a project-specific noise study prepared by a qualified 
acoustician would be required for any new ride attraction or performance show and must 
demonstrate that sensitive receptors would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable 
standards. 

The future hotel project would be subject to exterior traffic noise levels that may result in a 
significant noise impact to hotel patrons, depending on the hotel design. Prior to issuance of 
building permits for the future hotel, verification that the guest room interiors will meet the 45 
dB CNEL interior standard would be required through the preparation of an interior noise study 
by a qualified acoustician. Any mitigation measures recommended in this study shall be 
implemented to meet the required 45 dB CNEL interior standard. 

The proposed "Splash-Down" ride may periodically increase ambient noise by 3 dB(A) and may 
be audible out to 7,000 feet from the theme park. However, because ambient noise levels would 
not substantially increase, the ride would not create a significant noise impact, and therefore no 
mitigation is required. 

Geology/Soils: The proposed project would have potentially significant impacts associated with 
liquefaction, unstable geologic or soil conditions, soil erosion during construction, and shoreline 
rip rap slumping. Prior to issuance and/or approval of a grading permit for each portion of 
redevelopment, a soils investigation, erosion control plan, subsurface geotechnical investigation, 
and a disposal plan would be approved by the City Engineer. Appropriate mitigation measures 
(such as soil compaction and runoff control devices) would be incorporated into the project to 
ensure construction satisfactory to engineering standards. Any effluent discharge to Mission Bay 
would have to meet the effluent limits specified by RWQCB (Order No. 95-25) and Federal 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements. Effluent disch.arged to 
the City of San Diego sewer system would be required to meet City standards. 

Air Quality: No significant impacts identified. As a condition of any grading or building permit, 
construction management procedures would be implemented to clean up dirt and debris spillage 
from public roads, and construction traffic would be routedthrough the least sensitive areas. 

Energy: Sea World currently has existing energy conservation programs which would be applied 
to future development. Implementation of project-specific energy conservation programs to 
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minimize electrical fuel, and/or natural gas consumption associated with new attraction would be 
considered. 

Water Conservation: In an effort to decrease water consumption, Sea World would apply its 
existing water conservation programs and would consider implementation of project-specific 
water conservation programs to minimize water consumption associated with new attractions or 
facilities. Proposed landscaping is required to conform with the Sea World Master Plan Update 
Design Guidelines which would incorporate water conservation measures. 

The above Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program will require additional fees and/or 
deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or 
final maps to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program. 

Lawrence C. Monserr te, 
Environmental Revie Manager 
Planning and Development Review Department 

Analyst: M. Blake 

PUBLIC REVIEW: 

March 12, 2001 
Date of Draft Report 

June 5, 2001 
Date of Final Report 

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or 
notice of the draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and 
sufficiency: 

Federal Government 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

State of California 
State Ciearinghouse 
California Coastal Commission 
California Department of Boating and Waterways 
California Department of Fish and Game 
California Department of Water Resources 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
California State Coastal Conservancy 
CALTRANS, District 11 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 
State Lands Commission 
Resources Agency 
Park and Recreation Department 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Air Resources Board 
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County/City Agencies 
County of San Diego 

Air Pollution Control Board 
City of San Diego 

Mayor Murphy 
Councilmember Wear, District 2 
Councilmembers or Council Offices, Districts 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 
Development Services Department 
Planning Department 
Engineering and Capital Projects Department 
Park and Recreation Department 
Real Estate Assets Department 
Wetland Advisory Board 

Central Library 
Clairemont Branch Library 
Linda Vista Branch Library 
Ocean Beach Branch Library 
Pacific Beach Branch Library 
Point Loma Branch Library 
Clairemont Community Service Center 
Peninsula Community Service Center 
Park Development 

San Diego Association of Governments (SAND AG) 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) 
Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee 
Mission Beach Town Council 
Mission Beach Precise Planning Committee 
Mission Bay Park Committee 
Linda Vista Community Planning Committee 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Group 
Pacific Beach Town Council 
Crown Point Association 
Ocean Beach Planning Board 
Ocean Beach Town Council 
Peninsula Community Planning Board 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
Endangered Habitats League 
San Diego Audubon Society 
San Diego Regulatory Alert 
San Diego State University, Stuart Hurlbert 
Sierra Club 
Center for Biodiversity 
Citizens' Coordinate for Century ill 
Environmental Health Coalition 
Save Everyone's Access, c/o Scott Andrews 
San Diego Convention and Visitors Bureau 
Mission Bay Lessees 
Jim Peugh 
Carolyn Chase, SD Earth Times 
San Diego Baykeeper 
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Surfers Tired of Pollution 
League of Conservation Voters 
Pat Gallagher 
The Surfrider Foundation 
League of Women Voters 
Carolyn Cook 
William T. McBride 
Jim Curtis 
John Krebs 
Jon Myers 

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical 
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review Division, or 
purchased for the cost of reproduction. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

() Comments were received but the comments do not address the accuracy or 
completeness of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are 
attached at the end of the EIR. 

(x) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received during 
the public input period. The letters and responses follow. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update Response to Comments 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Commentors Index 

Letter from 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

CA. Department of Fish and Game 
South Coast Regional Office 
4949 Viewridge A venue 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southwest Region 
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 
Dated: April 16, 2001 

STATE AGENCIES 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
5796 Corporate A venue 
Cypress, CA 90630 
Dated: April 10, 2001 

May 31 , 2001 

Response Numbers 

F-1 - F-6 

F-7-F-11 

S-1 - S-19 

RTC-1 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update 

Letter from 
STATE AGENCIES Continued 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Diego Region 
9771 Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Suite A 
San Diego, CA 92124-1324 
Dated April 24, 2001 

Department of Transportation 
District 11 
P.O. Box 85406 
San Diego, CA 92186-5406 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
1255 Imperial Avenue, Suite 1000 
San Diego, CA 92101-7490 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

Midway Community Planning Board 
3024 Hancock Street 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

Pacific Beach Community Platming Committee 
2293 Soledad Rancho Road 
San Diego, CA 92109 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

Peninsula Community Planning Board 
1537 Rosecrans Street, Suite D 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

Ocean Beach Planning Board, Inc. 
P.O. Box 70184 
Ocean Beach, CA 92167 
Dated: April 18, 2001 

Peninsula Community Planning Board, Inc. 
P.O. Box 60418 
San Diego, CA 92166 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

May31,2001 

Response to Comments 

Response Numbers 

S-20 - S-27 

S-28 - S-43 

L-1 - L-2 

L-3 - L-15 

L16-L27 

L-27 -L-84 

L-85 -L-105 

L-106 - L-137 

RTC-2 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update 

Letter from 

LOCAL AGENCIES Continued 
Peninsula Corirnmnity Planning Board, Inc. 
P.O. Box 60418 
San Diego, CA 92166 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
Mike Meyer 
714 Coronado Court 
San Diego, CA 92109 
Dated: April 23, 2001 

Carolyn Chase 
On behalf of San Diego Sierra Club 
Parks Committee 
P.O. Box 99179 
San Diego, CA 92169 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

Carolyn A. Cook 
4454 Long Branch A venue 
San Diego, CA 92107 
Dated: April 23, 2001 

R. Jarvis Ross 
4352 Loma Riviera Court 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

William Dempsey 
Intern writing on behalf of 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
3820 Ray Street 
San Diego, CA 92104-3623 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

San Diego Coalition for Transportation Choices 
P.O. Box 90220 
San Diego, CA 92169 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

May31,2001 

Response to Comments 

Response Numbers 

L-138 

I-1 -1-24 

I-25 - I-24 

I-78 - 1-117 

1-118 - I-123 

1-124 -1-196 

I-197 - I-216 

RTC-3 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update 

Letter from 
INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS Continued 
Save Everyone's Access 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

Loma Riviera Community Association, Inc. 
3115 Loma Riviera Drive 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Dated: April 24, 2001 

Ocean Beach Grassroots Organization 
4423 Brighton A venue 
San Diego, CA 92107 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

Alfred C. Strohlein 
3559 Jewell Street 
San Diego, CA 92109-6723 
Dated: April 12, 2001 

Dr. Edward Gorham 
4129 Loma Riviera Lane 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

Edward D. Gorham, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor, 
Department of Family and Preventative Medicine 
University of California, San Diego 
4129 Loma Riviera Lane 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Dated: April 5, 2001 

Katrina A. Kendall 
Dated: April 17, 2001 

Mission Bay Park Toxic Cleanup 
P.O. Box 60026 
San Diego, CA 92116 
Dated: April 20, 2001 

Sierra Club 
3 820 Ray Street 
San Diego, CA 92104-3623 
Dated: April 25, 2001 

May31 , 2001 

Response to Comments 

Response Numbers 

I-217-I-292 

1-293 - 1-298 

I-299 - 1-374 

1-375 - I-435 

1-436 - 1-461 

I-462 - I-466 

I-467 - I-476 

1-477 - 1-506 

1-507 - I-547 

RTC-4 



Sea World Master Plan Update 

Letter from 
INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS Continued 
Hemy D. Romano 
Dated: May 7, 2001 

San Diego Audubon Society 
2321 Morena Boulevard, Suite D 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Dated: May 8, 2001 

Sea Paw 
Save Environmental Areas, Public Access, & Wildlife 
3089-C Clairemont Drive, #220 
San Diego, CA 92117 
Dated: April 25 , 2001 

Responses to Comments 

Response to Comments 

Response Numbers 

I-548 

I-549 - I-585 

I-586 - I-645 

The following provides the comment letters received on the Draft EIR during the public review 
period, as well as the response to these comments. 
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I 
US Fish and Wildlife Sccvice 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad. CA 92008 
(760) 431-9440 
FAX (760) 431-9624 

In Reply Refer To: FWS-SD-1637. I 

Mr. Lawrence Monserrate 
City of San Diego 
Planning and Development Review 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, Mail.Station SOI 
San Diego, California 92101 

Attn: Ms. Martha Blake 

' 
. 

. 

CA Dept of Fish & Gnme 
South Coast Regional Office 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
Snn Diego. CA 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
FAX (858) 467-4299 

APR 2 5 7001 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sea World Master Plan Update (LDR No. 99-
0618; SCH 1984030708), City of San Diego, California 

Dear Mr: Monserrate: 

The U.S. Fish 'allil'Wildlife·Service (Senoice) and tlie·Califomia. Department of Fish and Grune . 
(Department), hereafter referred to as the Wildlife Agepcies. lia:ve reviewed the draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR), and the Biological Resources Report (March , 2001) for lhe Sea World 
Master Plan Update (SWMPU). Sea World is located on a 189.4-acre leasehold within the City of 
San Diego's (City) Mission Bay Park (Park). The Park is inside the City's Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP), but is outside the Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 

The Department is a trustee agency under lhe California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is 
responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of fish and wildlife resources including rare, 
threatened. and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California.Endangered Specie! 
Act (CESA). The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and 
wildlife resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of 
migratory birds, anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States 
The Service is also responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as runended 
(Act). 

The proposed Park expansion includes a range of potential activities including ongoing 
-maintenance; renovati'oir.replacemCl)t.and/or cxpansioq ,of exi~ting facilities withi~ the .current 
189.4-acre leasehold.. In addition, the leasehold's 30-feet structure height maximum would be 
iiicreasecrto 160-~. The expansion is divided into five development areas which are as follows: 
1) Sea World Theme Park, 2) Guest Parking, 3) Administration and Support, 4) Sea World Marina, 

RESPONSES 
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Mr. Monserrate 
FWS-SD-1637.1 

COMMENTS 

and 5) Perez Cove Shoreline. Projects within these areas are categorized as either Tier 1 (project to 
happen while final approval of SWMPU is pending or right after finalization), Tier 2 (candidate 
projects to happen over the 20 year SWMPU lifetime), or Special Projects which are conceptual 
development proposals. 

The Wildlife Agencies have identified several issues regarding the proposed project and we offer 
the following comments and recommendations: 

I. We agree that California least terns (Stema antillarom browni; tern) have been documented 
to successfully breed in higher noise areas, for example, near airpon runways. However. th< 
more regular and predictable noise is not necessarily equivalent to the unexpected loud 
explosion, flash of light, and stanle effect consistent with fireworks. In addition. literature 
and studies on possible effects of fireworks or other actions that create a startle effect are no 
abundant. In 1991, the Service required that the California Depanment ofTransponation 
stop pile driving operations immediately adjacent to Interstate 5, when a Service biologist 
observed terns leaving their nest on "D" Street Fill every time the '.'hammer'.' was dropped 01 

a pile. The distance between the nesting birds and the pile driving operation was 
approximately 3,500 feet. The tern nesting site at Mariner's Point. which ranked among the 
five largest sites in the State in 1998-2000, is about 1 mile from Sea World. The Stony Poin 
site is across the channel. Because of the lack of literature and/or studies. and the expericno 
of this pile driving incident. we are not convinced that an increase in duration or frequency 
in the fireworks show will not result in an adverse impact to breeding terns. 

We recommend that a study be conducted to determine the direct and indirect impacts to 
nesting terns in the vicinity of the Sea World fireworks prior to any proposed increase in the 
duration or frequency of the show. Two likely study avenues would be: I) quantitatively 
determine behavioral response of incubating terns at Mariner's Point and FAA Island to Sea 
World fireworks displays, by direct or video recording observations of incubating terns 
during the fireworks displays; 2) determine if tern egg cracking or failure to hatch may resul 
from adult tern agitation during or after the fireworks displays. We will review and approve 
the design of·the study, the length and duration of the monitoring effon, and the tern 
biologist chosen for the monitoring effon. 

The current discharge of fireworks may be a contributing factor for Stony Point not being 
used by terns for nesting. The fireworks are launched from a barge approximately 50-100 
feet away from Stony Point, depending on tidal conditions. The explosive charge used to 
launch the fireworks creates low altitude noise levels that average 147.5 dB and has n 
maximum noise level of approximately 150.6 dB. Noise levels from the e;,;ploding 
fucworks, at an altitude of 100-300 feet, reach a mnimum of 153.7dB. A calculated 
maximum noise level of 108 dB, accompanied by the sudden flash of light is what would be 
experienoed on the ground directly below the fireworks. As long as Stony Point is a 
designated tern nesting preserve, the possibility of potential effects due to current or any 
increase in noise and vibration from fireworks is an issue. We recommend that there be no 

F-1 

F-2 
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The Draft EI R specifically addresses the issue of fireworks impacts on the 
productivity of the actively used least tern nesting sites in the Mission Bay area. 
This information is presented in Section 4.6, Biological Resources of the Draft 
EIR. This section states that measurements taken from Hubbs-Sea World Research 
Institute were 2,600 feet from the fireworks barge and the focus of such 
measurements was on "startle response." The supporting studies prepared by 
experts on least terns, together with an expert third-party review opinion regarding 
the validi ty of the results of the two studies, focused on the effect of more frequent 
fireworks shows during the months of April and May. These two studies and 
expert third-party opinion are found in Appendix D, Biological Resources Reports, 
of the Draft EIR. These studies support the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR, 
that existing and future fireworks displays as proposed by the project applicant, 
would not result in a significant impact to the nesting success of the endangered 
least tern at the act ively used nesting sites in Mission Bay. The comment provides 
an opinion that the information presented is insufficient, however the commentor 
provides no supporting information for that opinion. Without additional supporting 
information. no further response is necessary. 

Least tern egg cracking or failure to hatch tends to indicate declining productivity 
rates. The Draft EIR studies, however, show little difference in productivi ty rates 
at the sites near Sea World in comparison to overall San Diego County statistics. 
This comment does not provide factual information that would contradict the 
results presented in Section 4.6, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. Without 
such info rmation, no further response is necessary. 

See response to comment F-1. It should be noted that Stony Point was abandoned 
as a nesting colony by terns three years prior to the first fireworks shows. For this 
reason, it is not reasonable to assume that the terns abandoned this site based on 
effects associated with firework s. Further, based on Merkel & Associates 
knowledge, there have not been any attempts by terns to re-nest in this area in 
subseq uent years. even though terns arrive on the breeding colonies of Mission 
Bay approximately one month prior to the normal summer fireworks season and 
begin nest behavior in other colonies in Mission Bay prior to the on-set offireworks 
shows. 
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Furthermore, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service must prove through a preponderance 
of the evidence that Sea World 's fireworks would harm or harass the least tern . 
The federal Endangered Species Act ("ESA") was enacted to protect and preserve 
endangered and threatened species. (Endangered Species Act of 1973 ("ESA"), 
16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.) To effectuate that purpose, Section 9 of the ESA prohibits 
the " taking" of any endangered species offish or wildlife. (ESA § 9(a)( I )(8)-(C), 
16 U.S.C. § I 538(a)(I )(8)-(C); 50 C.F.R. § 17.12.) Under the ESA, " take" means 
to "harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill , trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt in engage in any such conduct. " (ESA § 3(19), 16 U.S.C. § 1532( 19).) 
" Harass" means "an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the 
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly 
disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering." (50 C.F.R. § 17.3.) 

The government, however, bears the burden of proof. To stop Sea World's use of 
fireworks , the government must prove by a "preponderance of the evidence" that 
the fireworks would more likely than not harm or harass the least tern. See 
Defenders of Wildlife v. Bernal (9th Cir. , Feb. 28, 2000, No . 98- 16099) 204 F.3d 
920 [2000 WL 220490].) If the government successfully proves that Sea World 's 
nightly use of fireworks would more likely than not adversely affect the least 
tern 's nesting behavior, the ESA provides the authority to prohibit such activity. 
The USFWS has not provided any proof to demonstrate that Sea World 's existing 
and proposed fireworks would harm or harass the least tern. 
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fireworks displays between April 15 and· May 15. If the tern nests at Stony Point, no 
fireworks displays would be conducted while nesLs or chicks were present there. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update (MBPMPU) states that Stony Point should be 
abandoned and replaced with another location. We strongly di sagn,e with this statement 
because there has been no discussion or evaluation of a replacement site. We are available 
to work with the City to explore other potential tern nesting sites within the Park. Since 
Stony point is a historical tern nesting area, any replacement site should be utilized by 
nesting terns prior to removal of Stony Point. 

Page 4.6-20 of the DEIR states that any eelgrass (Zosrera marina) impacted would require 
mitigation at 1.2:1 , which. is consistent with National Marine Fisheries Service guidelines. 
However, the City's MSCP requires that any eelgrass impacted be mitigated at a 2: l ratio as 
stated in Table 2: Wetland Mitigation Ratios of the Land Development M anual-Biological 
Guidelines, page 13. Therefore, this should be changed to ensure consistency with the City', 
MSCP. 

The DEIR states that near Perez Cove, great hlue herons (Ardea herodias) have established 
rookeries in the past. We recommend any future construction activities taking place in this 
area avoid the destruction of the rookeries and occur outside of any migratory bird breeding 
or nesting times. 

F-6 C 4. 
The DEIR should clearly define which projects w ithin the five development areas are Tier 1, 
Tier ll, or Special Projects. 

The Wildlife Agencies appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR for the 
Park. If you have any questions please feel free to contact Mr. Josh Garcia of the Service at (760) 
431-9440 or Mr. Brad Henderson of the Department at (858) 467-4201. 

~£W;,--
f7"-- Nancy Gilbert 

Assistant Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

NMFS · Long Beach (Robert Hoffman) 

/Jvt[~l:,lp~ 
William E. Tippets 
Habitat Conservation Supervisor 
CA Department of Fish and Game 
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See response to comment F-2. This comment indicates that the commenting 
agencies disagree with language presented in the City adopted Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update regarding the recommended abandonment of the Stony Point 
least tern nesting preserve. This comment does not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of information presented in the Draft EI R and therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

This conclusion is partially true. A 2: I ratio is required by the City of San Diego 
Land Development Guidelines fo r those projects not subject to federa l or state 
regulatory agency permitting, such as those associated with shading by upland 
constructed structures. However, the eelgrass mitigation policy ratio of 1.2: I 
would apply where U.S. Army Corps permitt ing is required. This is based on the 
fact that the City of San Diego Biological Guidelines state that " [W]etland mi tigation 
required as part of any federal (404) or state ( 1601/1603) wetland permit will 
supercede and will not be in addition to any mitigation identified in the CEQA 
document fo r those wetland areas covered under any federa l or state wetland 
permit. For this reason, wetland impacts addressed in the City's MSCP is in error 
since the Corps default guideline for eelgrass mitigation, is the Southern California 
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy which states a 1.2: I mitigation ratio for eelgrass impacts." 
Based on the anticipated impact types, it is contemplated that the lower ratios 
associated with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy wou ld apply 
to most, if not all of the impacts anticipated by the proposed proj ect. 

Comment noted. In accordance with regulatory requirements, any initial demolition 
work that has the potential for impacts to rookeries wi ll be confined to the non
breeding season . However, please note that only the hotel project wou ld be near 
enough to the existing great blue heron rookery to result in a potential impact. The 
hotel would not be constructed until after 2005 . 

F-6 The Draft EIR clearly defines which projects are Tier I, Tier 2 and Special Projects 
in Chapter 3.0, Project Description. More specifically, this info rmation is found 
in Section 3.4.2, Proposed Projects and displayed on Figure 3.4-1 of the Draft 
EIR. 
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Land Development Review Division 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

UNITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Netlanal Oceanic and Atmaapheric Administration 
NATIONAL M ARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southwest Region 
501 Weu. Ocean BoulevBrd, Suite 420'.J 
Long Beech, Cal;fomle 908024213 

F/SWR4:RSH 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sea World Master Plan Update and offers the following 
comments for your consideration. 

The 1996 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and 
Conservation Act set forth a new mandate requiring NMFS, regional fishery 
management councils, and other Fede111I agencies to identify and protect important 
marine and anadromous fish habitat.· One aspect of this mandate was the delineation 
of ·essential fish habitat' (EFH) for all managed· species. Federal action agencies which 
fund , permit, or carry out activities that may adversely Impact EFH are required to 
consult with NMFS regarding the potential effects of their actions on EFH, and respond 
in writing to the recommendations of NMFS. In addition, NMFS is required to comment 
on any state agency activities which would impact EFH. 

The proposed redevelopment activities are located within an area designated as EFH 
for the Coastal Pelagics and Pacific Groundfish Management Plans. As such, an 
assessment to determine if the proposed activity may adversely affect EFH is required 
for any subsequent Federal action. That assessment must contain the following 
elements: 

1) A description of the proposed action. 

2) An analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the proposed 
action on EFH; the-managed species, and associated species, such as 
major prey species, including affe~ed life history stag'es. 

(~ 1 •• 

F-7 
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This comment provides introductory remarks and information pertain ing to the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act and "essential 
fish hab itat" (EFl-1). Thi s comment also indicates that the commenting agency, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has commenting responsibi lities for 
any proposed federa l permi t acti on that may be associated with the proposed 
proj ect. Furthermore, this comment describes the info rmation that must be 
provided for any subsequent federal action. The Draft EIR recognizes that future 
projects wou ld require a federal permit that would affect EFH, by identifying the 
Section 404 Permit, and Section IO of the Rivers and Harbors Act, ad ministered 
by the Army Corps of Engineers in Section 3.6.2, Project Description, Discretionary 
Actions of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also addresses impacts to eelgrass beds, 
which are considered EFH, in Section 4.6, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. 
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3) The Federal action agency's views regarding the effects of the 
proposed project on EFH. 

4) ~reposed mitigation, if applicable. 

F-8 Engineers is likely to be the responsible Federal action agency and they may require 
[

If certain elements of this DEIR continue to the permit stage, the U.S. Army Corps of 

F-9 

F-10 

F-11 

you to provide the necessary EFH assessment information. 

[

We are particularly concerned over projects described in this DEIR which have the 
potential to impact existing eelgrass (Zostera marina) resources. Eelgrass vegetated 
areas are extremely productive habitat that serve as important nursery areas for 
multiple fish species. 

The proposed 115-slip expansion of the Sea World marina is likely. to result in adverse 
shading impacts to existing eelgrass resources as well as contribute to an incremental 
water quality degradation associated with anti-fouling boat hull paints, fuel leaks/spills, . 
and engine combustion products. It does not appear that the DEIR provides any 
justification for this proposed expansion nor does this particular project appear to be 
consistent with project objectives as described in section 3.2. The DEIR should 
address these issues. 

Shading impacts to eelgrass are also expected from the Splashdown Ride as well as 
other Tier 2 projects. The DEIR states that mitigation for shading would only be 
required if the shading exceeded a 3-hour impact threshold. We are unaware of any 
studies which would support this 3-hour threshold. As a consequence, if it could be 
demonstrated that the proposed projects have been designed in a manner to minimize 
shading of adjacent water areas to the greatest extent possible, then a comprehensive 
eelgrass monitoring program to determine level of impacts from shading would be 
required. The DEIR does address this type of monitoring, but suggests that twice 
yearly surveys be conducted for a period of three years:· We believe this level of 
monitoring is insufficient and recommend that monitoring occur during fall, spring, and 
winter for a period of five years. 

Finally, if all ofthe projects described in the DEIR are constructed. as described, it is 
clear that some level of permanent impact to existing eelgrass resources would occur. 
A specific plan to mitigate that impact, consistent with the enclosed Southern California 
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, should be included in this document. 

RESPONSES 

F-8 See response to comment F-7. 

F-9 Potential eelgrass impacts are addressed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources of 
the Draft EIR. 

F- 10 As discussed in Section 4.6.3. Biology, Impact, Marine Biological Resources of 
the Draft EIR, the eelgrass is likely to be affected by marina expansion. This has 
been addressed as an anticipated significant impact requiring mitigation. As 
discussed in Section 4.5.3, Water Quality, Impacts, Special Projects of the Draft 
EIR, incremental water quality impacts are associated with marinas. The water 
quality impacts associated with the marinas, however, do depend upon the 
water circulation, site design, and pollutant source control. The area of proposed 
work is in a moderately well flushed portion of Mission Bay and the contemplated 
design would not substantially alter the current circulation patterns in and around 
the existing marina. For thi s reason, the principal water quality issue to be 
addressed is how pollutant source control is to be addressed. It is anticipated 
that any Coastal Permit approval of a marina will require compliance with best 
management practices (BMPs) developed spec ifica lly for the marina. Similar 
measures have been requi red within Mission Bay for new marina expansions or 
reconstruction permits issued since 1997. Fi nally, Mitigation Measure 4.5- 1 
addresses potential water quality impacts associated with the proposed marina 
expansion. 

The marina expansion is currently allowed under the existing Sea World Master 
Plan. Furthermore. under the project objectives described in Section 3.3, Project 
Description. Project Objectives of the Draft EIR, the proposed project seeks to 
(I) continue to operate an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment; (2) provide attractions which appeal to a broad range of family 
members; (3) increase revenues to the City of San Diego; and (4) remain 
competit ive with other theme parks. Therefore the expansion of the marina is a 
reasonable use, which conforms with the project objectives. 
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Section 9.4.3, Alternatives, No Hotel and Marina Alternative of the Draft EIR 
discusses the project objectives that would be compromised with the 
implementation of the No Hotel and Marina Alternative, which include, without 
limitation, the following: ( I) implementation of the approval of such expansion 
under the existing Master Plan; (2) storage of private boats or rental of personal 
watercrafts (PWC); (3) use of the increased revenue and attendance derived from 
slip rentals to contribute to the economic vitality of Sea World; and (4) compliance 
with Section 30224 of the California Coastal Act. See response to comments F-11 
and 1-54. 

F- 11 The anticipated eelgrass shad ing impact concerns are derived from both model 
predictions on light duration and intensity needs as well as empirical observations 
and testing associated with construction of other structures in and around Mission 
Bay and San Diego Bay that would cast shadows and potentially impact eelgrass. 
Most relevant to the current proposed actions was the modeling and monitoring 
conducted on the Princess Resort Convention Center expansion on Mission Bay 
completed in 1992. This facility expansion has an orientation not dissimilar to · 
that proposed for the Tier 2 projects, however the convention center expansion 
was closer to the eelgrass habitat and thus would be expected to have an even 
greater effect on diffused light levels. The convention center was sited using 
comparable design guidelines as have been applied to determine likely impact 
conditions associated with the Tier 2 projects. At the convention center, the 
predicted shading impacts were used to set encroachment limits that were proven 
to be adequate to protect eelgrass resources through monitoring (5-years). The 3-
hour threshold for impact was intended to be a criteria to determine when survey 
efforts to determine if eelgrass had been effected is warranted. Many factors may 
effect the nature of eelgrass response to shading. For that reason, the 3-hour 
minimum shading standard may be inappropriate as an a priori means of determining 
when it is appropriate to look for an impact. This adjustment will be made in the 
Mitigation Measures. 

The monitoring recommendations in this comment are not necessary to determine 
whether an impact from shading exists. First, shading effects will generally be 
observed in the first year if these are substantial and should emerge within 3 years 
if they are going to occur at all. Winter will be added to the monitoring intervals 
based on the fact that eelgrass does not always go dormant during the winter 
months. However, the recommended 5 years of monitoring is believed to be more 
than adequate to assess any shadow effects and 3 years would be expected to 
suffice. 

As discussed in Section 4.6-3, Biological Resource, Impact of the Draft EIR, no 
significant shading impacts are expected to occur from Tier I projects. Specifically, 
the Splashdown is not expected to cast a shadow over the water during the month 
of December until as late as 4 p.m. 
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While the Draft EIR indicates that future development of the SeaWorld Marina 
Expansion would have direct significant impacts on eelgrass beds, the project 
applicant has not determined when this marina expansion would occur. Hence, a 
specific plan for mitigation of such impacts is not provided in the Draft EIR as it 
would be premature to identify offsite mitigation sites that may not be availabl e at 
the time the marina expansion wou ld occur. 

The Draft EIR, however, provides the performance standards and identification of 
the adopted Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy as the mitigation method 
that woul d be used when the marin a expansion would be sought. For purposes of 
satisfying the requirements of CEQA, the Draft EIR need not include a specific 
plan for mitigation but may specify performance standards that will result in 
mitigation and may be undertaken in more than one specified way. CEQA Guidelines, 
~ 15126.4(a)(I)(B). 

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.6- 1 requires the preparation ofa project-specific 
shadow analysis for Tier 2 projects and the Future Hotel Special Project prior to 
Coastal Permit application, and Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 requires implementation 
ofan eelgrass revegetation program in conformance with the Southern California 
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. 
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Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mr. Robert 
Hoffman at 562-980-4043 or via email at: bob.hoffman@noaa.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
USFWS - Carlsbad (Martin Kenney) 
CDFG - San Diego (Marilyn Fluharty) 

Sincerely, 

. -f"?/ _s/,,__.__ 
Rebecca Lent, Ph.D. 
Regional Administrator 

RESPONSES 
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e Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Winston H. Hickox 
Agency Secretary 
Callfomla Environmental 

Edwin F. Lowry, Director 
5796 Corporate Avenue 

Cypress, Calfomla 90630 Gray Davis 
Governor 

Protection Agency 

April 10, 2001 

Ms: Martha Blake 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

NOTICE Of COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 
THE SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN - 1984030708 . 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of 
Completion (NOC) of a draft Environ mental Impact Report (El R) for the above
mentioned Project. 

Based on the review of the document, DTSC's comments are as follows: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

The draft EIR needs to Identify and determine whether current or historic uses at 
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at 
the Project area. 

The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated sites 
within the proposed Project area. The NOC Indicates the presence of an Inactive· 
landfill site -near the project site. For all identified sites, the draft EIR needs to 
evaluate whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the 
environment. 

The draft EIR should identify the mechanism to Initiate any required investigation 
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation, and which 
government agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

Investigate the presence of lead paints or asbestos containing materials (ACMs) 
In the currently existing building structures. If the presence of lead and ACMs are 
suspected, proper precautions should be taken during demolition and renovation 
activities. Addltlonally, the contaminants should be remediated in compliance 
with the California environmental regulation~. 

"' 
The ene,vy chatronoe feclno Cafflbmla a real. Eve,y calJfomlan neecn lo talco /mmadJate act.lotl ro reduot •no,vy oonsum¢on. 

For• 1st of~ '"')'3youe&nr9d1Jced,mendandcvt '(Of.ll'Ono,gy cosl.s, MO ocirWe~e or-.ar.sc.ca.gov. 

e Printed on Recycled Peper 

S-1 

RESPONSES 

Section 4.11.1 , Human Health/Public Safety, Existing Conditions or'the Draft EIR 
summari zes hazardous materials currently or historically used by SeaWorld or 
within the SeaWorld leasehold area, including without limitation, the inactive 
Mission Bay Landfill. The City of San Diego Solid Waste Local Enforcement 
Agency (LEA) is responsible for inspecting Mission Bay Landfill and monitors 
for surface gaseous emissions, leachate generation and differential settlement on a 
quarterly basis. (Seep. 4. 11-6 of the Draft EIR). Post-closure maintenance of the 
Mission Bay Landfi ll is also regulated by the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, San Diego Region (" RWQCB") under Order No. 97-1 I , pursuant 
to Title 17, California Code of Regulations (14 C.C.R.), cited on page 4. I 1-1 of the 
Draft EIR. Additionally, Table 4. 11-1 of the Draft EIR lists hazardous materials 
used by Sea World, their use and the maximum quantity onsi te at any single given 
time as well as the total yearly amount. The EIR has been revised and indicates 
that future development of the southeast corner of Tier 2 site 1-2 may be coincident 
with the inactive landfill based on a revised approximate landfill boundary map 
(Figure 4. 11 -1 in the Draft EIR). According to Sea World 's lease agreement with 
the City, Sea World may not disturb the existing inactive landfill . Therefore, prior 
to development of this area, in accordance with state and local regulations, Sea World 
will determine the boundary of the landfill to ensure that development of site 1-2 
will not involve the landfill. Furthermore, the EIR states that any hazardous 
materials or wastes encountered during construction activities will be handled and 
remedi ated in accordance with all applicable requirements. 
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The Draft EIR indicates that a known potentially contaminated area exists on the 
southeast part of the project site (pages 4.11-1 through 4.11-6). An analysis in an 
environmental impact report of the potential impacts of preexisting conditions to 
human health and the environment is not required under the Ca li fornia 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). CEQA requires environmental analysis of 
a project possibly affected by preexisting environmental conditions only when the 
project may adversely change those conditions or otherwise have a significant 
effect on the environment. Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal. App. 
4th 1464, 1466. Otherwise, an analysis of the adverse effects of preexisting 
physical conditions on a proposed project extends beyond the scope of CEQA 
and the environmental impact report requirement. Id. at 1468. That is, CEQA is 
not intended to protect a proposed project from the existing environment, but 
intended to protect the environment from the impacts of a proposed project. Id. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the LEA reports state that waste within the Mission 
Bay Landfil l is adequately covered and the integrity of the final cover has not been 
compromised. Prior measurements of a variety of toxic constituents also show 
that such constituents have not exceeded background levels (see page 4.11-6 of the 
Draft EIR). Furthermore, SeaWorld has conducted a soil and groundwater 
investigation in the area outside of the approximate landfill boundary (Assessment 
Report for the Sea World Leasehold Expansion, Appendix A-1 , Volume II, 
Appendices to the Final EIR Response to Comments). Results from this Phase I 
and Phase II site assessment report are included in Section 4.11 . I, Existing 
Conditions of the Draft EIR. The results indicate that low levels of contamination 
were encountered in several of the so il borings and monitoring wells, and that no 
landfill debris was encountered. A summary of the study is as follows. 

l. In December 1996 and January 1997, wells LE- I through LE-6 were drilled and 
installed on the northeast part of the Sea World leaseho ld . Landfill debris was 
not encountered during drilling. 

2. Hydrocarbons such as hydraulic, motor and natural oils were detected in so il 
from well LE- I at IO feet below grade (79 mg/kg). Hydrocarbons such as diesel
weight fuels and solvents were detected in both samples from well LE-4 (200 
mg/kg at IO feet, 3 80 mg/kg at 15 feet below grade). 

3. Acetone in soil was detected 15 feet below grade in wells LE-3 , LE-4, LE-5, and 
LE-6 at 26 µg/kg (ppb ), 220 ppb, 21 ppb, and 14 ppb respectively. In well LE-
4, 2-butanone (MEK) was detected 15 feet below grade at 36 ppb. Acetone and 
2-butanone are so lvents typically used in the aerospace industries. Their 
detection is most likely the result of aerospace manufacturing-waste disposal in 
the former landfill. Metals analyses generally showed detectable arsenic, barium, 



::0 ...., 
0 -00 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

total chromium, cadmium, cobalt, copper, lead, molybdenum, nickel , vanadium 
and zinc. Concentrations were below levels discussed in the 1983 Woodward 
Clyde Consultants Site Assessment Report on the Mission bay Landfill , and 
below TTLC levels. Some of the metals concentrations likely represent natural 
background concentrations. 

4. I , I, I-trichloroethane was found in groundwater samples from every well except 
LE-3 at concentrations from 2.4 ppb in well LE-4 and LE-6 to 7.2 ppb in LE-2. 
The Basin Plan MCL concentration for I, I, I-trichloroethane is 200 ppb. 
Therefore the detected levels were considerably lower than the Basin Plan MCL 
limits. No other organic compounds listed in the Basin Plan as contami nants of 
concern were detected in this investigation. 

5. Detectable concentrations of barium, silver, selenium and zinc were measured in 
groundwater samples. Applicable Basin Plan groundwater quality goals are not 
listed. Chromium, cobalt, copper and other metals detected in the 1983 Woodward 
Clyde Consultants Sub Assessment Report wells were not detected in the " LE" 
series wel ls. 

This report indicates that there is no significant contamination of the leasehold 
near and outside the documented landfill perimeter provided by the City of San 
Diego. Hence the inactive landfill does not pose a threat to human health or the 
environment. With regard to other parts of the leasehold, Sea World has conducted 
a variety of construction projects on the leasehold that involved excavation 
activities. During these construction projects no hazardous materials were 
discovered on the project site that would pose a risk to human health of the 
environment. 

See also Section 4.11.4, Human Health/Public Safety, Significance oflmpact of the 
Draft EIR wh ich states: "as long as the purchase, use, storage, generation and 
disposal of hazardous materials/wastes acquire and comply with all the appropriate 
permits from the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, the San 
Diego Ai r Pollution Control District and the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and/or any other authorities required by law to issue any permits or other 
approvals required in connection with the removal and/or remedy of soil and/or 
water and/or building contamination, in connection with the construction and 
development on the project site, exposure of people to health hazards would be 
less than significant.'' 

S-3 The Draft EIR indicates on page 4. I I- 9 that implementat ion of required local, 
state and federal regulations for the remediation of contaminated soi ls and 
groundwater, as well as the regulatory procedures for the storage and use of 
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hazardous materials, would result in a less than significant impact with respect 
to the exposure of people to health hazards. Therefore, the perfonnance standards 
identified in these regulations provide the mechanism to initiate any required 
investigation and/or remediation. California courts have held repeatedly that 
requiring compliance with environmental regulations is an appropriate mitigation 
measure. "A condition requiring compliance with environmental regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigating measure." Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino 
(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308; Perley v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 137 
Cal.App.3d 424,430. 

S-4 Sea World has policies and procedures in place that require a thorough investigation 
of any proposed project for the presence of asbestos containing material (ACM) 
or lead paint. If any of these material s are suspected of being present, Section 
4.11.3 of the Draft EIR states that Sea World will implement prudent measures 
before, during, and after demolition or renovation of the site to ensure complete 
compliance with applicable federal , state and local environmental regulations. 
See response to comment S3. 
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Ms. Martha Blake 
April 10, 2001 
Page2 

[ 5) 
[ 6) 

7) 

[') 
9) 

The NOC shows that although less than significant hazard impact is expected, 
the potential exists for the inadvertent release of hazardous materials from the 
future uses and storage of hazardous material. It should be addressed in detail 
in the final EIR. . 

The draft EIR shows that the existing operation of Sea World involves the use 
and storage of 13 variety of chemicals. It has not mentioned whether Sea World 
obtained a hazardous substance storage permit from DTSC to store these 
chemicals. Otherwise, it is illegal to store hazardous substances without a 

· permit. -

The draft EIR indicates that the proposed project site was a City of San Diego 
owned and operated Class II and Class Ill landfill. Additionally, it states that the 
City also operated part of the site as an unrestricted Class I landfill and received 
up to 13,400 barrels potentially containing up to 737,000 gallons of industrial 
waste consisting of waste acids, alkaline solutions, organic solvents, and paint 
waste. The draft EIR has riot mentioned anything on how to remediate these 
wastes. Instead, the draft EIR shows that trenches approximately 60 feet long 
and 15 feet deep were excavated and fi lled with waste with a three to four foot 
covers. DTSC should be notified of any disturbance of these contaminated soil. 

The draft EIR concludes that although Mission Bay Landfill did receive industrial 
waste during its operating life·, no significant levels of hazardous waste have 
been historically found. Indicate whether any environmental studies conducted 
at the site and the regulatory agencies' approvals so far. · 

At several instances, the draft EIR indicates that any hazardous wastes/materials 
encountered during construction would be remediated in accordance with local, 
state, and federal regulatio.ns. Prior to initiating any construction activities, an 
environmental assessment ~hol{ld be conducted to determine if a release of 
hazardous wastes/substances exists at the site. If so, further studies should be 
carried out to delineate the general extent of the contamination. Also, it is 
necessary to estimate the potential threat to public health and/or the 
environment posed by the site. It is necessary to determine if an expedited 

· response action is required to reduce existing or potential threats· to public health 
or the environment If it is not an immediate threat, final i:bmedy should be . 
implemented in compliance with state regulations and policies rather than 
excavation of soil prior to any assessments. It is not jus~ able to inappropriately 
conduct the excavation of sol! for any discoloration or ma'lodorous to determine 
any contamination. 

S-10 110) Proper environmental investigation.and/or remediation aii1·needed with a 
Workplan which Is approved by a regulatory agency whcl tias jurisdiction to . r • 

S-5 

S-6 

S-7 

RESPONSES 

The potential release of hazardous materials from existing and future uses on the 
project site is addressed in the Draft EIR in Sections 4.11.3, Impact and 4.11.4, 
Significance of Impact. Furthermore, as indicated in Section 4.11.1 of the Draft 
EIR, SeaWorld follows the procedures described in its Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan and Emergency Contingency Plan, which establishes the protocol 
for emergency procedures in the event of hazardous materials spills, fire, or other 
emergency situation. 

CEQA Guidel ine§ 15126.2 requires an EIR to identify and focus on the significant 
env ironmental effects of the proposed project. Sections 4.11.3 and 4.11.6 analyze 
whether the proposed project wou ld result i n the exposure of people to potential 
health hazards or wou ld result in a risk of an explosion or release of hazardous 
substances. Both sect ions analyze the potential risks based on whether the 

proposed project wi ll resul t in a significant impact to public safety, wh ich is the 
appropr iate standard under CEQA. 

The hazardous storage permit is listed in Table 3.3-3 in the Draft EIR. 

The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update does not involve any projects that 
wou ld disturb soils in the area of the closed landfill located in the southeast corner 
of the project site, with the possible exception of the southeast corner of Tier 2, 

Site 1-2. See response to comment SI. The Sea World lease, (Appendix K- 1, 
Volume II, Appendices to the Final EIR Response to Comments) prohibits Sea World 
from disturbing the integrity of the landfill. Nevertheless, Section 4.1 1.1 states 
that Article 7.8, Title 14, Cal iforn ia Code of Regulations establishes standards and 
minimal requirements fo r proper closure, post closure maintenance, and ultimate 
reuse of solid waste disposal sites to assure that public health and safety and the 
environment are protected from pollution due to the disposal of so l id waste. The 
closed landfi ll is regulated pursuant to this authority by the RWQCB under Order 
No. 97- 11. Additionally, the Draft EIR states that the LEA is responsible for 
inspecting Mission Bay Landfill and monitors for surface gaseous emissions, 
leachate generation and differential settlement on a quarterly basis. The LEA also 
monitors surface cond itions to determine whether waste is adequately covered to 
prevent pub l ic health and environmental hazards. In addition to the foregoing 
procedures to address any necessary remediation, any disturbance of contaminated 
soil resul ting from the proposed project would have to comply with the City 's 
post-closure land use plan for South Shores, as well as all local state and federal 
regulations, as stated in Section 4.11.3. See response to comment S-3. 
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S-8 The information presented regarding no significant levels of hazardous waste was 
provided by the LEA, which is one of the regulating agencies regarding the Mission 
Bay Landfill. This statement was provided in the City 's Post Closure Land Use 
Plan for South Shores, which was approved as a modification to Order 85-78 by 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Other studies have been conducted 
regarding this landfi ll, which are incorporated by reference into the Post Closure 
Plan and are described in the revised Section 4.11 , Human Health/Public Safety. In 
addition, see response to comment S-2 regarding the study prepared on the Sea World 
leasehold. 

S-9 As required by federal , state and local regulations, Sea World would conduct the 
appropriate preexcavation studies to determine the potential to encounter hazardous 
during excavation for development projects. Furthermore, California courts have 
held repeatedly that requiring compliance with environmental regulations is an 
appropriate mitigation measure. " A condition requiring compliance with 
environmental regulations is a common and reasonable mitigating measure." 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308; Perley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424,430. 

S-10 See response to comment S-9. 
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L 
11) 

12) 

oversee hazardous waste cleanups. Complete characterization of the soil is 
needed prior to any excavation or removal ac.iion. 

The draft EIR shows that the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) inspection 
reports indicate that landfill gases have not exceeded background levels ·and 
assumed that it is a threat to human health or the environment. The draft EIR 
should discuss the landfill and a detailed analysis including environmental 
samples and geotechnical information. In addition to environmental soil matrix 
sampling, soil gas/vapor sampling will be required to determine if landfill or other 
gases pose a toxic or explosive risk. Permanent or semi-permanent vapor 
probes should be installed to monitor for landfill and other gases over time. 

The draft EIR indicates that an educational facility will be constructed on the 
project site. Elaborate whether this facility is a public school. If a school is 
planning to build in the proposed project area, during the proposed school 
property acquisition and/or construction utilizing state .funding, it should be in 
compliance with the Assembly Bill 387 (Wildman) and Senate Bill 162 (Escutia) 
which requires a comprehensive environmental review process and that DTSC's 
approval is required. DTSC's role in the assessmenf, investigation, and cleanup 
of proposed school sites is to ensure that the selected properties are free of 
contamination, and if the property is contaminated, that it is cleaned up to a level 
that is protective of the students and faculty who will occupy the new school. A 
study of the site is to.be conducted to provide basic information for determining if 
there has been a release, or If there Is a threatened release of a hazardous 
material induding agricultural chemicals or if there may be a naturally occurring 
hazardous material present at the site, that may pose a risk to human health or 
the environment. 

S-13 [13) The draft EIR shows that man-placed and hydraulically-placed fill materials are 
present at the project s.ite. Appropriate studies should be conducted to make 
sure that these fill materials are free of chemical contamination. 

S-14 
[14) 

S-15115) 

The draft EIR indicates that the project construction requires soil excavation and 
soil filling in certain areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of 
the excavated soil. If the soil is contaminated; property dispose them rather than 
placing them in another location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) are 
applicable to these·soils. Also, if the project is planning to import soil to backfill 
the areas excavc;ited, proper sampling should be conducted to make sure that · 
the imported soil is free·of contamination. 

The NOC shows that although no significant hazard to the public is expected 
with future uses of the site, potential uses a·nd storage of hazardous materials at 
the site will be addressed in the Final EIR. Remember to obtain a hazardous 
material's storage permit fror:n an appropriate regulatory agency that has 

RESPONSES 

S-11 The San Diego County LEA in May, 1995 requested a surface gas monitoring 
program be instituted and indicated that they did not anticipate the need for 
installation of gas monitoring probes at this time. See also response to comment 
S-2. 

S-12 The proposed educational facility is not a publ ic school and has no connection 
with the San Diego Unified School District or public schoo l system, and hence 
would not fall with in the jurisdiction of the regulations cited in this comment. 

S-13 See responses to comments S-2 and S-9 . 

S-14 See response to comment S-9. In addition , as part of compliance with federal , 
state and local regulations, Sea World wou ld conform with regulations ensuring the 
fill so il s provided fro m offsite locations would be tested to ensure that they are not 
contaminated. Sea World wi ll also comply with regulations governing the disposal 
of any excavated soils. California courts have held repeatedly that requiring 
comp liance with environmental regulations is an appropriate mitigation measure. 
·'A condi tion requiring compli ance with environmental regulations is a common 
and reasonable mitigating measure." Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino ( 1988) 
202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308; Perley v. Board of Supervisors ( 1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 
424,430. 

S-15 See responses to comments S-6 and S-9. 
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Cont. 

jurisdiction to regulate hazardous substances handling, storage, treatment · 
and/or disposal. Contact the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) to 
evaluate the permit requirements. -lnclude that information in the Final EIR. 

S-16 [" 
S-17 [') 

As indicated in the draft EIR, potential hazard to the public or the environment 
though routine transportation, use, disposal or release of hazardous materials is 
possible. An environmental assessment should be conducted at the site along 
with an evaluation of the results. 

The NOC indicates that the project site which is located on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government code Section 659662.5, and as 
a result, would create a hazard to the public or the environment. Therefore, the 
proposed development falls under the "Border Zone of a Contaminated 
Property". Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to construction since · 
the proposed project Is on a ·Border Zone Property." 

S-18 L18) A groundwater investigation may also be necessary based on the nature of on
site contaminants and ·the depth to the groundwater. 

[19) 
S-19 . 

If during construction of the· project, soil contamination is suspected, construction 
in the area should stop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be 
implemented. If it is determined that contaminated soil exists, the draft EIR 
should Identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be 
conducted, and which government agency will provide appropriate regulatory 
oversight. 

DTSC provides guidan9El for the Preliminary Endangermerit Assessment (PEA) 
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP). For 
additional information on the VCP or to meet/discuss this matter further, please contact 
Ms. Rania Zabaneh, Project Manager at (714) 484-5479. 

~J.L_· 
Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E. 
Unit Chief · . 
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch 
Cypress Office 

cc: see next page 

RESPONSES 

S-16 See response to comment S-5 . 

S-17 The proposed project may include future construction act ivities immediately 
adjacent to Mission Bay Landfill. See responses to comments S-1 and S-7. 
Nevertheless, Section 4.11.6 addresses the possible release of hazardous substances 
during each of the projects and requires that rules and regulations associated with 
the appropri ate permits be followed to reduce the potential risk of unauthorized 
releases. See responses to comments S-2 and S-3. 

S-18 See response to comment S-2. 

S-19 As indicated in the Draft EIR, the applicant would follow federal, state and local 
regulations with respect to the discovery and remediation of contaminated soils. 
The procedures for the investigation and identification ofregulatory oversight are 
contained in these regulations that are incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR 
and therefore constitutes a description of these procedures and identification of 
agency oversight. 
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cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
Sta1e Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

Mr. GuentherW. Moskat, Chief 
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box806 
Sacramento, Cafrfomia 95812-0806 

RESPONSES 
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~ California Regional Water_Quality Control Board 
\i,j San Diego Regioti • -ltllldon 

...... __ , __ 
ff7la..-.tloba~Me-A.t..Diep.~~1)4.1)l-4 

ftica::{118)"'7,19$2 •FAX(S51) 571-697'2 

Cnyl>ul, 

S-20 

S-21 

[ 
[ 

S-22 L 

-jl,r -.---
Start hen 

Apfil 24'". 2001 
City of San Diego 
land De\llllopment Review Dfvlslon 
1222 First Ave .. Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA. 92101: 

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft l!nYirmmental Impact Report far the Pmpo,cd Sea World 
Master Plan Upd,le 

Staff oftbc San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Boml bu reviewed the Environmental 
Impact Repor1 for the pl'l:1(X>l"ld Sea World Master Plan Updolc. We have fucu,cd our comments 
on the pccenti&l -..- quality impacls of the propoecd ~ improYcmcats at Sea World. 
C.Onnnems have hem placal in thm, ,a:rions; 1) laput on iolonnoriml oontained wilhin the 
Eovimnmmtal Impact Report (EIR) 2) Current water quality !l:atm of Missioo Bay and pcrtinen1 
regulations 3) Suggestions fur additional inmrmrtion to support -..- quality impact assessment. 

SECTION! 

A) Page one, paragraph three of the EIR states that there were more than 205 closun:s and 
advuories isoued fur Mmion Bay bctw= 1996-1998. The actual number is huger. with 
appromu,t,iy 3 78 J)Olllin&s oc closing, .oc:mrring fur Mmioa Bay within 1bc listed time period. 
The samepangn,ph SblleS"MO!II _,, the .-..ult of_,,,- spill• and overflows". Ooly 61 days of 
the 378 rc:portcd days of closing and pootings W<re attncuted to SCWll8C <pill• and overflows. 

B) n,., second page, IIOOODll line states "'No sediment quality data was available fo.- rcoiew". An 
extensiYe SIOdimeol stucfjc,d WU performo,d fur the San Diego Bay Region in 1995 and includes 
data for the sedinlents of Mmion Bay. The State Water Resources Conlrol Boan!. NaliOtllll 
Ocamic and Atmospheric Admini.,tntion, Califurnia ~ of Fish and Game and Moss 
Laodi"8 Marine Laboratories pem,,med 1flis study. The final report is available far review at the 
SDRWQCB. 

C) Page five, ~ one ~ • .. Sea World routinely samples the receiving water 
immediately o~ of its ..-er trcotmem discharge outfalls.» The Regional Board is unaware 
that amplmg is being pcdbrmed in the receiving-er and would like cllrificatioo of this issue. 

-

S-20 The Draft EI R has been corrected on the indicated page (page 4.5-1) to conform 
with the infom1ation provided in th_is comment. These corrections do not change 
the impact conclusions present in Section 4.5, Water Quality of the Draft EIR. 

S-21 As indi cated in the comment, a study which addressed Mission Bay sedi ments 
was conducted in 1996. This report is entitled, "Chemistry, Toxicity and Benthic 
Community Conditions in Sediments of the San Diego Bay Region". There were 
two sediment samp le locations located near the Sea World leasehold. Both are in 
the Southern Pacific Passage. with one located north of the northeast leasehold 
corner, and the other located north of the 40 Theater on the Sea World leasehold. 
The results of the sed iment analysis have been included in Section 4. 11 .1 , Existing 
Conditi ons of the Draft EIR. The results from these two sample locations indicate 

a nontoxic response for amphipods. The study concluded that neither sampling 

c.Jifon,ic&....,,._"''PrtJilttliOIIArocy 11 stat ion near the Sea World leasehold was listed as degraded/transitional nor was 
""---~·-~--.. --..-....... ._.._ ,,., ... .,, either sampling station placed on the priority list for future investigation. ~,...,.,._,.,...o.,.,.. .. "",_,-P-. __ Jfliilo...iM., .... :!Jwww,JWd>.al.f'O". 

S-22 As required by Sea World 's NPDES permit, Sea World samples the ambient water 
quality of Mission Bay at the both the eastern and western water intakes. The 
results of this sampling are reported to the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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2 April 24'\ 

S 
23 

[ D) The appendix shows tables listing sampling results from water analysis. Not all water samples 
- showed data for densities of eotel'ococcus. The State Health and Safety Code requires the use of 

enterococcus as an indicator of the sanitary quality of waters used for recreational activity. 

S-24 

~25 [ 

S-26 1 

SECTION2 

Mission Bay bas been on the aean Water Act 303(d) list since 1988, and is listed for bacterial 
contamination. Mission Bay does not currmtly attain water quality standards (Including 
designated beneficial uses and numeric criteria as defined at 40 CFR 131) due to chronic 
exceedences in · levels of total/fecal coliform and enterococcus indicator organisms. The 
SDRWQCB is currently developing a TMDL fur Mission Bay due to its status as an impaired 
waterbody. A TMDL is a written plan and analysis established to ensure that the waterbody will 
attain and maintain water quality standards including consideration of reasonable foreseeable 
increases in pollutant loads. The elements for a TMDL can be found at 40 CFR 130.33(bXI-IO). 
One element of the TMDL is the wasteload allocation to each industrial and municipal point 
source permitted under the Clean Water Act discharging the polhrtant for which the TMDL is 
being established. The City of San Diego and Sea World are the two permitted dischargers into 
Mission Bay and would each be assigned a wasteload allocation. The Water Quality Control Plan 
for Ocean Waters of California establishes the demity-based bacterial objectives fur Mission Bay. 
The TMDL fur Mission Bay will establish wasteload allocations based on the designated 
beneficial uses of Mission Bay and the associated water quality standards. Mission Bay has ten 
existiag beneficial uses, including contact water recreation and shell.fish harvesting. Thus., the 
following bacterial cqectives must be maiotAil!ed throughout the water column: the median total 
coliform density shall not exceed 70 MPN/100 ml and not more than tea percent of the samples 
shall exceed 230 MPN/100 ml. The 30-day geometric mean for enterococcus shall not exceed 3 S 
MPN/100 ml and no one-day sample shall exceed 104 MPN/100 ml. 

The Sea World E1R lists a l1Wllber of potential sources of water quality impacts to Mission Bay 
including amusement park rides, parking structures, parking lots., aquariums and animal shows. 
Toe EIR does not adequately address how bacterial contamination from sources such as runoff 
from impervious surfaces and water-contact amusement rides will be contained. The proposed 
mitigatioa measures do not seem sufficient to maintain the water quality standards in the water.; of 
Missioa Bay surrounding the proposed additions to Sea World. 

SECTION3 

Section tbrcc of the EIR, paragraph two states "Because the two plants have significant accss 
capacity, runoff from approximately 96 percent of the filcility is directed toward to treatment 
plant. Sea World is committed to directing 100 percent of runoff from newly constructed areas 

Califontia ~ Prolttlioff Agmcy 

S-23 

S-24 

S-25 

RESPONSES 

As required by Sea World 's NPDES permit, Sea World samp les for enterococcus 
once a week. This information is reported to the RWQCB. Therefore, since more 
frequent samples are not required they are not provided. 

This comment provides background informat ion regarding a TMDL that is under 
preparation for Mission Bay and the co liform densities that must be maintained in 
the Bay. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information 
presented in the Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

All runoff and discharge waters that wi ll be introduced into Mission Bay from the 
new expansion ( 16.5 acres) will be routed and processed through existing or newly 
buil t water treatment systems. The treatment systems wil l target bacterial 
contam inat ion and include a process system to adequately reduce bacterial 
contaminants such as coli fom1 and enterococcus densities. Bacterial contamination 
fro m water-contact amusement rides will be addressed through the filter and 
disinfection features of the water-contact ride pool area. The comment indicates 
that the proposed water quality mitigation measures do not seem sufficient to 
maintain water quality standards in the waters of M ission Bay surrounding the 
proposed add iti ons to Sea World. However, this comment does not provide any 
specificity with regard to the alleged shortcomings of the water quali ty mitigation 
measures. The existing Sea World BMPs are described under the Existing Urban 
Runoff Control Program on pages 4.5-8 to 4 .5-13 of the Draft EIR. This program 
addresses the treatment of urban runoff in Sea World 's aquaria treatment plants; 
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surface runoff controls; spill prevention and control ; material storage and use 
controls; vehicle maintenance controls; and waste management and recycling. More 
detailed information on the extensive SeaWorld BMP program is provided in 
Appendix C, Water Quality Study, of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, Mitigation 
Measures 4.5 - 1, 4.5-2 and 4.5 -3 provide additional measures to ensure that surface 
runoff and other water quality pollutants from the Sea World leasehold would be 
mitigated. 

S-26 All runoff from impervious surfaces from new construction will be captured and 
routed through one of the two Sea World water treatment pl ants. Sea World has 
conducted engineering studies involving an assessment of surface nm off quantities 
and future aquaria needs to determine that adequate capacity exists to treat all wet 
and dry weather flows from runoff generated within the footprint of the existing 
and expansion to the theme park. As discussion page 3- 1 of the Water Quality 
Analysis for the Sea World Master Plan Update prepared by URS, Appendix C to 
the Draft EI R, Sea World will capture, treat, and discharge I 00 percent ofall runoff 
created from new construction on the newly acquired 16.5-acre site. 
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S-26 
Cont. 

S-27 

COMMENTS 

City of San Diego 
2001 
Land Development Review Division 

2 April 24'\ 

into the treatmr:111 Jl}'lltml.." The proposed additiom to Sea World creates impavious !mDCCS, by 
such additions u pemog s1ructum; and parkmg lots, which will increase h:ydraulic loading to the 
storm water convcyanc,e systelll during wet weather. Has Sea World estimated 1he increase in 
hydraulic loading ftom all new construction and ascertained that their airrem waslXlWlltet' 
.treatmem sym:m capacity is su.fficiem to treat all wet and dry watber runoff? Sea World's 11 S-27 
NPDES permit allOWlll fur a ~ af no - than 9.36 MGD of ~ from the 
treatment system. If l 00 percem of wet/dry runoff from the proposed expanded Sea World i! 
captured for trcatmcm:, ,.,.;ri Sea World still be in compliance with their permitted discharge of 
9.36 MGD? Runoff not treated by Sea World \\IOUld mm- the City of San Diego's saormwater 
conveyanc:c system and also be d,ject to the new stonnwatU' NPDES permit. Should Sea World 
decide to not capture IIOd treat 100 perccot of its dry/wet weather runof( tile City of San Diego's 
Stormwater Pollution Prevartion Progtam office should be notified so that this ruue can be 
addmised during the development of their SUSMP program. 

Sincerely, 

ffl-~~ 
M Joan Braddn 
Water Resources Control F.agineer 
Pollutant Load Reduction Program 
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(S58)467-2737 
bracj@swrob.ca.gov 

Qdifomui &~ Protl!Jt::titJf Agmq 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment S-26. Sea World currently treats 96 percent of the theme 
park runoff and 25 percent of the parking lot runoff. Future development of 
projects within the theme park would be treated by the water treatment system. 
The treatment system capaci ty would be expanded and permitted if necessary. 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 in Section 4.5, Water Quality of the Draft EIR indicates 
that parking lot runoff would be treated by catch basin inserts or equivalent within 
two years of project approval. 
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S-29 

S-30 

S-31 

S-32 

COMMENTS 

!TATII OF CAUFOII/M • 11,e11 .. ss, lMNSPOIITATIOII AND HOU~HC AOl!>le'I' 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DllJTIJCT 11, P!J., IO'X ,,-. MAIL ITAJ1C:IN JO, SAlflftOO. t::zlMJ.&of 
T....,_(11tlll""JA 
Fn: (tl')611,.,f2t9 

April 2S, 2001 

Mr. Scott Morgen 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

11-SD-008 
PM 1.21 
(K.P. 1.94) 

Draft EIR for the Sea World Master Plan Update - SCH 1984030708: 

Caltrens District 11 comments are as follows: 

CAAYDAV10.°""""' 

• Cnltrans requires Level of Service (LOS) C or better at State owned facilities, 
including intersections. If an intersection is currently below LOS C, any increase in 
delay from project generated tnfiie must be ane.lyzed and mitigated. Analysis oftbe 
intersections shall be done using Intersecting Lane Vehicle CILV) calculations per 
the Highway Design Manual (HOM), Section 406, page 400-21. 

[ 
[ 
c· 
[ 

• Appendix B, T.raffio Im_pact Analysis, Figure 7, page 14 - The AM/PM count for the 
eastbound Interstate 8 (I-8) from Nimitz Boulevard and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 
movement is lower compared to the count published in the Caltrens District l J Traffic 
Volumes 1988-2000. (See enclosure for thelocations of !he count.) Please clarify. 

Appendix B, Traffic Impact Analysis, Figure 7, page 14 - The AM/PM count for the 
eastbound I-8 from Sunset Cliffs Boulevard movements i.J 701/686. It should be 
701/686 plus 1289/1763 from South-Left movement. 

• Appendix B, Traffic Impact Analr3is, Figure 7, page 14-The PM count for Mission 
Day Drive at I-8 is 684 forNOt1h-Tbrough and 875 for South-Through movements. 
However, the PM is listed as 684 fur South-Through and &7S for North-Through 
movements in Appendix A, Count Data. Pleue clarify. 

L • Appendix B, Traffic Impact Analysi,, Figure 7, page 14 - The PM count for Nimitz 
Ooulc:vard at I-8· is 6n fur North-lhrou&h movement. However, the PM was listed as 
669 for North-Through movement in Appendix A, Count Data. Please clarify. 

S-33 L • Appendix A, Count Data, Sunset!N'IJ!litz Table -The AM count is 756 for North-Left 
and 671 for North• Through movements. However, these AM co1mts are not reflected 
in Appendix B, Traffic Impact Analysis, Flgw:e 7, page 14. Please clarify. 

RESPONSES 

S-28 This comment references standards found in Guidelines for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies prepared by Cal trans in January 200 I. Because these 
standards were adopted subsequent to the preparation of the Draft EIR, they need 
not be addressed in this environmental document. Furthermore, these guidelines 
are not consistent with regional guidelines (SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for Traffic 
Impact Studies in the San Diego Region, March 20, 2000) that allow up to 2.0 
seconds of additional delay due to a development project, using Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) procedures. 

The third sentence states than an ILV procedure of intersection analysis is required. 
This methodology is not required by City guidelines. It is a planning-type method 
and does not produce " delay" output, as the HCM method which was used in the 
Draft EIR. In addition, the ILV method is not nearly as detailed as the HCM 
method. Since the HCM method was used. an ILV analys is is not needed, because 
it produces less accurate results. Add itionally, use of the HCM method matches 
the LOS reporting procedure used for all the intersections analyzed in the Sea World 
Traffic Study. It would be inappropriate to use one method of analysis for 
Caltrans ramp intersections and another method for the remaining part of the 
traffic study. 

S-29 The AM/PM counts taken on June 20, 2000 are lower than the published 
Distric t 11 volumes for the eastbound 1-8 from Nimitz Boulevard and Sunset 
Cli ffs Boulevard. The LOS calculation using the lower June 20, 2000 volumes for 
this intersection produced LOS F (AM and PM). With the higher District 11 
vol umes, this intersection would also have been calculated to operate at LOS F 
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(AM and PM). The variation between the June 20, 2000 volumes and the District 11 
volumes is unknown but could be due to daily variation (IO to 20 percent), seasonal 
var iation and count duration . Nonetheless, the intersection is operating at 
unacceptable LOS as shown on page 4.4-10 in Table 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR and on 
page 26 in Tab le 3 of the traffic study fou nd in Appendix B of the Draft E!R. 

S-30 This posting error has been corrected in the Final EIR. The calculations were done 
using the correct number and therefore the results presented in the Draft EI R are 
correct. 

S-31 The volumes shown in Appendix A to the traffic study are transposed and have 
been corrected. The volumes were initially balanced on Figure 7 and then transferred 
incorrectly to Appendix A of the traffic study. There is no change to the calculations 
in the Draft EIR. 

S-32 The PM count for the northbound volume for Nimitz Boulevard/I-8 in Figure 7 of 
the traffic study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR) has a minor error on the conservative 
( overstated) side. The count data shows a PM count of 669 vehicles in Appendix A 
to the traffic study. Figure 7 shows a PM count of672 vehicles. This conservative 
error of three vehicles does not overstate the impact of the LOS for this intersection. 
This error does not change the results of the analysis. 

S-33 The volumes shown in Appendix A to the traffic study (Appendix B of the Draft 
EIR) are transposed. The volumes are correct on Figure 7; however, they were 
transferred incorrectly to Appendix A of the traffic study. The calculations were 
run correctly and the conclusions remain the same. 
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S-35 

S-36 
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Mr. Scott Morgan 
April 25, 2001 
Page2 

COMMENTS 

• Please see our enclosed letter regarding the Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project also 
affecting our facilities in the same vicinity. 

• Any work performed within Caltrans' right of way (R/W) will require an 
encroachment 11ermit. For those portions of tho ))IOject within Caltrans' R/W, the 
pctmit application must be stated in both English and Metric units (English first, with 
Metric in parentheses). Jnfom\ation regarding encroachment permits may be obtained 
by contacting our Permits Office at (619) 688-6158. Early coordination with our 
agency is strongly advised for aJl encroachment permits. 

• The encroachment permit application should include environmental studies addressing 
impacts within the Caltrans R/W, if any. It should also include plan information 

· (including notes and specifications) showing what stonn water management practices 
or techniques will be used during the construction to prevent sediment and other 
pollutants from entering· Caltrans storm drain system, Any work activity outside of 
Caltrans R/W that bas·thc potential for discharging pollutants, overland or through a 
storm drain system to Caltrans property or to a Caltrans storm drain system, should be 
addressed in this plan. 

· Our conhlct person-for 1·8 is Erwin Gojuangco, Route Manager, at (619) 668-6610. 

Siooerely, 

~~ 
fr'- BILL FIGGE, Chief 

Development Review and Public Transportation Branch 

Enclosures 

RESPONSES 

S-34 Thi s comment refers to a letter outl ining comments S-37 through S-43. 

S-35 Comment noted. 

S-3 6 See response to comment S-35. 
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STATI'.Of CALlfOI\IIIA • IIUSINUI. TIIANSPOIITATION .. NO HOUSlNO AQENCV 

r"'PARTMl!NT OF TRANSPORTATION 
4,,TFUCT 11 
P.O. BOX 86408. M.S. 60 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92 I SG-S40tl 
PHONE: 1111911588-89154 
FAX: 16191 !IBB-4299 . 

October 16, 2000 

Mr. John Kovac 
Ci1y of San Die&o 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 Pirst Avenue, Suite 501 
Sen Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Kovac: 

GRAY o.-.vm. GtN•l'l'IDf' 

ll-SD-008 
P.M.0.41 
(l(.P. 0.66) 

@ 

I;...., 

Drarr BIR for !he Quivira Buin Redevelq,men1 - LDR No 98-0767 scH 199904!004 

Caltrans Dlstric1 11 comments ere as follows: 

S-37 L 
S-38 [ 

S-39 [ 

S-40 [ 

• Cal1nns requires Level of Service (LOS) C or betier Pl State owned facilities, including 
intersections. If an intersection Is currently below LOS C, any increase in delay from 
project generated traffic must be analyzed and mitigated. 

• lntcnccting Lane Vehicle (ILV) analysis ,hoold be completed for Caltrans ramp termini 
intenections at !he Interstate S (J-S)/ Sea World Drive and rhe Interstate 8 (!-8)//Sunsec 
Cliffs Boulevard Interchange.,. 

• The report should ioclucle the analysis of the main-lano freeway segmenu of 1-~ and I-5 
In the vleir,ity of the project. If the f~w1.y i, neeativcly im~ by the project, the 
report should recommend edequato mitigation mcasure1. 

• Channellzer cones will not be pleced aloni: !he length of tile right tum pocket at the 
westbound off-remp 10 Sunaet Cliffs Boulevard. Channelizers, !hough a good delineerion 
tool, should be avoided in are11 where frequent replacc:mcnt would be necessary. 

RESPONSES 

S-37 See response to comment S-28. 

S-38 See response to comment S-28. 

S-39 The Draft EIR includes the analysis of the main-line freeway segments ofl-8 and 
!-5, as shown on Tables 9, I 8 and 23 in Appendix B. Section 4.4, Transportation 
and Circulation, identifies mitigation measures for traffic impacts. 

S-40 The placement of channeli zers is the respons ibility of public agencies and 
consideration of their installation will occur in the future when traffic volumes 
warrant. Recommendations on the use of channelizers will consider the replacement 
frequency to determine whether they should be installed. 
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S-42 

S-43 

COMMENTS 

Mr. John Kovac 
October 16, 2000 
Page2 

• The Traffic Circulation section of the BIR indicates ramp termini intersections of the 
I-8/Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and the I-~/Sea Wor1dDrive inten:han,:u will not operate at 
an acceptabl111 level of service. Improvements should be proposed to increase openitions 

[' 
[' 

· to an acceptable level. The report inclicace.s that full miliption is beyond the conn-ol of 
this project. If !hia is correct. then the City &hould be the !,,ad a~ncy in a proj~t to 
improve the int~anges and City Sll'UtS to improve !he operations and decrease tile 
delays. Fuihermore, "fair share" conrnbutiorui should be acquired from the developer for 
those improvement&. 

Any work perfonned within Cal trans' right of way will require an e:ncroacllment permit. 
For those portion9 or the project within the Cllrrana' right of way, the permit application 
must be stated in both English Md Metric units (English first, with Metric in 
pan:11the,e&). Infonnation regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by contacting 
our Permits Office at {619) 688-6158. Barty coordination with our agency is strongly 
advised for all encroachment permits. 

The c:ncroachrne:nt permit application should include environmental swdles addreS$in1 
impacts within the Caltran& 'R/W, if any. It should also Include plan information 
(including notes and speciflc11tions) showing what storm water management practice& or 
techniques will be used during the construction to prevent &ediment and other pollutants 
from entering Caltran, ,torm drain system. /uly work activity outside of Callrllns lVW 
that has the potential for dikharging pollutants. overland or throu&h II storm drain system 
to Cal trans property or to a Caltrans storm drain system, should be add=sed in this plan. 

O\lr coniact person for I-8 is Erwin Gojuangco, Route Manager, at (619) 688-6610. 

~~};jU 
BILL FIGGE, Chief 
Development Revl.ew and Public Transpottalion Branc:h 

S-41 

S-42 

S-43 

RESPONSES 

Acco rding to City of San Diego gu idelines, the SeaWorld project does not 
significantly impact the intersections ofl-8/Sunset Cliffs Boulevard. The Sea World 
project does not increase the intersection delay by more than 2.0 seconds; therefore, 
no mitigation is requi red, regardless of the ambient Level of Service. 

Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation in the Draft EIR, has identified 
significant impacts and mitigation measures for the intersections ofl-5/Sea World 
Drive ramps. The Draft EIR also states that Sea World will contribute its fair share 
contribution due to impacts to Sea World Drive. 

See response to comment S-35 . 

See response to comment S-35. 
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MTDB ::'; 
\11:tropri'1!,m Trm,c:,,t O,.,vrl<>r•rn,..·1 r12,11d ...._.,. 

1255 lmperial Avenue, Suite 1000 
San Diego, CA 92101·7490 
(619) 231-1 466 
FAX (619) 234-3407 

April 24, 2001 

Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 
City of San Diego 
Land Development Review DMslon 
1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

CIP 476 (PC 20476) 

Subject: MTDB COMMENTS ON THE SEAWORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE - DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide Input on the SeaWor1d Master Plan Update Draft EIR. We 
have reviewed the Draft EIR with respect to the MTDB North Bay and Beach Area Guideway Study and 
have the following comments: · 

~![' Please indicate the proposed Automated People Mover (APM) guldeway on all graphic 
depictions of the SeaWor1d site. In the Draft EIR it is not dear that the elevated guideway is an 
Integral part of the APM proposal. Section 3.4 of the Project Description does list the Transit 
Station as a Special Project with a proposed design guideline: "5. Limit the Transit Station 
and guldeway height to 60 feel" However, It should be dear to the reader of the EIR that the 
APM system has a guideway entering and leaving the SeaWor1d site. Graphics such as 
Figura 3.4.1 - Conceptual Development Plan should indicate the most recent alternative 
guideway aflgnments. 

lr2 

2. Please spedflcally 11st the APM as a potential mitigation measure. The Draft EIR does not 
adequately describe the positive benefits of an APM system with a stop at SeaWortd in terms of 
traffic congestion relief and on-site parking reduction. The Transportation and Circulation 
Section (4.4) of the Draft EIR does mention the North Bay and Beach Area Guideway Study 
under Transit, but the section seems to be written as If all visitors will be arriving In private 
aulomoblles. Section 4.4.6 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting does list the MTDB Transit 
Options as a mitigation measure (4.4-11 ): " (2) lmplemerrt offslte parking or shuttle/MTDB 
t ransit options: and/or (3) construct the planned parking structure." However, the APM is 
not specifically addressed. The proposed mitigation measures could discuss in much more 
detail the potential to access SeaWo~d via transit and/or use off-site parking at sites such as the 
Old Town Transit Center and shuttle visitors to SeaWor1d vta the APM. 

Momber Agencies: 

~ 
Ciryol Ctiu1a V'bltA. City al c«on,do, City ot El Cajon, Cltyof lff1,erial Beact\, 0ty of La Mna, Cttyd l emon Grove. City of Nationol City, 
City at Poway, City ol SM Olc,go, Cly d Sa,,te,e, c.au,\y ol San Diego, S1a1e al Ct.lllornl• 

Metmpolrtan Trantit ~ 8cwdll!I Coordltlator af Iha M~,.,..,,.. Systn and~ [8lruiet.bMm1n191r111~ 
Sutnidla,y Corp;,f&!bns: lRJSan O.OC,TramllCorpo,allon, (;Js.n Dlligo Tl'Oloy, Inc.. and LIJSan ot-oo&AttmN. EMtem Rainy Compeny 

F«persmw trlppfilming« l'Clllf11 hltwmadon, cal ,~orvfe/fQ¥*81bd-.11t~.com/ 

L-1 

L-2 

RESPONSES 

The proposed Automated People Mover (APM) does not currently have an 
adopted al ignment and therefore was not included on the proposed SeaWorld 
Master Plan Update illustrative graphics. Because the ultimate guideway location 
is undecided it is premature to include it on Master Plan graph ics. 

The APM proj ect fa lls withi n the Mit igation Measu re 4.4- 11(2) that states, 
·' implement offsite parking or shuttle/MTDB transit options. However, because 
this transit opt ion is currently not fun ded it would be inappropriate to assume 
that it will be imp lemented and therefore cannot be included as a mitigation measure. 
Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford ( 1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 723 , 
727-28. 
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Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
April 24, 2001 
Page2 

COMMENTS 

Please let us know if you need addltlonal lnfom,atlon relating to the North Bay and Beach Area 
Gufdeway Project. Ms. Kathy Donnelly can be reached at {619) 557-4545 if you haw any questions 
and/or comments regaroing our response. 

Sincerely: 

~-~ 
Toni Bates 
Diredor of Planning 

KYamo ·L-LCMON.TBATES 

Cc: Kathy Donnelly, MTDB 

RESPONSES 
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COMMENTS 

MIDWAY COMMUNITY PLANNING BOARD 

Aprll 2~. 2001 

Mr. Chm Zirl<le, Senior Plm,nor 
cny ol San Diego 

Lai<! ~t Ailllllew Division 
1222 ArstAvenue. MS S01 
San Oiego, CA 92101 

Re: Draft Enyhvn......W Impact Repgrt for $AWortd ....... PIM\ Update 

VIA FACSIMILE: &181~ 

D- Mo. Chris 2lrl<Je: 

[ 

The Midway Corm.,nity P!m,nlng AIMsory Cornmit1ee received 1tle SeaWOlld Oran EIR on March 27, 2001. 

Untonun~, el!Dr having $erved on lhe 8'RW!n1 Cemmunlty t.e.defa Forum for the past year and a hi!!!, 

we were not on 1he Ila! to receive lhe Nolioe of ~ <:A a Draft ElR or the Draft EIR.. Alie soverel 

phcne calls we ewntullllyreoe!Wd a copy. 

[ 

While Sel#Norld bo'lnga great benefit to tho i,Nller Sen OIGg(I. It cripples 11le local oomrnunny trafflc ;n which tt 

tG$1<1QS. The Midway CorlfflUnity Plannlng .Mvlsory Cormfflee rBOOft"l't'IMds coop«a11oo betweet'I 

SoaWO!ld. The Clly d San lllego and 1,e Sl;i!IJ of Calilomla, $0 thal a,>pfopfiale lriligatioft bll enabled to h~ 

make Sea World a gaod !Mlghbor. 

L-3 

L-4 

RESPONSES 

The Draft EIR public review period was extended two weeks based on a request 
from the Peni nsula Community Planning Board . 

This comment recommends cooperation between Sea World, the City of San Diego 
and the State of California to mitigate traffi c impacts. The mitigation measures 
presented in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR indicate 
cooperation between the City and Sea World. In addit ion, the City will work with 
Caltrans in the implementation of mitigation measures that involve its facilities. 

I.r 5 -Iha intent of Ille Se&WDl1d Master Plan r,, to nc:t- attendance • ..tilch o,n only lnaeaoo tral!ic Y01ume. tho 11 L-5 
[ 

This letla addr- a,e .. ol """""'n with Iha Draft EIR as - 115 issue,; no! mentiooiel! or omlled. Since 

This comment introduces traffic as the commentor 's primary concern. 
Midway Comroonlly A(Moory Commlltoll tlas concentrated ft'S primary~ IQ tridlic reta!ed lssu&S. 

L 
t:m,drb«ftOOd CbnNtlr(,4....,... . 11 L-6 

L-6 Sp(nhdown Aida and n-enlr.-,ce does not flow with neighboring comrronHy or with the theme of 

design cum,nlly ponrayed at Sea'Na'k!. 

The Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics issues are addressed in Section 4.2 of the 
Draft EIR. This section of the Draft EIR focuses on future development in 
accordance with the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update that would impact 
the surrounding area. A significant unmitigable visual impact was identified for the 
Splashdown Ride. The Splashdown Ride does include elements that are consistent 
with Sea World's design theme, including large pools of water and a Commerson 's 
dolphin exh ibit. Similarly, the new entrance also includes nautical theme elements 
that are consistent with Sea World 's design theme, including visual icons to enhance 
and strengthen SeaWorld's marine park theme and a water body with docked 
boats, a wharf and a lighthouse. This design approach is consistent with neighboring 
Mission Bay Park. 

L LlpltC. Glare and B"8d6lq 
l.r 7 "This oonrr,inlnlly is una!M to da4Mmlne tha effects oC ~ and ,Jae~"" no ....tflclenl studies 

haw - pen'onned o, ""' ldanliled In me Oto.II BR. 

3024 Ha.nc:odt Street, Sin Diego. eatnomla 92110 

L-7 Section 4.3. Light. Glare and Shading of the Draft EIR addresses the issues raised 
in thi s comment. This section concludes that adherence to the City of San Diego 
Municipal Code, the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines, 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

and the SeaWorld Master Plan Update Design Guidelines would ensure that 
significant light and glare impacts would not occur. This comment does not provide 
a specific description of the shortcomings of this EIR section and the conclusions 
presented therein. Therefore, no further response is possible. 
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L-9 

COMMENTS 

Mr. Chris Zlrlde, cayot s.,, oi.go 

llU1d ooYolopmenl RMl!ew Division 

Apnl 24, 2001 
PageTWO 

rn,,,,pamr;o,,,.,.,, ~ 
floedwe,y Segments (2005 WMkday): 

The Draft EIA _,,_ lh.i llwln> "'°°Id not be s{Qnllcant ilim!!!t.alll. Impact upon local 
freeways and surt.oce neels. Howwer, !he lc,llowing dect8d inwsoctions a,e curremly at 
LOSE o,r F bllNd upon 1M folkJ\l,fng 1997 sludy. 

lltTERSECTION LOS 

1·5 Nor1hbound 
-

World eriva E 

1-5 Soulhbound 
-

Olld Dr!Ye E 

Unda VlCla Rolod/N.,., S1reet E 

Mi-- - Alen a/WOl!A Point Loma Bou-d" F 

Nfrnl!s BOUlellardNWc:st Point Loma Boulevard F 

Camino del Rio WMlt'Aa$8Crans Arcnal!lw.• E 

• Lotal«I In ...,.,,_ Pfannlna 111N .......,.,1/d 1w S<t«Wo,ld frafflc. Nol .......,,'able 

Soutc:e.: Clly Clll San O\ollO Conwftlnily and Eco,,omic O<MIIOpt'*11 Oepatlmenl cf Transparta11on 

Plarmlng Sedlon Repor1. No-.iber 25, 19!17 

Fteewayfle~Al1IW\als/F-ay Segments (2006--v): 
The subject .....-..,yin*- no nur term nitlg&1ioh(p'lor 10 2005), ot 9ignlllcant impacts 
on -.keDda - 11119 la not acceptable. l\ldway Corl'fflJnlly Planning Aclllbofy Committee 
rECClffnellds ltle cor,,pleb d h IOllowlng lt.......ay ln1erd111nges to hlllave traffic on 
S..aWtrld Dlllleas well as 1he kJletoecliolm of Se,aWolld Dr1Ye ;wad 1-6: 

1. 1-<5 South to 1-8 W""- <or Beaches). 
2. 1-8 East to J-5 Nor1tt 

L-10 [ 

L-11 [ 

In addltton, the SeaWortd EIR dooo not prO\AdO lot wldenmg the WflS1 Mission Bay DrMI 
8!fd9e until 2020. Thie i,s uneoooptal,IQ r.lrlCC! any inauas,, in traffic would render this por1ion 

of ro9dway grldloCk. 

Elec8use lh• CIP.19 COl1trolled at the Cily of S... Diego-. the Midway Connu,fty Planning 
Adllisoty Comrri- reoo.111•1ds that a yaar1'J,..... be~ among !IIO ~-or 
l~aclecf cormlUllity pl.onnlng groupe ID re.tew tralllc ~ 

L-8 

RESPONSES 

A curren t traffic study, such as the March 5, 2001 SeaWorld Traffi c Study, 
supercedes previous traffic studies for the same study area because the information 
is more current and therefore considered more accurate. 

Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR describes how much 
traffic a project may add to the existing roadway system before a significant 
impact is reached. The amount of project traffic that can be added to the existing 
roadway system depends on the current Level of Service (LOS). Ifan intersection 
is operating at an unacceptable LOS (D, E or F), then project traffic can add up to 
2.0 seconds of delay (City of San Diego Criteria). If the project is not calculated 
to cause a significant impact, then no mitigation is required. This aforementioned 
procedure is the adopted City of San Diego methodology for addressing traffic 
impacts caused by projects. 

Of the in tersections listed in the comment, only two were included in the study 
area for the Draft EIR. The intersections included in the traffic study were 
determined based on City of San Diego Traffic Study Manual Guidelines. The 
guidelines require that intersections included in traffic studies must have at least 
50 project-generated peak-hour trips through an intersection as determined by a 
select zone ass ignment. 

Of those two intersections that were common to both studies, the Sea World Drive/ 
1-5 northbound ramps was calculated to operate at LOSE, which is identical to the 
City of San Diego Community and Economic Development Department of 
Transportation Planning Section Report. November 25. 1997. The other 
intersection. Sea World Drive/1-5 southbound ramps was calculated to operate at 
LOS C. which is better than the City of San Diego Community and Economic 
Development Department of Transportation Planning Section Report , 
November 25, 1997. Because the Sea World Master Plan Update traffic study is 
the most current, it is considered the most accurate. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

L-9 Completion of the 1-5 and 1-8 missing ramps (1-5 South to 1-8 West and 1-8 East to 
1-5 North) is desirable, and they would relieve traffic on Sea World Drive. However, 
the construction of freeway-to-freeway ramps is well beyond the requirement of a 
private development. For proper consideration, a mitigation measure must be 
·'roughly proportional" to the impacts of the project. Dolan v. City of Tigard 
(1994) 512 U.S. 374, 391. The proportionality must exist to the extent of the 
impacts caused by the project and the extent to which the exactions actually 
miti ga te those impacts. Id. The relative impact of the project is minimal in 
comparison to the overly burdensome exaction that would be imposed if the suggested 
freeway interchanges were to be built at the sole cost and expense of the applicant. 
No rough proportionality wou ld exist for purposes of satisfying the test set forth 
in Dolan . 

Nonetheless, the missing ramps are being considered in the 1-5 Corridor Study 
being administered by SANDAG Furthermore, the proposed mitigation measures 
for traffic impacts at the 1-5/SeaWorld Drive interchange would reduce the identified 
project-related impacts below a level of significance. 

L-10 The Draft EIR cannot control the timing of the widening of the West Mission Bay 
Drive Bridge. The timing of widening the West Mission Bay Drive Bridge is tied to 
a City of San Diego Capital Improvement Project (CIP 52-643). Based on adopted 
City standards, this facility is over capacity with or without the Sea World project. 
Sea World is still allowed to add approximately two percent more traffic without 
resulting in a significant impact. As indicated in Mitigation Measure 4.4-7, Sea World 
will pay a fair share toward future bridge improvements. 

L- 11 This comment recommends a yearly review of traffic impacts. A yearly review is 
provided for in Section 4.4.5. Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting, Program of 
the Draft EIR. 
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COMMENTS 

Mr. Cl"is Zlnde. City of San Oleg<> 
Land Dowlopmenl Re ... Di'l!SICn 

April 24. 2001 
Page Three 

I.r12 
This Draft EIR does not sulfid4nlly oddNISS 11>c Dump Sle ~ In do$I! pro,rirn!Y to not Ol\ly 1hA 

[ 

g,win,nmental 

"""' parkh\g araa, but lhe Sp!ashdo..,... fw. 1111 well. Due lo Ille high wal8r 18h18 and tho to,cic nlllUI& 
ot lhe dump Si"',. tl'III EIR should~ -1CS11ng, NlmOYa a,,d """"6aJlon In ""90Clalioo wi1h Ille 
conslnJc1IOn ol 1"8 Spl ~ Rldll. as well as concerns aboUI 1>IIWl!I ova ll>e portion of lhe 

Dummp Sile loc;8tior, fer the parldng Joi. 

I.rl3 L 
~14[ 
I.r15 

In addition. the Mdwll'/ Community Plannlng Ad-k,ory Conrrollee reconmends 111al I arge clll>OPY 
tre,5 oo ex19ndvdY utillced \l'>roughout t,e SeaWorld parldng lol area to millgllle the lrrplct of 

osphal\ .,,d ........ 

Concllltton: 
Toged,er wllh 111e ptoposed bal paJk, nu.-ous new l>olel !1i1es localed on or near Mission Bay and 
San Diogo Bey, tt,e new E;n~ Pl..,, ioge1hGr v.1lh Ile SeaWoo1d Master Plan. Nor1tl 63)' 
Redo\Hllopmen\ sld th Bay,to-Bay Concept. lhe MldW&y Corrmunlnity P\anning NM9«'/ Ca,,mlllae 
percl9ws all 11,- u a recipe lor disasl8r nol only lof trattic. but for heallh as solely lo 1he residents 

of tills community. 

'MssJon Bay Patlt:.should bll ,:h,,ned. ~. and m,nagtld lot Jong-19rm enwonmental health. 
The h/gllest wata, QU8'ly; 9Utlta/Md b/odfvr!JltY; atglllng ~ -,,1 ~; - th<> tlldlJClJon 
01 t,afflr;, nol# llfld alt po/lullon shCIJld 36 b9 prio,i111,a. 7be porl!'s rt8Mal IUOUl'COS shoukJ t,., 
conllel'V'l!d and enhlf!ICo4 not on/y to~ snlllronmenlJ!I ..._, bUI ablo tor aeslP>eflc and 

rccmatlon/11 bene/l!S". ___ .._,.,, 1,1,dln 

TI.a. -ity, •nd Iha 11-S1111 Diego community hu had •....,. 45 (o, r-, day& to 

conalcle, 1tt- ..... or NW!ronfflfflllll lffll"IGU it. wll llffwt lllan Diego far 45 r-• or more. la 

th .. .,.. ... _? 

Sln=cly. 

~~r 
Leslie Sangulrall 

Chait . Baa-d 
Mldwll)I CorrffiUnfty Plannmg 

RESPONSES 

L-12 The inactive Mission Bay Landfill is addressed in Section 4.11, Human Health/ 
Public Safety of the Draft EIR. Soils' testing has been conducted near the boundary 
of this landfi ll , which concluded that no contaminated soi ls exist near the documented 
boundary of this landfi ll. Also see response to comment S-2. The proposed 
Splashdown Ride is approximately 250 feet from the approximate landfill boundary. 
However, it is unlikely that any landfi ll gases and/or landfill materials would be 
encountered during excavations associated with the construction of the Splashdown 
Ride because it is not directly above the inactive landfill. Further, the Draft EIR 
also indi cates that the area above the inactive landfill would only be used for 
parking and would be paved with a chip-seal paving surface, which is impervious 
to water, but allows fo r gas diffusion and would not involve excavation . 

L-13 The Sea World Master Plan Update includes Design Guidelines that require trees 
planted in the parki ng lots to improve public views towards Sea World and provide 
shade, reduce glare, and soften views of large expanses of pavement. 

L-1 4 The Draft EIR addresses the cumulative traffic effects in the vicinity of the proposed 
project in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR and the 
traffic and health and safety issues in Chapter 5.0, Cumu lative Impacts of the 
Draft EIR. 

L-15 The Draft EIR public review period was extended by an additional 14 days, and 
under Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines, a 45-day period for public review is 
adequate. 
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April 25, 2001 

M'cfttla Blake 
Mike Wesffake c/o 

COMMENTS 

The City of San Diego Development Services 
202C Street 
San Diego CA 92101 

Deer Mrs. Martha Blake and Mike Wes flake, 

The Pacific Beach Community Planning committee's response to Sea Wood's EIR, 
Mitigatioo Measurers and Master Plan are as fol!O"M! and will not be limited to these 
comments in the future: 

Sea Wodd's expansion will definitely contribute to more traffic, more 
congestion, more density and more noise. There should be a give and lake to 
"mitigation". 

park land access). The Current Sea World master plan conflicts \lnth the Mission Bay 
Master Plan regarding a shoreline perimeter bike and wallc w~. ThiS 'yet to be 
identified' pathway should provide .access around the bay, a minimum of 25 feet 

[ 

1 Acce9s- (our committee would define as perimeter shoreline walk Wat/ and 

wide with landscaping, a COl"IC(ete sidewalk and bike path. A Briarfield cove style 
bri~e could accommodate bridging the water areas. (This i.s our #1 priority). 

r_,. 17 1 2 HoteJ. the bulk, scale, amount of units and square footage proposed should 
L_ be cut in half. 300 rooms. half the height and bulk. 

lr18 

L-19 

3 Roller (lOHblr or high-rise ride&- these uses are not appropriate in Mission 
Bay Park. Furthermore during 1he campaign we wefe told no such uses were 
contemplated. Sea World's "platform", the entire reason for the needed lifting of the 
height restrlciion was to save the whaies, to build a high rise aviary and to build a 
research facility. While we fully support educational endeavofS, we adamantly 
oppose high rise rides. Several members noted the splash down ride is located on 
the same 16+acres that was to be used fOC' only surface parking due to structural 

and soil concerns. 

[ 

4 Partdng Garage- if propel' concmte and landscaping designs are employed 
lr20 the structure will blend in. Offered examples of a subdued design Is the Catamaran 

Parking Garage (or, in stark contrast, the Islandia garage). However. any Increase in 

RESPONSES 

L-16 This comment recommends that a shorel ine perimeter access be provided on the 
Sea World leasehold. This project alternative is addressed in Section 9.3, Enhanced 
Public Access Alternative of the Draft EIR. 

L-17 Th is comment recommends that the hotel part of the proposed project be reduced. 
Thi s project alternative is addressed in Section 9.6, No Parking Structure or Hotel 
Over 30 Feet High Alternative of the Draft EIR. 

L-18 This comment expresses an opini on aga inst the inclusion of" high rise rides" in the 
proposed project. This project concept is addressed in Section 9.8, Comb ination 
Alternative of the Draft EIR . 

L-19 This comment indicates that the Splashdown Ride is located in a 16-acre area that 
was to be used on ly fo r surface parking. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update states this parcel may be used for expansion of Sea World attract ions and 
prohibits use of the entire parcel exc lu sively fo r park ing. The geological 
reconnaissance performed by Christian Wheeler Engineering, Append ix F of the 
Draft EIR, found no geo logical hazards of significant magnitude to preclude 
construction at the project site. 

L-20 Thi s comment provides some design suggestions for the future parking garage. 
The aesthetic issues related to the parking garage are addressed in Section 4.2, 
Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. This section of the Draft 
EIR indicates that the future parking garage wou ld be barely visible outside of the 
Sea World leasehold. 
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lr22 [ 

lr23 [ 

~24[ 
~ 25 [ 
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COMMENTS 

parking should betted Into increasing public park and shoreline access .... lhat is, the 
large parking garage will lessen !he need for surface pining, thus mueh of 16.5 
acres can be returned to the public. 

5 Public Transit- Sea World's Plan fails to indicate any future proposal to 
accommodate a rail lrmsit to the park. This accommodation should be at the 
expenMJ of Sea Wood, and incorporated Into their plan. 

6 Minor Projtcb,- lhe EIR and Master plan fails to identify the accumulalive 
impact of minor projects over time. No mechanism is in place to monitor or revise the 
effect or multiple minor projecis. 

7 Approval Pl'Oee$$- CurrenUy the Real Estate Asset dep.wnent. Park and 
Recreation Department, Environmental Review Division are determiners of minor 
and major proJects however a citiz8n committee such as the Mission Bay Park 
Committee or Planning Commission should have the ultimate determination whether 
to change staff recommendations from a minor to a major or even a major into a 
minor project. 

8 Sea w«fd Drfv• Roadway and freeway ingress and egress improvements 
should be paid for by Sea Wortd and not the taxpayer. Their expansloo will Increase 
traffic and congeslion, so in return, they pay 100% for roed expansion. 

9 Elilctricity · Because San Diego is experiencing an electrical crisis, we would 
like to see how this increased usage will affect us. Residents are absolutely 
unwilllng 10 saaifioe their electrical needa and inaeased rates for any Sea World 
expansion. 

For further information please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Chairperson PB Planning Committee 
2293 Soledad Rancho Road 
San Diego, CA 92109 
858-483-8992 

L-21 

L-22 

L-23 

L-24 

L-25 

RESPONSES 

Thi s comment provides an op inion that any increase in parking should result in 
increasing pub lic parkland and shoreline access. Increasi ng shoreline access is 
addressed in Section 9.3 , Enhanced Publ ic Access Alternative of the Draft EIR. 
The increase in publ ic parkl and is a recommendation that will be considered by 
the City when it makes its decision regarding the proposed project. See response 
to comment Ll9. 

The proposed project includes provision of a future transit station location and 
Automated People Mover guideway on the Sea World leasehold, as described in 
Sect ion 3.4.2, Project Description, Proposed Projects in the Draft EIR and 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 I. Therefore, the proposed Master Plan Update does 
accommodate future rail transit. This comment indicates that the cost for these 
faci liti es should be at Sea World's expense and incorporated into the Plan. The 
C ity will consider this recommendation when it makes its decision regarding the 
proposed project. 

Chapter 5.0, Cumu lative Impacts of the Draft EIR addresses cumulative impacts. 
Furthermore, other projects included in the analysis of cumulative impacts are the 
Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project, the Dana Point Inn Land Hotel Expansion 
and the De Anza Harbor Resort. 

This comment makes a recommendation that a citizen committee, such as the 
Mission Bay Park Committee or Planning Commission, should have ultimate 
determinat ion over mi nor and major Sea World projects. The proposed Master 
Plan Update includes a review procedure for projects, wh ich is described in 
Section 3.6, Discretionary Actions of the Draft EIR. This process involves the 
Mission Bay Park Committee and other City departments. It also requires Coastal 
Commissio n approval. The City wil l consider th is recommendation when it 
makes its dec ision regarding the proposed project. 

Sea World wi ll contri bute funds to mi tigate traffic impacts resulting from traffic 
increases from the Sea World operation based on the traffic volumes resulting from 
Sea World patrons and employees. Sea World will therefore pay its fair share of 
mitigati on of traffic impacts, with the exception of two mainline segments on 
Interstate 5. This comment recommends that Sea World shou ld be responsible for 
all costs related to road expansion. The City wi ll consider this recommendation 
when it makes its decision regarding the proposed project. 

L-26 The recent increase in electrical rates in the San Diego area is unrelated to Sea World's 
electrical usage. The increased electrical demand offuture Sea World projects is 
too small a portion of the San Diego region ' s electrical demand to affect electrical 
rates. 
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Apll 25, 2001 

\/IA FACSM..E 

Ms. ,..._ Blaka'Mt.. Mn lDMY 
Cityc:J/5anDlego 

COMMENTS 

Land DIMllopltlmll - DMslcn' 
Etwn>nm...W -DM1iol'I 
1222 Fn1 /'tie~ MS ~1 
San Diego CA 82101 

Oe8r Ms. lllake,Ms. u,w,y, 

·0u,Pen1rau1aOomml.rilyl'lannilgBoaltlhadimledlimeto,_thes..wc.ti~Onift 
Eriwonmeral mpact ~ - FMI c:Jlb membera -.just~~""' ,-;,,ed nctice or 
d:lcum""11tlon ID nwll:w anly n,uraclay c:111a111--. Same c:Jl "-9 commenb -11 Included ii the Boards 
Comments, eanewwe nct Sornec:11 the- ln>m U-. 'Konarwere--onlyThursday, aa please 
accepl, ~end review our :ad<lliOlw concano and temedea a11 wel. 

Comments ID DRl'FT l!.IR ~ Mllots Plan Updm,-Oele c:11 Nclice 3112/01 R.,.,- t,y no,w Penlnaula 
CommUllly Planning 8-'d Moml>fn, '41191111 (along wlh ...-,-, by sea WCl1d'a ~ . Grau 
Karw, Iii 8:1S-9:18 pm). 

[ 

1. (s-21) $eaVl/orld'& P1ams1Q Proceea o( "Four Puta, Fawn• 1D '$olicl c,,,nment," and "Four presentatlor1$ 
m- (2 mon,7)," do not m_,., up toormeet tlle n,qulnimerU m nc:it«t by the 10/1-4199 Plan~lng 
CcmmiUlon ~• ldan1il\:allol, "b-the need to talat ElCTRIIORON'IRY ellblta to lnvolva the PUlllle in not 
only the "oomm-· tM lntha t..Po.t.TE PROCESS." ..-..,g comm- ""'10 be~ 1D, considered, 
di,.Q,aa«I ald 1""'9mertad wt.n, poealtlla. 

~ 
2. ($-5) MllglllOl1 staled·--~ d M99ien Bay Pait -Pion~ ---s-Ylll:,rkl-Plan Updae as pat c:Jlt111ot Prcject. wouldl.Meell a~ tlle mpa:ts Retad ID lncon•~ wlh .Adopad Plan• and 

Pclcies .• 77??? 
Does this mean,l'IMJ 'c~.,. R"*>s 8/ldPolclas,' the "/rrl,-:ts"woudn'tl..asffn ortioA~" jult the 
"Numbf1rafh'lt.a.sis•'lt.m"wth ,,,.Adof*dPlans -,d Pn,HrtPokiu??? There Is nhe<"ently in 1h18 
-.ment a m1s.-or~~ flll1)0N tortNs ProjtJct bl shoud I» clarflle<I NOW. WITy is 1he approved 
and pq,OMd p111n bo,lng ~ Dl9clOilU"9 Wllh Mllglmrl is far man, w,de, atll 411:>ie and accec,table IO the 
~ pcpJlllce ourcly 19 now Wl&bl*I with. To do otnenwtee ts tbalsll. 

3. ~.1-41) Beyond., ffllleva"f mll'lallro straegy'lbr l)tOffldion c:JI SeaWoMs "Economi: \/lablily" (Of Whi:h 
the~ is nm lo be oonc.nwd), the SeaWortl Master Pim 4'dale le NOT RECOMME!OEO ID be 
• m pa-.d Into the MMlon Blly Matar Pwl ~ as oom.,....i ID a 'Twmnl" being lr-..d in ar- in con1rol 
ct $ellli,g 1he Policia far Ille '--le c:Jlwhk:!i he is 1D Sign wlh lhe 'l.an<lonf' c:11 lhe proparty. A "Tenant• 
especially a Fo!cProfl. P!1v* ~ • ca,ncc ~· u. Be9t lnl..ts Of a "nOn-p!Ol1, pul,lic, 
Laldlord, • In • compelenl m..,. without major ca'lflict Of ~ - n --. "Pl.de Contrell" eould 
-ly be loet by., Olp1ized 'Cetporlilion.' />lffatf '95'1' d plllllc qu' t.as dsdcud ~ cppc)9lion IO Ille 
present plan. .A.IMltiMd, app'CMld and IB5Sed In lilgi-.e la .. dasi,e, r.-1 aid ..,..._., Of Public 
R-f<r E.PCH PR0.ECT and .....-en11D Ille Ms9ion Bl!Yf>mlt - Pl&n and Is~ 
mpn,wemental 

l..r 33 8ay Pa1<'• Master Pia!-· "MaslDn BayJ*I< ahoUld be p4,n>ed, doev,ed and managed for 1on11-1<sm C 
4. (pl.1-18} The idonlllied'Slngl9 G..cling Prln:lpal." a Qoal 111d Pncriyc:JIO!;anlDlm according lo Ms.a, 

.,,,......,mental,__ The h~ -cpally: ~ ~ ono<*igidJca!lon and .....-ch:«Klthe --------

RESPONSES 

L-27 A 14-day extension of the pubic review was granted by the City at the request of 
the Peninsula Community Planning Group. 

L-28 

L-29 

L-30 

Sea World conducted an extensive public outreach program as part of developing 
the Sea World Master Plan Update. A description of this program is provided on 
pages 1-1 and 1-2 in Section I. I, Background of the Draft EIR. Sea World undertook 
a two-phased public outreach program, with the goal of holding public meetings 
throughout the City at various times and locations to make them accessible to the 
largest number of people. The first phase was conducted in January 2000, while 
the second phase was conducted in June 2000. A total of eight public forums were 
held , with a total of225 part icipants attending and 500 comments generated . 

The Draft EIR explains that with the approval of Proposition D by the voters, 
there are inconsistencies between the voter-approved Proposition D and the 
Mission Bay Park Update Master Plan that would be resolved with the approval 
of the proposed project. 

See response to comment L-29. 

L-3 I This comment provides a recommendation that the proposed Sea World Master 
Plan Update not be incorporated into the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. 
The City will consider this recommendation when it makes its decision regarding 
the proposed project. 

L-32 This comment indicates an op ini on in opposition to the proposed project. The 
City wi ll consider this recommendation when it makes its decision regarding the 
proposed project. 

L-33 This comment restates information presented in the M ission Bay Park Master 
Plan. however, this comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
information in the Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is possible. 
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I.r 34 LREDUCTION OF TRAFFIC, NOISE, an1t AIR POLLUTION 9howd a1 be PRIORITIES.·- ··· 

r35 DRM!tr,g carefldy all of Sea\Mlrld's Sumt'lla)' 81d mucll of l'• plan, the caplalu,d- In the pn,wiouS 
1..r par19'11p11 al'- "QDals and MMion&," in Ille--· af lhie updllle - m be mloplaced er net 

acldreSsed fultf. 

L-36 

L-37 

A. (1)4.1-18) n,e 'guldng ~ In Accea and Cir~ ls to: "'pro,dde a-, dllcient and anjoyallfe 
~s to,.. of h recreellDn -. m.-....nrv ,.__, - f*1cing llq>ltcton adjacent rnldendal 
a,..u, Traffic and Jla'klnlil ehOUld alC>l)Oll. Id. NOT OVERWtELM. the Pan's ree,allon .._, tl1e reglonal 
partdand al'IIIIS In patlcula" (and .llDJACENT" COIM.NfllESII). 

-,.,. .-eel In poo,t (3) af lhe SMIWcr1d'• -Plan..__ Sin,mary, "UliS prcject would res,jt In 
alg-nt UNMITIG#BLE hnepc,11ilklli and clra*4ion l...,.cts. bolh DIRECT and CUMULAT~ • 
ThiS IMlUld affec:I the~ ...... and fl'.-y aegrn-. ramps and rrw.tledlana - are aeady • poor 
serldce levds of "E er F" rroNn 'MJUld Im~ t,,,c:ane lewel "F" a«Yice le.- or war.1e If approued • 
.,....,...,...i. Such sa¥lee - are IDtaly LNACCEPT~ and dord meet GDIII ~irementt: 

1-5 Nor1hbound Rampe/SalWorld Or. 
1--6 Sou!N)amd Rompe/SeaWolld Dr. 
U!da.Vlm~Sl 
~ Or ./Sparta /JnJrre/tN.Pt. u,ma 8111d. • 
NJmh B/Yd./oN. PL Loma IIM1 • 
canino de! Rio WJRosecrww St./Spofta ~ BMI. • 
(*locaed on Penlnlula + alr-iy lfflpa:ted by SeaWakf trallic) 

[ 

B. Requeet CEQUA.atudyto clltMnlne: 

Speclllr:, mt1111inllle Char,g,!11 and Coela In '1:RWQllllentai lmpa:1" ancl "EconDmlc \Aablty OI Lillbllly" for1he 

City of san [liege> in: 

1. Tralllc COf'l!lllstfonand 'needed.' yet uNfunded Capita lmpo,,e.,,ent. Pn,jecl.s (CPs) bytlle cay or San DiegO 
to acc:omodife ~· and OUIWrll Bain'&~ Growlfl llld lfflpa;l,S • prcpo,ed in tile Projocl's 
EIR. (Not to atnpty ._., p,Mle prdb) eg. VIiiar, Raeldllnt. lDIIS of euu-s, Quality d I.Xe; as a -uR 

of lncnmed tnlll!ic c:ong,,etlan 

1.,-38 Sl8rt.t In Iha Ms9U'l l!iloy bMln and Ille PenlnNI IS~ lnunclad wllll Alrpal1 lrnpac:ta ... - lnereua L 2. Cum.alive/Wand Nol• l"Olullon (SeaWorld lwa the 2nd uwgest Parking let In Sall Diego) 1mm Cdd 

would occ:ur In Pa Tr11111:? 

L-39 r- 3..C..,,.-v.t.r,andS.--ngCosts(l,,llll......._ .. "nocor--.canbeaak.edaf llclel 
L__ guem," fnxl1 • recaC IJT a1lcla ""*'-l 

L-40 

L-41 

r- 4. O.,m....,... Dr1lln on l!nal"!W c-r,,plon and Penally~ ID Realclanbl and Bualn•-fcr Ille.

L__ d San Diego's economy. 

[ 

!5. T)fng h Cos1Bof-l~ 1rrpaca' and •futuNt ....,._. I01he-be'or"'8ilenl, Aulos, c;,r 
.HIIOUl'II. <A l'ro4ls gained ..., SeaWo!1d. ("""" thlt or r, preae,,t paym..- fer .... or Public Land. which r zoned 
Resldarilal. 'M)IJd bl1ng In annull'f, tar In E>ceM or S-1<f• present~ to 91e c.ys expended 
and e,q,ected c,,ets) 

r A

2 
r--- 8. ~-~ p,qec:t E,,panalcn""""' baa~ 1-1. aa 1he Plqacl naw"""" lhan dl)ublee 

~ I b presentc:apar:1y, un11 ttie1'c:llc>wlng ---. regulllll)le ac1e111cn, ""' - ~ ------

RESPONSES 

L-34 This comment presents an opinion that traffic, noise and air pollution should be 
priorities. Each of these topics is addressed in the Draft EIR in Sections 4.4, 4. 7 
and 4.9 respectively. 

L-35 This comment provides an opinion that the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
Goals and Missions appear to be misplaced or not addressed fully in the Draft 
EIR. Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR provides a complete addressment of 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update policies and object ives relevant to the 
proposed project. 

L-36 This comment expresses an opinion that the s ignificant transportation and 
circulat ion impacts identified in the Draft EIR are unacceptable. Section 4.4.5 , 
Transportat ion and Circul ation, Mitigation, Monitori ng and Reporting of the Draft 
EIR, however, addresses the mitigation of transportat ion and circulation impacts. 
Furthermore, evidence of significant impacts cannot be based on op inion. Cal. 
Pub. Res. Code, § 21082.2. 

L-37 An ana lysis of traffic congestion is provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circulation of the Draft EIR. 

L-38 The Draft EIR addresses cumulative noise and air quality impacts in Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Impacts. Cold starts associated with vehicles leaving Sea World are 
addressed as part of the URBEMIS7G calculation of vehicular-generated emissions. 
Cumul ative air quality impacts are addressed in Section 5.2.9, Ai r Quality. Also, 
see response to comment 1-332. The proposed project would not result in a di rect 
increase in ai rcraft traffic. However, increases in ai r pollutants from increased 
ai rcra ft: operat ions at Lindbergh Field have been considered and are incorporated 
into the Regional Ai r Quality Strategies, which is the relevant plan for air pollutant 
reduction in the San Diego Air Basin. 

L-39 Implementat ion of the Sea World Master Plan Update will not result in a significant 
impact on sewer and water facilit ies. Although Sea World's water consumption 
and sewage generation will increase over time, this growth already was contemplated 
and approved in the I 985 Sea World Master Plan and Env ironmental Impact 
Report. RQD No. 84-0160, SCH #84030708, dated February 1985 which is 
incorporated by reference. That 1985 Master Plan projected that SeaWorld 
ultimately would serve 4 million visi tors. The 1985 Master Plan also included a 
300-room hotel. Any increased water consumption or sewage generation 
contemplated by the 1985 Master Plan would not be a significant impact caused 
by the Sea World Master Plan Update. Full buildout of the 1985 Master Plan is the 
baseline fo r determining whether the Sea World Master Plan Update would have 
signifi cant impacts. Benton v. Board of Supervisors ( 1991) 226 Cal.App.3d 1467. 
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The Draft EIR projects Sea World's attendance would reach 4.4 million. There is 
no evidence to indicate this difference from the 1985 Master Plan would have a 
significant impact on sewer and water facilities than what was contemplated in the 
I 985 Master Plan. 

In addition, the City of San Diego Water Design Guidelines and City of San Diego 
Sewer Design Guidelines contain policies for construction of increased water and 
sewer facilities to accommodate growth. The policies in the water and sewer 
design guidelines are implemented as part of every development project in the 
City to insure that no project causes significant water and sewer impacts. Sewer 
and water fees are structured so that the users pay both the operating expenses and 
capital improvements necessary to provide the water and sewer services. (See 
page 28 of the report titled "The Economic and Fiscal Impacts of Tourism on the 
City of San Diego and The San Diego Regional Economy, dated March 26, I 999, 
prepared by CIC Research, Inc. for The San Diego County Taxpayers Association 
found in Appendix 8-1 , Final EIR Response to Comments). 

To insure adequate water facilities, Sea World is required to prepare a water study 
in conformance with the City Water Design Guideli nes . This study will evaluate 
whether the existing city distribution water mains that serve SeaWorld are of 
sufficient size to provide the vo lu me of water for future development. After this 
study is approved by the City, SeaWorld would be required to construct any 
faci lit ies to serve its property in conformance with the Water Study. Subsequent 
to implementation of any water supply facilities, Sea World wou ld pay for and 
obtain water meters for the new development. 

To insure adequate sewer facilities. Sea World is required to prepare a Sewer Study 
in conformance with the City Sewer Design Guidel ines. This study will evaluate 
the exist ing sewer system from the Sea World leasehold to the nearest trunk sewer 
line ( 18 inches or larger) to determine whether the existing facilities have sufficient 
capac ity to accommodate new sewage generated by SeaWorld's development. 
After this study is approved, Sea World would be required to construct any facilities 
to serve its property in conformance with the Sewer Study. Subsequent to 
implementation ofany sewer facilities, Sea World would pay for and obtain sewer 
connections for the new development. 

L-40 See response to comment L-26. 

L-4 I See response to comments L-37 and L-39. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

L-42 The comment recommends reducing the size of each aspect of the proposed project. 
A number of project alternatives are presented in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives, which 
address a variety of project alternatives, some of which are a reduction in the size 
of the proposed project. Section 9.8, Combination Alternative of the Draft EIR 
discusses the greatest reduction in the size of the project, while still retaining some 
of the project elements. 
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IA6 

IA7 

IA8 
IA9 

I.r50 

I.r51 

I.r52 

COMMENTS 

a !'Mnber of Tier 2 Oe\lelopmenlS 
b. Number or Mrac1fon/S110Ws 
e. Num-or Exlll>bl/>llraction• wlh Varying hel~ ~er's expect tnput to each ac:ldilloMI Project. 

acconing to pre-elactlon inbmallon.) 
d. Number or 1-t:ltels, not only 'rooms,' but 'aulles 

C. Sugges11ons for mligallon: 

RESPONSES 

1. The Clycoufd auppo,t a CP 1e complela the tnlerctw,ge _, ~S North Imm !he baa::h ar- for 11 L-4 3 Presumably this comment is referring to adding the connecting ramp from eastbound 
Interstate 8 to northbound Interstate 5. This comment appears to recommend the 
connecting ramp as an improvement fo r traffic in the project area. The Draft EIR 
identified a number of traffic mitigation measures that would mitigate the traffic 
resu lting from the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update. The commentor's 
measure was not identified since it was not necessary in order to achieve mitigation 
of Sea World's traffic impacts. For proper consideration ofa proposed measure in 
the Draft EIR, there must exist a nexus between the mitigation measure and the 
impact. No/Ian v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, 834-37. 

eornmuter acc ... 

2. tu lellela of aenrice or"P are not a::eepa,le to local surroun<lng eommuni!IM, "aqaCerlt reai- araas," 
for~ eogmenta, •urface and fMdertraffic segments and inlllneCtlona aunounclng and lmpacte<I by 
SaaWor1d'a Update Pla1, SeaWorld l:JcpMalon ahculd begin to F....S and Focua on "Iha provision of 
CON\IENIENT PUBLIC TRNISIT.• (4.1-18) Wlthcut adchamli such~ mlllgllllon, ii only poetpoMS 
addn!lalng present tourtst anrw:tton inpacb, eapecial1y weekMd and peak seaon traffic. I aJso considerably 
lcMlerl the pub&e'• ...,.. or ag,~ IW1d consent wlh s_..,, pla,s, indelnlaly. Pccoming to Sal 

. Oieoo'• Planning Comml11lon, ..«houl SeaWor1d'a .-1 on 1h19, I wll not be a~ for "20 yeas" as -eel by 
MTOB'a Kathy OonnellaV, but is as fa' WIii'/ as "40 yeas" aecording 10 one sh0ml(t1ted Comml111ioner, last 
month. · 

L When Q-..g Kor.. stated to PCPB. "1!()'11, or SeaWorld ellentAlle are local, wlhln 8""I Diego" (I note that 
4.1-41 eomadlets his atalement an:lwilh recent local 's--drerl' may lndcalethe loea or local suppo,twllhout 
c9'oct benelll lO our com mu,,_). ~ (3-64) -· SelllWol1cl 1s one or 10 "1<.ey a:tMty eenten," that """'Id 
'clrectly -· Imm a ·~ttansl Ink from - San otego (Old Town Sllltlon)" and ,o should ocnl!tlute 
tinalC:ially wlh a correlallng percen111ga a1111e construc11on caa1a to such • t1w1a1 .,k anc1 -ion. , 1 1s net I I L 44 begun now, 1-wtl never llodlt. Other al the 'acllvly cenlln' ahould also be requinld to begin funding SKI - The Draft EIR identifies traffic mitigation measure 4.4-11 on page 4.4-52 of the 

Draft EIR that states: At the time the parking monitoring program indicates that 
it is necessary, complete one or more of the following improvements, as dictated 
by the monitoring program: (I) pave the existi ng unpaved guest overflow parking 
area located in the southeast corner of Area 2; (2) implement offsite parking or 
shuttl e/MTDB transit options; and/or (3) construct the planned parking structure. 
In add ition. th e proposed SeaWorl d Master Plan Update includes a future 
Automated People Mover (APM) trans it station location and recognizes a future 
overhead guideway to provide an APM connection to Sea Worl d. The APM project 
is currently bei ng studied. 

plllnrmg, wlh canatrucllcn on the trw,al Ink to be compleled In the nu! 4 yea,,. 
b. Stated In the lM1d Use SeellOn (4.1-41), lhe h1C01..,.atb1 or not only the "lranal lltalton", but a M:,nthly 

Funds Ca,trt,ution tied to Percentage or Autos a .llllendalce ~ the eldenslon of the trclley ,ransa system' 
(which could be -,tUlllly connec:1ed to a fedenlll)'-fUnded lllpid tram.ft system to a new airport, whleh woud 
bring In endes• Publ1c aeces• to S-World'a Pwlt), IMlUkl inpRMt pubic aceon 10 Mnion Bay Par1<" and 
Sea\Norld. "reducing the number al vehicle tripe using local raads to reach Sea\/llOl1d Iheme park" (and 
Pollution), as propoaed, but not alloc:aled for In Sea',/\/or1d's Praent Master Plan. 

e. (4.1-43) "Additlonlll trafflc assoeilled with the M..., holel(s) would comlbule to the owral traffic for the 
f>"(ljecl (SeaWOl1d.Mlleter Plan Updllle), .... aid neeessbles the "lnc:luSlon al the IJWlslt center" .. . to amellorale 
(or mike better), the traffic problom • facing the par1c. • A Percentage or Profits, Fee per room from Quivera 
Basin 1-tltola arid Munt heels or fee tied to lnctW9es In patclng lll!lllciell could llleo be set aside 1.-d 
constructicn a the transl sytern tom- the Cum.illltlve Traffic Congeatlon and Clrcc.ntlon lrrpcts ct 
Seall'lortd'• "Growth" Pmjecla In the Pal< ...i Aqacent 1-tltel /ICCOmOdatona for such Grw;th on the patl<'s and 
3*(:enl Reslclenlial ,,,_, for lost al kceSS ll'1d Circw,tion. 

Please call for.., qlM9liona or comm-. on r,y po,tlon of thi11. 

~~.~ 
Cynthia Conger, RE.Al.TOR. 
Peninsula Comml.llly Planning eo.a Member, 
with pr9Vloua ~ In Buslnesa aid Personal Development 
1537· Roeecra,s St., Sulla D 
San [liege CA 92106 

L-45 See response to comment L-44. 

L-46 Thi s comment provides an op ini on concerning convenient public transit to 
Sea World. See response to comment L-44. 

L-47 The Draft EIR is correct that 60 percent of Sea World patrons come from outside 
the region. 

L-48 This comment provides a recommendation that SeaWorld should financially 
contribute to the construction of the APM that would connect Old Town to 
Mission Beach. The City will consider this recommendation when it makes its 
decision regarding the proposed project. 

L-49 This comment provides a recommendation that other activity centers that would 
be connected to the APM shou ld also provide funding for the construction of this 
transit fac ility. The City will consider this recommendation when it makes its 
decision regarding the proposed project. 
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L-50 Th is comment provides a recommendation on a method to calculate the funding 
that Sea World cou ld provide towards construction of the APM. The City will 
consider this recommendation when it makes its decision regarding the proposed 
project. 

L-51 See response to comments L-44 and L-49. 

L-52 This comment provides a recommendation on how existing and future hotels in the 
project a rea co uld contribute to the APM. The City wi ll consider this 
recommendation when it makes its decision regarding the proposed project. 



L-53 

L-54 

L-55 

L-56 

~ 
(') 

.l,. 
\0 

COMMENTS 

DRAFT EIR Sea World Master Plan Update- Date of Notice 3/12/01 
TABLES-1 p~e 1 of7 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation . 
The .fullowing independent lllllllys;s ratings arc based upon a review of~ findings published in 
the Sea World M8Str!r Plan Update Executive Summary datm March l 2, 1001. 

(l} Whae the rcsults1Jf mitigati~ do nor mfUQC the impact "to below a lcv.:I of significance," 
this is equated to a rating of NOT ACCEPTABLE. 
(2) Where mitigation is dq,cndent ~ funding in part or wholly by tile city or state 

govemmt:ntal bodies and their legislation sllCh as a city formed CIP, and as "full ftmding for the 
ClP may be delayed or never achiewd (4.4.2)", ~ are rated as NOT ACCEPT.A.BL£ 
(3) Where certai.n impacts are not ascc:rtainable or "identified," these have the latent pot.ential for 
being NOT ACCEFTABLE but, are nm:d UNDEIERM!NED 

Results after suggested 

mitigation measures (If any) 
(l)LandUse 

Im]lllci:s to transport,,.tioo/cin:ulation nnd neigbborbood 
chmaclcristicstat:Sthetics 

Environmeotal impeds due to propoeed marina expansion 

(2) Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics 
Tier J Visual Impacts (The Splashdown ride) 

Sea World Mast.er Plan Updm, Visaal Impacts 
(3) LigJtt, Glare aad Shading 

Light and Glare {Note: Unable to ttkntify d06S 1tOI mean that 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 
NOT ACCEPTABLE 

t~re is no potmtial CIIMIITatn>I problem.) UNDETERMINED 

Shade (Nore: E;ffea& of shading are depemknJ 11pon height and 

mass. This callltOI be determwd wilhoi,t firijte dimnwom and 

aoct location of individual and cumadattre projects.) UNDETERMINED 

(4) Transportation and Circulation 
Roadway Segments (2005 weekday) 
(Note: Thi:r analysis is badly fttiwed. It assumes that there would not 
be signifiaznt immediate impact upon fruway 8. Over 60% of tht 
vi:ritors to Sea World c-ome from San Diego and other porn ofSo11thern 
California. Applying e(:Onomies of di:rl011Ce of trawl .. Traffic from 
l -15 & 163wou/duse 1-8 totheSporLS An,oa e:dt to SeaWorld Drive. 
Northbound rr~c upon l-5 would e:,;it East i,pon I-8 /0 the Sports 
.Arena Exit also the our of I/ale vmtors (35%) 10 Sea World who would 

·reside in hotels primarily in Mission Valley and South of /-8 . Old 
Town and Point Loma hotel/motel gw.st< woiJd impact Sports ArellD 

Blvd, Rosecrans and Midway to accus &aWorld NOT ACCEPTABLE 

RESPONSES 

L-53 This comment provides an introduction to subsequent comments in this letter. It 
a lso provides a vari ety of opinio ns that impacts assoc iated with land use, 
transportation/c irculation, neighborhood characteristics aesthetics, and light glare 
and shading are unmitigable and are therefore un acce ptab le or otherw ise 
undetermined. Ca l. Pub. Res. Code, § 21082.2. Because this comment does not 
otherwise add ress the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft 
EIR, no further response is possible. 

L-54 The distribution of traffic on 1-8 and 1-5 is based on a City of San Diego generated 
computer traffic model , existing counts in the area and marketing information 
provided by Sea World. These are accepted procedures and are further described 
under the Trip Distribution section on page 4.4-17 and Append ix B ("Traffic 
Analysis Methodology") of the Draft EIR. Sign ificant impacts were identified 
based on adopted criteria as descr ibed on page 4.4- 13 of the Draft EIR . 

L-55 See response to comment L-54. 

L-56 See response to comment L-54. 
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COMMENTS 

TABLES-1 
Snmmary of hnpacts and Mltlption (c.onJilrued) 

(4) Tnn.sportatioa u.d Circulation (continlld) 

Key lnlffll:ciions (2005 weelcday) 

page2of7 

R.csults after sugg, 

m=(if 

(Note: The report onzy no signi/kanJ impad!I. The followi,tg contradict$ the 

&aWorl.d report. Thae t:lnady have failing (CCJnguted and undesirahle)LOS 
(level of senlce) ratings of E &F {tte a/10 weekend]) 

RESPONSES 

L-57 See response to comment L-8. 

IN'IERSECTION LOS 

1-5 Northbound Ramps/Sea World Dr. E 

I-5 SouthboW>d Rmnp!/SeaWor!d Dr. E 

Linda Vista Rd./Napa St. E 

Midway DrJSports AJeruJ/W. Pt. Loma Dlvd• F 

Nimitz. BIJW. Poiat Lama Blvd.• p 

Camino del RioW/R.osecrans St.1Sports ~ Bi• E 

•AJ[ three ore located in Pl. Loma areas Impacted 
by SeaWorl.d traffic. , -- - L · · - .a ~ I! - -. -- - · 

Dei,c T~ P1unJn8 s-lba Rq,on of l 1"'25~7 

NOTACCEPTA 

F~way Rampsf.Am:rials/Freeway Segments (2005 weekday) 

(Note: The subject summary Ind~ "° nsar term (prior to 2005) or signij"u:ant i"!PQCtJ L-5 8 
nor does It include weekemls.Thi.s is unsubstantiated, as tlte whole intent of Sea World's 
retkvel-Opment i.s to Increase attendance which can only rcull m increased traffic 
volllffle. See abtr,e chart with regard to aisti,rg 1-5 ramps) NOT ACCEPTA. 

Roadway Segrneats (2005 wceJalay) 

(Note: TM 62J"""10r)l lndlcate1 lrlgnlflC<lllt impacts on &:a World Drive and Wesr Mission 11 L-59 
Bay Dr/w imkss mfrfgoted It mow ""m11nllon of wee!tlellds.The mitlgallons involve 
unoccq,table CIP's. NOT .4.CCEPTAB, 

See response to comment L-9. 

Weekends were counted and analyzed for the existing condition . Future analyses 
of weekend s were not conducted primarily due to the absence of modeling 
information and because weekdays had poorer operational characteri st ics, 
presumably due to the addition of commuter traffic to recreational traffic. Please 
see the discuss ion starting on page 28 of Appendix B of the Draft EIR for further 
informati on concern ing this topic. 
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TABLES-1 
Summary of1Dlpac13 and Mffitatiotl_ (a,nJiJUled) page3of7 

=[ 
L-61 

L-62 

~3[ 
LM[ 

=[ 
L-66 [ 

(4)Tran.sportatio• and Cireabtion (conJinl#ed) 

Roadway Segments (2020 weekday) 

R,:sults aftc:r ~ 
mitiptioo mqsures (if any) 

(Note: The nl1rUWJr)' Mitigation fer~ 20:ZO is pndlcal~ upon a prior CIP having 
occurred qr 11pon OM taAing place in 2020. Both mitigatiom an s~clcus as fimdmg by 
tlM city ma, not be available during the mt,rnnJng y,ar.r ur in 1020: MWeller, the rraffic 

impa,;11 would occur. NOT ACCEPTABLE 

Key Intersections (2020 weekdsy) 
(Note: The Sea-World IJme NMthbound 1-J onramp, ojframp, SeaWtmd drlw Olld 
Pacific higlrway mitigations Ol'e unacceprable as they are romldend as" part of afarurt 

CIP project which 1K4Y or may not_M creaJdandl<H' athayqle/y Wed (4.4--1 & 4.4-5.)" 
West Minio11 Bay Driff and I-8 Westbound offramp mitlgatio,I Includes creaJing another 
right tum laM and wf«ning Munon ba), bridge. Mafor underta~ which wOJ1ldonly 

take place j["CIP 52-643 is lmplemenlod andfally farrded.( 4-M)" 
NOT ACCEPTABLE 

Fxeeway Ramps (2020 weekday) 
(Note: A.J indicated in w table orzpage 2 qfthi& evaillbtio11. the nonmary ig,wres t~ 
exi$tence ofthel997 City c,fSan Diego's ·Transportation Planning's LOS HE N(congQfed 

and undesirable) rarbrg of the I-5 ra,,rps to SeaWorld Drive. To asnmr« that this would 

require 11() i"ffierlm Mitigation ulflil 2020 is fallacloia. Even then the mitigatfL>n is based 

upon an rnm:liable CTP. 
NOT ACCErIAJJLE 

CMP Atterial!i (2020 weekday) 
(Note: No impact identified c°Mrefore no mitigotion proposed This in spilt of the future 

oonge,nd arterial$ as idt:ntified by the city's tronsporratton :sectio11.) 
UNDETERMlNED 

Key Int.ersections {2005 weet.end} 
(Note: The nnnmary indicates sfgrujiamJ fw,pacl.1. Mitigallcn mea.;ure 4.4-10 asswnes 

thm l-8 and Ingraham has not b«n ~ody Impacted, 1:hueby n,gatlng rids as a 
sollllion. [See page 1 of this revfew Wider Roadway Seg,n«nt:s]) 

UNDETEllMINED 

CM'.P Freew&y Segments (2020) 
(No~: The sta/mtUII "lmpacls are consld,m:d 111fmitfgable, • in the summary~ alcM 

enough to t:ondettm t1te entirt! Sea World buildour proposal 
NOT ACCEPTABLE 

RESPONSES 

L-60 As indicated on page 4.4-48 of the Draft EIR under Mitigation Measure 4.4-7, if 
the CJP is not sufficiently funded , then SeaWorld's long-term impact on West 
Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and 1-8 would be unmitigated. This 
is because, according to adopted City standards, the proposed project would only 
be required to pay its fair share of the mitigation cost resulting from the impact the 
project would create. 

For proper consideration, a mitigation measure must be " roughly proportional" to 
the impacts of the project. Dolan v. City a/Tigard ( 1994) 512 U.S. 374, 391. The 
proportionality must exist to the extent of the impacts caused by the project and 
the extent to which the exactions actually mitigate those impacts. Id. No rough 
proportionality would exist if Sea World will be required to pay more than its fair 
share of the mitigation resulting from the impact the project would create. 

L-61 As indi cated on page 4.4-46 of the Draft EIR under Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 item 
number 2, if the City has forn,ed a CIP for the combined improvements to Sea World 
Drive and its interchange wi th 1-5, Sea World shall contribute to the CIP an amount 
which is equivalent to 44 percent of the estimated cost of widen ing Sea World 
Drive to six lanes between 1-5 and Sea World Way. 

L-62 Please see the response to comment L-61. 

L-63 As stated in the Draft EIR, the project is only required lo mitigate a calculated 
significant impact based on City of San Diego standards. Jfnew Sea World project 
trips do not materialize, then SeaWorld is not obligated to mitigate an existing 
deficiency. CEQA is not intended to protect a proposed project from existing 
deficiencies, but intended to protect the environment from the deficiencies caused 
by a proposed project. Bairdv. County a/Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal. App. 41

h 

1464, 1466. 

However, if new Sea World traffic materi alizes, as will be determined by the 
Mitigation Monitoring Report Program (MMRP), then Sea World is obligated to a 
pay its fair share obligation for improvements to the SeaWorld Drive/1-5 
northbound ramps. 
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L-64 CMP facilities were analyzed as part of the Draft EIR with mitigation measures 
identified if significant impacts were calculated. The CMP faci lities included 1-5, 
1-8 and SeaWorld Drive. 

L-65 There is excess capacity on West Mission Bay Drive at various times of the day 
and in various directions, as described in the count data set fo rth in Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR ("Count Data"). With adequate information, drivers choose the 
quickest route and avoi d congested routes. 

L-66 Comment noted. Evidence of significant impacts, however, cannot be based on 
opinion. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21082.2. Because this comment does not otherwise 
address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. Moreover, if the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the unmitigable impacts, 
then such impacts may be considered "acceptable." CEQA Guidelines,§ 15093. 
Accordingly, the potential determination that unmitigated impacts exist will not 
automatically preclude the approval of the proposed project. 
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TABLES-! 
Summary of Impacts and Mi~tion (contlnud) pa~4 of7 

L-67 

L-68 

L-69 

~w, 
L-71 [ 

1,-12 C 

-
(4)Tra•sportation and Cin:ulatiou (c,t,nt/.nud) 

Parlcing (2010) 

Remits after suggestzd 
mitigation measum, (if any} 

(Note: In die summary ii is intn~rtng that ii ls projl!ctuJ that tlu existing parldng at 
Sea World may be c;cttdttl by the ~ar 2010 b#t, that correspo~ COJ1«hts for traffic 
Impacts do not OCCUT bl tlrif Sll1MfQ1'Y IDlfil ]()20.) . 

Mltiganon ~s 4.4.l I It is rmcll!IJf" from the summary if one or all thne meam,l!S 

'W(JU]d be rcquir«J ll11tkr W ""'"' adwrse ccmditiom. UNDETEltMJNED 

(S) Water Q11,ality 

Existing Operations 
Aquaria Wflltt Trea!mcnt (Note: The summary irulkales no significant impoct 
idtttlified becat1tt of existing COll/rols. Therefore no miligt.rtion 7'1!J}Virtd) 
This findmg iS In q,iu of the fact thaJ SetzWorld has beui.found in frequent vlolatibn 

(mart! than 50 tintl!s) ofNPDF,S ~nnlts over tire past six yean. On December 8, 

1000 S-World wa< .finul SJ 2,000 bJ the Regional Wmer QRaliiy ConJrol Board for 

="1utg Entl!rcoc,;us and total Coliform bacteria limit:s tn discharges into 
Mission Bay. . EXISTING CONDmONS UNACCEPTABLE 

Future Expansion 
MariDa Expansion {Note: The po/entiol for &a World ro add personal watercraft to a 

proposed hot.I artache.d marma is not acceptable. PWC's are .bto'W11 for their high 

volwne uf po/luJant discharge (lrydrocarl,otu.) They NlVI! already ruulJed in death 

tl1ld seriOus i,rjury in Missum Bay. They an a major l7JliSance to other boaters 
particufarly .atlors. From a public :saftty standpoint PWC's shm.Jd be eliminalld ,wt 

encouraged CONDITIONAL 

Future Exhibcl:i (Note: TM summary merely indicale3 t/laJ additional aquarium water 

011d c:hioil J,Olldowm would~ tnr:orporated into the existing .ry:stein. A.f indicated 
above dti$ sys1.,,, #a.already inadeqtltllc..) UNACCEPTABLE 

(6) Biologieal Resources 

Shading of Eelgrass Beds (Note: This SU"""'1TY i.!I pndlcated upon fat,ire evaluaticn) 
UNDETERMINED 

RESPONSES 

L-67 The proposed Mitigation Monitoring Report Program (MM RP) will address 
traffic impacts on an annual basis between 2005 and 2020. 

L-68 The proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and Report Program (MMRP) would dictate 
the required number of improvements. See Section 4.4.5, Mitigation, Monitoring 
and Reporting of the Draft EIR for more detailed information on this program 

L-69 There are no significant impacts expected from the existing water treatment process 
and discharge systems. Sea World has received only one fine (in February 2001, 
not December 2000) for minor excursions of the bacteriological limits ofits NPDES 
permit, each of wh ich is classified non-serious under the Porter Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act. Moreover, these excursions refl ected a sampling artifact 
stemming from regrowth in the sampling line, rather than showing that the effluent 
actually returned to Mission Bay exceeded the permit limits. There have been no 
bacterial exceedances experienced from the Sea World treatment systems since the 
sampling problem was corrected and faci lity upgrades were completed in August 
2000. In fact, bacterial levels in Sea World 's discharge have been one to two orders 
of magnitude lower than the limits allowed by Sea World 's permit, and consistently 
lower th an the levels found in the water Sea World takes in from Mission Bay. 

L-70 This comment expresses an opinion that the potential for Sea World to add personal 
watercraft (PWC) as part of the marina expansion component of the project is not 
acceptable. This comment also indicates that PWCs are known for their high 
vo lume of hydrocarbon pollutants. Potential water quality impacts from PW Cs 
are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.5, Water Quality of the Draft EIR. This 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of in fo rmation provided in 
the Draft EIR, therefore, no further response is possible. The City will consider 
this recommendation when it makes its deci sion regarding the proposed project. 

L-71 This comment indicates that the existing aquaria water treatment system has 
resulted in exceedances to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit that has been granted to SeaWorld. Therefore, the comment 
expresses an opinion that future use of these fac ilities is unacceptable. See response 
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to comment L-69. In addition to aquar ium water and exhibit hosedowns, 
Section 4.5.5, Water Quality, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft 
EIR states that Sea World will continue its ongoing water quality control program 
as well as implement the measures set forth in Mitigation Measures 4.5- I, 4.5 -2 
and 4.5-3 to reduce cumulative operational impacts on water quality. 

L-72 This comment indicates that future project impacts to eelgrass beds are undetermined 
and is consistent with information presented in the Draft EIR regarding eelgrass 
impacts from Tier 2 projects. 
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~TI [ 

~74[ 

~75[ 
lr76 

lr77 [ 

(6} Biologkal lusoun:cs (contiwlled) Resul1s after 5Uggested 

mitigation measures Cif ,my} 
Least Terns (Forqing) & Least Terns (Fircwodcs) (Note: &HM emtironmenta/lsts suggest 
that &aWqruf has a crmc~nio1u progT(ml to discovragr, lAast Tan nesting in areas 

adjoining &aWoru! as 11,ey are viewed as a threat to th£ activities and o:pa,uion by 

&aWorld. The elevated .freqwncy of fireworks is vtewed as a part of Iha/ program.) 
No impacts Wa"e identified. UNDETERMINED 

(7) Noise 

Future Tier 2 Rides (Note: 11ie mmmary indicaltt. thatfur,,re rid~ and ,how may r~I 

in significant noise impat:h. The MitigaJion Mtanll"e wouu! only rt!quire a Coastal 
DevelopmeRI Pumit. &cause public input is ll!'llited by the meeting location (frequmt}y 

out of tltt cOIRll)I) and tM limited-of public 111J'ltl proi=s wilh this body. this i:r 
nor ae~ptable.. Each indlvwual srructure lttll;ft ht! rt!V~d by the planlling boords in the 
comnumities 8l/17'0llllding M",ssiDn Bay inchldi,ig Ocean Beach and the Pllllin.rula 
Pl01T11fng board. Each stnletvn JffllSf therr be rt!V~d by the city planning C01111'11ssion 
and then by tJre city a:nmctl. UNACCEPTABLE 

Tr.dlic Noise (Non: The &ummary Ollly <kah wlt1t traffi<: noise as it relafe:r to the /Ulllre 
hor11l aNi the posnble significant noi# lmpoctL h completdy neglect.s to tkal wllh 
increand traffic n,oise impacts to tJte nsldents of Com1'flll1itw adjoirdng the freeways 
servk:ing &a World during inttrim buikIDut.) UNA.CCEPTAJJLE 

Splashdown Ride Noise (Note: The splashdown ~ide noise study =• i18,:, basis 1he 

Jow:ney To .Atlanm at &oWorld in Orlando, Florida.) The ride in Orlando was 
portrayd at the four pvblic forums as ~ing OM that was completely enclosed The 
,plashtiq,,m concluded in a do-d room rtplicating an jmDginary undersea A.tlonrts. 

To the contrary the &aWorld San Diego wrsibn is porrray«J as a primarily o~n air 

ride with "° mrroll1lding acoustical constraints to noise. The sound tran:msission studies 
bas.J 1l{JOn t~ Orlar,do splaslulbwn are t!r,reby invalid NOT ACCEPTABLE 

(8) Geology/Soils 

Liquefaction (Note: &a World is located i,pon 1Ut1Itahle sedimenlary .sof/.r. As nich, 011)' 

struchue wpon it /)()#6 .terioJq Mrthgua/m relatkd J,gzards.) Any nn¥ stri,c;/uNS must 

co,rform to ~lat11d currant standards. CONDITIONAL 

RESPONSES 

L-73 Thi s comment presents an opi nion regard ing Sea World 's fireworks program and 
its impacts on the endangered least tern. This issue is addressed in Appendix D, 
Biological Resources Reports in Volume JII . No fireworks impacts to least terns 
were identi fied. See responses to comments F-1 and F-2. 

L-74 Th is comment restates information presented in the Draft EIR that Tier 2 projects 
may result in a sign ifican t noi se impacts. This comment also presents an opinion 
regarding the limited manner of public input in the Californ ia Coastal Commission's 
decision-making process in the issuance of a coastal development permit. Any 
change or modification to the project review process would require approval from 
the San Diego City Council. The discretionary actions associated with future Tier 
2 projects are described in Section 3.6, Discretionary Actions of the Draft EIR. 

L-75 Increases in traffic noise associated with the project and its effects on surrounding 
communities are evaluated in Section 4. 7, Noise of the Draft EIR. This infonnation 
is presented on pages 4. 7-1 3 and 4. 7-1 4 under the "Traffic Noise Levels" heading 
in the Draft EIR. Furthermore. the section on page 4.7-21 entitled "Traffic Noise" 
expressly analyzes potential noise impacts for surrounding roadway segments 
both with and without the project. The noise levels are summarized in Tab le 4.7-
9. The 65 dBA CNEL contour, depi cted in Figure 4.7-4, is located far enough from 
the roadway that any residenti al use adjacent to the roadway would not be impacted 
by traffic noise. 

L-76 The 92 dBA at 50 fee t from the ride is a reference level used in calculating the noi se 
from the Sp lashdown Ride. This refe rence level took into account a number of 
open air roller coasters that are not enclosed. In Appendix E of the technical 
appendices, a study by Gordon Bricken & Associates analyzed noi se levels from 
the Sp lashdown Ride by looking at a study that appeared in the Noise Control 
Engineering Journal which outlined reference levels for several types of thrill rides, 
including rol ler coasters, free-fall rides, water rides and parades. Bricken and 
Associates also co ll ected data on several roller coaster rides at Six Flags Magic 
Mountai n. The average level Bricken and Associates derived of 92 dBA at fifty 
feet was not j ust based on the Sea World Orlando ride. Therefore the noise analysis 
fo r the Splashdown Ride is reasonable and most likely a worst-case scenario. 
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Finally, this comment is parti ally correct in that the proposed Splashdown Ride 
would be primarily open where the tracks are located outside of the proposed 
cylindrical structures. However, the ride would be enclosed for that portion of the 
ride that is inside the cylindrical structures. 

L-77 This comment is correct in that any new structures must conform to current 
structural and geotechnical standards. This issue is addressed in Section 4.8, 
Geology/Soils of the Draft EIR. In particular, the geological reconnaissance 
performed by Christian Wheeler Engineering (see Append ix F to the Draft EIR) 
found no geo logical hazards of significant magnitude to preclude construction at 
the project site. Nevertheless, to the extent any s ign ificant impacts occur, 
Section 4.8.11 , Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting, of the Draft EIR identifies 
mitigation measures that would be required to address any unstable soils prior to 
development of any future projects. 
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TABLES-I 
S11mm.ry of Impact. .ud Mitigatioa (continfld) page 6 of7 

(9) Air Quality Rcsolt5 after~ 

~onmeasurq ftfanv} 
Ambient Air Quality (NOie: T1llt Aw,"'1ix G ,(I, Oeaiitv [lfU/9Cl Ang/)trf& u parnally 

accurate aNI partially flawed.) JI i, cornet in il'!i onafysis of Cll-ic condiiio;u (P.J) in 

omi armmd Misrlon Bay and tllTT'OIOtdillg comnnmiliu. "TM ahn,np/reric cond"itioru 

oomhbw to limit the abU/ty to dispmt! air pol/1111on ~ hy ~ l~ population. • 

It i!i flmttd in that predkaus It'& air quality evah,,nu,,u bt the area surroundl"g 

StaWorld ,q,on lht! Air Po/lutio11 Ctmlro/ District', (APCD) "neorut nation to Mi.tsw11 

Bay ... aI it'$ t/QwntUlfln air monitort,,g st<dion at 330 A J :i1' StretsL • 

'l1ris locarto,, u "'ON than 4.5 mil11sfrom tN! in!erfff:lionofl-5 d: J-8. the epice,uv of 

impact of air qwllty from whicle tTQJ!ic (ne aitJZCJwd ""'J>). The APCD montror fu.t 

West of the 1-5. With the prevailing wind from the West this givas no sciffllijic OCCIII'OCJI 

to tht1 monitr,r 3ta/lq,r'& dala on Air poll1111on tm7IDfd the San Diego jrerways let a/am 
it'& rmtote locationfro,n the projecL 

The propo.mi downtown ballpark, propond holol cmutrucriDn In Quivfera BIZ!ilrr, 

&a World, De.4nza C<m and the propCKt1d bf!!Idowt of Sea World in part or in 

c.ombination presmt a nape for dumter not nnly in trcrffic conditions, lntJ luralth and 
safety In /t!nft$ of air qr,a/ily from int:rrasm trajJic ~hkulor eml1'tions. 

Jt has bun nported r,atlona/ly and by t,achn-s ill the local (Musion Bay ar.,q) public 

school :,ysmn tliat there has been a progress iv,: i11Crease ill rhe number of school children 

with asthmatic conditions. Automotiv,e poll&ttants are a known direct contribw:or to tlris 

condition. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 unly a<ldre:,sn consTnJCtion activity at SeaWur/d ii do,,s reflect 

the i1te~aMd lraj}k p,ofecticns based upon atteruianc~ at SeaWorld during thl! interim 

bllildout and the cumulativt! trajJic 11ffec~ of other projects in th,: area. 

NOT A.CCEPTAJJLE 

(10) Recreational ~rces 

Tnrl!ic (Note: Thu only addruses cotUmlCtl<ln rraf!k it does not r,dd,ers tlw con/lier 

between w Master Plan Update and the M/1$/on Btzy Park of pedl!31Tumlbicycle aci:ts!is 

along Ille •ntJr• Mlslion Bay ware,:front which also linkr .,.,;,i, th« Pl!ninnlla Bikl Pa1.h.) 
Su tlbo TukS-2 EIIJ,tmCH P"'1& ~ ~ ( ~11) UNDETERMINED 

RESPONSES 

L-78 The San Diego APCD monitors air quality at various locations within the basin 
where it considers the measurement to best characterize the overall air quality of 
the general region . The downtown air quality monitor is considered representative 
of the coastal corridor extending from National City to Mission Beach. While 
there may be small-scale local air quality differences among various locations, 
most air quality issues in the basin are regional in nature (ozone and particulate 
matter). The differences between downtown and Mission Bay are small for 
regionally significant pollutants. 

Furthermore, the air quality impact analysis is not based on the results from the air 
monitoring station at 330A 12th Avenue. The impact analysis, which is provided 
in Section 4.9.3 , Impact, provides a description of construction impacts, vehicular 
emission impacts, stationary source impacts and on-water impacts. These impact 
analyses are conducted independent of the ai r quality monitoring results from the 
monitoring station cited. 

L-79 See response to comment L-78. The ventilation within the complex building 
geometry of downtown San Diego at street level is likely not quite as good as the 
more open Mission Bay environment around Sea World. Use of the downtown 
APCD data to characterize the site air quality baseline may actually slightly 
overstate background levels to some extent for the project vicinity. 

L-80 This comment presents an opinion with respect to cumulative traffic, health and 
safety, and air quality impacts. See response to comment L-36. Additionally, 
cumulative impacts are analyzed in Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts in the Draft 
EIR. 

L-8 I Rises in asthma rates are not coupled to air quality in San Diego because air quality 
has improved dramatically while asthma rates have increased in the last 20-30 
years (TABLES RTC-I AND 2. An often cited comprehensive study on children 
with asthma (McConnel, et al. , 1999: Air Pollution and Bronchitic Symptoms in 
Southern California in Children with Asthma; Environmental Health Perspectives, 
l 07, No. 9, pages 757-762) found that air pollution clearly aggravates asthma 
symptoms, but did not discuss whether air pollution itself causes initial asthma 
development. However, the study results did evaluate the correlation between 
bronchitis, phlegm or coughing versus air pollution among asthmatics, which is as 
fo llows: 
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Pollutant 

PM-10 

N02 

Smog 

RESPONSES 

TABLE RTC-1 
Coefficient of Asthmatic Symptoms to 

Air Pollutants in Asthmatic People 

Bronchitis Phlegm 

I .4 2.1 

1.3 2.7 

1.0 1.2 

Note: Cocflicicnt 1.0 = neutral 

~ 

I. I 

1.6 

I. I 

The table indicates that particu lates (PM-10) and N02 have a high correlation wi th asth mntic sym1oms, while 
the relat ionship to ozone (smog) is almost neutral. 

Maximum levels of PM-1 0 and N02 in the San Diego Air Basin have been as fo llows in the last ten years: 

1988 
PM-10 37 
(µg /m3) 

N02 35 

TABLE RTC-2 
PM-10 and N02 Trends in the 

San Diego Air Basin 

1990 1992 1994 

33 32 45 

29 27 24 

1996 1998 

28 39 

22 23 

While the PM- 10 trend has some variations, it has been relatively unchanged over 
the 10-year period presented in the above table. The N02 trend has been downward 
in the decade shown on the table. Therefore, neither pollutant associ ated with 
aggravati on of asthma symptoms has shown any correlation to the reported rise in 
asthma cases. 

L-82 No mi tigation measure was identified fo r an increase in traffic projections because 
no significant impact was identified for air quality emission future project traffic. 
This is because the proposed project in 2020 would result in less vehicular emissions 
than the existing Sea World project. 

L-83 The pedestrian/bicycle path conflict between the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update and the Sea World Master Plan Update is addressed in Section 4.1, Land 
Use and more specifically in Table 4.1 -1 , under Shoreline Access of the Draft EIR. 
This issue is also addressed in Section 9.3, Enhanced Public Access Alternative of 
the Draft EIR. 
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TABLES-1 
Samm.ary of Impacts and Mitigation (contbrwd) page7of7 

Results after suggested 

mitiption measures {if anvl 

=[ 
(10) Water Conservation 

Wakr Consumption (Note; T1us is diffiadt To evaluate l>eforurtmd. but it mny be aw,,,mJ 
that fresh waru cminnnption wuuld increase particularly if used in co1~j1111ction with tk 
proposed splashdown and slmilm rides due to evaporation. Marine life ahibits use salt 
waler and would only be a factor in ~rms of satisfoc10ry filtration and treatment prior to 
re-cyling into MJSSi011 Bay. - UNDETERMINED 

RESPONSES 

L-84 An increase in freshwater consumption wi ll be insignificant due to recycling and 
filtration systems that will be built as part of the expansion to minimize water 
consumption. Any additional saltwater in the system will be treated in the newly 
upgraded water treatment systems to effectively reduce bacterial elements such as 
colifonn and enterococcus. 
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+ Hospitol 
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L-87 
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L-89 
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COMMENTS 

Land Development Review Dhision 
1222 First Aveouc, fifth floor 
San Diego, CA 92 l O I 

OCEAN BEACH PLANNING BOARD, JNC 

P.O. /fax 70184, <ke«n Bead, CA, 92167 

April 18a.. 200 I 

Oteu Beµh Planniag Boan! Retpoase to Sea World Draft Enviroamental Imptct ~port 

[ 

On January J 7", 200 I the Ocean Beach Planning Board (OBPB) made a r=lution c:aJling fur a 
moratorium on all commercial devdopmcm in Mission Bay Part< uruiJ a complete analysis of the 
cumulallve impact of all furure developmeot in Mission Bay Park on the bay and it's surrowiding 
comxnUJtities could be completed. Among the pertinent i5Slles sddtcssed in this resolution are sewage 
capacity, traffic congcs1ion and associated air pollution as \>~l as affordability of housing, and water 
pollution. The Sea World Draft EIR fails 1D adeq1131.ely address these aimulative impacts. 

[ 

Although the EIR makes mention of the )7fOJl09ed projects at Qnivira Bru!io, Dana Inn. and De 
Anza Cave, as well as North Bay Redevelopmenl, the Naval Training Center (Nfq Reuse, Marine Corp& 
Rccruil Depol (MCRD) R<use, and a new airport tern1i..aaJ on tbe north side of the runway the OTaft ElR 
does not adequately addJeS6 the cwnul.llive imparu. 

[;: 

s~ .. a~ capacity: The Draft EIR docs OOl address this issue. What mitigation measures are being 
taken to address the increased load on our City's failing GtWtr syston Iha.I has prod~ numerous spills 

closed the bay and beacbes on many occasions? What will Sea World's participation in sewoge system 
grade c:ollls be? 

[ 

Tnffic: The Draft EIR estimales that in the year 2020 the Level of Sen-ice (LOS) will be E or F 
on many local SlrCCt segments, including SUJ1SCt Clilfs Blvd, be<wecn Nimitz and 1-8. West Mission Bay 
Drive, between I-& and Sea World Drive and Sea World Drive bet\>een Sea World Wa,,· and Friars Road. 
These esliOU!ICS arc based on widening Sea World Drive to 6 Janes and expanding th.e Wes,. Mission Bay 
Drive Bridge. Withoot these e,q,ansicms the LOS on Sea World Drive will aJ,o be E or worse. and WCSI 
Mission Bay Drive will bean even mo11: congested LOS F. The cil]' sw,dard is LOS D orbcU.c:r. ThcEIR 
also identifies iignificanl unmitigar.able impacts on l-5 ramps. 

[ 

Traffic is already one of th; major thruts to the guaiity of life in our neighborhood. The Quivira 
Basin Filial EIR listed exlstlng LOS on Sunset Clilfs to be C. West Mission Bay Drive to be C bctwttn 
Mission Blvd and Ingraham, and E or F between Ingraham and 1-8, Sea World drive is primarily LOS D. 
Theuaffic increase forecasted in the Sea World Draft EIR is a serious threal to the qualily of life in Ocean 
Beach and snnounding commllll.itics. 

L-91 r--- The Draft EIR docs not adoqlllltcly 8ddreu a bike path and continuous wamfrom ac:oess as <:ailed 
L_for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

L-92 

L-93 8 The ETR does not llddress lidded traffic on Midway Drive or Sports Arena Boulevanf, Sunset 
Jiffs Bridge and 1-8 e:"Cit and access. What cumulati\'c effect will the Sea World Plan, MCllD R<:usc, NTC 
eusc, North Bay Redevelopment and a new airpon temtinaJ ha\'C on these segm,:n!$? Our existing traffic 
rtlblems need to be sddrcsscd before any new traffic is added to our over-burdened roads. 

L-85 

L-86 

L-87 

RESPONSES 

The Draft EIR includes Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts which addresses 
cumulative effects associated with Sea World along with several other California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) qualified cumulative projects. Specifically, 
Section 5.2.4 addresses Transportation/Circulation and restates the traffic analysis 
for year 2020 since it addresses cumulative traffic impacts from the cumulative 
projects. Section 5.2.5 addresses water quality, and Section 5.2.9 addresses air 
quality. Affordability of housing is an economic concern which is not required to 
consider in an EIR. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 2 I I 00; CEQA Guidelines, § 15 I 3 I. An 
EIR need only eva luate the environmental impacts ofa project, and "environment" 
is defined as the physical conditions within an area affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora and fauna, noise and objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21060.5. With respect to sewage 
capacity issues. see response to comment L-39. 

See response to comment L-85. 

See response to comment L-39. 

L-88 See response to comment L-3 9. 

L-89 The infonnation presented in this comment is consistent with the infonnation 
presented in the Draft EI R concerning traffic impacts. 

L-90 This comment presents infonnation provided in the Quivira Basin Redevelopment 
Project EIR and an opinion regarding traffic impacts to the community of Ocean 
Beach. See response to comment L-36. 

L-91 See response to comment L-83. 
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L-92 The City of San Diego computer traffic model added Sea World traffic to Midway 
Drive, Sports Arena Boulevard, Sunset Cliffs Bridge and the 1-8 ramps. The traffic 
analys is conc lud ed that the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update wou ld not 
result in significant traffic impacts to Midway Drive, Sports Arena Boulevard, 
Sunset Cliffs Bridge or the 1-8 ramps at Sunset Cliffs Boulevard. Significant and 
mitigable impacts were identified at the intersection of the 1-8 westbound offramp 
at West Mission Bay Drive and the West Mission Bay Drive eastbound onramp. 
The miti gation measure for these traffic impacts is provided as Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-6. 

L-93 Cumulative projects such as the MCRD Reuse, NTC Reuse, North Bay 
Redevelopment and a new airport terminal are included in the computer traffic 
model used in this Draft EIR. Because these projects are included in the computer 
traffic model , their traffic is included in the analysis. 
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L-94 

L-95 

L-96 

L-97 
L-98 

L-99 

L-100 

L-101 

L-102 

L-103 

L-104 
L-105 

COMMENTS 

Air Qa2'it)': The Drafl EIR stat,:s there will~ no significanl impacts on alr qualit)' despite an 
estimated increase of <JVer 15.000 ~vetllge dllily trips (AD1) to the basin-wide travel burden. Yet 1he 
Quivira Basin Final EIR states that 13,000 ADT from that development will create a "significant 

i-----cumutati, ·c regional impect to 1he afr ~n". As a rule of thwnb each hotel room adds IO vehicle trips a 
day. With 80 rooms being added at Dana Inn. 6SO proposed at De All7.a, 350 at Quivira Basin (350 of 
which arc 2-room suites), 1000 rooms atNTC, 8Jld tbe 650 Sea World proposes this is an ADT illcrease of 
32,300 simply for hotels. This does not !like intll acamnt marinas, office space. an ailJ)On llmnioal. and 
other ltaffic gcncntion sources. 

G 
Significance Determination Guidelines under CEQA (rev. Jan 1994) states "Any multi-Clmily 

residential, commercial or industrial development resulting in 9,300 ADT will also result in significant 
cumulati~ air quality impacu" (p.6). Sea World exo::eds this oumber on it' s own despiU: all the oilier 
projects. Why is !his Listed as an insignificant impact? The San Diego Air Basin is already • serious non
ana.inment zooe for ozone, and also violates PM-10 guidelines. These problems need to be addressed 
before more pollution i& created that threaten& the health and quality oflife af our communities. 

~ 
W:m:r Pollutioo : While the Draft EIR addresses the problem af run-0ff and oil/gas discharges in 

t),.e area of Sea World, it does oot address discliarges outside of Sea World. With lbe 15,000 A.ITT from the 
Sea World development and the 32.300 ADT simply from cumulative hotel proposals, run-0ffincreases in 
areas outside Sea World will be inevitable. Sea World's JT1arina expansion will rcsull in clcvaU:d levels of 
pollution from watercraft as well as increasing the poteotial for sewage spills. such as the April 200 l spill 
of 4,000 gallons at Quivira Basin. 

[ 

Mission Bay is already classified as an iropaired waterway for unsafe levels of baaerial pollutioo. 
Sea World bas bcco found in violation of their NPDES pc:rmits frequently ~r the last 6 years. On 
December 8, 2000, Sea World submitlcd full pa)'mtnt of $12,000 for Mandatory Millimum Penalty 
Complaint No. 2000-239. issued by the California RegioD31 Waler Qualily Conlrol Board. for violating 
Enterococx:us and Total Coliform bacteria effluent limits contained in NPDES Order No. 2000-25 . These 
!)loblems must be addressed before moving forward with M)' additional expansion. 

~ 
Housing; The Draft EIR states the propo9Cd project will not significantly impact hou.sillg 

tkmaruls and is not analyzed under cumulative effects. Where are the low-income workers for the 3,230 
cumulative hotel rooms going to live? The Draft EIR Slales "the persons requi~ to fill tbose new 
1)()6itions would not ~uire special li<:en$CSwhich would bring ina ll.igMrlcvcl of skilled workers." (p 7-
2). Wbat kind af demand will this place on low-cost housing, when this kind of housing i.s already 
di~ng from our communities? Has the EIR taktn into consideration the miles of travel added due to 
workers commuting from outlying communities? The i6SUe afhoming has not been adtquau:l)' addressed 
in the Draft EIR. 

Conclusion: The only altemativ" in the draft ElR Iha! adequately addresses lhesc impacts and that 
can be supported ey the OBPB is the No Project Alternati~. 

- -

L-94 

L-95 

L-96 

L-97 

L-98 

L-99 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment 1-304. 

Section 5.2.9 states, " On a cumulative basis, Sea World in combination with the 
other proposed developments in Mission Bay Park would not result in a change 
in the air quality within the San Diego Air Basin which would be cumulatively 
considerable. Air quality within Air Basin would be essentially the same whether 
or not these projects are implemented." 1-407. See response to comment 1-332 

See response to comment 1-325. 

The air quality impact is considered less than significant because the proposed 
project would result in fewer air emissions than what is currently generated by 
Sea World 's operations. See Section 4.9.4, Significant Impact of the Draft EIR. 

The information presented in this comment relative to the San Diego Air Basin 
is correct for the state standard . However, based on the impact significance 
criteria for air quality found in Section 4.9.2, Significa_nce Criteria of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on air quality. 
Also see response to comment L-97. 

The Draft EIR addresses discharges from projects outside of Sea World in Section 
5.2.5, Cumulative Impacts, Water Quality, which states that both Quivira Basin 
Redevelopment Project and the Dana Inn Expansion project will improve surface 
water quality runoff by implementing BMPs for their entire site where they do 
not currently exist. This section also states that De Anza Harbor Resort will 
comply with the City's Stormwater and Urban Runoff Management Program. 
All these of these projects will not contribute to a significant cumulative water 
quality impact. Also, see response to comment 1379. 

L-100 Potential impacts to water quality from the proposed marina expansion are 
addressed in Section 4.5 , Water Quality of the Draft EIR. This section also 
discusses Sea World 's Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan which 
prevent sp ills and acts as a guide for controlling and cleaning up spills. 
Add itionally. Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 mitigates pollution from watercraft by, 
among other things, installing an automatic shutoff on the fuel pump; regularly 
inspecting the sanitary pumpout; prohibiting boat hull paint remova l and 
repainting in the marina area; prohibiting in-water hull scraping to remove marine 
growth and collecting and properly disposing of any marine material removed 
from hulls. Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 also installs a Fossil Filter or similar 
device to capture oi l and grease in runoff which mitigates pollution, and Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-3 requires preparation ofa Master Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPP) to control water pollution related to construction. See page 4.5-20 
of the Draft EIR for particular provisions of the Master SWPPP. 
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L-101 See response to comment L-69. 

L-102 The Draft EIR indicates that future demands for labor resulting from 
implementation of the Sea World Master Plan Update will come from local 
unemployed or underemployed (Chapter 6.0, Growth Inducement). The 
unemployed or underemployed part of the labor pool are living in existing homes 
and therefore, Sea World's use of this labor pool would not affect the local housing 
supp ly. 

L-103 See response to comment L-1 02. 

L-104 The Draft EIR calculated that air quality emission levels are based on an average 
trip length of 15 miles per visitor trip for the total anticipated additional trip 
generation determined by the traffic study (page 4.9-11 in the Draft EIR). The 
average trip length would account for employees traveling from near, or far, from 
Sea World. 

L 1-05 See responses to comments to L-102 through L-104 above. 
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:PENINSULA COMMUNITY PLANNING ~. INC, 

P.O. l50X ISOl18 

April 24, 2001 

T:14 FACSIMILE 

M•. Manha B\alce 
City of S.U. Diego 
LaPd Dt..top~ llovibw l);vision 
1222 First A.,.,., MS 501 
San Dieg1>. CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Bbla:. 

SAN DIBGO, CA 9111186 

Tb<: Penilmda Cotmmmity Plannins Boord ls&s m,iewtld the Sea World i.laslc.phin Dratl: EllviroMlemal 
lmpac:t RC'pO<t. This ~ i4ell1i1la the tnU of ecmctt11 with the Draft ElP. as well as oellor iMUeS not 
menlioned dllriDI: Ille~ by Greg~ to the 1'CPB, 

Tiec I ~'!"l imp,lcG (the Splashdown ride) are una=pcable aJ'd do IIDt flow wilh Iba ~gl!bOring 
L-1 06 [ NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTElllAESTIIBTICS 

C0111mU11JX1Cs. 

L-107 

L-108 

L-109 

L-110 

~ 
l.JGHT, GLARE AND SHADING 

We are uuble tn idBalify the elrccls ofli1hl Ill<! cbue to lbe coaurrunily. ibis does !Wt imllll it'• 
n<>I a problC111. lt is not addtCSIJC6 in the docWn~ L E1rocts ofllhading IR dep<mdc:!11 upoa hsighl 
and mass. ~ iarmot be ~ wl!bout fmlte dimensiOo!J and e,a,et loc.ulon of individual 
111d CU111ulative projocts. 

[ 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Analy,i, ill documem Is flawed. It assumes !bat tbere would c,,,"t be signi~t il!JJM!!jgH impact> 
"l)Ot' ~ - 0- 60,4, of the vii,i1rus ,o Sea World COl!lC fJlom S8II Diego (Gttg K<mar. 
'."19/01)_~ forlrllffic ftom alld~ons would llllllin Etol\st3tilo imn>edi.a<olyatmost 

m1Cr1et:1.1ons. 

Per Draft Ent. ia&e 3. '"The projocr wowd result ill qnifiam~ llllmlliglbla iransportarion 1111d 
ct=t,ition lmpacu. bod> di=l .,d c:uawlalive. lbe poposea project would raull ill BIi ~ 
of IS,300 &~ dally nffic (ADT) by the yeu 2020 dllril>gllulllJ!ler w<dalsys (surmnor is !la 
'buy .-scms £or Sea World), iaduding improvemonts to tbe lbfme pclc ad the wn11n1Ctilm oftbe 
holiel. 1\-affic ~d by Ille project would result in •i&ni6cam =iliPble v,nspartarion and 
citcu1arigQ irnftlCU tO die fiillgwjpg, frcc,vay ISIJD(Gt i.a ]be YW 2020: 

IN11!'/t11TATE S NOltTR AND SOUTH OF SEAltt),tLD Dll.(CILTRA/'IS 
JU.t13DJCT'ION) 

RESPONSES 

L-1 06 See response to comment L-6. 

L-1 07 See response to comment L-7. 

L-1 08 Section 4.3 analyzes the effects of shading from individual Tier I and Tier 2 
projects, and Special Projects and specifica lly references Figures 4.3 -1 th rough 
4.3-5 in the Draft EIR which show the effects of shading to the surrounding area. 
The shading analysis took into consideration the heights and shapes of proposed 
structures and worse-case maxi mum development building envelopes fo r Tier 2 
projects and Special Proj ects. 

L- I 09 See response to comment L-8. 

L- I IO See response to comment L-8. 



;a:, ...., 
0 
0\ 
0\ 

~110 L Cont. 

lrlll [ 

lrll2 [ 

1.r113 c 
1.r114 c 

lrll5 [ 

~116[ 

COMMENTS 

CURRENT INTERSECTIONS WITH E-F CONGESTION 
I-5 Nor1bhawld !lamps/Sea World Or. 
l·S SOwhbouod Ramps/Sea World Dr. 
Lmdt. Vista R.d/Napl St 
Midway Dt./Sparts A~. l:'t Loma Blvd. 
Nimitz BIJW. !'I. LOmA Blvd. 
CIIIDil>o dcl RJo w/ ~ S1J Sports Arena Blvd. 

FREEWA.Y JUMPS 
PCPB suppons ~ completion of an iutl:rcMl!gc ber.fflo 1-5 SOlllb !IDd 1•5 W~SL This 

· would ~ire !he e,q>a115!oo of SOW1d aneauali011 walls (Jcney wall.5) along r& south 
side ofJ-8 pro~ ?enini~la/Mid'""IY ruiden~ 

Document docs 00! in<liut>o ury ~ mm (prior to l~ cc >igni5canl impac!S nor do<s 
itditc!ISS wccltalds. nu, is ~&ltd, fl! Ille ~le i111Ut otSea World's 
redcveloprnont is to incn-, aaeod.aoce, which cm Mly resull in ma.sed tnt!\<, 

wlume. 

MmGA110N 
AO% mitigation ilr CIP trnprovcmt:ms ~en I 00% of $ffic increase is «iu.ed by Sea 
Wocld impro~l DevalcpmOnt anoc!aled wll!t Sea World MastctplAD. 

Ingraham SL/W. MlMio11 Day Drive Bridge must bo willmood befun 2020. Traffic 
analysl£ Is flawed •uu:esdnl: otl,er,,oisc. 

FREEWAY MMPS 
Summary ID docwnenl li:nol'Cl !ht 1997 City of San ~o·s nsnspocutioo 1'~'• 
LOS~~ (coap$111d and unde&ind>Je)t'llin& of1be 1-S lf"IIIPI IO Sea Wodd Drive. To 
assume that tbls would require DO Ulle'rim mitlptlon uqtil 2020 i.£ fillaciaus. 

• •• •• TNTE.RE.STING NOTE 
In die J111nmory it is int>otelling that ii i9 projecicd 1ltat Ille existiD;. parking OI Se& World 
may b<I ex~ by Ibo y"8r 2010 'bul lluit ccrresfOOdlni concem• fm-aaffic impacts do 
not- in 111• ,umm.y IIIJl.ll 2020. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

lrll7 [ 
~ M!Mioo Bay Park Muterplan Updale has 1 5ingl.e guiding jmnciplc: 

Miuwm liq ,a,k ,Jt""hl f!e ,.,.,.,,.,.,, ""'/pd, ,,,.1,,..,.q.-Jw .,,,,_.,.,. _,,;,.,,...-.uu 
hHtrlt. 111e A~ou - p"111y; ,..,.;,,a, bltHlmn/fJIJ ,,,.~;,q d"""'"'" ul ruarc:Jr;.,,,, 
~ e Mblcf"1fl of lnllJi,:. "°be Md trlr polhd/oll lhe11/4 all H ~ 11r• p,rrlt 'S n-rol 
rn~a difHtld kc,,,,__ 1u11I IYIMAllil-t11eq lo rsj1¢1 t:t1.,,_•I """'..., 61d /Iba 
f or lldlJl-1it: ad ~I kllqlts. 

RESPONSES 

L-111 See response to comment L-9. 

L-112 See responses to comments L-57 and L-59. 

L-11 3 This comment is incorrect. Sea World's fair share contributions vary by Mitigation 
Measure. M itigat ion Measure 4.4- 1 states that Sea World 's fair share contribution 
to improvements to widening Sea World Drive shall be 44 percent. As to signal 
coordination on Sea World Drive from Friars Road to 1-5 NB Ramp and an extension 
of the eastbound right-tum lane on Sea World Drive at the SB 1-5 ramp, Sea's 
World 's share is I 00%. Mitigation Measures 4.4-4 through 4.4-7 similarly state 
varying percentages of cost participation by Sea World. Appendix K to the Draft 
Traffic Impact Analysis - Sea World Master Plan Update dated March 5, 200 I 
prepared by Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers sets forth the cost participation 
calculations given for the various Mitigation Measures. 

L-114 See response to comment L-1 0. 

L-115 See response to comment L-63. 

L- 116 See response to comment L-67. 

L-11 7 See response to comment L-1 5. 
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r--wAraR QUAUTY 
L_ Without lcn<>wing the plaN>t:d Tier 2 rides tllis ocotion islinoomptm. 

c= We <llppon the Wa!U Q,,alily Ballr'd!I posiliout in 1hc D~a!l EIR. 

C 

E 
While Sea World bu been foutJd to be in. itoqnm vio~ ofNPDES pcrmiis rM:r th• 
pui slx ye,n, ..... follOd no rit,iifi<:alll impa<t "1eaii!ledl1-a,,.. of m<i!,mg controls. 

Marica E,q,ansicn: Adc!izicnal TJIJft1bl'I or slips wu eo11Eduringpr=m!icns. We 
a:,:, \Jftel•ar as to thet111fflbef of addltio11&l benbl. Use l'WCs is qycstionable. as they 
oro • major 5<lUl'CB of pcllul!on. 'How may? Why'? u • le otD,ct on !he be.y Md 

waltr qlUllity. 

L-124 To= is 11D discuuiDll abol,. mitigati<>ft afthe to~ic ~ dlJffll> in !be Draft EIR. This is 
[

TOXICDUMP 

um=ptal,lc ~ 1M comJnUIU1y SW>dpoinl. 

L-125 r--NOISE l.__ Wi1hoirt 1<nowing the planDCd Tiet 2 rides lllis -UQII it lnc=pn. 

L-126 C 
1.r 121 C 

L-128 c 
1.r129 c 

Then, arono-plms for noiae rnu=~~ 

Tom, is no discussion about ncisoles& fireworks, 

lbcre 111,ds lD be a Ra! QOffl!)V100ll far cuWoor noise qcmtoin !or the SpwhdowD Ride. 
Th• dll& uoed ill me documo,11 is frocn a ride ~ Ill inl!ooc compo!!ellt (Joumcy ID 

AtlamWOrlmdo). 

Tm& tloise t \lllllllltY o!!l,y deals witti fumre ho!:ls ~ n<)C wllh ~ ntlic from 
MlghborinccolllfflWllllesthat rnost...etht road~ ul accass I-5. 

L-130 
[ 

AIR QUALITY 
The doc:umcal i:, coma in ils analysis o! clinlllic c · · in and around Mission Bay 
and $111Touoclmg communities. BUI Ille docwnent io eel in chat • .•. lbc ..-ul statioD 
co MiAiOD. Bay is it's downlown air JMGiloriD1 $1IOOl1 &! 330 A 12* S1.- This is 4.$ 
mil<s froTQ ll>e iAu::rscctian of 1.s attd 1-S, lbe op ofimpa<t ofait quality from 
Yd!ie~ ttaft!c. 

L-131 

L-132 ~ 
The propo-.d dDwmown ball prk, proposed action in Quivia'a Basin. Sea 
World, DeAnza CO\IC and tho popc<ed bwldap of World in pout or in <mllbin&tian 
pteMllt • lflClpe for disaster DOI only in 1nffic, · b\11 in i-ltb and safeiy in =s 
of air qual!ry from iDorcmed trafficlvchicubir · ions. 

RESPONSES 

L- 118 Water quality impacts from potential future development ofTier 2 rides is addressed 
in Section 4.5, Water Quality, and more specifically under the Future Ride Attractions 
heading on page 4.5- 16 of the Draft EIR. Page 3-58 of the Draft EIR also provides 
deta il as to the specific attractions, exhibits and rides that Tier 2 projects may 
include and the types of rides referenced on page 4.5-1 6 of the Draft EIR. 

L-1 19 Comment noted. 

L-120 See response to comment L-69. 

L-121 The proposed Sea World Marina expansion would include 115 new slips. 

L-122 Section 4.5, Water Quali ty of the Draft EIR addresses the impact of the marina 
expansion, including futu re rental of a small number ofjet skis (see page 4.5-1 7) on 
water quality. Potential pollutants expected from operation of the marina are listed 
on page 4.5-18 and Mitigation Measures 4.5 -1 through 4.5-3 are set forth to 
mitigate such pollution. See response to comment L-70. 

L-123 It is currently assumed that future PWC rental operations at SeaWorld would 
include 6 PWCS which would require two boat slips. (See page 3-65). Section 9.2, 
A lternati ves of the Draft EIR addressing the More Regul ated Alternative states 
what advantages Sea World obtains by rental of PWCS, including without limitation, 
providing attractions which appeal to a broad range of family members, increasing 
revenues to the City of San Diego and continuing Sea World 's operation as an 
economically feasible, high quality theme park. This Section a lso states that while 
water quali ty impacts would be lessened by the elimination of PWC rentals by 
Sea World, other businesses around Mission Bay wou ld still conduct such rentals. 
Thus, the net effect of Sea World 's declining to rent PWCs would not improve 
water qua li ty. See also response to comment L-70. 

L-124 The discussion concerning the closed Mission Bay Landfill is found in Section 4. 11 , 
Human 1-Iealth/Public Safety of the Draft EIR. No sign ificant impacts were identified 
with respect to impacts associ ated with this inactive landfill: hence no mitigation 
measures were specified . See also response to comment S-2. 

L-125 The noise analysis for Tier 2 projects is presented on page 4. 7-18 of the Draft EIR, 
under the T ier 2 Projects headi ng. The mitigation measure for potential noise 
impacts from future Tier 2 rides is provided as Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 on page 
4.7-24 of the Draft EIR. This measure states that prior to issuance ofa Coastal 
Deve lopment Permit, a project-specific noise study prepared by a qualified 
acoustician shall be requi red fo r any new ride attraction or performance show and 
must demonstrate that sensitive receptors would not be exposed to noise levels in 
excess of applicable standards. 
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L-126 This comment makes a statement that is correct in that no identified mitigation 
measures would require ongoing noise measurements. However, future attractions 
would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4. 7-1 as described in response to comment 
L- 125. 

L-127 Potentially significant noise impacts were addressed with respect to impacts on 
the endangered least tern. This information is provided in Section 4.6, Biological 
Resources of the Draft EIR. Because no significant fireworks impact to biological 
resources were identified, no mitigation measure was speci fied. See response to 
comment F-1. In addition, fireworks di splays are currently conducted in 
conformance with City of San Diego and State regulations. For example, Sea World 's 
use of fireworks comp lies with Section 59.5.050 I of the City of San Diego 
Municipal Code. which prohibits any disturbing, excessive, or offensive noise 
which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of no rmal 
sensitiveness residing in the area. Future fireworks shows would also be conducted 
in conformance with applicable regulations. Consequently, noise effects from 
fireworks will not vio late the City of San Diego fireworks and noise regulations; 
therefore no significant fireworks noise impact was identified. 

L-128 See response to comment L-76. 

L-129 See response to comment L-75. 

L-130 See response to comment L-78. 

L-131 Section 5.2.4 of the Draft EIR specifically addresses Transportation/Circulation 
and restates the traffic analysi s for year 2020 since it add resses cumulative traffic 
impacts from the cumulative projects. This section also references Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-5 to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts. See also response to comment 
L-82. 

L-132 See response to comment L-82 and L-95. 
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L-134 I== 

~135 [ 

L-1361 

L-137 C 

COMMENTS 

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 
Traffic plans do not address the conflict between tho Master Plan lfpda~ and the Mission Bay 
Parl<. of pedestrilllibicyclc access along tho cctire Mission Bay waterfront wbish also Jinks with 
the Peniosula Bilce Path. If60% ofusen are local why would th~ park not look ID address the 

Mission Bay Park MasteJi>lans. 

77re Mission Bq Pork Maslap/ol, .rates, "Nluu,n Bil} Parl: silo.Id pru,,/de sqfe, efficient and 
enfa,)lllble ,ucas ID •II of Its rtrttJlllon 11rriu, lflbllmltlnl clrtat,,tion o,,d porl:tn,; lmp11ct1 on 
11d}tlttm fffl,/mtft1I ,rrns. T,,.JT,c _,, po,1:1111 sJ,ould s,q,port,16111 not ovawltolm, tire P.,,k '.• 
,ecre,,don """11, tlle rqlon11I porkla.d ar•a ht part/CUlar. /Jlqr:le tlffd pedt!Str/1111 pat/rs 
s/roNltl nad all area of tire JH1rl: 1111d Ddmtl ta adjot:mt open ~ce corrldon in iu safe and 
. m}oyttb/6 • _,,nu .. ponlble. • 

The Draft Elll docs not supPOtt this i;oal. 

WATER/ENERGY CONSERVATION 
Water consumptloo is d ifficuh ID evaluate befo<eband, but it m~b<l ,wumed that fresh water, 
1t1wer md energy consumption would incteasc particularly ifu in coojimction with the 
proposed hotels/splashdown riclc/expandcd ""hibits. 11,lr ,.on oCCMr wit/r mtnbnltm to no 
colffJH!IIStdlon to nei,:llborlnf c-,,ltld wlro wwst tin/ ,.111r 'fire m,dl/pollNtlon/11/r 
q,,.lttplw.,a qnlllily IIIN~ n,nydq """ 11ot put on weelutttb. · 

Tlultlk you far Ibo opportunity to commecl 

~~ ( T-·· 
Scth_A. Leyton ( ~ 
Chair ~v 
Peninsula Community Planning Board 

RESPONSES 

L-133 See response to comment L-83 . 

L-1 34 See response to comment L-83. 

L-1 35 See response to comment L-83 . 

L-136 See response to comment L-84. 

L-137 The issues of Air and Water Quality are addressed in the Sections 4.9, Air Quality 
and 4.5, Water Quality of the Draft EIR. No smell/odor issue was addressed for 
the proposed proj ect because the project would not result in a potentia lly significant 
odor impact to areas outside the Sea World leasehold. 



L-138 

~ 
(") 

~ 
0 

COMMENTS 

Facility and Flood Area 

91 
~Stlt.A COMl'f(1NITY J'UNNl}IG Bcl)A.RD, INC. 

l',0, IOX I04Ul 
Wf imsao, CA. IIUM 

Aprll 24, 2001 

Ms. Martha Bl&l<e 
Cl!)' of SIUI Pical> 
Land O.Velopmtm 1'.evlew Ollllllon 
1222 Flrff An., MS ,01 . 
Son Dl~ao. CA 92101· 

0- MS. Biol<&, 

The Peninsula Community Plallnlng Baud !CqlllatS , 30 d9Y c,a1111!on orlha Apnl 25,200 ldeldllne for 
111bmltllll or commcnu for w S,a World Mui« Pbn Update Dnft EIB-~ 1hc following ro-..-: 

1. 
2, 
3. 

l)ooUfflSIII fai\l lO ldotl1i!y Cl!QUA mJdy !!any. 
Sia• ad Selle orpn,JO<:t nqulrn f\&Tfllel' publlc lnp141. 
OIM1' P'C\)eo11 In ar mraundlns co11111111nl1Y req,ilr• c!Pdinac.cd tnnsponalion evaluation 
btclll41At llllt Mt \llrltted to: 

A. Allpar\ Mutcrp\u,/ExpMlslon 
B. · N. !IIIY 11.edowlopmtm 
C. NonhBIY Boach Ana OQ!c!Noy 11+dy. 
D. NTC MamrplUIIPf9c:IH plan . 

Wo honanbly submit ibis Nl(\IINt. 

Slacercly, ~ c~s;J[ci*. .. 
sem~an · 
Chair 

RESPONSES 

L-138 The City of San Diego granted a 14-day extension of the public review period for 
the Draft EIR. The public review period termination date was extended to May 9, 
200 I. See al so response to comment L- 15. 
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April 23, 2001 

Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue 
MS SOI 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Sea World Master PlllD Update draft EIR 

Dear Lawrence C. MOrl$Cl'l'ate, 

I will be commenting on attendance projections and traffic. Sorry fur the disorganization 
of the following comments. 

I I EI feel that the projected attendance increase of 1.3% per year (3.4.4) is totally inadequate. 
- This figure is based on jUSt a current population increase. There is a question that new 

ride activity would have a greater attendance increase over the existing passive evems 
that currently ere presented at Sea World. These attendance figure are a major factor in 
traffic on the eicisting roadways. I would like to see the attendance figures at other Sea 
World parlcs after they went from passive exhibits to ride exhibits. 

I-2 
I-3 

I-4 their projection for the next twenty years. Which wai; probably provided to the state when 
[

Disneyland has also $Uffured from flat attendance the past ten years. I would like to see 

they expanded [-5 in Anaheim recently. 

I-5 1This draft EIR project attendance of 4.4 million in 2020. Would your draft EIR be 
L_inadequate if attendance was 5.5 million or higher in 2020. 

I-6 

I-7 
I-8 

I-9 

I-10 
I-11 

I-12 

I-13 

~

I would firnt like t.o comment on the traffic counts at Sea World Drive and I-5. Your 
current P.M. figures indicted a LOS ofE with a traffic count of37,000. A count of 
40,000 would create a LOS F. If you include the Quivera development and traffic growth 
of2% this would create a level F at this intersection with the Sea World first expansion. 
Major mitigllrion MOUid be completed before phase I is completed. 

The Quivera project will spend apprOl!:imately twelve million dollars in traffic 
improvements. This includes a third lane southbound onramp from I-5 to Sea World 
Drive. Sea World should have r.o create a third lane northbound ramp from I-5 to Sea 
World Drive. Not the 44% nortflbound contribution or the 21°/o southbound contribution 
of the on ramps. The third lane northbound lane should be built immediately because of 
ibe LOS F in the first expansion. Also Quivera is paying 29"/o of Sea World Drive 
widening and Sea World is to pay 44%. But Sea World expansion of the parlc will =Its 
in a greater use of Sea World drive between 4:00-6:00P.M. The percentage increase 

ould be 61%. With part of the contribution to help widen Sea WorldDrive from Friar to 
I-5 during phase one. 

1-1 

1-2 

II-3 

1-4 

RESPONSES 

The projected growth was developed by SeaWorld based on over ten years of 
historical data regard ing attendance at Sea World. This information is presented in 
Section 3.3.2, Project Description, Attendance Characteristics of the Draft EIR. 
This information includes not only historical attendance information for Sea World, 
but also amusement/theme park attendance history and influences. The Sea World 
historical information indicated a decline in attendance of one percent compounded 
annu ally for the previous ten years, even when SeaWorld spent more than 
$ I 00,000,000 on improvements to the theme park (See Figure 3 .3-3 in the Draft 
EIR). It also includes attendance data after the introduction of Shipwreck Rapids, 
which showed a decline in attendance (See Figure 3.3-7 in the Draft EIR). Therefore 
the attendance projections provided by SeaWorld are not only reasonable, but 
considered optimistic given the factors presented in the attendance projections 
and hi storic attendance trends. Thi s conclusion is supported by the real attendance 
history of Sea World compared to the attendance projections set forth in the l 985 
Master Plan and EIR, which is incorporated by reference. That document projected 
attendance of 4 million visitors at ultimate build out of that plan. Sea World 's 
attendance has not reached 4 million, despite the projections. Because the comment 
presents no evidence identi fy ing any inaccuracy or inadequacy in the foregoing 
analysis, no further response is possible. 

This comment is correct in that attendance is a major factor in Sea World 's projected 
traffic generation. 

See response to comment I- I . 

See response to comment 1-1 . 

1-5 See response to comment 1- l . Given the hi storic evidence to date and the 
conservative. optimistic assumptions for attendance projections, there is no evidence 
to indicate Sea World 's attendance will exceed 4.4 million visitors. 
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1-6 Existing traffic volumes presented on Figure 4.4-3 in the Draft EIR indicate a 
traffic volume on Sea World Drive near I-5 of35,300 ADT. as well as other traffic 
volumes fo r road segments in the area of the Sea World Dri ve/1-5 interchange. 

1-7 The cumulative impacts analysis provided in Chapter 5 .0, Section 5.2.4 
Transportation and Circulation includes the Quivira Redevelopment Project traffic. 
Cumulative traffic impacts and mitigation measures are addressed in this section of 
the Draft EI R. 

I-8 As stated on pages 4.4-15 and 4.4-44 of the Draft E!R, there is no guarantee that 
the SeaWorld expansion will result in a traffic increase. In addition, SeaWorld 
would not have a significant impact at SeaWorld Drive intersections with 1-5 
ramps in the near term (2005). A Mitigation Monitoring Report Program, however, 
has been established to help ensure timely implementation of mitigation measures 
when needed. (See Section 4.4.5, Transportation and Circulation, Mitigation, 
Monitori ng and Reporting of the Draft EIR). 

1-9 The portion of this comment regarding the Quivira Redevelopment Project is 
correct. SeaWorld 's traffic mitigation measures are described in Section 4.4. 5, 
Transportation and Circulation, M it igation Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft 
EIR 

I-10 The fair share cost fo r Sea World 's mitigation of the traffic impacts to the 1-5/ 
Sea Worl d Drive is based on City of San Diego adopted procedures. Sea World 's 
44 percent northbound onramp contribution and the 27 percent southbound onramp 
contribution to mitigate these impacts represent Sea World 's portion of future 
traffic, and is consistent with the City 's fair share methodology. See Appendix K 
to Append ix B of the Draft EIR, which is the Draft Traffic Impact Analysis - Sea 
World Master Plan Update dated May I 5, 200 I, prepared by Lincoln Law and 
Greenspan Engineers, which sets forth the cost participation calculations used to 
determine Sea World's fair share. 

1- 11 The implementation of this traffic mitigation measure is based on time of expected 
impact, which will be determined through the traffic mitigation monitoring program 
described in Section 4.4.5, Transportation and Circulation, Mitigation, Monitoring 
and Reporting Program of the Draft EIR. If traffic impacts are identified, the 
appropriate level of mitigation would be implemented. 

1- 12 See response to comment L-63 . . The calculation of Sea World 's contribution of 
44 percent to the widening of Sea World Drive is based on the increase of traffic on 
Sea World Drive which is due to Sea World 's proposed proj ect, which is consistent 
with adopted City of San Diego policies. 

1-13 As descri bed in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 , the widening of Sea World Drive is 
expected to begin at 1-5 and proceed westerly to Sea World Way. 
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1-14 

1-15 

I-16 

1-17 

1-18 

I-19 

1-20 

I-21 

I-22 

1-23 

COMMENTS 

As I stated above in the future attendance figure are realistically low. Sea World is not 
spending million of dollars to increase their attendance 1.4%_ Just like their P.M figure 
for the curmrt traffic is wrong. Using their figure ( 4.4 .3) current morning traffic 7-9 are 
799. Which I figure are employees and vendors. But their afternoon traffic count at Sea 
World Drive and 1-5 are 1088 between 4-6 P.M. How many of the morning traffic are 
leaving after their work shift in the P.M. I would figure 700 and that would include part 
time employees who would work during the busy afternoon hours. So this document is 
telling me that only 488 cars leave Sea World parking lot on Sea World Drive. I think 
there WllB an improper car count I h3ve a video of cars leaving the Sea World parlcing lot 
Thursday July 20,2000 from 4:30-6:00P M . Ofa traffic count of 428. I will estimate a 
count of!OO between 4:00-4:30 P.M Which would be a total of528 plus 700 employees 
fir a total count of 1228. Which is 15% above your estimates. I wonder how your traffic 
counts are estimated. 

[ 

Since we are talking about traffic counts. I would like your comments on the traffic 
gridlock on October weekday in 1998 when there was a sig alert on 1-5 and J-8 because 
of the Padre promotion that Sea World allowed in for $1 . (Side comment. Tlw: promotion 
cost the taxpayers of San Diego over $500,000. $21 x per school in attendance. Since 
there were at least 30,000 kids out of the 45,000 in attendance. Most of the kids did not 

I go ro school that day.)Can this area handle crowds of 40,000 ro 45,000 attendance in 
L_ traffic. 

E 
If there are to be future traffic counts submitted to the city, th~ counts should include 
Monday thru Friday. Why arc Monday and Friday being excluded? The traffic count 
should be done in the last two week in July. The attendance at the park goes down the last 
few weeks in August because people are going back to school in some areas. 

E 
Table 4.4-12 indiaites that future traffic in 2005 with only increase slightly. I would like . 
to know how the3C figures were estima~ at Sea World Drive and 1-5. Sinee this 
intersection is close to LOS Fright now. With an increase of 150,000?? every three-year 
it is an important question with more and more hotels being constructed in North County 
and the access by sea: World Drive for exit and entry. 

I 24 ~es the city wu given two ideas for bridge$ over I-5. The first choioe was ramps from 

[ 

Sea World needs to step up to the plate. The original Sea World developers are why we 
are in this traffic mess on Sea World Drive. According to CALTRANS during the early 

- east I-8 to north I-5 and 30uth 1-5 to west 1-8 OR the second choice Wllll the Sea World 
Drive/1-5 bridge. The city·chose Sea World/1-5 Bridge. Wrong choice but it was a direct 
route to Sea World. Now its time fur you to pay your fair sh3re to fix a prior bad choice. 

1-14 

1-15 

1-16 

1-1 7 

1-18 

RESPONSES 

Please see response to comment 1-1. 

Traffic counts used in the Draft EIR traffic analysis are based on actual counts. 
The count sheets are set forth in Appendix A to the Traffic Impact Analysis 
prepared by Linscott Law & Greenspan, wh ich is Appendix B to the Draft EIR. 

A majority, if not all of the Sea World employees, leave Sea World from the Sea World 
employee parking lot, which is a separate lot located northwest of the mai n lot. 
Access to and from this lot is via Perez Cove Way to Ingraham Street. The actual 
number of vehicles (primarily patron vehicles) that left Sea World during a one hour 
time period is documented in Appendix A to the Traffic Impact Analysi s prepared 
by Linscott Law & Greenspan, which is Appendix B to the Draft EIR. 

Traffic counts were not estimated. They are actual counts with the count sheets 
included in Append ix A to the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Linscott Law 
& Greenspan, which is Appendix B to the Draft EI R. 

The Padre promotion has occurred once in SeaWorld 's approximately 35-year 
history. The response to this promotion was considerably greater than anticipated. 
Sea World has no plans to implement a similar promotion in the future; therefore 
this potential traffic situation was not analyzed in the Draft EIR and is not necessary 
because the EIR is only required to analyze impacts resulting from the proposed 
project. 

1-1 9 The impacts oflarge attendance days on traffic counts were analyzed in the Traffic 
Impact Analys is prepared by Linscott Law & Greenspan, which is Appendix B to 
the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, traffic associated with special events may not be 
predictable, and it may require special traffic handling. For example, the roadways 
around Sea World have supported a historical attendance of38,800 daily vis itors 
on July 4, 1999 with some traffic control officers positioned at various intersections 
throughout Mission Bay. The traffic control officers were required not only for 
Sea World, but also for the Mission Bay area as the park facilities have significant 
attendance during summer weekend days. Mitigation Measures 4.4-8 through 
4.4-10 are expressly intended to mitigate proj ect impacts during summer weekends, 
as determined necessary by the monitoring program. 

1-20 Traffic counts are conducted during a mid-week period (Tuesday, Wednesday, and 
Thursday) to capture the normal operational characterist ics of th e roadway. 
Mondays and Fridays are considered atypical. This is the accepted standard for 
traffic studies conducted in the City of San Diego and conforms with City Traffic 
Study Guidelines. 
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1-2 I As described in the Annual Monitoring Program set forth in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared by Linscott Law & Greenspan, which is Appendix B to the 
Draft EIR, fi.tture traffic counts will be conducted during a mid-week period (Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday) for two separate non-holiday summer weeks in July 
or August. Thus, future traffic counts wi ll be conducted at a time that would be 
representative of typ ical summer conditions. 

1-22 The year 2005 traffic vo lumes shown in Table 4.4- I 2 of the Draft EI R were 
obtained from the City of San Diego traffic model generated for this project. 

1-23 Please see respon se to comment L-54. 

1-24 This comment is an opin ion concerning previous decisions regarding connections 
to 1-5 and l-8 and the 1-5/SeaWorld Drive interchange. Sea World 's traffic impacts 
to the 1-5/Sea World Drive interchange would be mitigated through measures 
described in Section 4.4.5, M itigation, Monitoring, and Reporting of the Draft 
EIR. 
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Thanlc you for your time, 

1f.;k ,~ 
MilceMeyer 
714 Coronado Ct. 
San Diego, CA 92109 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 
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1-26 

1-27 

1-28 

I-29 

COMMENTS 

A TIENTION: Martha Blake 
Here's the final version, all pages. Thanks for informing about the fax failure.- cdc 

City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 
ATIENTION: Martha Blake 
1222 First Ave., Fifth Floor 
San Diego CA 921 01 

April 25, 2001 
sent via FAX to: 619-446-5499 

Sea World Master Plan Update DEIR Comment Letter 

LOR No. 99-0618/SCH 1984030708 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

A 1972 city ordinance limits construction along the city's coastline to under 30 
feet. This ordinance was originally passed as a result of an initiative petition 
(creating this "Proposition D") that stated in part that the purpose was to, "keep 
the beaches usable by all citizens and .... to provide a small measure of 
protection against unwanted high population density With its problems of 
congestion , lack of parking spaces, increased noise, air pollution , inadequate 

public utilities and increased taxes." 

[

In November 1998, voters narrowly approved a new Proposition D, giving 
Anheuser-Busch/SeaWorld a potential exemption to the height limit on its City 

leasehold in Mission Bay Park. 

[

This Proposition D passed with only'50.7 percent of the vote. This EIR proposes 

a number of things in this "Update" that go way beyond Prop D - things that, ii 

voter knew about, would have made Prop D passage doubtful. 

What are they requesting approval for in this Update: an unlimited number of 

future "track rides'' (up to 90 feet WITHOUT ANY GUARANTEED LOCAL 
PUBLIC HEARING) and a 650-room, 90-ft hotel. Also in the package: a 
convention center facility to hold 1,000 attendees. They call it a "Special Events" 
facility. The maximum built-out profile that .they are asking to be permitted to put 
in looks very mu.ch akin to plotzing the entire Mission Valley Shopping Center 

I-25 

1-26 

1-27 

1-28 

1-29 

RESPONSES 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

The project is consistent with Proposition D. 

Track Rides between 30 and 90 feet in height would be allowed only in the eight 
identified Tier 2 sites. This imposes a practical limit of eight track rides. Add itionally, 

because the T ier 2 si tes are identified for exhibits, rides. and shows, deve lopment 
of these sites w ith on ly one type of attraction is highly unlikely. The review 
process for projects under 90 feet is described on page 3-74 of the Draft EI R as a 

Level 1 process. The Level I process allows for local review by the Mission Bay 
Park Committee, Design Revi ew Committee, and a public hearing before the Park 
and Recreat ion Board as determined by the Real Estate Assets Department and the 

Park and Recreation D epartment. For proj ects proposed that are greater than 90 
feet in height, the Level 2 revi ew process would be required, which requires City 
Council review. The thresholds for determining public review are maintained by 
the Real Estate Assets Department and Park and Recreation Departments. The 
current standards recommend that all projects visib le from outside the leasehold be 
set for public hearing by the Park and Recreation Board. 

This comment is incorrect in that the M ission Valley Shopping Center is considerably 
larger than the proposed Special Events Facility. Furthermore, the Master Plan 
does not propose a convention center. Sea World currently includes an 800-person 
special events fac il ity, known as the Nauti lus Pavilion. The proposed Special 
Events Facility wou ld hold 1,000 people and replace the Nauti lus Pavi lion. 
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down into Mission Bay Parle Is it likely that's what the voters thought they were 
1-30 L voting for? This type of potential configuration is incompatible with a public park. 

1-31 

1-32 

I-33 

What about the promises that SeaWorld made in conjunction with Prop D? 

The Prop D ?ummary In the ballot asked voters if Sea World should be allowed 
to plan and construct: 

"exhibits, attractions and educational facilities only upon land leased from the 
City, provided: 

- The improvements are subject to City and Coastal Commission approval and 
do not exceed 1 f2. the height of the existing Sea World Sky Tower; and 
- No taxpayer funds are spent for any Improvements resulting from this 
Initiative?" 

The processes being proposed to approve future projects are designed to allow 
city staftto make all the decisions. This is contrary to the spirit if not the letter of 

Prop D. SeaWorld represented in public that there would be future public 

hearings and implied they would be before the City of San Diego public - not just 

before the Coastal Commission. The voters did not repeal the original Prop D 
and the City should require a complete public hearing process before the 

Planning Commission and City Council for anything more than 30 feet. 

What about keeping taxpayer's whole? 

The fine print in the actual ordinance adopted states: 
"No taxpayer funds shall be spent for any improvements in connection with a 
building or structure or addit ion to a building or structure." 

[

Not exactly the same thing as was sold in bold in the ballot and PR campaign . 

What about the impacts of those "improvements." Shouldnl those rightly be paid 
for by Anheuser-Busch/SeaWorld and not by taxpayers? lsnl that what any voter 

would believe from reading the ballot summary? 

RESPONSES 

1-30 The compatibility of the Special Events Faci lity with Mission Bay Park is addressed 
in Section 4. I, Land Use, and in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics 
of the Draft EIR. These sections address the Special Events Faci li ty land use 
compatib ility and visib ility and concluded that this project component would not 
contribute to a significant impact. 

1-31 See responses to comments 1-32, 1-598 and 1-640. 

1-32 The discretionary review process for future proj ects on the Sea World leasehold is 
described on page 3-74 of the Draft EIR. See responses to comments L-24 and 1-
28 . 

1-33 Sea World will pay its fair-share of the cost for pub lic improvements in accordance 
with adopted City policies. See responses to comments L-60 and L-11 3. 
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1-34 promises so that really "No taxpayer funds are spent for any improvements 
[

The City must ensure that Anheuser-Busch/SeaWorld keeps it sales and ballot 

resulting from this initiative." . 

1_35 1Projects should not be allowed that have unmitigated impacts. Impacts should be 
l_paid for by Anheuser-Busch SeaWorld. 

1-36 

1-37 

1-38 

1-39 

1-40 

Then there are the traffic impacts. In the air quality study it states, "The project 
study estimates that existing site-related traffic will increase by 12,960 daily 

vehicle trips. Project-related traffic will generate almost 200,000 additional 

vehicle miles traveled to the basinwide travel burden." In another location it 
states, ''the future weekday traffic generation (ambient SeaWorld growth, the 

'planned hotel and marina expansion) was calculated to be 15,300 ADT with 496 
inbound and 303 outbound AM peak hour trips, and 407 inbound and 681 

. outbound PM peak hour trips .. ... (Existing weekday Sea World traffic generation is 
15,000). The forecast growth for weekend traffic generation is an additional 
22,727 ADT over current levels. This Is riot a small amount of additional traffic to 

[

be adding to existing traffic levels and in addition to the 850-room 
hotel/conference center going in at Quivera Basin directly impacting all of the 
same streets, intersections, and freeways. · · . 

[

The EIR identifies future traffic failures. They calculate the "Sea World" share of 
growth-related costs to future projects - well mostly. For 1-5, where the vast 
majority of traffic would try to flow at Sea World Drive, the EIR is strangely quiet, 
stating only, "Unmitigated; Cost prohibitiveiCallrans jurisdiction." 

C
Where is the analysis? Why are there no alternatives proposed? Mitigation could 

be applied to support needed public transit so as to provide alternatives to the 
significant traffic problems on 1-5. At a minimum the EIR should identify possible 

mitigations for the currently admitted significant unmitigable impacts to 1-5 ramps, 
1-5 and 1-8. 

1-41 share" percentages, they also provide repeated disclaimers in the chart listing I on the other traffic improvements where they at least agree to calculate their ''fair 

"Mitigation and Participation" for significant traffic project impacts, stating 

RESPONSES 

1-34 See response to comment 1-33. 

1-35 Comment noted. Sea World will pay its fai r-share of the cost for public improvements 
in accordance with adopted City policies. SeaWorld's unmitigated impacts are 
neighborhood characteristics/aesthetics, land use and impacts to two mainl ine 
segments of 1-5. See also response to comment L-66 and 1-111. 

1-36 

1-37 

1-3 8 

1-39 

The traffic vol umes used in calculating air em issions from future Sea World traffic 
were understated in the Draft EIR. This info rmation, however, has been corrected 
in both Appendix G, Air Quality Impact Analysis, and in Section 4.9.3 , Air Quality, 
Impact Analysis, Vehicular Emissions Impacts of the Draft E IR. The conclusions 
regarding air quality impacts from vehicular emissions remain the same as stated in 
the Draft EIR . 

As indicated in Section 5.2 .4, Cumulative Impacts, Cumulative Impact Analysis, 
Transportation/ Circulat ion of the Draft EIR, the cumulative traffic impact analys is 
took in to account the proposed Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project. The 
Mitigation Measures identified for significant traffic circulation impacts are described 
in detail in Section 4.4.5 , Transportation and Circulation, Mitigation, Monitoring, 
and Reporti ng of the Draft EIR. 

See response to comment 1-278. 

The traffic analysis is provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circu lation of 
the Draft EIR. Project alternat ives, which would result in less traffic impacts, are 
d iscussed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR. With respect to needed 
public transit, please see response to comment L-2. The Draft EIR has identified 
possible measures to mit igate Sea World-generated traffic impacts to the 1-5 ramps 
at Sea World Drive and the 1-8 ramps at West Mission Bay Drive in Section 4.4.5, 
Traffic and Circu lation, Mitigation , Monitoring, and Reporting. 

1-40 The traffic analys is presented in Section 4.4, Transportation and C irculation of 
the Draft EIR describes both exist ing 1-5 and 1-8 ramp operations and operations 
with SeaWorld's future traffic. Ramp impacts from SeaWorld's futu re traffic 
wou ld be mitigated in accordance adopted City of San Diego policies. 

I-41 Imp acts to the roadway segments or intersections, which require fa ir share 
contri butions by SeaWorld, are considered potentially unmitigated because 
inadequate assurances exist that the necessary Capital Improvement Projects (C IP) 
wou ld be approved by the City and/or sufficiently funded to complete the needed 
improvements. Also, see responses to comments L-66, 1-27 and I-3 3. 
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1-42 

1-43 

1-44 

COMMENTS 

repeatedly that If any of the City's related CIPs (Capital Improvement Project) are 

not funded. then "SeaWorfd's impact will be significant and unmitigated-" 

It would seem that if the City (or other projects) don 1 pony up - for whatever 

reason. then SeaWorld is "off the hook.' So taxpayers are required to put in more 

dollars for any of this to work out But SeaWorfd's improvements go ahead 

regardless of whether the projects needed to deal with the impacts happen or 

not. This is manifestly unfair and a break with the spirit of Prop D, if not the literal, 

limited language they foisted upon the public. 

Any SeaWortd expansion must not be allowed to proceed unless the related 

CIPs are funded and the impacts fully mitigated_ 

There is no discussion of impacts lo the City's sewer system, even though Metro 

Wastewater took the trouble lo send a letter in response to the EIR Notice of 

Preparation stating, "The proposed project will impact the sewer facilities serving 

the park. " The EIR fails to analyze impacts to existing water and sewer 

movement and t reatment systems. Whal are the impacts and how will they be 

mitigated? Who will pay? There is no discussion in the EIR about whether 

Sea World's payments will cover the City's cost of providing the infrastructure for 

water and sewer. What additional water and sewer demand will be generated? 

With respect to beach closures and water quality, the EIR states, "The majority of 

the c losures were the result of sewer spills and overflows." And, "The data 

indicated widespread presence of bacteria throughout the bay." 

[ 

I should th ink the toilets (even if low-flow) in a 650-room hotel - not to mention 

increased visitors in general - will impact the sewerage situation. Please provide 

analysis of this. 

Anheuser-Busch/SeaWor1d's proposal is a real problem since Mission Bay is 

listed as an impaired water body due to bacteria and does not meet the basic 

fishable/swimmable standards of the Clean Wat.er Act. Adding insult to injury is 

the fact that Sea World does not currently treat all the runoff from its existing 

parking area. Taxpayers money is or the environment is being used to deal with 

at least 70 percent of the runoff generated from Sea World's parking area. 

RESPONSES 

1-42 See response to comment L-39. 

1-43 

1-44 

See response to comment L-39. 

This comment is correct. Sea World currently treats 96 percent of the theme park 
ru noff and 25 percent of the parking lot runoff through its water treatment 
system (page 3- i 7 in the Draft EIR); however, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 ind icates 
that with in two years of proj ect approval Sea World wi ll capture parking lot 
runoff pollu tants through catch basin inserts or simil ar dev ices. In addi tion to the 
other Mitigation Measures and Sea World 's current Best Management Practices 
(BMP), this woul d reduce water quali ty impacts resul ting from the project to a 
level below significa nce. Also, see response to comments L-69 and 1-348. 
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Cont. 

I-45 

I-46 

1-47 

COMMENTS 

Sea World's position about water quafity degradation events is that "None were 

attributable lo SeaWor1d operations.• 

A more accurate statement would oo: none were attributed to Sea Wor1d 
operations. They City and County currently do not perform the tests that would 

be required to track the pollution to its source. Just because ttley were not able to 

attribute events to SeaWor1d, it does not follow triat they were not potentially 

"attributable" to them. The ElR should make this clear. 

This needs to be addressed before aJIOWing SeaWorld permission to add more 

fish tanks or parking lots or do anything that could allow more bacteria into an 

already impaired water body. 

In February, 2001 they SeaWortd was lined $12,000 for their violations to the 

Clean Waler Act. These violations were for bacterial exoeedences. It also should 

be noted that belWeen 1995 and 1999, SeaWortd violated its Regional permit 

more than 50 times, and most of the violations were bacterial exceedences. 

[ 

What is needed is to do a total health risk assessment on Mission Bay. We have 

very little understanding of the scientific issues that are before us in dealing with 
our poor little bay. We have 25 years of monitoring data that tells us little to 
nothing about the actual risks to human health associated with swimming in 

potentially contaminated water. · 

The Regional Water Quality Board and City are pursuing grants to do studies to 

detect human pathogenic viruses at five stations in Mission Bay, to tell us 
wtiether the real agents of disease are actually present. They can then look for 
the source of the viral agents (which are always from sewage, but we need to 
1<now where the sewage is coming from). do some ANA testing to determine 
'Who's doing the doo' (Is it people or Is it critters?), and perform an epidemiology 
study to get a tactual assessment of the relative risk of having contact with 
Mission Bay waters. Wlthout this type of sound scientific investigation, there is no 
way of knowing what the real water ~ality issues are with Mission Bay. 

1-45 

1-46 

1-47 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment L-69. 

This comment recommends a health risk assessment for Mission Bay. The Water 
Quality Analysis for the Sea World Master Plan Update prepared by URS, included 
as Appendix C to the Draft EIR, addresses the extensive monitoring of bacterial 
indi cators performed by the City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater 
Department in Mission Bay for the past 15 years. Water samples were collected 
to assess the quality of water for recreational uses. The data indicated widespread 
presence of bacteria throughout Mission Bay. Exceedances of standards for water
contact recreation have led to postings of portions of Mission Bay, prov iding 
health warn ings for people using Mission Bay. 

Comment noted. 
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I-49 

I-50 

1-51 

I-52 

I-53 
I-54 
I-55 

I-56 

COMMENTS 

[

The bottom line is that it makes no sense to allow construction that could add to 

the current state of consistent water quality impairment. This needs to be 
addressed since they are asking to be permitted to add more fish tanks and other 

wildlife exhibits that could add more bacteria into an already impaired water 

body. 

They can and should reduce the noise contours of the proposed Splashdown 

"attraction.• There is no excuse for allowing this kind of intrusion in a public park 

and onto private residences around it in this day and age. The major impetus for 

all of this is for Sea World to remain competitive. Successful ttl8me parks are not 

required to generate excessive amounts of noise to be competitive. Many new 

track and water attractions are built completely enclosed to control the noise and 

the experience. Examples include the new Rock and Roller Coaster at Walt 

Disney World, and the venerable Space Mountains and Pirates of the Caribbean 

rides. Most of "Splash Mountain" is also indoors. SeaWorld needs to respect the 

difference between being able to do what they want on their private land and the 

needs of being located in a public park and with noise contours that include 

portions of local residences. The surrounding communities purchased property 

near to a public park - not to a major competitive entertainment operation. 

[ 

Other issues we would like the City to raise, where the discussion or conclusions 

of the EIR are insufficient or incomplete and we would ask SeaWorld to improve 

- and for which we would like to request a Supplemental EIR are: 

[

- Commitment to energy independence, energy efficiency, or reduced energy

related pollution 
They should commit to their own clean energy systems and not draw power from 

the public grid. These rides are intensively energy consumptive. 

- No discussion of waste volumes and regional landfill capac~y impacts. 
. No commitment to purchasing requirements for recycledkecyclable materials in 
disposable food packaging - major component of their waste stream. 
- No commitment to limit future jet ski rentals to lesser polluting 4-stroke engines. 

No commitment to transit or trip reductions. 
- insufficient analysis of increases in firewor1cs disctiarges into air and waler. 

Given that the EIR states "Fireworks shows are not considered a visitor draw. 

1-48 

1-49 

1-50 

RESPONSES 

Future Sea World projects that would require water treatment would confo rm with 

applicable water quality permitting requirements. Section 4.5 , Water Qua lity of 
the Draft EIR addresses the issue of water quality impacts resulting from the 
project and how such impacts will be mitigated. 

Section 4.7.3 , No ise, Impact of the Draft EIR addresses noise impacts associated 
with the Splashdown Ride and concludes there is no significant noise impact. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires the preparation of a specific noise study by a 
qualified acoustician for any new ride attraction and a demonstration that sensitive 

receptors would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable standards. 

The CEQA Guidelines provide for subsequent (supplemental) EIR preparation to 

a certified EIR. The Sea World Master Plan Update EIR has not yet been certified, 
and therefore a supplemental EIR cannot be prepared at this time. Certification 
wi ll occur at the C ity Council hearing for the proposed project. Furthermore, the 
CEQA Gu id elines indicate no subsequent (supplemental) EIR shall be prepared 
unless e ither ( I) substantia l changes are proposed in the project which will require 
major revisions to the previous EIR due to the involvement of new s ignificant 
environmental effects or a substantia l increase in the severity of previously identified 
s ignificant effects; (2) substant ia l changes occur with respect to the circumstances 
under which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions to the 
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects o r a 
substantia l increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

(3) new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could 
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 

previous EIR was certified as complete, shows any of the following: (a) the 
project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR, 
(b) s ignificant effects previou sly examined will be substantia lly more severe than 

shown in the previous EIR, (c) mitigation measures or alternatives previously 
fou nd not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substanti a lly reduce 
one o r more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative, or ( d) mitigation measures or alternatives 
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which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would 
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the 
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. CEQA 
Guidelines, § I 5162 (a). Should these conditions occur after the Final EIR is 
certified, then a subsequent EI R shall be prepared. A subsequent (supplemental) 
ElR is subject to the same notice and public review requirements as the original 
EIR. CEQA Guidelines, § I 5 l 62(d). 

1-51 Energy consumption and conservation are addressed in Section 4.12, Energy, of 
the Draft ElR. Energy pollution as it relates to air emissions is addressed in 
Section 4.9, Air Quality, of the Draft ElR. The remaining part of this comment 
provides an opinion regarding Sea World 's use of"clean energy systems." Also, see 
response to comment L-26. 

1-52 Implementation of the Sea World Master Plan Update will not result in a significant 
impact on waste and landfill facilities. Although Sea World 's waste generation will 
increase over time, this growth already was contemplated and approved in the 
1985 Sea World Master Plan and Environmental Impact Report, RQD No. 84-
0 I 60, SCH #84030708, dated February 1985 attached as Appendix C- 1 ( 1985 
Master Plan). That 1985 Master Plan projected that Sea World ultimately would 
serve 4 million visitors. Any increased waste generation contemplated by the 
I 985 Master Plan would not be a significant impact caused by the Sea World 
Master Plan Update. Full build out of the 1985 Master Plan is the baseline for 
determining whether the SeaWorld Master Plan Update would have significant 
impacts. Benton v. Board of Supervisors ( 1991) 226 Cal. App. 3d 1467. The 
Draft ElR projects Sea World 's attendance would reach 4.4 million . There is no 
evidence to indicate this difference from the 1985 Master Plan would have a 
significant impact on waste and landfill facilities than wh at was contemplated in 
the 1985 Master Plan . 

Furthermore. SeaWorld has an award-winning recycling program that has been 
recognized by the City of San Diego in seven of the past eight years, as the 
Recycler of the Year recipient. This award is given to a select few organizations 
that maintai n notable recycling programs that significantly reduce the amount of 
waste sent to city landfills. Also, Sea World has been recognized as the State of 
Cali fo rnia Waste Reduction Awards Programs (WRAP) recipient as one of the top 
recyclers in the state on six occasions. Since the inception of their current recycling 
program in 1992, Sea World has recycled over 15.25 million pounds of recyclables 
through the end of 2000. This is equivalent to the preservation of over 25, 160 
cubic yards of landfill space at our local land fill. See Appendix C- 1 of the Final 
EIR Response to Comments. 
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1-53 See Section 4.5, Water Quality, Existi ng Conditions, Waste Management and 
Recycling on page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR for information concerning recycling of 
waste products. A major component of Sea World's award-winning recycling 
program is its commitment to purchase products with significant recycled content. 
SeaWorld has a Recycled Products Procurement policy that encourages and 
promotes the purchase of recycled materials whenever feasible. The procurement 
policy allows a five percent price preference for purchase of products with a 
specified post consumer content. The program is also extended to Sea World's 
contractors and vendors. In 2000 alone, Sea World purchased over $590,000 worth 
of products manufactured with recycled content materials. In the past seven 
years, Sea World has purchased millions of dollars worth of products manufactured 
with post consumer and recycled content. Also, see response to comment 1-52. 

1-54 See responses to comments L-70 and L-122 . Further, see page 23 of the Air 
Quality Impact Analysis prepared by Giroux & Associates, which analysis is 
attached as Appendix G to the Draft EIR, which concluded that air quality impacts 
from personal watercraft would not exceed City of San Diego significance th resholds 
even assuming no improvements in emissions characteristics for boat engines in 
the next twenty years. Also, see Section 9.2, More Regulated Alternative of the 
Draft EIR, which addresses the elimination of potential personal watercraft from 
the Sea World project. 

1-55 Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR addresses transit. 
This section indicates that the proposed Automated People Mover could reduce 
trips to Sea World. Further, Mitigation Measure 4.4- I I addresses transit as an 
option to reduce trips by Sea World patrons and employees. 

1-56 See responses to comments 1-169 and 1-170. 
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1-57 

I-58 

1-59 

1-60 

1-61 

1-62 

I-63 

1-64 

I-65 

COMMENTS 

(page 3-20), the request to increase impacts should be denied. Increasing 
impacts can only provide greater stresses to endangered least tern. nesting 
sites nearby - which according to the EIR are unecessary to meet the overall 
goals of Sea World's proposal - to increase attendance. 
Does not complete the vision of biking /walking path around the water of 
Mission Bay Park. It actually precludes that vision. They should submit a 
design that includes this Important public access component as well as other 
important access Issues pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Does not include anything related to walkable/pedestrian community design. 
Overall the E_IR and proposed designs are extremely weak when it comes to 
implementation of any "smart growth" principles such as transit, bicycling or 
pedestrian access or trip reduction methods. Traffic congestion can be 

mitigated by Increasing carpools and support for reliable public transit. Transit 
investments should be considered as mitigation for currently unmitigable 
impacts to freeways and local streets, roads and intersections. 

[

They state a commitment to "community education" but this is not quantified or 
guaranteed in anyway. There must be assurances that commitments to public 
education in community will indeed be undertaken and not run afoul of other 

budgetary commitments. 

On Page 3-73 they state, "In keeping with the intent of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update to preserve existing viewsheds and visual corridors, the 
additional height available to SeaWorld should be used judiciously." This 
proposed Update does not provide projects and processes that could be 

reasonably considered judicious, with minimal public review and unmitigated 
impacts. Rnal action should not be ministerial and should absolutely not be made 
by the Real Estate Assets Department. This is a decision about a public park, not 

just another "real estate asset." 

I-66 I On Page 4.1-23 what is the basis for the conclusion that the proposed projects 
L_ would "render maximum revenue to the City"? 

1-6
7 1 11 is unacceptable to agree to the proposal that would allow for: 

1-57 

1-58 

1-59 

1-60 

1-61 

1-62 

1-63 

1-64 

RESPONSES 

Fireworks impacts on least terns are addressed in Section 4.6.3, Biology, Impacts, 
of the Draft EIR. A lso, see responses to comments F-1 and F-2. 

The biking/walking path is addressed in Section 9.3, Alternatives, Enhanced Public 
A ccess A lternative of the Draft EIR. 

See response to comment 1-58. 

See response to comment I-55. In addition, the proposed Sea World Master Plan 
Update includes a future Automated People Mover (APM) transit station location 
and recognizes a future overhead guideway to provide an APM connection to the 
park. Sea World currently provides bike racks for patrons near the front gate and 
for employees at the employee entrance to the theme park. A lso, SeaWorld 
implemented the existing bikeway along the eastern, southern and western parts of 
their leasehold as an EIR mitigation measure that was part of the approval of their 
1985 Master Plan. Section 4. 1 of the Draft EIR, Land Use provides a discussion 
of the existing bicycle/pedestrian path that is adjacent to Sea World on its southerly 
and westerly boundaries. 

See response to comment 1-60. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

1-65 Comment noted. 

1-66 The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update (page 44) discussion on dedicated 
lease areas states that: " Within the preceding objectives, commercial lease areas 
should render maximum revenue utility to the City." The basis for concluding that 
the Tier I projects would be consistent with this provision is the fact that these 
areas are already committed to theme park-commercial recreation use. Because the 
infrastructure for theme park development is already present, redeveloping the 
Tier I areas within the existing theme park is the most effective and cost efficient 
method to maximize revenue utility to the City of San D iego. Additionally, no 
expansion of the commercial lease area is required . 
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1-67 Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 is intended to reduce the proposed project 's visual 
impacts by requiring the preparation and implementation of a site plan for the 
project, which complies with the Sea World Master Plan Update landscape buffer 
and bulk/plane setbacks, and the adherence to the Sea World Master Plan Update 
Design Guidelines. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, however, would lessen but not 
fully mitigate the visual impact of the Splashdown Ride. Also, see response to 
comment L-66. 
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1-6
7 

L "signilicant visual quality impact because the potential extensive visual mass and 
Cont. visibility of future development above 60-foot in height in Mission Bay Park." 

{page 4.2-84). What are required mitlgalions for this? 

1-68 

1-69 

1-70 

1-71 

1-72 

1-73 

On page 9-8 ii stales, 'Both the hotel and marine are high-priority uses in the 
California Coastal Ad.." Where? A quick check of the CCA finds ttle list of key 
uses as: recreation, exhibition , educatlonal, research and scientific. Hotels are 
not really in any of these categories. Even if you daim they are a part of 
recreation - they are not required for recreation. So exactly where are hotels 
called out at "high priority uses in the Coastal Act?" · 

On page 4.10·1 it states, underthe heading Circuation: 
"Inadequate functioning of the circulation system in Mission Bay Park may 
discourage use of the Par1<. The proposed project would result in sigiificant 
impacts to the circulation system in the vicinity of Sea World. 
This should not be allowed - vklether or not ·in a public park - but especially not 

in a public park. 

On page 4.5-18 it states, "due to the current degree of water quality problems In 
Mission Bay Park, the additional surface water pollutants generated by the 
redevelopment activities would result In significant cumulative impact on Mission 

Bay." 

This is yet another sign that SeaWor1d needS to do more before being allowed to 
further develop in Mission Bay Park. 

Whal started as a modest marine education site in a public park is now justified 
to become a major resort destination because Sea World requires continuous 
growth to remain competitive. What about our poor, polluted and traffic
decimated public park? If they want Whal amounts to almost complete control 
over their operations they should purchase their own site in an appropriate 
setting as Disney and other competitive theme park owners have had to do. 

SeaWor1d is an important part of the economy here. The City obViously needs 
help in cleaning up Mission Bay. As one of the major businesses benefiting from 

Mission Bay, Anheuser-BuschJSeaWor1d can and needs lo be more a part of 

RESPONSES 

1-68 The fo llowing sect ions from the Cali fornia Coastal Act provide the information 
requested in thi s comment. 

California Coastal Act-

Section 30220 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily 
be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

Section 30222 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational fac ilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 
over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but 
not over agriculture or coastal dependent industry. 

Section 30224 

Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged, in accordance 
with this division, by developing dry storage areas, increasing public launch faci lities, 
prov id ing addition al berthing space in exist in g harbors, limiting non -water
dependent land uses that congest access corridors and preclude boating support 
fac ilities, providi ng harbors ofrefuge, and by providing fo r new boating facilities in 
natural harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas dredged from dry land . 

Section 30255 

Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments on 
or near the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal
dependent developments shou ld be accommodated within reasonable proximity 
to the coastal-dependent uses they support. 

See also response to comment 1-513. 
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1-69 The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts on the circulation 
system in Mission Bay Park. The applicant will pay its fair share to mitigate 
traffic impacts resulting from traffic generated by Sea World. Other traffic would 
be generated by cumu lative projects and background regional growth by 2020. If 
traffic impacts associated with cumulative projects and background growth are not 
mitigated, then a significant traffic impact would remain. This is explained in 
Section 4.4.5 , Transportation and Circulation , Mitigation, Monitoring and 
Reporting of the Draft EIR. 

1-70 As di scussed in Section 4 .5.5 , Water Quality, Mitigation, Monitoring, and 
Reporting, of the Draft EIR, catch basin inserts and storm drain catchment basins 
provide appropriate methods to capture and collect target contaminants found in 
stormwater runoff. Potential impacts to surface water runoff are also addressed 
by Sea World's extensive Best Management Practices (BMP), which are described 
in Section 4.5.1, Water Quality, Existing Conditions of the Draft EIR. Also, see 
response to comment 1-44. 

1-7 I Sea World was originally conceived as a marine park that included a variety of uses, 
including a ride. The City of San Diego issued an Invitation for Lease Proposal 
Mission Bay Aquatic Park dated November I 0, 1960 and two responses to that 
invitation were analyzed in a memorandum to the City Council dated September 
12, 1961 , attached as Appendix D-1 to Final EIR Response to Comments. The 
selected proposal included marine life exhibits, restaurants, a cocktail lounge, gift 
shop and high-speed hydrofoil rides. Those uses were described in the first lease 
for SeaWorld, attached as an exhibit to Reso lution 172101 adopted by the City 
Council on August 9, 1962, found in Appendix E-1 to the Final EIR Response to 
Comments. The lease required the operator to "diligently conduct such business 
to produce a reasonable and substantial gross income." That lease provision 
remains in effect at the current time. With City approval , Sea World has expanded 
its size, attractions and rides since that first lease. On May I 0, I 968, Sea World 
proposed a substantial development program, including a flume ride, whale stadium, 
and observation tower. See Letter dated May I 0, 1968 and San Diego Union 
article dated January 8, 1969 included as Appendices F- 1 and G-1 to the Final EIR 
Response to Comments. Sea World 's uses historically have been approved by the 
City Attorney. See City Attorney Report to the City Council dated April 25, 
1974. attached at Appendix 1-1-1 to the Final EIR Respon se to Comments. The 
City consistently planned for and approved Sea World 's expansion. See Evening 
Tribune article dated April 8, 1977 and San Diego Union article dated April 8, 
1977. attached as Appendices 1-1 and J-1 to the Final EIR Response to Comments. 
The Mi ssion Bay Park Master Plan Update dated August 2, 1994, described the 
16.5 acres added to the Sea World leasehold in 1998 as possible expansion for 
Sea World attractions. See Lease Amendment dated June 29, 1998, Document No. 
00-18538- 1. attached at Appendix K-1 to the Final EIR Response to Comments. 
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1-72 Section 4. 5, Water Quality, Section 4.9, Air Quality, and Section 4.4, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR address water and air quality 
and traffic in Miss ion Bay Park, respectively. 

1-73 Comments noted. 
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I-73 Lsolving the problems in and around Mission Bay - as well as keeping their ballot 

Cont. promises to taxpayers. 

I-74 

I-75 

I-76 

I-77 

E
This proposal should be sent back for major revisions and commitments to 

reducing impacts. A Supplement EIR should be required. At a minimum. ttie City 

should hold Anheuser-Busch to its campaign promisas pertaining to taxpayer 

burdens related to improvements - "any improvements" required as a result of 

their projects. We urge the City to undertake a financial analysis of the what the 

City would have to commit to in order to address the unfunded CIPs and all the 

other environmental impacts. 

Another minimum : The City should increase the ability of the public to be 

involved in reviewing plans for all future proposals that exceed the 30-ft height 

limit of the original Prop D. 

Just because the voters approved that they could plan and construct projects 

over the height limit, it did not do so WilhOut believing future review would be 

required. The language did not state that the publlc and City Council would not 

have review of major projects. They are now proposing that. We should reject 

tt,at process. We don't do it for project on private land, we should never do it for 

projects on public park land. 

I 
call on Anheuser-Busch/Sea World to propose how they can help solve the 

problems in Mission Bay Park - not just plow ahead and ignore them. 

Please keep me on the list of interested parties end send any notices of public 

__ hearings or other documents to me at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Chase 

Carolyn Chase 

On behalf of San Diego Sierra Club 

Parks Committee 

Clo P .O . Box 99179 

1-74 

1-75 

1-76 

1-77 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment I-50. 

With respect to iss ues regarding SeaWorld 's fai r share contribution for 
improvements, see response to comment I-33 . With respect to issues regarding 
sewer and water faci lities, please see response to comment L-39. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS 

Carolyn A. Cook 
ff,HLong Branch A=u, San Di4go, CA 92107 

April 2~. 200! 

Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 
Development Services Department 
1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA 9~101 

Subject: Comment• on the Draft EIR for the Sea World Master Plan Update 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

8 e are all concerned with environmental issues and quality oflife. What would happen to Sea World if 
heir cry•tal clear pools, ponds. and aquariums were polluted with cloudy, muddy water? Sea World 
musement park) is contributing to the increasing problem of noise pollution to our environment. 
oes Sea World care about thio problem like they do for their beautiful clear pools - seems not! Does 

E
Sea World really care so much moce about re,·enue than the environment that they have to offer outside 
and amplified noise to get people in the gate? Please lets save the live amplified bands and public 
announcement (PA) systems for an enclosed venue oo that our rights to the peaceful enjoyment of our 
homes in the beach area, are not violated. 

Thooe of we who live here want the community tu remain a place for families to enjoy the natural 
beauty and peacefol atmoopherc of our beach community. If Sea World insists on having a venue for 
this type of noise polluting entertainment, it should he held inside so only thooe who choose this type of 
pitcrtainment arc listening and enjoying without disturhing the existing surrounding neighborhoods. 
Also, I wonder what dfe<:t the amplified noise hao on sea life and birds ne.ting in the area. (Has anyone 
.seen a least tern in the last six year. nesting in their special ,ite by the amusement park? And by the 
way. who decided on the guidelines of decibel noise levels? If the noise measures only one (!) dea'bel, 
'and it disturbs so=ne, it is quite simply too many decibels( Why all the exp<nsive noise level tests -
aren't our complaints enough? \'leather and atmoophcric conditions have a lot to do with how noise is 
carried. We cannot control these conditions, but noise and amplification we can control. 

B
hat has happened to the concept of courtesy and respect for one's neighbors? I feel that our neighbor 
a World is showing neither. By allowing the outdoor amplified PA systems and music to continue, 
a World is contributing to noise pollution and degrading our neighborhoods and environment. It is a 
ovie:n scientific fact that noi.se aggravates stress. Ottr homes and neighborhoods should be our haven 

way from daily streues. 

In addition to my general comments and frustration noted above, I would also like a response to the 
following questions: 

~ 
l. Page 2 of the Conclu•ions, last paragraph: 'How does a General Plan Amendment and Master 

Plan/LCP Amendment mitigate a ,ignificant land uoe plan and policy incon•istency? The 
policies and de.ign guidelines were developed for a reason and the mere fact that the Sea 
\Vorld expansion i$. incon8i::;tent with those policies and guidelines should not rncan that 
changing those policies and guideline• makes the impact go away. Are you setting a 
precedence for other development around Mission Bay by saying it's acceptable to amen'ii the 
plans to suit the individual need. of the development? Please explain thio logic to me. 

l-78 

1-79 

1-80 

1-81 

1-82 

1-83 

1-84 

RESPONSES 

This comment provides a question regarding the water qual ity of SeaWorld 's 
exhibit pools, which does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information 
presented in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

The comment makes a statement regarding noise from the existing SeaWorld 
operation. Noise is addressed in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. 

The comment presents a rhetorical question regarding noise from the existing 
Sea World operation. Noise is addressed in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. 

The comment makes a statement regarding noise from the existing SeaWorld 
operation . Noise is addressed in Section 4.7, Noise, of the Draft EIR. 

The comment makes a statement regarding noise from the existing SeaWorld 
operation. Noise is addressed in Section 4.7, Noise, of the Draft EIR. 

Noise effects from fireworks are addressed in Section 4.6.3, Biology, Impact, 
Terrestrial Resources. Responses to comments regarding noise effects on 
Sea World's animals are provided in response to comment l-464. Noise effects on 
least tern nesting success as it relates to fireworks at the Stony Point Preserve 
located near Sea World are addressed in responses to comments F-1 , and F-2. 

Noise standards are created by the City of San Diego and are provided in the City 
of San Diego General Plan, City of San Diego Noise Ordinance. This information 
is provided in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. 

1-85 The commentor is correct in that weather conditions can and will affect noise 
propagation. This phenomenon is addressed in Section 3.2, Propagation Factors 
in Appendix E, Noise Analysis of the Draft EIR. The most significant of these 
conditions is wind. Generally, noise increases downwind and decreases upwind of 
the noise source. The commentors address on Long Branch Avenue would be 
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upwind of the noise source 14.2 percent of the time, and downwind 1.2 percent of 
the time over an average year. Thus, there are not significant periods where wind 
would alter noise propagation in the direction of that site. The commentor also 
mentions Crown Point which is north of Sea World. This locale experiences wind 
flow from the south 8.9 percent of the year, which would increase noise levels 
from Sea World during this amount of the year. 

1-86 Comment noted. See Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR for addressment of PA 
system noi se. 

1-87 See response to comment 1-86. 

1-88 Appro val of the project would reso lve the inconsistencies between the voter
approved Proposition D regarding increased development height standards, and 
the adopted General Plan and Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/Local Coastal 
Program. Some land use impacts were identified in Section 4.1 , Land Use of the 
Draft EIR as significant impacts as they relate to traffic and visual quality issues. 
Section 4.4.5 , Transportation and Circulation , Mitigation, Monitoring, and 
Reporting and Section 4.2 .5. Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics, Mitigation, 
Monitoring, and Reporting set forth Mitigation Measures intended to reduce the 
proposed project 's visual quality and traffic impacts. 

1-89 The proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update does not necessarily represent a 
precedent for other developments around Mission Bay. The Sea World Master 
Plan Update was created in response to the voter-approved Proposition D, which 
allowed an increase in development height on the Sea World leasehold up to 160 feet. 
Two other Miss ion Bay Park projects: Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project and 
DeAnza Harbor are proposed consistent with the existing 30-foot development 
height limit. 
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COMMENTS 

Carolyn .1. Cook 
4454- umg B rtmCh Avmu, San Di,ga. CA /;9/07 

Page2 

Page 4 of the Conclll3ions, last paragraph: vrhy is the "Underground Parking Garage 
Alternative· an alternati\'e at all? Isn't the purpose and intent of the CEQA alternatives to 
look at alternative$ that "ayoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project'? The la.,t line in that paragraph says that this alternative would no t les,cn any 
identified significant impacu and would actually result in significant water quality impacts. 
b this altemati\'c just a "strawman" or was it added to make it look like a wide variety of 
alternatives were looked at? 1'his alternative should have been one of the alternatives 
considered but rejected since it is infeasible to build and doesn't reduce impacts . 

Page 5 of the Conclusions, Combination Alternative: vrhy was the terminology • .. may lessen 
or avoid significant impacts· used when all of the previous paragraphs on alternatives used 
the teem ·woald"? Will this alternative reduce impacts or not? The analysis was supposedly 
done, so an answer i., needed . 

Page 6 of the Conclusions, Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics paragraph: The mitigation 
suggested is meaningless. The significant impact conclusion in the EIR is all about building 
height. Suggesting compliance with design guidelines fur bulk, landscaping and setbacks 
will not change the fact that the structures proposed are too high. How will this mitigation 
reduce a height impact? Wouldn't it be more appropriate to recommend a compromise in 
building height, say reduce the maximum from 90-fcet to 60-feet> A reduction in height is 
the only way this type of impact can really be reduced, although not below a level of 
significance. Just because Prop D now requires an amendment to the plans docs not mean 
the environmental impact of thi& should be ignored. The environmental analysis should 
stand on it's own and be a separate discussion from the plan amendment discretionary action . 

Page 6 of the Concl~ions, Transportation and Circulation: The first line in this section , and 
the la.t line of mitigation 1) b), are completely at odds. The first line says "Significant, 
mitigable impacts have been identified in the year 2005" while the last line says • .. the short
term impact& of Sea World on Sea World Drive may not be fully mitigated • The fi rot 
line infers that the impacts can be mitigated. Which is it? 

Pages 6, 7, 8 of the Conclusions: Sea World should have it's own (2-way) auxiliary lane 
between l-5 and the amusement park for Sea World guests only. The amusement park traffic 
should NOT mix with day to day traffic of Ocean Beach residents, and others heading 
southwest. Hu an auxiliary lane, or direct 1-5 connector road been considered and 
evaluated? If it ham't, why not? Sea World generates enough traffic to warrant their own 
access road. Other amusement parks have either pro)>O$Cd or been required to implement 
significant road/intersection improvements to reduce impacts. For ell.ample, the Disneyland 
expanaion back in the early 1990's to add WESTCOT center (and u sociated additional 
parking for s+.~oo vehicles) included a number of significant roadway improvements as part 
of the proposal and as part of required mitigation. These improvements included a direct 
access from l-5 to the parking structures for visitors. Likewise, the Coors Amphitheatre in 
nearby Chula Vista (20,000 scat capacity) included a number of stringent mitigation 
measun,s due to the significant impact on area roadways. (Pages from these reports are 
attached.) Why then, if the proposed Sea World expansion assumes an increase in attendance 
by one million people by 2020 (a significantly greater traffic generation than the examples 

RESPONSES 

I-90 The Underground Parking Garage Alternative was included in response to requests 
from members of the public in their response to the Notice of Preparation for this 
Draft EIR. In addition, thi s alternative was also raised by members of some 
nearby community planning boards. 

1-91 Section 9.8, Alternatives, Combination Alternative of the Draft EI R states that 
" the significant, unmitigable neighborhood character/aesthetics impact would be 
avoided wi th this alternative." Additionally, this section states that significant 
impacts associated with transportation/circulation would be lessened because less 
traffic would be generated under this alternative. This alternative also would avoid 
significant, mitigable impacts to land use; traffic circulation; light, glare and shading; 
water qu ality; biology, pertaining to perching opportunities; and noise. 

I-92 See response to comment 1-67. Chapter 9.0, Alternatives, presents several project 
alternatives that would reduce the height of future projects and would therefore 
reduce the visual impact. These are found in Section 9.2, More Regulated 
Alternative; Section 9.4, No Hotel or Marina Alternative; Section 9.6, No Parking 
Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet High Alternative; Section 9.7, Less Visually 
Intrusive Alternative; and Section 9.8, Combination Alternative of the Draft EIR. 
See also response to comment I- 111 . 

I-93 See response to comment 1-92. 

I-94 Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR specifically 
addresses the environmental impacts of the increased height requirement permitted 
by Proposition D. 

1-95 As indicated Section 4.4.5, Transportation and Circulation, Mitigation, Monitoring 
and Reporting of the Draft EIR, where mitigation depends upon full funding of 
CIPs, a factor which is beyond Sea World 's control, mitigation of certain traffic 
impacts dependent upon that mitigation measure may not occur. Other traffic 
impacts. however, will be mitigated to a level below significance. See Section 4.4, 
Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR for more detail as to such mitigable 
impacts. 
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1-96 An EIR need only analyze "feasible" mitigation measures, which are those measures 
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time, taking into account economic, environmental , legal, social and technological 
factors . CEQA Guideline § I 5126.4(a)( I), I 5364. A private two-way aux iliary 
lane between 1-5 and the park would be infeasible because there is insufficient 
room to bu ild another interchange on 1-5 in the vicinity of the park. Interchange 
spacing is based on Cal trans' ramp acceleration and merging distance requirements, 
which preclude a new interchange in this area. This type of improvement is also 
beyond the mitigation required to provide acceptable Levels of Service for traffic 
circulation in conformance with adopted City of San Diego standards. 

For proper consideration, a mitigation measure must be "roughly proportional" to 
the impacts of the project. Dolan v. City of Tigard (I 994) 512 U.S. 374, 391. The 
proportional ity must exist to the extent of the impacts caused by the project and 
the extent to which the exactions actually mitigate those impacts. Id. No rough 
proportionality would exist if Sea World will be required to pay more than its fair 
share of the mitigation resulting from the impact the project would create. 

1-97 See response to comment 1-96 and 1-20 I. 

1-98 See response to comment 1-96 and 1-20 I. 

1-99 See response to comment 1-96 and 1-20 I. 
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COMMENTS 

Caro!)m A. Cook 
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Pages 

provided) are the traffic mitigation measures proposed so meager and insufficient? Not only 
will the mitigation measures proposed NOT reduce the impacts to below a level of 
significance, but the measures proposed are contingent upon City-controlled CJP projects 
being implemented. 

Page 9 of the Conclusions, Water Quality: Please explain how the project complies with the 
new Regional Water Quality Control Board Order 2001-01. Specifically, how does the 
project demonstrate an attempt to generate no net increare in runoff volumes? Also, the City 
of San Diego has been requiring private developers to install expensive, state-of-the-art 
filtration devices t.o capture urban runoff Is Sea World going to be held to the sam, 
standard? Likewise, on Page 9 of the Conclusions, Water Quality, third paragraph: Why 
does the mitigation measure say • .. within two years of the approval of the Master Plan 
Update by the California Coastal Commission, Sea World Would install catch basin inserts 
or filters ... " Mitigation measures are typically required up front and prior to occupancy, or 
at least when the con..truction is complete, correct? Wby does Sea World ~t to wait for two 
years to implement their mitigation? 

Page 9 of the Conclusions, Noise Impacts: Why does Sea World get to defer a technical 
study) Aren't all of the analy,,,cs required now under CEQA? How can the City Council 
make a decision on future park facilities when they do not have all of the facts and figures to 
make that decision? At a minimum, asswnptions should be used to do the analysis. If 
assumptions cannot be made, the future noise-generating facilities should not be included ih 
this project description but rather dderred to a future, specific analysi,, when they know what 
th<,y are proposing. 

Page 9 of the Conclusions, Noise Impacts: third paragraph: Ambient noise is NOT the issue. 
lnt<ermittent peak noise events are what cause all of the noise impacts to nearby residences. 
It is unfortunat,, that the current codes and regulations do not have a standard for annoying, 
intermittent PA system noise. Whlle the noise may not be "painful" or last for 21-hours at a 
time, the mere fact that residents cannot •it in their backyard on the weekend and enjoy 
peace and quiet is reason enough to call this an impact. Similar annoyances do have rules and 
regulations, such as car stereos, "boom boxes· and barking dogs. At a minimwn, a measure 
should be implemented whereby the public has an independent monitoring source to call (i.e., 
the City of San Diego), whereby if they receive ·x· number of complaints on any given day. 
Sea World must immediately reduce the speaker level. rn addition, I have heard, from a Sea 
World employee in fact, that the newer. outdoor amphitheatres can have much more state--of
the art sound equipment whereby tbe speakers are located within the seating area and 
directed downward. Thus, the announcers can be heard by the v;sitors but the noise would 
not reverberate off the premises (over% mile away a& it does now) impacting citizens of San 
Diego who jwt ·want· to enjoy their home and peace and quiet. This ,tate-<if-the-art 
equipment should be placed in all outdoor amphitheatres at Sea World (exi,ting and 
proposed) as a requirement, and at a minimum, as a good will gesture to make peace with the 
neighborhood in which they operate their business. 

Page S-6, bottom right square, "Mitigated to below a level of significance": Page 6 
mitigation next to 1) b), last line says "short-term impacts .... may not be fully mitigated". 
What is the correct conclusion? 

l-100 

!- IOI 

l- 102 

RESPONSES 

This comment restates information provided in the Draft E!R. The Mitigation 
Measures provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft 
EIR will reduce project-related traffic impacts to below a level of s ignificance in 
nearly all cases. The exceptions are two mainline freeway segments on 1-5 .. 
Certain mitigation measures, however, may not be implemented because such 
measures are dependent on other funding sources, as explained in response to 
comment l-95. 

See response to comment S-25. There will be no net increase of storm water 
runoff volumes from the expanded property footprint as part of the new 
development. The proposed timeline of two years for implementation of the 
catch basins which is specified in Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 factors in development 
time of the new property. No new runoff will occur for the first two years prior 
to construction of new exhibits or parking lots or other facilities that may generate 
additional runoff. In addition, the two-year period for implementing the catch 
basin inserts was specified because Sea World 's existing Best Management Practices 
already intercept most runoff pollutants at the source, before they get to the storm 
drain inlets. See also Water Quality Analysis for the Sea World Master Plan Update 
prepared by URS, Appendix C to the Draft EIR. RWQCB Order 200 l-0 I requires 
municipalities (e.g. , City of San Diego) to prepare a Jurisdictional Urban Runoff 
Management Program (JURMP). Within 365 days of the adoption of this Order, 
the 20 copermittees (each municipality identified in the General Order in San 
Diego County) shall collectively develop a model Standard Urban Storm Water 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Within 180 days of approval of the Standard SUSMP, 
each mun icipality will adopt its own local SUSMP and submit a copy along with 
amended ordinances consistent with the approved model, to the RWQCB for 
review and approval." These regulations are required to be implemented since 
they are an "order to comply." When the City of San Diego adopts its SUSMP, 
future Sea World projects would be required to comply with the SUSMP. 

See response to comment l- 10 I . 

1-103 For future projects that as of yet are unidentified, Mitigation Measure 4.7- 1 
requires the preparation ofa noise study once the specific development project is 
identified to determine what noise levels would be associated with the project and 
how project-related noise impacts would be mitigated. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 
indicates that the study must demonstrate that sensitive receptors would not be 
exposed to noise levels in excess ofapplicable standards. This study would occur 
as part of future environmental review for the proposed project. 



COMMENTS 

~ 
() 

'° VI 

RESPONSES 

For purposes of satisfying the requirements of CEQA, the Draft EIR need not 
include a specific plan for mitigation but may specify performance standards that 
will result in mitigation and may be undertaken in more than one specified way. 
CEQA Guidelines, § l 5 l 26.4(a)( I )(8). 

Cali forn ia courts have held repeatedly that requiring compliance with environmental 
regulations is an appropriate mitigation measure. "A condition requiring compliance 
with environmental regulations is a common and reasonable mitigating measure." 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino ( I 988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308; Perley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424,430. 

I- I 04 The City Counc il can make a decision on the proposed project because the Draft 
EIR identifies significant impacts resulting from the proposed project and identifies 
alternati ves and proposed mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts, 
which is what is required for adequate CEQA review. The Draft EIR addresses the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update, which has at least a 20-year timeframe. See 
responses to comments 1-28, l-1 03 and 1-147. 

1-105 A worst-case noise analysis has been provided for Tier I projects, ( e.g., Splashdown 
Ride). See the Environmental Noise Analysis prepared by Gordon Bricken & 
Associates, Appendix E of the Draft EIR. As to Tier 2 and Special Projects, 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 is an appropriate mitigation measure to address any 
identified significant impacts. See response to comment I- I 03. 

I- I 06 This comment indicates that intermittent peak noise events are an impact to 
nearby residents. Peak noise events of the existing Shamu show were analyzed as 
part of the baseline noise impact analysis of current Sea World operations. These 
are presented in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. The results of this analysis 
indicate that such noise levels do not exceed adopted City standards. 

I- I 07 Comment noted. 

1-108 This comment provides a recommendation regarding a noise complaint method for 
determining noi se impacts. This comment also recommends that Sea World use 
state-of-the-art public address sound equipment to reduce the distance at which 
project-related noise is heard . The City wi ll consider these recommendations 
when it makes a determinat ion concerning the proposed project. 

l-109 The statement on page S-6 of the Draft EIR identified in the comment refers to the 
Issue Area, 2005 Offsite Circulation (Weekday). The impacts identified for this 
heading pertain to the coordination of signals and non-optimized queue and land 
utilization. These impacts would be fully mitigated by Sea World to below a level 
of significance. On page 6 in the Conclusions of the Draft EIR, a portion of the 
discussion refers to the widening of Sea World Drive, wh ich if not fully fu nded, 
may not fully mitigate project-related traffic impacts. 
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Pagef 

1-110 ~ 
1-111 
1-112 _ 

II. Page S-,, last two rows regarding !!O!!O roadway segments: The Mitigation Measure column 
and the last column say an impact is mitigated "if' something else happen. that is not in the 
control of Sea World, i.e., CIP project funding/implementation. The mitigation should be 
defined and absolute and not dependent upon the "possible" outcome of another aetion that is 
the respon•ibility of others. Plea.,e explain how this is deemed acceptable by the City and 
provide examples of other •imilar mitigation measures (for other projects) adopted by the 
City Council as accq,tabk At a minimum. there •hould be a scenario provided in the 
mitigation colwnn, that a•sume the "ii does not happen. 

I-113 

1-114 

1-115 

1-116 

1-117 

12. T able S-!!: The alternative.s should be compared to the proposed action in terms of 
environmental impacts. It is evident that the only real comparison is in regard to economics. 
We of course know the answ..r to that ... Sea World and the City (i.e., TOT) receive the 
greatest economic gain by building their proposed plan and not the alternatives. The 
economic viability ofan alternative should only be considered when deciding ifan alternative 
is "feasible" in the fi rst place, or when the City Council makes a decision on the project and 
weighs that information with the environmental effects. What most people w,.nt to 
read/understand in the EIR is the environmental comparison. lfa matrix of comparison is to 
be provided (like Table S-S?), it should be used to show the major characteristics of the 
alternatives and the sig11ificant environmental effect> of each alternative in comparison to the 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section l6IS?6.6(d)). I also disagree that under the Combination 
Alternative that thi• alternative "would not meet any of the project objectives". Each of the 
objectives should then be listed and explained why the alternative doesn't meet the objective. 

I surely hope that the Planning Commission and City Council consider the Sea World proposal very 
seriously, particularly in light of the precedence this project may set for future development around 
Mission Bay. I abo have to •ay that t have never seen so many "significant but unmitigated impacts· in 
one document and think that it would be a disgr.,ce if they arc all swept under the carpet with the usual 
"Statement of Overriding Considerations· which always give more weight to the economic incentives 
over the environmentaJ impacts. 

I look forward to reading the Final EIR and responses to my comments and que.stions. 

Sincerely, 

{fa.o{ [!- ,..J R . CroJ;__ 
Carolyn A. Cook 

a, Ocean Beach Town Council 
Ocean Beach Planning Board 
O~an ~ach Grassroots Organfaation 
Donna Frye. Council Candidate 
City of San Diego Planning Commissioners 
City of San Diego Council Membc,-• 

RESPONSES 

1-110 Sea World is required to pay its fa ir share cost to mitigate its traffic impacts in 
conformance with City of San Diego policies. See response to comment L-9. 

1-1 I I The City Council may or may not deem potentially unmitigated impacts acceptable. 
In order to deem them acceptab le, the City Council must make Findings and 
describe the Overriding Social and Economic Considerations that the City used in 
accepting the potentially unmitigated significant impacts. 

1-112 Table S-1 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR provides a column, Significance 
of Impact(s) After Mitigation . The information in this column indicates whether 
or not the mitigation measure may not be fully implemented. See also response to 
comment 1-111. 

1-113 The Advantages column in Table S-2 in the Draft EIR provides compari sons of the 
environmental advantages of the various project alternatives to the proposed project. 

1- 1 14 Comment noted. 

1-115 Comment noted. 

1-116 Comment noted . Alternatives are discussed in more detail in Chapter 9.0, 
Alternatives in the Draft EIR. 

1- 117 Section 9.8, Combination Alternative of the Draft EIR states that the elements of 
this alternative are addressed in discussions of the other proj ect alternatives. For 
example, on page 9-8 of the Draft EIR, the No Hotel and Marina Alternative 
analyzes why this alternative would not achieve the objective of"increasing revenues 
to the City o f San Diego." This analysis would be equally applicable to why the 
Combination Alternative would not meet this project objective. 
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R. Jarvis Ross 
4352 Loma Riviera Court 

San Diego, CA 92110 
April 24, 2001 
The City of San Diego 

Land Deve!opmeoc Review Division 

1222 First Avenue Su, Floor 
San Diego, Ca. 92101 

SUBJECT: Sea World Master Plan Update Draft EIR dated March l 2, 2001 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a resident of the Loma Riviera Community Association a complex of263 townhomes I am 

respooding to the subject draft EIR. 

The draft EIR concludes that among other impacts the project would result in signifi=t 

cnvironmcutal impacts in the following areas: Land use, Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics, 

Light, Glare, Transpomtion and Cii:culation, Noise, and Air Quality. 

After reviewing the EIR, and the proposed mitig11tion I find the Draft EIR S-1 Section 
completely =ptablc in part for the fullow reasons. 
I. Inaccurate or conflicting data (see Figure 7 page I 1 of the Economic Development planning 

section report daled I l-25-97 which contradicts statements in Table S-1 page S-7 under 

Transportation and Circulation.) 
2. Dependency upon U!Ifunded and umcliable CIP's. 
3. Dependency upon the City funding for mitigation which was not included in proposition D. 

4. Interpreting "entertainment" in proposition D as a license to coavert Sea World 
to a amusemect pmk with rides thirt cmry-the ri$k of serious injury to visitors and deviate 

from it's avowed historical purpose as a marine life educational park. 
5. Serious unmitig11ted impacts (such as noise and air quality) 10 we residents living closest to 

Sea World. Loma Riviera is less than one mile from Sea World and was not monitored in any 

data in the EIR. 
6. The electorate did nor approve "tiers" of structures. Each individual structure must go 

through the effected local (Ocean Beach, Peninsula. Midway, and Mission bay) plllnoing 
commissions then lo the city planning commission, ~ city co1.mcil and finally ID the 
coastal commission. Ci ti:zen input is imperative on each structure!) 

7. Then: is no statc:mc:nt in the ErR. as tl) the number of injuries sustained at amusement parks 
arowid the cowrtry on "amusement" thrill type rides or bow Sea World would absolve the 
city ofliability by permitting such rides in a city owned park. 

Please ~ect Sea Worlds proposals. 

·-,.~~.a,_ 

RESPONSES 

1-118 See responses to comments to L-8 through L-84. 

1-119 See response to comment L-60. 

1-120 The proportion of Sea World 's entertainment, education, and other attractions is 
provided in response to comment 1-164. 

1-12 I The Draft EIR does not identify any significant unmitigab le noise or air quality 
impacts. In addition, noise levels were monitored near Loma Riviera. As indicated 
on Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR noise monitoring location #3 
is near Loma Ri viera. 

I- I 22 See response to comment L-24. 

1-123 Legal liability regarding SeaWorld patrons is addressed in its lease with the City. 
Sea World may be liable for patron injuries depending upon the circumstance. It is not 
addressed in the Draft EIR, because it is not an environmental issue. 



:::0 
-3 
() 

\0 
00 
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I-125 

I-126 

I-127 

1-128 

1-129 

1-130 

COMMENTS 

City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 
A ITENTION: Martha BWce 
1222 First Ave., Fifth F!OOT 
San Diego CA 92101 

Sea WoTid Mast= Plan Update Comment Letter 
LOR No. 99-0618/SCH 1984030708 

April 25. 2001 
sent via FAX to: 619-446-5499 

[

With the proposed development !hat Sea World is seeking in regards to the Sea. World 
Master Plan Update, further environmental degradation is inevitable. Solutions need to 
be thoroughly discussed and mlllly of the,e is!IJCs are not being adequately represented in 
the Sea World EIR. The citizens and visitors of San Diego have 1he right to enjoy 
Mission Bay Park as it was originally intended. The interests of the cify at large are not 
being reflected within the Sea World El.R. 

The issue of aesthetics is of great ooncern. Prior to this proposal al! structures were under 
the 30-foot height limit within Mission Bay Parle. Now Sea World wants to exceed this 
height with "lbcmcd track or wat.,.. rides" !lat 5CIVe no specific p11IpOse but bringing a 
:'Theme Park" feel to the Bay. With the high rise ride 'Splashdown,' Sea World is 
directly breaking !he intention of Mission &y Park. The current Mission Bay Parle 

aster Plan specifically warns against "extreme or exaggerated thematic designs." And 
against Mission B11y Park becoming lbe site of a "Disneyland" like at1raction. Yet this is 
exactly what this proJJO$Ca - except that at least with Dimeyland - they own their own 
·land. This is a public park and the level ofreduccd public review.being requested by 
Sea World is comp\e"'lY inappropriate and breaks with 1he spirit if not the letter of Prop 
D. All projects of more than 30 feet should receive review via 1he full Planning 

_ Commission and City C.Ouncil process. 

[

The propo,ed Splashdown ride is plainly what the authors of the adopted Mission Bay 
Park Ma.srer Plan were vying to avoid on the Cities l:md. With rides such as !he 
Sp)ashdo'M\ ride setting the precedent for further future expansion, it is very likely to see 
Mission Bay Parle turned into oothing more then a "Disneyland" by the bay. 

Within the EIR it mentions that "Proposed buildings and special attractions would be 
reviewed to determine if they would be visible from public areas ouhide Sea 
World and if landscaping is needed to enhance or screen public views." Simply looking 
at the photo simulations provided within the EIR. it is appirent that Sea World's 
exp&Dsion could be pennltted to be very significant without significant public review. 
The impect of the development could drastically alter the skyline of Mission Bay Park -
and again without appropriate local community review. 

__ No amount of land8CAping.could remedy this. 

r-The traffic iasue in San Diego is something that every resident has been affecred by in 
I-131 one way or ano1her. Smart way& of dealing with the &dded traffic problems that will 

occur if Sea World expands is imperative. The EIR offers some soluticms to expanding 

RESPONSES 

1-1 24 Comment noted . A summary of project impacts and Mitigation Measures is 
provided in Table S-1 in the Draft EIR. 

I- I 25 The impacts of the increased height offuture Sea World development are addressed 
in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. Not all 
the structures over thirty feet would be rides. For example, the educational facility 
would be about 45 feet in height and the special events center would have a 60-foot 
high icon structure. See response to comment I-67. 

1-126 Comment noted. 

1-127 An evaluation of the proposed project in comparison to the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update is provided in Section 4.1 , Land Use of the Draft EIR. In 
particular, consistency between the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and the Sea 
World proposed project is analyzed on a categorical basis in Table 4. !- I in the 
Draft EIR. Furthermore, Section 3.5 , Project Description, Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update Amendment of the Draft EIR sets forth the amendments 
proposed to the Miss ion Bay Park Master Plan Update to create consistency 
with Proposition D passed in I 998. 

I- I 28 This comment makes a recommendation regarding future discretionary review of 
future Sea World projects. The discretionary review process for future projects on 
the Sea World leasehold is described on page 3-74 of the Draft EIR. Also, see 
response to comment 1-28. 

1- 129 See response to comment I- I 27. 

1-130 The photosimul ations presented in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics/ 
Aesthetics show a worst-case scenario, with actual projects likely to be smaller. 
The Draft EIR identi fies significant and unmitigab le visual quality impacts 
associated with the proposed project in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics/ 
Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR recognizes that visual quality mitigation 
measures, including landscaping fo r visual quality impacts would not mitigate 
these impacts to below a level of significance. See responses to comments 1-67 and 
1-1 I I. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

1-131 The widening of Sea World Drive would result in a minor loss of parkland along this 
roadway. Widening of Sea World to six lanes is a part of the adopted Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update and therefore is an anticipated reduction of parkland. 
Other traffic Mitigation Measures proposed in Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circulation of the Draft EIR wou ld not result in the reduction of parkland. 
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1-132 

1-133 

1-134 

1-135 

1-136 

1-137 

1-138 

COMMENTS 

b
roadways but no guarantees. Those coad expansion represent a further loss of open space 
and parkland. What v.iould be the mitigation for those? Why is there no analysis foe the 
"significant and unimitigated" impacts to I-5? How could those imp11ets be mitig,,.red? It 
is unacceptable in today', traffic crisis to require significant wmtitiga.ted impacts. 

New attractions increase attendance by as much u 100,000 - 150,000 visitors in the first 
year o f operation but this increase hislorically has not o:ans\ated into a net attendance 
gain fur Sea World on m annual ongoing basi s ac:oording to the ElR. Wilh this being the 
case lhe number of visitors. tremendously increases, creating huge traffic problems 
Vllithout reciprocating in a lasting profit for Sea World. Since the profit is only 
remporary, Sea World must continue to expand in order to increase attendance. This 
means that Sea World will always be looking to expand vmich is problematic in a public 

__ park. 

[

Sea W orld has also proposed a hotel expansion. The hotel within Area 5, the existing 
300-room hotel "entitlement" provided in the 1985 Master Plan is proposed to be 
increased to 650 rooms. Ma!!ter Plans are not entitlements or rights to build in any 
fashioo. If the impacts of the proposed development are inappropriare they should be 
rebuffed. Hotels were not called out as an explicit use in Prop D and with the pas&age of 
Prop D by a very narrow margin. the City should ·not now be adding uses th.1.t are 
questionable. 

[

Another major negative consequence of Sea World's expansion program is on the 
envirorunc:nt. Mission Bay is already heavily polluted from years and yeATS of 
environmental abuse. A portion of the Sea World lease is located on is prior landfill site 
vmich r-eceived toxic substances while it was open. Is Sea World restricted from plans to 
do "excavation of ex.i~ting soils, and varying site preparation" in !hooe are.as? Those= 
need to be further reseaTChed before any type of action is taken. 

~

The important conclusion that needs to be made is that the EIR done by Sea World has 
only touched the surface in evaluating the projects environmental impacts. Air Quality, 
Wa~ Quality (including sewage flow•} and Energy due to the expanded rides and 
attractions were not &ufficiently analyzed in the EIR - especially sewage system impacts. 
Please provide an analysis of impacts on the City's sewage flow and treatment system. 

[

The Sea World Master Plan Update EIR mentions 'Significant Unmitigated Impacts'. 
These im pacts are said to be approved by the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Amendment and General Plan 
Amendment but some &igniflcant impacts would remain. 

I 
139 

impact below a level of significance but wha.t are the oonsequences in relation to the new I 
The No Project Alternative or Combination is supposedly said to reduce the level of 

- plan? The result of unmiligable transportation and circulation impacture of concern 
to !he city and the Sierra Club. Why is it 1hat the traffi<: issue must be unmitigable and 
cannot be completely dealt mth by Sea World since their business is the reason for 

1- 132 

RESPONSES 

A signi ficant impact has been identified to l-5 in Year 2020 because of the increase 
in traffic due to SeaWorld. (See Section 4.4.4, Transportation and Circulation, 
Signi ficance oflmpact of the Draft EIR) . Sea World's increase is calculated to range 
from 2.0-2.8 percent during the peak hours. Th is is a relat ively small percentage. 
To mi tigate impacts on 1-5, additional main lanes would be needed and Caltrans 
would have to implement a CIP. There is no known or anticipated Caltrans 
improvement proj ect to which Sea World can contribu te its fai r share. Therefore, 
the project impacts remain unmitigated . 

1-133 Sea World's potential future development is descri bed in its proposed Master Plan 
Update and is addressed in the Draft EIR. 

1- 134 The existing SeaWorld Master Plan does a llow fo r a 300-room hotel , which is 
considered an entitlement, however a future hotel under the existin g plan wou ld 
require approval by the City Counci l and Coastal Commission. (See Section 3.6, 
Discreti onary Actions of the Draft EIR). 

1- 13 5 See response to comment S-7. As to further research and analysis regarding the 
land fi ll. see response to comment S-2. 

1-1 36 Air quality, water quality and energy are each addressed in the Draft EIR in 
Sections 4.9, Ai r Quali ty, 4.5, Water Quali ty and 4.12, Energy, respectively. Sewage 
issues are addressed in response to comment L-39. 

1-1 37 See response to comment L-39. 

1- 138 Comment noted . 

1-1 39 The consequences of the No Project Alternative and the Combination Alternative 
are separately add ressed in Section 9. 1, No Project Alternative, and Section 9.8, 
Combination Alternative of the Draft EIR. These discussions address what impacts 
would be mitigated and what project objectives would not be met if either of these 
proj ect al ternatives were selected. Also, see responses to comments L- 113 and 1-
33. 
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e!J?. Lthe significant increase? The language on the Prop D ballot sta1ed that expanded 
attractions would require that, "- No 'laxpayer funds are spent for any improvements 

I-140 resulting frcm this initiative." 

[

Please analyze the consistency with Prop 0. Given that the 1DJ1jor purpose of this 
I-141 "Update" is to implement Prop D, there needs to be analysis of consistency before 

I-142 

I-143 

I-144 

I-145 

I-146 

I-147 

1-148 
I-149 

I-150 

I-151 

I-152 

I-153 

moving forward . 

The Sierra Club asserts th1tl this Update is inconsistent with Prop Din several respects. In 
addition to any unimitegated impacts being inconsistent with the lllxpa:ycr prot=tion 
'promises, it is also inconsistent with respect to adding a hotel - which is not an exhibit, 
an anra.ction or an oduca.tional facility - which are the only uses called out in Prop D. It is 
'also inconsistent in that Sea World promised future review of projects over 30 feet by the 
City - with the implication to the voters being review with a local public hearing before 
the City Council. But for most i:rojects, Sea World wants no local public he8ring - only a 
review by Development Services staff. This is unacceptable. 

With thef.air-share cost to a CIP for widening of Sea World Drive, Sea World's 
con1ribution is only 44% of the cost. Why and how was this percentage chosen? Why is 
Sea World pa.ying the lower percen1llge of the cost and not contributing 100% of the cost 
like the in the traffic signals on Sea. World Drive from Friars Road? The Sea World 
calculations of rair--00st for reconstruction of the roadways around Sea World are 
questionable. The traffic models being u,ed for this are not slllte-of-the-art and do not 
take into consideration the latest information wi1h respect to generated and induced 
travel. Please run models thd oorrectiy utilize 1he best modeling avaibble. 

~

Have the impacts of the distribution of promotional/directional ma1erial to employees and 
repeat patrons been researched? Sea World provides no analysis of the effectiveness or 
,..tiat their public and personnel education. What do the materials cover? What is their 
financial commitment to real public education? 

t The paving ofland leased by Sea World can be of great concern. What effects will 1he 
pa.ving of the existing unpaved guest overflow parking area have on the surrounding 
environment, bay and groundwater? And on the landfill site? Will the existence of more 
cars on the newly p,,vcd road cause increased problems with non-point source pollution 
in the bay? 

b
According to the EIR "Water quality within Mission Bay is generally lower 
than that of the coasta.l ocean water due to the poor flushing characteristics 
of the ba:y and the input of nutrient material from urban storm runoff." Has 
all possible impacts been looked at in rcganb to the pi,.ving of certain 
areas? How effective would the implementation of'cat.:h basin inserts' or 
'filters' to capture oil and grea.sc runoff be? 

I-I 54 r- With 1he significant impa.ct that may occur to the least tern at the 
L_ Stony Point LeutTem Preserve more alternatives need to be discussed. To 

RESPONSES 

1-1 40 See responses to comments L-60 and L-113. 

1-141 See responses to comment 1-598, 1-636 and 1-640. 

1-142 See responses to comments 1-598 and 1-636. 

1-143 See responses to comments to 1-598, 1-636 and 1-640. 

1-144 See response to comment 1-28. 

1-145 See responses to comments L-60 and L-113. 

1-146 The City of San Diego Series 9 Traffic Model was used, which is the best model 
available. It is based on the SANDAG reg ional model. Traffic Analysis Zone 
updates were also provi ded fo r the C ity 's Traffic Model which included the 
forecas ted Sea World growth, the two identified cumulative projects and other 
significant proposed and approved projects. See page 36 ofTraffic Impact Analysis 
prepared by Linscott Law & Greenspan, Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 

1-14 7 Ed ucat ional materials fo r employees and members of the public are common 
miti gation measures. A lthough they may reduce circulation impacts, the Draft 
EI R concludes that certain circulation impacts would be significant and unmitigable. 
An ElR is only required to evaluate the environmental impacts of a project, to 
identify al ternatives to a project and to indicate the manner in which significant 
effects can be mitigated or avoided. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, §21002.1 (a). 

1-148 See response to comment 1-1 47. 

1-149 See response to comment 1-1 47. 

1-150 The impact on water quality of future paving activities is addressed in Section 4.5.3, 
Water Quality, Impacts of the Draft EIR. Surface runoff from future paved and 
development areas would be monitored and mitigated to below a level of significance 
as set fo rth in Section 4.5 .5, Water Quality, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
of the Draft EIR. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 requires the implementation 
of catch bas in inserts or equivalent technology to capture oil and grease in parking 
lot runoff. Secti on 4.11 , Human Health/Public Safety of the Draft EIR addresses 
the closed landfill. The parking area located above the closed landfill is paved with 
a chip-seal surface that is impervious to water but allows for gas diffusion. Also 
see response to comments S-1 through S-1 9 and 1-44. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

I- I 5 I See response to comment 1-150. 

1-152 See response to comment 1-150. 

1-153 Section 4.5.5 , Water Quality, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft 
EIR indicates that Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (installati on of catch basin inserts or 
equivalent to capture oil and grease in runoff) , when combined with Sea World 's 
ongoing contro ls summarized in Section 4 .5 , Water Quality, and Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-3 , would reduce cumulative operational impacts on water 
quality to a level below significance. See also the Water Quality Analysis for the 
Sea Worl d Master Plan Update prepared by URS, ·Appendix C to Draft EI R. 
These measures, as well as Sea World 's existing Best Management Practices (BM) 
are considered very effective in minimizing oil and grease in surface runoff and 
have been used by other jurisdictions, such as the City of Oceanside. See also 
response to comment 1-70. 

1-154 See response to comment F-2. 
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1-155 E'Ml.lf degR:e will Sea World construction ha.ve on the least tern? Are there 
I 

156 
ways to recolonize? Ifso vmatneeds tobe done? Whatagenciesneed to be 

- involved in such an issue? 

1-157 levels and 1be soil makeup of the park. It is a.concern 1bat1he land may not adequately be C Geology and Soils need to be looked at in relation 1o the parks current 

1-158 

1-159 

I-160 

I-161 

1-162 

I-163 

I-164 

1-165 

1-166 

1-167 

able to handle the proposed development without disturbing potential toxins. 

ith the proposed new i:rojects., the increase in energy use by Sea World 
is going to be very signific.ant. California is already facing huge problems 
with fue energy crisis 1hat is currently heavily effecting San Diego. With 
projects such as Splashdown tremendous increases in energy inevitably will be 

sec!. Sea World should be required to have a plm for their own energy independence 
and not burden the existing troubled public grid with their growth requirements. The 
iime of season that Sea World will be using the most powet" is during their 
peak season of summer which tJso coincides with San Diego's peak power needs. 
Will this chain of events cause any problems, especially in 1he future when 

~ergy will be of an even g,eaier concern? 

b
The water conservation program 1bat Sea World already has in effect 
works to decrease water oonsumption at the park's existing watet" levels. When 
the park i& raced with increazed water needs due to its' new attraction will 
1he current program for wa.1cr cansc:.-vation be effective? If this program is 
not effective are there o1he:r alternatives designed to update water 
conservation within the park? 

"Without new attractions, Sea. World expect$ that attendance would decline." 
This is clearly sb.ted wi1hin the EIR and poses the questioo, what is Sea. 
World's primary goal? Is it education, research, canSC<Vation or 
entertainment? According to Table 3.3 -l 'Area I Facilities' the ans\\oer is 
clearly entertainment. It is understood that e:nte:rtairunent is a very 
irnportllnt fiictor for Sea. World and the company needs to make a profit but tc 
what extent? Hopefully the goals of the Sea World Master Plan Update are 
congruent with the further progression of important h;s-ues to the community 
and i rs visitor-s to a pub lie park. 

Water treatment for the park is said, "to treat marine animal water as 
well as a portion of1he facilities stormwater. • What and why is only a 
portion of the facilities stonnwatec being treated? What kind of impact will 
"this have if water use is increased due to the Sea World Master Plan Update? 
Tv.'e!lty-Five pe!Ullt of the puking Jot storm runoff is collected and treated. 
Will this also result in any significant increase and if so what effects and 

_solutions are being done? -In respect to 1be monitoring of air qU3lity, wate:r 
quality and fireworks ha.a Sea World always been up to code and reliable in 
controlling their pennitl5? It is important to know of any fines or 
violations that Sea World has so as 1o prQjectthe consistency of their 

RESPONSES 

1-155 Page 4.6- I 3 of the Draft EIR states that new construction and operation activities 
would be at a sufficient distance so as to not affect the least tern. 

I- I 56 Recolonization of the Stony Point Preserve is not related to impacts associated 
with the proposed project. Please see Section 4.6, Biology of the Draft EIR and 
response to comment F-2. Additionally, the Mission Bay Park Master Pl an 
Update calls for this preserve to be abandoned. 

1-157 See responses to comments L-12 and L-77. 

I- I 58 The project wi ll not have a significant impact on energy consumption, as described 
in Section 4.12, Energy of the Draft EIR. Also, see response to comment L-26. 

1-159 The City wi 11 take the recommendation for Sea World 's energy independence into 
consideration when it makes its determination concerning the proposed project. 

1- 160 

1- 16 I 

1-162 

See the Energy Generation and Energy Conservation Programs discussions found 
in Section 4.12, Energy of the Draft EIR on pages 4.12-2 and 4.12-3. Sea World 's 
future energy consumption is addressed in Section 4.12.3 , Energy, Impact of the 
Draft EIR. Mitigation for the reduction of future energy use is provided in Mitigation 
Measure 4. I 2- 1. A lso, see response to comment L-26. 

Section 4. 13 .3, Water Conservation, Impact of the Draft EIR analyzes the project's 
impacts on water consumption and states that the project will not result in usage 
of excessive amounts of water because Sea World will apply its existing water 
conservation programs as well as the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4. I 3-
1 for any new projects. 

The Sea World water conservation program has been in existence since 1990. The 
program is dynamic and ever changing. Conservation strategies are constantly 
re-evaluated to determine effectiveness and potential for implementation of new 
technology and water-savi ng techniques. The program will continue to utilize the 
techniques that have been successful for Sea World. Future evaluations will be 
performed as new opportunities arise and present themsel ves for implementation. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 on page 4.13-4 in the Draft EIR. Water conservation 
is designed into projects through value engineering techniques. The process involves 
utilization of cost beneficial evaluations to select the most efficient methods and 
process equipment in the design and building new projects. 
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I- I 63 Sea World 's goals are described in their vision statement on page 3- I of the Draft 
EIR under Section 3.2, Project Description, Project Objectives of the Draft ETR. 
See response to comment 1-71. One of Sea World 's goals is to comply with its 
contractual obligations under its lease, which requires the development of new 
animal exh ibits, interactive experiences and/or theme attractions. See Appendix K
l in Volume II , Fin al EIR Response to Comments Append ix to the Draft EIR. 

1-164 Sea World attractions consist primari ly of exhibits (58%), rides ( 13%), and shows 
( I 6%). The proportion of each attraction devoted to education varies but 70% of 
Sea World attractions contain educational content and 63% percent contain a 
conservation message. Conservation messages are also displayed throughout the 
park unassociated with any attraction . As new attractions are added, these 
proportions are not expected to change dramatically. CEQA Guideline§ 15131 (a) . 
See response to comment I- I 63. 

1-165 See Section 4.5. Water Quality of the Draft EIR. for a discussion of stormwater 
treatment provided by SeaWorld 's two water treatment facilities ; its Best 
Management Practices; compliance with various permits and governmental 
regulations; and Mitigation Measure 4.5-2. In pa_rticul ar, this section states that, 
for most times dur ing the year ( except on four to six times per year) the treatment 
facilities have excess capacity. Furthermore, Section 4.5.5 , Water Quality, 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR sets forth Mitigation 
Measures which, in combination with Sea World's ongoing controls, will reduce 
any signi ficant water quality impacts to below a level of significance. 

1-166 See responses to comments 1-44 and 1-165. 

1-167 See response to comment L-69. Sea World has been in compliance with its other 
permits. 
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1-167 I environme,,.tal record. Please report oo Sea World's compliance reoord with all their 
C o nt. l_ existing permits and ~at permits would need to be changed and how. 

I-168 

1-169 

I-170 

I-171 

1-172 

1-173 

1-174 

I-175 

1-176 

1-177 

1-178 

1-179 

I-180 

In regards to firework shows one must ask vmethet" the projected 
increase in attendance due to the Sea World Master Plan Update will increase 
the amount of shows? If Sea World does in fa.ct increase the number of shows 
ihe impw:ts of this must be projected. With increased fireworks shows, an 
analyi;is of the amount of debris or duds entering the bay itself must be 
done. There was no air quality analysis of increasing fireworks show. Please provide 
llrullysis of the air quality impacts. 

The undscape in relation to projected expansion is an important 
significance. Continuing the aesthetic beauty of Sea. World regardle•s of the 
level of development is important to Mission B&y Parle.. Included in the ElR 
are Sea World's general landscape guidelines. It is important to know to 
what degree each of1he guidelinet. will be carried out. To what extent will 
Sea World maintain "the wide variety of plant species lhat enhance Sea World 
as a botanical garden." Are they really doing 1his and to ,wat level? By 
icying to use tall trees to provide partial screening will this realistically 
be effective or simply be not noticeable? Even though Sea World speaks of 
'planting draughttolenmt species, will the increased landscaped land have 
some effect on water preservation for the Park? As for the regular use of 
'fertilize<-s on the Sea World lawn~ what effect does the fertilizer have? If 
increa.sed lawn area is developed furthe,- fur the expansion, will the higher 
nmoff levels of the fertilizer effect aqu11:ic regions, plants, anillllll& or 
any living organisms? A gca1 of the City has been to increase the usage of native plants 
and reduce ornamentals which increase water consumption. Sea World should be 
required to maintain ru,tive landscaping ooly. This would also be an asset to the public 
and the community for both educational and environmental purposes. 

The architectural design of the park according to the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update has s~ific goals that are imporlllnt in keeping Mission 
Bay Parle a water-oriented recreational environment. 1be Sea World Muter 
Plan Update in its development must make sure to silly within 1he guidelines 
outlined. 

The Splashdov.n Ride that is breaking the original height restriction is 
a major addition to the park. Docs the suggested Splashdown Ride stay within 
the Architecture goals and objectives of1he Mission Bay Master Plan Update? 
Does the design of the ride fall under the guidelines involving 'Building 
Design' and 'Theme Park Attractions'? In regards to the use of energy for 
the Splashdov.n Ride what impacts will result. A ride with 1be size of the 
Splashdown ride is sure to have significant impacts. The noise contours must be reduced. 
There it no oompetitivc need for new attractions to have significant noise contours. State-
of-the-art roller coasters are often built oompletely enclosed so as to conlllin the visitor 
experience and have complete control. There is no competitive reason to build attractions 
with large nois,, contours. At Walt Disney World, their newest ~Rock and Roller 
Coaster" is completely indoors - as is Space Moun!Ain md Pirate of the Caribbean. Most 
of Splash Mountain is completely inside. Without a commercial rationale - and 

RESPONSES 

1- 168 The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update indicates that Sea World may increase 
its fireworks show up to a maximum outlined on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR. 
Noise impacts from fireworks shows are discussed on pages 4.7-5 and 4.7-23 of 
the Draft EIR. The impacts from fireworks shows on least terns are analyzed on 
page 4.6-13 -4.6-15 of the Draft EIR. See also response to comment F-2. 

1-169 As indicated in the Draft EIR on page 3-20, subsequent to a fireworks show, 
SeaWorld performs a water sweep for duds and/or debris. Also, early in the 
morning following each fireworks display, a beach sweep on Fiesta Island is 
performed to retrieve any duds and/or debris. This reduces potential fireworks 
effects on Mission Bay water quality. 

A review ofa fireworks water quality study provides no evidence to indicate there 
would be a significant impact from fireworks on Mission Bay water quality. This 
study, commissioned by Walt Disney World Company in 1992, was conducted to 
determine the relationship of fireworks on a small water body located at EPCOT 
Center in Lake Buena Vista, Florida. The report entitled " Environmental Effects 
of Fireworks on Bodies of Water", and prepared by DeBusk, et al , in 1992, 
analyzed the effects of 2000 fireworks shows over a ten-year period. The study 
concluded that the environmental effects of fireworks displays are probably 
negligible (DeBusk et al, 1992). 

Additi onally, this study indicated that other factors that affect the accumulation of 
fireworks constituents in water bodies pertain to the size of the water body, 
hydraulic residence time and other physio-chemical characteristics. Whil e the 
small lake, which was evaluated in the study, is a stagnant water body that would 
tend to accumulate fireworks constituents, Mission Bay is a larger water body 
that has tidal and hydraulic characteristics that would result in dilution of fireworks 
constituents as compared to the stagnant water body evaluated in the Disney 
study. Therefore, firework s impacts to Mission Bay's water quality are not 
considered significant. 

Finally, a study, Chemistry, Toxicity and Bent hie Community Conditions in Sediments 
of the San Diego Bay Region, completed in 1996 addressed toxicity of sediments in 
San Di ego Bay, Mission Bay and the Tijuana Estuary. The report's goal was to 
characterize the general state of sediments in the areas studied and to locate toxic 
hotspots where future investigation and remediation would be a priority. There 
were two sediment-sampling stations located near the Sea World leasehold. Both 
were in the Southern Pacific Passage, with one located north of the northeast 
leasehold corner and the other located north of the 40 Theater on the Sea World 
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leasehold near the fireworks barge. The study indicated that neither sampling 
station near the Sea World leasehold was listed as degraded/transitional , nor was 
either sampling station placed on the priority list for future investigation. Therefore, 
if Sea World fireworks had resulted in elevated levels of some constituents, then the 
area where the sampling was done would have been recommended for further 
study. 

1-170 Fireworks shows have not been identified as a substantial source of air pollution 
emissions in the air basin. There is no perceptible change in regional air quality 
after the 4th of July when multiple fireworks shows occur throughout the basin on 
a single evening. Some increase in particulate matter from smoke likely occurs 
during fireworks displays, and unburned organic compounds can be released. EPA's 
position on the quantification of emissions from explosive activity is stated as 
follows: 

·'Any es timates of emissions from explosives use must be regarded as 
approximations that cannot be made more precise because explosives are not used 
in a precise, reproducible manner." 

EPA; AP-42, "Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors" (2000). 

Page I I of the Air Quality Impact Analysis prepared by, Appendix G of the Draft 
EIR, notes that while the project will impact air quality almost exclusively through 
vehicular traffic, "secondary, proj ect-related atmospheric impacts derive from a 
number ofother small , growth-connected emissions sources." However, "all these 
emission po ints are ei ther temporary, or they are so small in comparison to project
related automotive sources that thei r impact is negligible." Thus, the Draft EIR 
focuses on the sources of sign ificant impacts to air quality caused by the project, 
such as constrncti on impacts and vehicular traffic emissions. 

1-171 SeaWorld would fo llow the Design Guidelines attached as Appendix G to the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, which wi ll be monitored by City staff as 
part of future project review. Tier l proj ects ' consistency with the Design 
Guidelines are discussed on pages 4. 1-32 and 4.1 -34 of the Draft EIR. Tier 2 
projects' consistency with the Design Guidelines are discussed starting on page 
4.1-39 of the Draft EIR. Special projects ' consistency with the Design Guidelines 
are discussed on page 4.1 -44 of the Draft EIR. 

1- 172 The effectiveness of trees for screening and lessening visual impacts is apparent 
based on the existing tall (60 to 70 feet-high) trees in the western part of the 
leasehold. See Figures 4. 2-32 and 4.2-38 in the Draft EIR. 
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1-173 As discussed in Section 4.13.6, Water Conservation, Impact in the Draft EIR, with 
the proposed use of drought-tolerant plants and general compli ance with the 
Sea World Master Plan Update Design Guidelines, no significant water conservation 
impacts will result from the project. 

1-174 The potential effect of fertilizers is addressed in Section 4.5 , Water Qua lity of the 
Draft ElR. Fertilizers in runoff are controlled through existing Best Management 
Practices. 

1-175 This comment is a recommendation for SeaWorld to use drought tolerant pl ants 
and native landscaping to reduce water consumption. These objectives are already 
identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update landscape design guide.lines. 
This recommendation will be considered when the City makes its determination 
concerning the proposed proj ect. 

1-176 This recommendation will be considered when the City makes its determination 
concerning the proposed project. 

1-177 The architectural guidelines of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
recommend low-scale buildings to reinforce the open quality of the bay while 
minimally obstructing views to the sky and distant shore. The inconsistency in 
scale of the Splashdown Ride with the height requirements set forth in the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines is mitigated by I) the amendment 
to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, which allows taller development on the 
Sea World leasehold, and 2) the design and architectural guidelines pertaining 
specifically to the SeaWorld leasehold (as permitted through the passage of 
Proposition D). In other respects, the Splashdown Ride is generally consistent 
with the Mi ssion Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines (as required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 ), although, due to its height, the Splashdown Ride will 
still result in a significant visual impact, further described on pages 4.1-32 and 4. 1-
34 of the Draft ElR. The project will not block views of Mission Bay from any 
identified gateways. The Splashdown Ride structure is water-oriented and 
complements the aquatic theme of Mission Bay. The building materials would 
·'accommodate the marine environment. both in function and empathy." The roofs 
are curved to provide a "graceful transition between the sky and the building 
massing". As described in Figure 3.4-6 in the Draft EIR, the painted exterior 
would be light in hue with varying shades to afford a variety of reflections of 
atmospheric light. Bright, more playful colors (aquamarine) are used as accent 
colors in the roofs, flumes. and tracking. (See Figure 3.4-6 in the Draft EIR). 

1-178 The SeaWorld Master Plan Update, which will become part of the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan by reference, contains architectural guidelines which clarify that 
"Sea World is a theme park and utilizes authentic architectural styles and images, 
based on classical design, to enhance the aquatic environment and create a festive 
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atmosphere." In essence, these site-specific standards would grant Sea World more 
flexibility to use thematic styles appropriate to a theme park without changing the 
general intent of the guidelines for the rest of Mission Bay Park. 

1-179 The Splashdown Ride would result in an increase in energy use. This comment 
also presents an opinion that this increase in energy use would be significant, yet 
no further information is provided for this opinion; therefore, no further response 
is possible. See response to comment L-26. This comment a lso makes a 
recommendation that the Splashdown Ride noise contours must be reduced . See 
response to comment 1-49. 

1-180 This comment recommends a completely enclosed ride to reduce significant noise 
impacts, but Section 4.7, Noi se of the Draft EIR did not identify any significant 
noise impacts associated with the Splashdown Ride. Thus, no alternatives or 
mitigation measures need to be analyzed. 
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1-180 Lconsidering the public park 9e'lting in Mission Bay, significant noise contours should not 
Cont. be allowed in this public park setting. 

1-181 

1- 182 

1-183 

1-184 

1-185 

I-186 

1- 187 

1- 188 

1-189 

1-190 

1- 191 

1- 192 

They state that the noise is Jess than ambient levels - but a1 what times? Does this 
.easure tbe noise peaks? Or noise averages? Noise is a peak phenomena. Average 

ambient noise is not a valid comparative standard. Furlbcnncre, the noise coo.tours are so 
large, that they are way beyond the noise contours oflhe existing 1-S noise contours. We 
question that the noise anal)'3is is accurate with respect to declaring that the noise would 
be Jess than existing "ambient" noise for all an:as inside the proposed new noise contours 
- especially those covering Ocean Beach and Crown Point communities. Sea World 
seems to have no respect for its position in a public park with surrounding residences -
\.\hich is a =ique situations that merits special lreAtment. Unfortunately, Sea World is 
taking the position th.at they are the ones who merit special treatment - not the residents 
who have every right to e"Jl"Ct that a public park is a. place of some quie1 and respite 
from noisy development-as do other visitor& and patrons of the other attractions in 
Mission Bay. Please comment on attraction alternatives with noise contours no greater 
than the existing !ease. 

The proposed "Educatiatal Facility" mentions that it will "include space 
for sleeping." Isn '1 this then rea!ly yet another hotel facility - no matter what they call it? 
Is ii indoors? !fit's indoors, they may call it a camp, but it's a hotel. This is inconsistent 
with Prop D. All Tier 2 and future projecis need to be further detailed. What future 
envirorunental review will be required for projects? Are they attempting to avoid future 
delllil~ environmental review? Are they doferring mitigation? This may not be allowed 
=der CEQA and v,,e object to the use of a "Program EIR" in this setting with large 
environmental problems right now. How are the Exhibit/Ride/Show projects going to be 
reviewed more in 1horoughly? 

E
ls the Parl<ing Garage going 10 be reviewed for aesthetic qualifications 
as mentioned in the Mission Ba.y Mast::,- Plan? Also, will the impact of the 
construction and possible consequences due to the increased flow of traffic 
in the region ause any hann to the surrounding area? 

L Out of the special projects th.at are described in the EIR, are adequate 
environmental regulations going to be follov.ed so as to protect the bay 
against pollution, especially in regards to Personal Watercraft? NO addition 2-strol<e 
watercraft show be permitted in Mission Bay. With the increase in Hotel rooms-due to 

~

Hotel Expansion what solutions are given for the additional seW11ge? Have solutions 
been made that won't negatively effect the surrounding area? It is unacceptable to add 
water quality impact, to an already impaired wale. body. 

preserve existing viewsheds and visual corridor.;, the additional height 

[ 

The Mission Bay Park MastcT Plan Update Amendment 21. Sea World says "to 

I- 193 available to Sea World should be used judiciously." This docs not allow fur 
judicious review. How does !his amendment explain the ability to have 

RESPONSES 

1-181 The noise analysis conducted for the proposed project addressed a variety of 
noise sources, which are found in Appendix E, Noise Analysis and Section 4.7, 
Noise. These noise sources include vehicular traffic, show public address systems, 
rides, the parking garage, the marina expansion, and construction activities. This 
section also addressed noise impacts to future hotel patrons. The noi se analysis 
first described noise analysis methods and applicable standards, followed by a 
characterization of the existing noise environment to provide a basis for evaluating 
noise impacts. The existing noise environment in the vicinity of Sea World includes 
Lindbergh Field aircraft; vehicular traffic on Sea World Drive, Ingraham Street, 1-8 
and 1-5 ; recreational boating and personal watercraft on Mission Bay; helicopter 
overfl ights; and existing activities at SeaWorld. Because applicable standards 
(page 4. 7- 1 of the Draft EIR, Applicable Standards) are based on noise averages, 
the noise analysis focused on average noise levels. For vehicular traffic the analysis 
uses a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which provides weighting for 
evening and nighttime periods (page 4.7-1 of the Draft EIR, Noise Setting. For 
other noise sources such as rides or shows an hourly noise average is used (page 
4.7-3 of the Draft EIR, City of San Diego Noise Ordinance). Noise peaks are 
included in both the characterization of existing noise and the analysis of future 
noise. 

1-182 See response to comment 1-181. 

1-183 As illustrated in Figure 4.7-4 and Table 4.7-6 of the Draft EIR, the noise contours 
that go "way beyond Interstate 5" are lower than ambient level s. The noi se 
analysi s for the Splashdown Ride assumes a worst-case scenario. The noise 
analysis for the Splashdown Ride is presented in Section 4. 7, Noise of the Draft 
EIR and the noise technical report upon which this section is based is provided in 
the Environmental Noise Analysis prepared by Gordon Bricken & Associates, 
Appendix E of the Draft EIR. The noise analysis was conducted in accordance 
with City of San Diego requirements with consideration of adopted noise regulatory 
standards. 

1- 184 Comment noted. See response to comment L-75. 

1- 185 Project alternati ves that would exclude attractions that do not generate additional 
noise are presented in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR. 

1-186 The sleeping area in the educational facility is for students who would spend the 
week at Sea World as part of Sea World 's children 's educational program and is not 
a hotel. 
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1-187 The Sea World Master Plan Update provides the guidelines for future development 
of Tier 2 projects in Chapter 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR. However, 
due to unknown specific needs and placement of future attractions at this time, 
SeaWorld has adopted a phased development approach. Where appropriate, 
perfom1ance standards are included in Mitigation Measures for future Tier 2 projects, 
which is appropriate under CEQA. CEQA Guideline § IS I 26.4(a)( I )(8). 
Furthermore, subsequent projects would be subject to environmental review in 
conformance with CEQA. 

1-188 The site plan for the parking garage will adhere to the design guidelines out lined in 
the Master Plan Update and will be reviewed for compliance with the Master Plan 
Update Design Guidelines pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.2-2. 

1-189 Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR addresses traffic 
impacts resulting from the proposed project. Traffic mi tigation measures are 
described in Section 4.4.5, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting. 

1- 190 Section 4.5.S , Water Quality, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft 
EIR sets forth the Mitigation Measures whi ch will reduce water quality impacts 
from the proposed project, including Special projects, to a level below significance. 
Section 4.9.3, Air Quality, Impacts of the Draft EIR analyzes air quality impacts 
wh ich will resu lt from the project, and in particular, addresses pollution resulting 
from PWCs. No significant impacts to air quality are expected to result from the 
project. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure 4.9 .S is identified as a meth od of 
reducing adverse but less than significant air quality impacts. Finally, Section 9.2, 
More Regulated Alternative of the Draft Eir addresses a project alternative without 
PWCs. 

1-191 See response to comment L-3 9. 

1-192 See response to comment I-190 . 

1-193 Table 1.1-1 of the Draft EIR shows the percentage of area that is subject to the 
height increase approved by Proposition D. As shown, 75% of Area I will be 
subject to the previous height requirement of 30 feet. Only 2% of Area I will be 
permitted to reach I 30 feet, and only I% of Area I will be permitted to reach 160 
feet. Sea World derived these figures in response to public forums. Additionally, 
Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics of the Draft EIR addresses the 
visual impacts of the proposed project. 
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r-judi~ious review o~ sue~ an issue? Will !here be BnY guaranteed local public review 
L_ heanngs of the project m the future? 

I-195 

I-196 

The proposed project described in the Sea World Master Plan Update is an 
unbalanced proposal to further exploit Mission &y Park without addressing existing 
deficits. Those defici1s must be addressed before allowing such a large impa.ctful set of 
projects to be planned, much less permitted. 

The 'Genentl Plans' section of the EIR has identified that "Mission Bay Park should be a 
parlc in which land uses are located and managed so"" to maximize their recreation Bnd 
environmental functions, minimize adverse impacts on adjacent areas, facilitate public 
access and circulation, and capture the distinctive aesthetic quality of each area of the 
Bay;" With the propo$ed project, the needs of Mission Bay Parle need to be taken heavily 
into acco1U1t. It is necessary that all aspects of the purposed projects are thoroughly 
researched and all questions that the public ha.s are answered. 

We urge that a supplemental EIR be developed that addresses all the unaddressed impacts 
and mitigation issues and that it also analyze an alternative of a Sea World closure. If Sea 
World is indeed unable to remain financially viable if they are unable to expand 
inappropriately in a public park setting, the City should be looking at alternatives to 
renninate the lease and offer to olhers or rcilllTI the parkland 1D ftee public use. The 
6\JITounding Community Phms show a large deficit of parkland with respect to popu!,ition 
and this will only get wor.;e if properties arc not identified 10 increase 1he balance toward 
the public. 

Signed, 

William Dempsey 
Intern writing on behalf of 
SIERRA CLUB, San Diego Oiapter 
3&20 Ray St. 
San Diego CA 92104-3623 

RESPONSES 

1-194 See response to comment L-24. 

1- 195 See response to comment 1-50. 

1-196 Comment noted . 
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San Diego Coalition for Transportation Choices 
P.O. Boz: 90220 
San Diego, CA 92169 

April 24, 2001 

Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 
Land Development Review Division 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue 
Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: Draft EIR: Sea World Master Plan Update (LOR No.99-0618/SCH 1984030708) 

The San Diego Coalition for Transportation Choices (SDCTC) has reviewed the draft 
EIR and submits the following comments. 

1. Comments will be focused primarily on the Traffic and Circulation section of the 
document. The comments about this section may have an impact upon the 
findings made in the other sections of the document and therefore such 
implications should be considered as part of the development of the Final EIR. 

2. The Transportation and Circulation Section poses six (6} issue questions that 
presumably are based upon the scoping done for this project. Our comments will 
discuss the adequacy of answering these six (6) questions as well as other 
issues. 

3. Issue 1 question (Section 4.4.3 Impact), ·would the proposal result in an 
increase in projected traffic, which is substantial in relation to the capacity of the 
street system?" The response to this question is clearly YES. However, the 
8 ,000 ADT associated with the near term Year 2005 project {Sea World Park 
improvements only) are not considered to cause a significant impact on most 
street segments because the Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C) does not meet the 
City's set standards except for Sea World Drive between 1-5 and Sea World Way. 
However, as documented on page 4.4-19 a total of 12 segments would operate 
below LOS D in 20os: Only Sea World Drive is identified in the mitigation 
measures as requiring improvements since it is the only roadway that met the 
VIC standard. This seems entirely inappropriate. All roadway functioning below 
LOS D should be brought up to LOS D not just those that meet the change in the 
V/C. Intuitively this means that roads not functioning well (at or above LOS D) 
should be brought up to LOS D regardless of whether the project causes the LOS 

RESPONSES 

1-197 This assessment is correct. The City of San Diego traffic significance criteria only 
requires a project to mit igate its significant impact, regardless of the pre-project 
Level of Service. Facilities already operating at LOSE or Fare the responsibility 
of public agencies to improve to LOS Dor better. See response to comment S-2 
regarding analysis and mitigation of preexisting conditions. 
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I-198 

to worsen. Otherwise we are simply allowing a project to make an existing bad 
situations worse. The argument that the further degradation of the roadway is 
not significant since it is already poorly functioning and that it would be unfair to 
require the project to mitigate that impact really is saying that an existing bad 
situation which causes delay and congestion will be perpetuated and likely 
worsened for the benefit of a new development at the cost of the travelling public. 

1-199 

I-200 

I-201 

1-202 

14. The mitigation proposed for the issue identified above Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, 
has two options. The second option of using the City's CIP project could result in 
not mitigating the impact and potentially allowing the Sea World development 
proceed without mitigation period, unless the city completes the CIP project. This 
is totally unacceptable public policy. The impacts caused should be mitigated 
prior to any development entitlements. If the City CIP projects is needed to make 
the project possible, then Sea World needs to wait until the project is done and 
the mitigation is realized. This is also the case for mitigation measures 4.4-4, 
4.4-5, 4.4-6 and 4.4-7. All of these measures require City CIP participation. The 
original Proposition D passed by the voters stated that any and all cost 
associated by the improvements needed due to development resulting from the 
change in the height limit would be born by Sea World and that no public funds 
would be spent to make the development possible. All these mitigation measures 
require public participation and therefore violate the spirit of the voter's intent in 
approving Position D. 

5. Issue question 2 "Would the proposal result in substantial impacts upon existing 
or planned transportation systems?'. As outline above the answer is Yes and 
given the mitigation measures proposed the impacts could also go unmitigated or 
mitigated at public expense. The bottom line is that if the City's CIP projects are 
not fully funded and built, the impacts would not be mitigated. That would require 
findings of overriding consideration. Such findings would appear to be hard to 
make In the case of this project, since the mitigation is feasible if Sea World 
would pay. The argument that such improvement are beyond the "fair share" that 
would be required, should not entitle Sea World to proceed without the 
mitigation. If it is in the public interest to improve the impacted roadways in order 
to mitigate the impacts caused by the project in 2020, then the City wi ll in 
essence subsidize this project proposal, while other high need capital 
improvement project may go unfulfilled. This does not seem to be good public 
policy given the multi-billion dollar infrastructure deficit faced by the City. 

6. Issue question 3, ·would the proposal result in an increase demand in offsite 
parking?". The mitigation measures identified appear to address this issue 
adequately, however, the additional parking provided at Sea World that would 
minimize offsite parking demand will have substantial environmental effect. 
Pollution runoff is a significant issue and given the proximity of Mission Bay, 
water quality would likely suffer regardless of the mitigation put in place to 
prevent such pollution. Additionally, more paved parking areas will generate 

RESPONSES 

I- 198 See response to comment 1-197. 

1-199 Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 was conceived with two options for the benefit of the 
public. The first option is fo r Sea World to mitigate on ly its direct impact. The 
second option is the establishment of a CIP project that wou ld provide a larger 
impro vement project to mitigate more than SeaWorld 's impact, with SeaWorld 
paying its fair share. The City will consider this recommendation when analyzing 
the project. 

1-200 See response to comment I-33 . 

1-201 Impacts caused by the project under the near term 2005 condition and the buildout 
term 2020 condition are analyzed in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of 
the Draft EIR. Traffic Mitigation Measures are presented in Section 4.4 .5, 
Miti gation, Monitoring and Report ing. Also see responses to comments L-60 and 
L-113 concerning fair share mitigation requirements and response to comment 1-
111 concerning required Findings and Statement of Overrid ing Considerations. 
The City will consider this comment when analyzing the project for approval or 
disapproval. 

1-202 The Draft EIR states that implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-11 will 
reduce parki ng impacts to a level below significance. See response to comment S-
25 . 
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1-203 [ 
additional localized heating effects. Such effects include an up to 15 degree 
temperature increase in the immediate area with spill over effects to surrounding 
areas. A hotter localized climate due to such a heat island effect has negative 
impacts upon surrounding vegetation and people. 

1-2041
7

· 

Issue question 4. "Would the proposal result in traffic generation in excess of 
specifidcommunity plan allocation?'. Toe document states that since no 
allocation is set in the existing plan no significant impact exists. However, what 
is missing is a discussion of the trip generation of Sea World relative to the 
Master Plan Area as a whole. What percentage of the total trip generation of the 
entire Mission Bay Master Plan is due to Sea World? That information is vital in 
order to understand the relative impact this facility has on the Mission Bay Park. I-205 

I-206 

1-207 

I-208 

L__ 

~ 

8. Issue question 5, "Would the proposal result in a discouragement to other 
Mission Bay Park users?". Toe conclusion made in the document is that with the 
circulation impacts mitigated below a level of significance. par1< users would not 
be discouraged from frequenting the par1< .. That is certainly and interesting if not 
unsubstantiated conclusion. While the mitigation measures proposed, if 
implemented, would perhaps reduce the impac1 to below a level of significance, 
making the finding that park visitors would not be discouraged from visiting the 
park is unsubstantiated and mere conjec1ure. A number of the roadway 
segments functioning below LOS D that while according the City's V/C standards 
would not be further degraded, those roadways are already fail ing. The public's 
perception that the traffic in the area Is terrible may be far worse than the actual 
situation. Bui, that perception, that an already bad situation is only going to be 
made worse by an expanded Sea World facility, will cause people to think twice 
about visiting the park. Whether the perception of the "bad traffic" is va lid or not 
is irrelevant. The perception that things are only going to get worse will influence 
people's decision making. The end result would be that Sea World is granted a 
benefit at the expense of public access and enjoyment of a public resource. 
Again, that would be poor public policy. 

9. Issue question 6, "Would the proposal result in an increase in hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians?". This is an interesting question and 
unfortunately the only place in this section where pedestrians and bicyclists are 
mentioned. A finding is made that since the proposed Tier 1, Tier 2 and Special 
Projects would be designed according to current safety standards, motorists, 
bicyclists and pedestrians would not be put at risk. First, this is really a poor 
question lo ask in the-first place in regards lo pedestrians and bicyclist in 
particular. While we certainly do not wish to increase hazards, the real question 
is, are people walking and bicycling to and from th is facility? lf they are not why 
not?. While assuring that projec1s meet design standards for safety does not 
mean pedestrians and bicyclists will use the facilities. The City of San Diego 
should be encouraging more walking and bicycling. That means providing the 
opportunity. Opportunity is related to hazard free facilities, but it goes far being 

RESPONSES 

1-203 See response to comment L-1 3. 

1-204 As stated in Section 4.4.3 , Transportation and Ci rculation of the Draft EIR, the 
SeaWorld theme park is estimated to generate about 23 ,000 ADT by the year 
2020. This is 8,000 ADT more than the existing I 5,000 ADT currently generated 
by Sea World. The proposed hotel and marina are estimated to generate another 
7,300 ADT. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update EIR did not identify an ADT for the 
park. Mission Bay Park roads serve more than Park users. Recreation, res idential, 
commercial , etc. , trips to/from Ocean Beach, Point Loma, Mission Beach, Pacific 
Beach and La Jolla all traverse the park. Therefore, quantifying park users is 
difficult. As a result the focus of traffic studies in this area is to provide an 
adeq uate ci rculation system (a ll modes), regardless of who uses them. Therefore, 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and the Sea World Master Plan Update 
focus on roadway impacts and mitigation measu res to provide acceptab le Levels 
of Service. 

1-205 Commen t noted . See response to comment 1-204. 

1-206 Comment noted. See response to comment 1-204. 

1-207 Patrons are encouraged to walk or bicycle to Sea World . The City has a system of 
sidewalks and bicycle facil ities in the Mission Bay Park area. There is a Class I 
bike path along most of Sea World 's frontage, with Class II bike lanes elsewhere. 
The bike path near Sea World is located east of Sea World in the South Shore Park 
and along the southerly and westerly lease boundaries and joining other bike paths 
at the intersection of Perez Cove Way and Ingraham Street. Sea World provides 
bicycle racks at its main entrance for patrons and at the employee entrance for 
employees. The signalized intersections provide controlled street crossings. These 
facilities are designed to standards that promote safety. Also see response to 
comment I-60. 

1-208 See response to comment I-207. 
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that. Are there facilities that allow people to walk and bike? Are there 
connections for bicyclist and pedestrians to reach popular destinations? To the 
extent we are talking about a public park, non-motorized travel is not only a way 
to get to the park, but also one of the primary ways to enjoy the park. In-line 
skating, scooter rid ing and skateboarding are some other ways to access the 
park and enjoy its facilities. To the extent that new transportation projects should 
be planned to encourage pedestrians and bicyclists by providing bike lanes, loop 
detectors at intersections, pedestrian crossings that favor the pedestrian not the 
motor vehicle and direct access·points to facilities, only then will more people 
choose not to drive. Rather than focusing on hazards, the focus should be on 
assessing if everything that can be done is being done to facilitate alternative 
transportation access to the park and within its boundaries. 

10. Virtually no mention was made of public transit in the transportation and 
circulation section. The two references to the North Bay and Beach Area 
Guideway Study and the potential location of a bus stop near the planned 
parking structure is hardly ·a full discussion of the issue. The Metropolitan Transit 
Development Board has adopted a Transit First Strategy which focuses on 
making transit San Diego's first choice of transportation in the future. The 
reasons for adopting this strategy are numerous, but in regards to this project, 
mitigation measures that are being cited to reduce the congestion associated 
with this project are the construction of more motor vehicle travel lanes. 
Research has shown that as roadway capacity is increased, that capacity is 
quickly filled with additional vehicles resulting in continued congestion. 
Therefore, while the mitigation measures that are suggested to alleviate the 
decrease in LOS in the surrounding roadways, the reality is likely to be a 
continued poor LOS on those roadways and local residents and park visitors will 
continue to experience that congestion. The economic impacts of congestion are 
significant in terms of lost productivity and lo"ss of personal time spent in 
commuting. Transit service opportunities for the proposed project abound 
including shuttle bus service from local hotels and fixed-route bus service for Sea 
World visitors and emplo'yees. A fuller disctissfon of this issue is warranted given 
that the size and scale of the existing and proposed Sea World operation is of 
regional significance. 

11 . Finally, no mention is made at all of other alt'ernative transportation options 
including van pools and car pools. Given the large number of Sea World 
employees, one way by which reduce the congestion caused by additional 
development of Sea World is for Sea World to reduce its own trip generation. 
This can certainly be done for employees by supporting formation of van and car 
pools. As a mitigation measure for congestion significarit benefits could be 
realized by these alternative transportation approaches. 

I-216 r- Our organization would like to be kept informed of activities and public hearings 
L_ regarding this project. Please place us on the mailing list of interested parties. 

RESPONSES 

1-209 Comment noted . 

1-210 Currently, public transit service to Sea World is available through public bus service. 
In addition, Sea World has provided for a future Automated People Mover station 
and guideway in their Sea World Master Plan Update. See also response to comment 
1-60. 

1-211 Comment noted. 

1-212 The assert ion made in this comment is speculative. The Mitigation Measures set 
forth in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR will provide 
a benefit to the public. If traffic uses the additional capacity provided by Sea World, 
then there wou ld be relief on parallel fac ilities such as 1-8 or Pacific Beach Drive. 

1-213 In addition to the Automated People Mover, the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-11 , which includes implementation of offsite parking or shuttle/MTDB 
transit options. In add ition, the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan hotel would 
likely provide trip reduction si nce people staying at this hotel could walk or take a 
shuttle to Sea World. This phenomenon has been documented at other theme parks, 
such as, most notably, the recently developed California Adventure, developed by 
Disney. See responses to comments to 1-60 and 1-263. 

1-214 The traffic ana lys is in the Draft EIR is a conservative worst-case study. However, 
the Mitigati on Monitoring Report Program requires the app licant to explore and 
imp lement a lternative satellite parking locati ons and shuttle/MTDB transit 
operations as appropriate to meet parking demand. Sea World does encourage and 
support employee carpooling and there is a bus stop adj acent to the emp loyee 
entrance. Also, see response to comment 1-207. Furthermore, the Draft EIR does 
not take credit for alternate transportation modes as a mitigation measure because 
the success of the program cannot be guaranteed. An EIR need only analyze 
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" feasible" mitigation measures, which are those measures which are capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors. 
CEQA Guideline§§ 15126.4(a)( l ), 15364. While SeaWorld can support and 
encourage its employees to carpool, it cannot require them to do so as a means of 
mitigating significant traffic impacts resulting from the project. 

1-215 See response to comment 1-214. 

1-216 The commentor will receive a copy of the Final EIR. 
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Thank you for the opportunity lo comment. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Chris Schmidt 
Board Chairman 

RESPONSES 
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Land Development Revkw Division 
1222 1" Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

April 24, 2001 

SUBJECT: MISSION BAY PARK: DRAFI' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
RBPOR.T ON ANHEUSER BUSCH CORPORA'llON SEA.WORLD 
REDEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 

The Insatiable cancer of hotels In Mission Bay Park h~ reamed. Citlzns of 
San Diego face the m06't serious loss of parkland and public coastal a«e:1S in our 
histozy. 

1-2 17 I The City recently failed to got coastal protection under the zoning oode 
update. The City was not deterred. With a huge corporate ally, the City now plans 
to convert coastal park to an ~ vi:n-hot.el snpport facility for a massive ll?ll~ent 
park. This targeting of in'eplaceable open space represents a threat to the essence of 
the California Coastal AcL 

The Busch Bnttttairunent Corporation division of the .Anbenser Busch 
1-2 18 I Corporation of St. Louis wants to use San Diego's most popular park for an 

unprecedented etpanslon. If Implemented, Busch's SeaWorld will negatively Impact 
the part's IIC<lCSS, natural enviromnent, chanct.er, vtews. silence, and wildlife. 

1-219 I Sea.World wonl.d dominate the pm w:lth up to fourteen 16-story structures, built 
from one end of Its kuehold to the other. 

Just as troubling will be the precedent for commerci.allsatlon of pubttc open 
space. Parle!, taxpayer-limdcd set asides for outdoor recreation. are now seen by 
prtvate int.ercs13 and the City as raw land for dcvdopment. 

1-220 ~ Major lncceases ln cumulative traffic from Sea.World and other proposed 
support hotels will displ11ce. public IICOC8S to coastal ~ and communities. 

1-22 1 Busch prol)O*!S a ftlctllty mam,d by noise and scntamS from thrlll rides, nightly 

I 222 
rock. and roll conoerts, and enended months of nightly fireworb. To Its 32-story 

- skytower, Sea World wanb to add night lit signs from 5i:J: to sixteen stories high. 
HJ:panslon plans also call for a 650-room. 9-mory hotel. a parking strocture. 

a convention center, and .more restaurants and retail inside the park. 
1-223 I VIOLATION OF HASTl!ll PLAN CALL FOR U!ASBBOLD INTBNSinCATON 

1 

OVER EXPANSION: Like all other proposed additional commercial 

RESPONSES 

1-217 Comment noted . 

1-218 Comment noted. 

1-219 Only fou r of the Tier 2 project areas would allow structures reaching 160 feet in 
height. See Chapter 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR. 

1-220 An analysis of traffic impacts is provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circulation of the Draft EIR. Section 5.2.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis , 
Transportation/Circulation addresses cumulative traffic impacts. Sea World's traffic 
impacts would be mitigated through the Mitigation Measures identified in Section 
4.4.5 , Mi tigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR, with the exception 
of traffic impacts to portions of the 1-5 mainline roadway. 
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1-221 An analysis of noi se impacts is provided in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. 
This noise analys is addresses vehicular traffic, rides, fireworks and shows. In 
most cases no significant impacts were identified. However future Tier 2 projects 
would require compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 , a specific noi se study 
to address potential noise impacts from these projects. 

1-222 See Chapter 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR for a description of sign 
guidelines included as part of the proposed project. For any proposed signs that 
would be visi ble to the public from outside the park, the following Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update commercial sign standards would be applied: 

I. As a genera l rul e, freestanding commercial signs shall be low, close to the ground 
and shall not exceed eight feet in height and shall be placed in a landscaped 
setting. 

2. Exceptions may be granted to accommodate sign designs or site identification 
within other architectural features such as entry walls or gatehouses. 

3. Motorist sight-lines should be considered when locating signs near roadways. 

4. Signs attached to buildings should be designed to blend with the architecture 
rather than appearing as a billboard. 

5. Rooftop signs are prohibited. 

1-223 Sea World added approximately 16.5 acres to its leasehold in 1998. The latter part 
of this comment provides unsubstantiated background information concerning 
Mission Bay Park that does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information 
presented in the Draft EIR, therefore, no further response is possi ble. See response 
to comment 1-66. 
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1-229 

1-230 

COMMENTS 

developments in the pad. this is a physical expansion of a leasehold that has 
already tntcmifi-ed its leasehold. 
BEVIOLATION of.die PIJBUC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP: The draft 
Environmental· Impact R.eport (RIR) fails to mention the historic publiclprivate 
partnership of Mission Bay Park. Whm given the part by the state in trust. San 
Dlegans had a clear vision for its future. '11u:ir idea was large youth camps. 
primitive overnight family camping, hiking trails. trail riding. aquatic recreational 
facilities. and ret.entlon of its natural upland and marsh eoology as a stop on the 
Pacific Flyway for millions of migrating birds. 

Six hotel resort 0"1Jet'S Intervened. They promised resort =nes mmld 
fond public recreational facilities. What the pad. actually got was elimination of 
virtually all its W'etlands, unsafe polluted waw. a garbage landfill. a clas., 1 toxic 
industrial waste dump. sew~ treatment ponds. habitat destruction. severe wildlife 
loss. expllll!li.on and intenslficatl.an of commercial leaseholds, and city failure to 
fund public elements of the Master Plan. 

Now, fifty yean later. the lie of "let us commerclall!e or public facllltles 
won't be fandecr is being retold by a new set of dty officials "partnering" with 

litically-connected developers. 
VIOLA.DON of the PlJBUC TRUST: The district councilman has admitted 
the city has ta1lcd to ronow state taw that rcquJres revenl.Je3 generated by the trost 
be retained for the purpo11es of the trost. not disappear into the i,meral fund. 
VIOLATION OF ORIGINAL CHARTER! Th.is farility was first allowed into 
the part as 11 marine· edncational facility. Anheuser Busch's redirection, evidenced 
by its name change to an "Adventure Part'. now wants a high-rise hotel. thrill 
rides, end a convention cmtu. .All violate the spirit end intent of the original lease 
charter. Furthel', hot.els have bttrl allowed in comtal pads as park: visitor«rving. 
Why is a new convention center appropriate to further congest the part? It would 
attract non-pad visitors. 'l1ie city has already walled off San "Diego Bay for an 
expanded Convention Center. 
.VIOLATION OF MISSION BAY PARK MASTER- Pl.AN AND PlJBUC REVIEW: 
Anheuser Busch's plllll8 require enenslve .amendment of the park Master Plan. 
Dw1ng public hearings on Us Initiative to -exceed -the coestal. height limit by O\lffl' 

500%, Busch promised complete public review. They issnr.d a list of 14 posmble 
proJects that excluded my roller coasters or holl:ls. Initiative text a:lso assuml. 
public review. 

Now, the projectlist has disappeami. Anhewer Bosch plans roller coaster
like rides and a hotel over twice the sbJe all<JlWed by the Master Plan. To get them, 
Busch wanb; to bypass public revfc:w. SeaWodd's attempt to indnde their whole 

[

master plan Into the MBPMP should be dented. They also ask for an unpreceden1ed 
blanlitt BIR exemption ror any project n:oder 90-feet. lnclnding the hotel. Any 
project in a public part over one stoty and 500 sqnare feet demands fuil public 
review. 

RESPONSES 

1-224 Comment noted. 

1-225 Comment noted. 

1-226 Comment noted. 

1-227 Comment noted . 

1-228 Comment noted. The Master Plan does not propose a convention center. Sea World 
currently includes an 800-person special events facility, the Nautilus Pavilion. 
The proposed Special Events Facility would hold 1,000 people and replace the 
Nautilus Pavilion . 

1-229 A description of the future review of Sea World projects is provided in Section 3.6, 
Discretionary Actions of the Draft EiR. See also response to comment L-24. 

l-230 Environmental review for any future SeaWorld project would be conducted in 
conformance with CEQA. The Ci ty will consider thi s recommendation when 
making its determination concerning the proposed project. 
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'CONFIJCT OF JNTEREST: Within days of City award of a contract to 
conduct a park land survey. Anheaser Basch's local consultant was allowed to 
merge with the nnn doing the Slll'Vey. The City used the smvey to add unusable 
land to the pad. to allow more commercialir:ation. The Community Planning 
Committee has voted a 19-0 resolation calling for the· city to reverse this ploy and 
~Instate 14S acres or mllffll to its separate statns in the Master Plan. 
CITY CHARl'Elt SECTION 55.1: Approved by almost 80% of public vote, 
this section limits all leases to 25% of the pari:'s land area. SeaWorld~s 16.5 acre 
e:xpansion violates the city charter. 
FAlLURI! OP PUB[JC .NOTICE: The City refused to distribute the draft H1R 
to all of the city's planning boards and to'IVll councils. This is not a neighborhood 
park. It is a regional park, ~bly Call!omia"s most popolar. It is nsed by 15 
million tourists and restdeot5 from all over the city. .An.other 15 million who 
recreate at the city's ocean beaches m118t use p11rboads. The planning boards have 
been denied the draft EIR, seven appendices. and SeaWorld's complete master plan. 
This is a critical omis.tjon as the &a.World document is proposed to become part of 
.the Mission Bay Pm Mamu Plan. J~ one week before comment was due. 
SeaWorld was showing new slides of its tier 2 projects to the Peninsnla Planning 
Bonni. providing no copies to the board or public. SHA requests an extension of the 
comment period for 30 days so cltbens can be furnished this infonnation for 

,view. 
FAILURE .· TO PRO'flDE STORY-POLES OR ADEQOAD. PHOTO
SJMULATIONS: The draft ElR sboold ~ stocy-poles to define view 

of SeaWorld's massive 3- to 16-story stmctnres. This proposed 
developmeot Is of unprecedented scale and .scope. Since .Anheuser Busch has 
applied for fourteen slxteen-stozy permits nmning the length of its leasehold bay 
frontage, stOTY-poles are reqotred 1D describe 1he potential significant v1snal 
obstructions. Story poles shonld be lit to show night impacts for SUITOundlng 
neighborhoods end parkgoml. 

The last two areas designated by the Master Plan for public picnic and 
children's play areas are South Shores Park and south Fiesta fsland. These areas lie 
adjacent to end 8Cro58 the Pacific Channel from SeaWorld, respectively. Visual 
aids from th=: sites are needed to adequately assess view Impacts. . 

The ovenvbelming public response to the SeaWorld e:r:pamlon plans at its 
public workshops was negative. Anheuser Bmcb's COJ'POrate response to public 
coru:erm about duplicating Disneyland on precious part land is to pbm mll&'live · 
"icon" signs bigber than tbeir attractJon.. 'Ibe8e sfgm should be banned under the 
city sign ordinance . 
. FAIUJRB TO STUDY SEWER INFRA.STKUC'llJ: "Because the SllIDpling 
was condu~ durtng spring and summer 2000, not all of the analytical data an: 
available as -of this writing. However, prelimimu:y data: {May 2000) indicated 

RESPONSES 

1-231 Comment noted. Additionally, the proposed project does not include an increase 
in the size of the Sea World leasehold. Hence, there is no conflict of interest. 

1-232 The Sea World leasehold is not proposed for expansion as part of this project. An 
expansion of the leasehold by I 6.5 acres occurred in 1998, prior to passage of 
Proposition D. 

1-233 The Draft EIR was distributed to the planning committees/groups; and public 
library branches at Clairemont Mesa, Mission Beach, Mission Bay Park, Linda 
Vista Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, and Peninsula, and the Crown Point Association. 
The draft EIR was also distributed to the town councils of Mission Beach, Pacific 
Beach. and Ocean Beach, as well as the Mission Bay Park Lessees. Public notice 
of the document was also published in the San Diego Daily Transcript and Pubic 
Record Reporter. The document and appendices were also available for review at 
the City's central library and at the office of the Land Development Review 
Division. Furthermore, the public distribution and notice of the Draft EIR and 
appendices complied with all CEQA and City requirements. In addition, at the 
request of the Peninsula Community Planning Board, the required public review 
period was extended 14 days. 

1-234 The slides shown by Sea World representatives were of Tier I projects. Sea World 
did not show slides of its Tier 2 projects to the Peninsula Community Planning 
Committee at that time, because there are no Tier 2 projects. A copy of the Draft 
EIR, which included photo simulation of the Tier 2 projects' maximum potential 
building mass, was mailed to the Peninsula Community Planning Board over one 
month earlier. The Board requested a 30-day public review period extension and 
was granted a 14-day extension of the comment review period. At the request of 
some of the committee members, Sea World mailed printed copies of the slide 
presentation to each planning committee member. 

1-235 The Peninsula Community Planning Board requested a 30-day public review period 
extension and was granted a 14-day extension of the comment review period by 
the City of San Diego. 

1-236 The photosimulations provided in the Draft EIR on Figures 4.2-26 through 4.2-38 
provide a visual tool to understand the significant and unmitigated visual impact 
identified in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the photosimulations presented in the 
Draft EIR illustrate a worst-case scenario. 
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1-237 See response to comment l-236. Sea World has not applied for sixteen permits. 

1-238 Photosimulations were provided from six selected locations around SeaWorld. 
Photosimulations in Figures 4.2-28 and 4.2-34 in the Draft EIR provide a visual 
understanding of view impacts to South Shore Park. Photosimulations of the 
proposed project from Fiesta Island were unnecessary to document the identified 
sign ificant unmitigable visual impact, because other photosimulations provided a 
reasonable range of representative key vantage points surrounding Sea World. See 
Figure 4.2-2 in the Draft EIR. 

l-239 Sea World signage would be regulated by Sea World Master Plan Update Design 
Guidelines. See also response to comment 1-222. 
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widespread presence of-total and fecal colilorm and· enterococcus throughout most 
portions of Mlsston Bay." 

Incredibly, the city bas ·fa11ed to require any sewer .study . . As Mission Bay is 
an impaired water · body, continually plagned · by coliform and enterococcus 
bacteria, sewer study is. a critical. requirement. P06Slbly. the major soarce -of thts 
bay pollution. a negative -Influence· on public health·. access. and -the tourism 
industry. is iln antiquated .sew.age infrastmcture installed 1n dredged 1lll subject to 
settling and earthquake Hqnefactfon;. What is the repair status of'area .pfpes?" What 
is sewer design capacity In relation to thousands of new customers from general 
admissions, special events, restaurants, and hotel rooms? · The bay is defenseless 
against bacteria because the city has destroyed 97% of its natural wetlands for 
paS5ive filtration. What of bay wetland restoration? What is the cost of potential 
sewer upgrades? · Who is .responsible to pay for them? 
WATER QUAIJTY: The report cites the lack of any baseline-data. ctitical to 
monitoring of water quality. "There Is no existing historical data set for evaluating 
the backgromid water quality directly <>fl:shore from the park." Why doesn't the 
city demand "this data? 

Under permit, SeaWorld ilumps -into Mission Bay millions of gaTions of 
industrial cilicbarge from two ·water treatment facilities every day. SeaWorld has a 
long history of exceeding discharge"!lmlts for chlorine or bacteria, and was-recently 
fined $12,000 for exceedances. The- bay is becoming San· Diego's Dead Sea. Dead 
and deformed fish and ·birds are being found. Park wildlife populations are in 
precipitous· decline.. No expansion decisions should be made until the City is forced 
to provide -its overdue 10:-year update <if -the Mester Plan's Natural Resource 
Management Plan. 

Bay waters are u.nsa.fe for both 'human and recreational contact. What are 
the conditions of the -water and· bottom directly offshore to ScaWorld, where 
millions of .gallons are discharged? Is it a kill zone?-

What quantities of chlorine, sodimnhypocblorlt.e; sodium bisulfate, and any 
other treatment chemicals -used by -SeaWorld?· What~antitics of-what· chemicals 
are discharged to expose i:bildren, swimmers, scuba divers. fishennen. and wildlife? 
With an increase in both · its orca population and water-oriented thrill rides, 
Sea World has applied to.dump millions more gallons-daily into Mission Bay. What 
are potential .or actual impacts of this increase on bay water quality? Where is 
eatrophlcatlon data? 

Sediment and invertebrates 1n sediment .ire critical indicators of water 
quality, particularly for heavy metals. The BIR dismisses the Issue: 
"No sediment quality avattable for review." Where are these tests? 
RUNOFF: Sea World trumpets that it treats over 90% of its runoff. excluding 
the parking lot. Anheuser Basch wants to attract thousands of additional general 
admission. special event .. and hotel customers to one of the city's largest parking 
lots and a massive new parkin_g structure. 'l'hoasands -0f new vehicles will mean 

RESPONSES 

1-240 See response to comment L-39. 

1-241 See response to comment S-25. 

1-242 See response to comment L-39 with regard to sewer impacts. The global restoration 
of Mission Bay to resolve impacts not caused by the proposed project is not 
required by CEQA and therefore was not addressed in the Draft ElR. Also, see 
response to comment S-25. 

1-243 The technical analysis for water quality was prepared by qualified professionals 
with experience in the preparation of technical studies for evaluating environmental 
effects. (see the Water Quality Analysis for the Sea World Master Plan Update 
prepared by URS, Appendix C to Draft EIR for resumes of technical professionals). 
These professionals determined that, although no Mission Bay water quality data 
was available for water immediately offshore of Sea World 's leasehold, the data 
provided was a good representation of water quality for this water body, including 
the area adjacent to SeaWorld. Furthermore, SeaWorld samples Mission Bay 
water quality for certain constituents near its two influent pipes as part of 
conducting its water treatment for its saltwater exhibit pools. These data are 
provided to the Regional Water Quality Control Board as part of Sea World's 
NPD ES permit. Generally, the efll uent from Sea World's water treatment plants is 
cleaner than the water that it takes in from Mission Bay. See responses to comments 
1-244 and 1-249. 

1-244 Sea World does not release any industrial discharge water into Mission Bay from 
its two water treatment facilities. Sea World returns seawater and non-industrial 
runoff to Mission Bay after the water is treated through disinfect ion, dechlorination, 
and differential settling, in a condition that is much cleaner than the NP DES permit 
requirement dictate for a variety of constituents. The water quality information 
reported by SeaWorld to the Regional Water Quality Control Board, as part of 
their NPDES permit is incorporated by reference. Sea World 's treated discharge 
water is much cleaner than what is already present in Mission Bay. See Section 
4.5, Water Quality of the Draft EIR for further discussion . 

1-245 The comment that dead and deformed fish and birds are being found in Mission 
Bay and that the wildlife populations are in precipitous decline is contrary to all 
data with which Merkel & Associates (expert biologists who performed the 
biological resources study) is familiar. Fish studies conducted in Mission Bay 
Park by Hubbs Sea World Research, National Marine Fisheries Service, and private 
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consultants over the past decade and ahalfhave noted no such directional declines, 
but rather cyclical changes associated with regional environmental fluctuations 
such as El Nino, which appear to be the norm. Similarly, there are no known 
studies that indicate a decline in bird populations or their health within Mission 
Bay Park. Absent having greater clarification as to what supporting data this 
conclusion relies on, no further response is possible. 

1-246 Comment noted. 

1-247 See response to comment 1-243. 

1-248 Sea World does not use chlorine or sodium bisulfate in its water treatment process. 
Therefore there is no recorded use of these chemical products. Sodium hypochlorite 
chemical usage in the facility is approximately 302,000 gallons per year. Sodium 
bisulfitc treatment chemical use is approximately 60,000 gallons per year. The 
hazardous materials used by Sea World are listed in Table 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR. 

1-249 All chemical discharges are regulated by the State of California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and require that the Sea World effluent returned to Mission 
Bay meet acute toxicity testing requirements. In addition, all water returned to 
Mission Bay must meet specific parameter discharge requirements as specified in 
the California Ocean Plan for the State of California under the Clean Water Act. 
Section 4. I 1.3, Human Health/Public Safety, Impact of the Draft EIR analyzes 
whether the proposed project would expose people to potential health hazards, 
including dangerous hazardous materials, and Section 4. I 1.5, Human Health/Public 
Safety, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR sets forth Mitigation 
Measures to reduce any such impact to below a level of significance. 

1-250 Sea World has made no request for an increase in the permitted discharge volumes 
of effluent to be returned to Mission Bay. The NP DES Permit authorizes Sea World 
to treat and return up to 9.36 million gallons per day (mgd) of effluent to Mission 
Bay. SeaWorld currently discharges average daily volumes that are below the 
permitted limits. Because there is no actual increase in the permitted discharge 
volume to be returned to Mission Bay there are no negative impacts. 

1-251 SeaWorld is required to develop and implement a 12-month study addressing 
potent ial impacts of eutrophication from Sea World discharge to Mission Bay. 
SeaWorld must complete the study and submit results to the RWQCB by 
December 22, 200 I. 
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1-252 Sediment and the invertebrates that live in the sediment may provide an indication 
of water quality. Sediment bioassay tests may be conducted to assess the toxicity 
of a sediment by typing the organisms that live in the sediment ( e.g. , amphipods) . 
Such tests are conducted by obtaining samples of the sediment of concern along 
with a reference sediment that is known to be clean, and exposing test species to 
both types of sediment for a specified period of time. The animals from the 
sediment of concern are then tested to measure changes in their weight and 
reproduction, and compared to the animals from the reference sediment. If significant 
d ifferences are observed, then additional tests (a Toxicity Identification Evaluation) 
may be conducted to determine the pollutant responsible for causing the observed 
toxic effect. Sediment tests were conducted in Mission Bay at two sample locations 
near the Sea World leasehold. The results from these two sample locations indicate 
a nontoxic response for amphipods. See response to comment S-21 . 

1-253 The issue of surface water quality runoff is addressed in Section 4.5, Water Quality 
of the Draft EIR. In addition, this section includes Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 , 
which requires storm drain inlet filters to further capture any small quantity of 
pollutants that may enter surface water. Mitigation Measures 4.5- 1 through 4.5-
3, in connection with Sea World's ongoing controls will reduce water quality impacts 
resulting from the project to a level below significance. Also, see response to 
comment S-25 . 
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I-264 
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I-266 

I-267 
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COMMENTS 

how much more polluted runoff? Just eighteen percent of this runoff is now 
treated. What ls ln itt Where does ft go? 
.TOXIC WASTE DUMP: Appendix F has less words regll.Iding the park's toxic 
WBBt.e dnmp than its title of a Class 1 lodW1trial Toxic Waste Dump: •an old 
landfill". It is an old garbtt_ge- JandfilL. £1 is also repository fur millions. of gallons o[ 
68 toxic El' A priority pollutants leaking into the park's water bodies and wildlife 

reserve. It leaks because the dump was nnengineered, tmiined. has extensive 
hydraulic action and has no bedrock. Releases are documented. Dump gases have 
been fatal. Disappearance of whole wildlife popwaUons such as sand dollars. butter 
~lams, bait fish. bat rays, and razor clams are unexplained. Where Is study o( 
potential impacts to the public and wildlife? 
· It fs necessary to study th1s dump because SeaWorld physically overlies it. 
Its actual boundaries are unknown as it was never fenced and the city threw. away 
records. Core drilling is required to cstabllBh type and location of pollutants that 
are subject to rele83e with the next movement of the Rose Canyon or offshore 
faults. 

Further. SeaWorld may well engage in more constroction-related 
.dewatering, a process that may move pollutants under SeaWorld. ·1s ~r 
.Busch or the City or San Diego responsible 1f these disastrous scenerios occnr? Does . 
the City have HuMat emergency evacuation plan coordination in place with 
.emergency agencies? The facts about this civic cover-up are becoming known . 
. When cleanup of dump toxins occu.rs, who will bear the financial responslbllty? 
PARKING: The draft BIR fails to note that many park area lots are rated over 
capacity during peak sommer months. They fill up by 10:30 am. The HIR does not 
"count public pa.tting spaces in the park, failing to note that after fifty years, there is 

ore prtvate than public parking in the pad. It also l'.ailll to note the City has 
refused to build any parking struct~s for beachgoers or parkgoers. 
-TRAFFIC: The BIR fails to mention SeaWorld lies in a geographically 
constricted area coutalnJng both of the city's two major tourism destinations. 
namely its ocean beaches and Mission Bay Park. Many beach and park 
intersections and segments are at UNACCHPT.ABLE levels of service (WS) now! It is 
UNACCEPTABLB to artificially add commercial t:ralll.c that displaces the publlc In 
he coastal recreational wne. The BIR fails to note the city's worst traffic- daily 

summer sigalerts and signs warning visitors to avoid the area because or full 
pading lots. 

The RIB. has no study of peak period weekend tramc. This omission 
demands stndy. It neglects to acknowledge the tens of thousands of residents and 
vacationers that fill parking Jots and gridlock roads to the city's major ocean 
beaches. coastal residences. restaurants, and pam. 

The HIR docs no accurate cumulative study. It falls to factor in build out of 
ublic recreation areas at South Shores and Fiesta Island. It makes no mention or 

allowance for coastal 10ne public visitor increases estimated by SANDAG at 41-50 

RESPONSES 

1-254 Surface water from Sea World 's theme park area and 25 percent of the ir parking lot 
is treated by Sea World 's water treatment facilit ies. These treated waters are tested 
on a regul ar basis for a variety of constituents, the results of which are provided to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board as part of Sea World 's NPDES permit 
requirements. M itigation Measure 4.5-2 provides for addit ional treatment of 
Sea World 's surface runoff beyond what is already addressed through Sea World 's 
existing Best Management Practices (BMP) (See Section 4.5.1, Existing Conditions). 
Surface water runoff ei ther enters the City's storm drain system and then proceeds 
to San Diego Bay or enters San Diego Bay from the Sea World leasehold to from 
Sea World 's water treatment plants. Also see response to comment 1-305 . 

1-255 This comment describes the closed Mission Bay Landfill on the Sea World leasehold, 
whi ch is also discussed in an updated landfill description in Section 4.11.1 , Existing 
Conditions in Section 4.11, Human Health/Public Safety of the Draft EIR. The 
City of San Diego Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) has indicated that the Mission 
Bay Landfill is not a Class I landfill and that although hazardous materials were 
placed in this landfill , monitoring of groundwater and water in the area has not 
shown that it is leaking. See responses to comments and S-1 through S-1 9. 

I-256 See responses to comments S-1 through S- 19 and 1-255. 

1-257 See responses to comments S- 1 through S- 19 and 1-255. 

1-258 The boundaries of the landfill on Sea World 's leasehold are generally known. See 
responses to comments S-1 through S-19. Furthermore, as discussed in revised 
Section 4.11.3, Human Health, Public Safety, Impact of the Draft EIR, although 
future development area 1-2 is coincident with a small portion of the landfi ll based 
on an approx imate boundary map, SeaWorld 's lease with the City prohibited 
SeaWorld from disturbing the landfill. Therefore, prior to future development 
SeaWorld would conduct the appropriate testing in conformance with federal , 
state and local regulations to determine the exact boundary of the landfill to ensure 
that no development would occur in this area. 

1-259 If any hazardous materials in the groundwater are encountered for any proposed 
project, they wi ll be remediated as described in Section 4.11 .3, Human Health/ 
Public Safety, Impact of the Draft EIR. 

1-260 The City of San Diego is responsible for any issues with the Mission Bay Landfill 
if they did not occur as a result of Sea World 's actions. If Sea World actions result 
in a new contamination, then Sea World will be responsible. These requirements 
are detailed in the City of San Diego/Sea World lease agreement. 
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1-261 A standard hazardous material emergency response plan is provided for City 
landfills. Should a hazardous emergency occur, the City of San Diego would 
respond through their Hazardous Materials Response Unit. This would be followed 
by response from the San Diego County Hazardous Materials Response Unit. 
The response will vary with the nature of the emergency. 

1-262 See response to comment 1-260. 

1-263 The EIR is only required to analyze environmental effects resulting from the 
proposed project, not Mission Bay Park as a whole, and to identify measures to 
mitigate significant impacts resulting from the project. See response to comment 
1-147. 

1-264 See response to comment 1-263. 

1-265 See response to comment 1-263. 

1-266 See Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR for a description 
of existing intersection LOS and an analysis of project-related traffic impacts in 
the area of the Sea World leasehold, including Sea World 's traffic mitigation measures. 

1-267 See response to comment I-19 . 

1-268 See response to comment L-59. 

1-269 See response to comment L-93. 

1-270 See response to comment L-93. 
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COMMENTS 

percent by 2020. It fails to .factor in possible hotel expansions at De Ama Point 
and Bahia Point. 

The BIR fails to do a required fire and police study. The RIR fails to consider 
the public health impact of the IO!iS or emergency trauma access for the coastal 
recreational :oone call!ed by closure of both the areas hospitals. 

In citing a possible Disneyland-like monorail symem between resorts. the BIR 
ignores the Master Plan's call ror a park public tram system. This desperately 
needed element to reduce area traffic pressures has been successfully Implemented 
at the Del MBr Fairgrounds and Balboa Pait. 

The EIR fails to mention a case study that demonstra~ the coastal access 
impacts of the Sea World expansion. Gridlock. In 1999, SeaWorld's free 11dmiSfilon 
'day attracted a crowd th£ corporation wants every summer day. Coastal 
·communities, beaches, and the park were brought to a standstill. Interstate 8 was 
backed up to Interstate 5. This is real, unlike SeaWorld llgures that project a 
customer growth Increase of 1.3% per annum. Why Is this extremely conservative 
estimate for a massive thrill ride/hotel/retail/convention center e:q,anslon accepted 
by the consultant as the basis for traffic projections? 

The BIR ofl'.ers no mitigation for impacts to Interstat.e 5. What of inability to 
pay for mltigatton1 Re: Sea World Drive/Northbound I-5 Olframps: "This long-tam 
impact may not be fully mitigated due to the £act that full funding for the CIP may 
be delayed or never acheived." 

What of the traffic from this project irreversibly worsening coastal traffic 
levels that block resident and tourist access to and along the coast? These five 
critical intersections already fail city standards for passage (LOS D being 
a11cceptable"): SeaWorld Drive/I-5 Northbound Offramps LOS B. Ingraham 
StJCrown Point Dr. LOS B, West Mission Bay Drive/l-8Westbound Offramp LOS F, 
Sun.set Cliffs BlvdJI-8 Westbound Offramp LOS F and Nimitx Blvd.JSunset Cliffs 
Blvd. LOS P? 
BIOLOGICAL: Lost In the Qty's drive for revenue is stewardship of the park's 
endangered species. Under the Bndangered Species Act, the city is responsible to 
increase and maintain viable habitat for the park's seven endangered lif.e forms. 

Productive Least tern nesting areas have been mluced to just three. 
SeaWorld's hi-rises would apparently preclude one site in a part, already the most 
commercialized In California: •eowever, in the event that California Least Terns 
reestablish a nesting colony at Stony Point. the creation of additional potential 
pmlator perch sites could result in a significant adverse impact to Least Tem 
nesting success and/or site use." The three nesting sites closest to SeaWorld have 
provcn non-productive. The city has destroyed two others. Clearly stndy of 
development and noise Impacts on blrd nest site selection Is required. 
AIR QUALITY: SeaWorld has cogcneration energy until! permitted to mo full 
time, 24/7, In summer. What fuel do the8e rnie? What levels of p0llution do they 
prodnce? What Is the record of compllanoe with air pollution district regulations? 

RESPONSES 

1-271 The police and fi re service are addressed in Section 7.4, Public Services of the 
Draft EIR. 

1-272 As noted in the SeaWorld Master Plan Update Draft EIR, page 7-3 , the City 's 
standard response time for paramedic ambulances is 8.0 minutes. According to 
City of San Diego, Fire Communications Information and Dispatch Services, the 
locations from which the med ical emergency teams are dispatched rotate on a daily 
basis. Primary hospitals uti lized fo r service of the Sea World area are Scripps La 
Jo ll a and Mercy Hospital. The hospital is chosen based on the severity of the 
patient's condition and the leve l of acti vity at the hospitals. Impacts due to 
closure of area hospitals are outside the scope of the proposed project and are not 
required to be analyzed in the EIR. 

1-273 See response to comment L-2. 

1-274 Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation, address traffic conditions and thereby 
coastal access in the project area. 

1-275 See responses to comments 1-18 and 1-19. 

1-276 The rationale fo r the 1.3 percent compounded annual growth rate assumptions are 
provided in Section 3.4.4, Project Description, Attendance Projections of the Draft 
EIR. See response to comment I-1. 

1-277 See response to comment l-276. 

1-278 The E!R states that the project woul d cause significant and unmitigated impacts to 
1-5 north of Sea World Drive. Mitigation for this impact would require the 
installation of an add itional travel lane for both northbound and southbound traffic 
on 1-5 between Sea World Drive and SR-52. 

1-279 See response to comment 1-41. 

l-280 An evaluation of intersections is provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circu lation of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measures for impacts resulting from 
Sea World operations are described in Section 4.4.5, Transportation and Circulation, 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR. The Mitigation Measures 
identified fo r intersections would mitigate the traffic impacts in accordance with 
City policies. 

l-281 Comment noted . 
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1-282 See responses to comments F-1 through F-2. 

I-283 An explanation of SeaWorld's cogeneration facilities is provided under the 
"Generation" heading on page 4.12-2 in the Draft EIR. Sea World's co-generation 
engines run on natural gas fuel transmitted by the local utility company. Emission 
factors and permit limits for these engines are: operating temperature range must 
be between I 03 and 117 F; oxides of nitrogen emissions shall be limited to 275 
parts per million by volume (PPMV); carbon monoxide emissions shall be limited 
to 720 PPMV and calculated at 3 percent oxygen on a dry basis. 

1-284 There have been no violations of air pollution district regulations during the recent 
and current monitoring and testing period. 
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The study notes SeaWorld and Mission Bay Park are in a potential toxic hot 
!>POt for air pollution due to a coastal inversion layer. It notes PM-10 levels will 
Increase. What of critical PM-5 levels? Why is the resultant Impact on air 
pollutants from stop and go traffic and cold starts In the city's second largest 
park:lng lot an acceptable impact on public health? 
· OISE ANALYSIS: The mR noise analysis Is questionable: "The average 
noise level may exceed the City's Noise Ordinance numbers, but in practical terms. 
cannot be .measured because the levels are below the average ambient levels." The 
report seems to include airplane overflights Into the ambient noise level. The report 
then goes on to admit SeaWorld noise may be audible out to 7,000 feet from the 
park. 

How many city neighborhoods does this effect? Where ls a simple radius 
circle chart for firewom noise, amplified show announcements, screams from thrill 
'des, music from Rockin .Summer Nigh.ts, and noise from ride equipment? 

SeaWorld has proposed its Splashdown Ride in the closest proximity to 
future public picnic and children's play areas at Fiesta Island and Sooth Shores. It 
admits Splashdown is designed with two scream drops. The study says Orlando's 
ride registers equipment noise of 81 dBA and screams of 92 dBA but says San 
Diego's rlde will register but 40 to 54 decibels. 

At whatever level, this demonstrates more unacceptable impacts to a public 
park. Pam have human value in their natural solitude for families, seniors, and 
the sick. Why should parkgoers at Fiesta Island and Sooth Shores be under the 
literal shadow and noise of a beer company's profit machinery? Roller coaster 
enthusiasts can use the coaster at Belmont Park, a nearby public park already 
bulldozed to commercialize it for politically-connected developers. 

Sincerely, 
~~/~ 

~Andre~ 
Save Everyone's Access 

RESPONSES 

1-285 A CO ·'hot spot" analysis was conducted for the proposed project and is presented 
in under the "Vehicular Emissions Impacts" heading on page 4.9-1 2 in the Draft 
EIR. 

1-286 The question/comment about "critical PM-5 leve ls" presumably was intended to 
reference " PM-2.5" instead. National standards for PM-2.5 were on hold at the 
time the Draft EIR was prepared. There are no State standards for PM-2.5. 
Because State standards fo r PM- I 0, which includes PM-2.5 as one component, 
are more stringent than the federal PM-2.5 standard, any analysis fo r PM- I 0 
relative to the State standard automatically incorporates any possible PM-2.5 
issues. 

1-287 The Draft EIR notes on page 4.9-1 1 that cars are becoming cleaner faster than any 
proj ected rate of growth of Sea World attendance. The resulting emissions, calculated 
as the product of attendance (vehicles) times their average emission levels, are 
forecasted to continue to decline. As discussed in Section 4.9.4, Air Quality, 
Impacts of the Draft EIR, impacts are less than significant because future mobile 
source emissions from visitor and employee travel will be less than for existing 
conditions. "Public health" is referenced to off-site sensitive receptors. Their 
exposure to project-related mobile source emissions will decli ne. The Draft EIR 
does not, however, des ignate emissions as "acceptab le" as suggested. Ambient air 
quality at nearby intersections is acceptable because it meets clean ai r standards. 
Emiss ions are less than significant because they decline with time. All emissions, 
however, impede attainment of regiona l air quali ty standards and should thus be 
minimi zed to the extent feasible. 

1-288 The noise analys is presented in Section 4.7, Noise, concludes that there would be 
no signifi cant unmitigable noi se impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

1-289 Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR addresses noise impacts from the proposed 
projects, including the Splashdown Ride (screams and track noise) and from the 
Shamu Stadium (amplified sound) and their effect on areas surrounding the project 
site. See response to comment L- 127. 

l-290 See response to comment 1-289. 

1-291 The Draft EI R indicates that the Splashdown Ride noise analys is refe rence level is 
92 dBA at 50 feet from the ride. Noise contours with lower noise levels were 
calcul ated based on this reference level and are shown on Figure 4.7-4 in the Draft 
EIR. 

1-292 Comment noted. Section 9.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR and in particular, 
Section 9.8. Combination Alternative, address the possibi lity of the proposed 
project without the Splashdown Ride. Also, see response to comment 1-147. 
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LOMA RIVIERA COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION,JNC. 
311 5 lOMA RIVIERA bJ.l!IVE 

SAN DIEGO. CALtFORNIA 9211 Q 

ffi!PMOHE(619) 224·1313 

April 24, 2001 

The City of San Diego 

Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue s"' Floor -

San Diego, Ca. 92101 

DELIYERY BY COURIER 

SUBJECT: SeaWorld Master P)an Update Draft EIR dmd March 12, 2001 

To Whom Tl May Concern: 

At the direction of the Loma Riviera Community Associat ion Board ofDirec1ors. 

This is in response to the subject Draft EIR 

FM. (61~ 224-4053 

The draft EIR concludes that among other impacts the project would result in significant 

environmental impacts in the fo1!owing =s: Land use, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics, 

Light, Glare, Transportntion and Circulation, Noise, and All"Quality. 

After reviewing the EIR. especially the above impacts and the proposed rnitig.ation. we the duly 

elected board members as representatives of Loma Riviera Community (Condominium) 

As.go(;ia1ion, comprised of gome 526 residents, wumimously find the proposed mitigation and 

interp~ion of Prop D unacceptable for the following reasons: 

t 
1. lnaccu= or conflicting data 
2. Dependency upon UDfunded and unreliable CIP"s. 

3. Dependency upon City funding for mitigation which was not included in proposition D. 

4. Serious UD.01itigatcd impacts (such as noise and air quality) lo we residents living dosest to 

Sa World. Loma Riviera is less than one mile from Sea World and was not monitored in 

any data. Many of our residents are seniors who have lived here for over 25 years. 

I-296 L Sec also the llttachod review of the Table S-1 Summary of the EIR Impacts and Mitigation. 

1-297 L We ask you to reject the Sea World Master Plan Update based upon the unacceptable impacts. 

For the board of Loma Riviera Community Association. 

Chairperson 

RESPONSES 

1-293 Comment noted. 

1-294 See responses to comments L-113 and I-95. 

1-295 The Draft ElR did not identify unmitigated air quality or noise impacts. See Section 
4.9, Air Quality and Section 4.7, Noise, in the Draft EIR. Also, see response to 
comment 1-121. 

I-296 See response to comment I-298. 

1-297 The City will take this comment into consideration when it makes its detennination 
concerning the proposed project. 
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DRAFT EIR Sea World Master Plan Update- ~ate of Notice 3/12/01 
TABLES-1 pagelof7 
Summary of Im pads and Mitigation 
The following anal~s ratings arc based upon the LRCA board's review of the findings 

publiihcd in the Sea World Master Plan Update Executive Swnmary dated March 12, 2001. 
{I) Where the results of mitigation do not reduce the impact "to below a level of significance," 
this is equated to an.ting of NOT ACCEPTABLE. 

(2) Whcm mitigation ~ dependent upon funding in pan or wholly by the city or state 

govcmmental bodies and their legislation (such as a city formed CIP), and as "full funding fur 

the CIP may be delayed or never achiCVM (4.4.2)", these are l'lltcd as Nar ACCEPTABLE 
{3) Where certain impa.c1s are not ascertainable or "identified,• these have the latent potermal for 
being NOT ACCEPTABLE but, IUC rated UNDETERMINED 

Results after suggested 
mitigation measures (if any) 

(l)LandUse 
Impacts to transportation/circulation and neighborhood 
clwacteristics/aesthetics 

Environmental. impad8 due to proposed marina expansion 

(2) Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics 
Tier 1 Visual Impacts (The Splashdown ride) 

Sea World Master Plan Update Visual Impacts 

(3) Light, Glare and Shading 
Light and Glare _ (Note: Unable to Identify does ,wt mean that 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

there i.s no potenJiol camrulati~ problem.) UNDETERMINED 

ShM!e (Note: Effects of shading are dependent upon height and 

mass. This cannot be determined wlJhma finiJe dimensions arrd 

aact locallon ·of tndlYldual and cumulative projects.) UNDETERMINED 

( 4) Transportation and Circnlation 
Roadway Segments (2005 weekday) 

(Note: This analysts is badly flawed It assumes that there would nor 
be :significant im1'1diate Impact llfJOnfreeway 8. ~r 60"Ai of the 
visit()f's to Sea World come from San Diego and other parts of So11them 

California. Applying tco,wmles of distana of travel. Traffic from 
/-15 ere 163 would~ 1-8 to the Sports .A~ e:xit to Sta World Drive. 
Northbound lraffic upcn l-5 would exit East upon 1-8 to tire Sports 
Arena Exit also the out of .state visftor.r (35%) to Sea World w/tQ would 
reside in hoiels primarily In Mission Valley and S011ch of 1-8. Old 
Town and PoinJ Loma hatdlmotef guests would J~t Sports Arena 
Blvd. Ros«ranS and Midway to ac"3S SeaWorld NOT ACCEPTABLE 

RESPONSES 

1-298 See responses to comments L-53 through L-84. 
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TABLES-I 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation (cqntinued) 

(4) Transportation and CirculatiQD (continued) 

Key In1=ecti.ons (2005 weekday} 

page 2 of7 

Results after suggested 
mitigation measures (if any) · 

(Nott:The rtport only no signifu:ant impacts. The following a,nhtldid:s the 
Sea World report. Thee tdrttdy l,r,efoi/ing (a111grsted rurd ,u,mirab/e)UJS 

(1nd of serviu) r/llillgs i>f E &F {see.~ wttlrendl) 

INTERSECTION LOS 

1-5 Northbound Ramps/Sea World Dr. E 

I-5 Southbotmd Ramps/Sea World Dr. E 

Llrula Vista Rd.!Napa St. E 

Midway Dr./Sports Arena/W. Pt. Loma Blvd• F 

Nimitz 81/W. Point Loma Blvd.~ F 

Camino del RloW/Rosecrans SL/Sports Arena BJ• E 

•All three OJ'e located in Pl. Loma areas impacted 
by Sea World traffic. 

Source: Tho above data &om The City of San Diego Community and Economic Development 
Dept Trampomti<m Pllllliling Section .Report of I l-25-97 . 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

Freeway Ramps/Arterials/Freeway Segments (2005 weekday) 
(Note: The subject summary indicates no near term (prior to 2005) or signi.ficanl impads 

nor does it indude weekends. This is 1msubstantiated, as the whole intent of Sea World's: 
redevelopment is to increase attendance which can only result in increased rrajfic 
volume. See above chart with regard to existing 1-5 ramps) NOT ACCEYI'ABLE 

Roadway Segments (2005 weekday) 
(Note: The summary indicates significant impactt on Sea World Drtv£ and West M'ission 
Bay Drive unless mitigated. It makes no ~ention of weekends. The mitigations i1lll0lve 
unacceptable CIP~. NOTACCEPTABLE 

RESPONSES 
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TABLES-I 
Summary oflmpacts and Mitigation (contimwl) 

(4)Transportation and Circubtion (continued) 

. ·Roadway Segments (2020 wedcday) 

page3of7 

Results after suggested 
mitigation measures (if any) 

(Note: The summary MlllgaJionfor ~ar 2020 is predicaJed upon a prior CIP having 
occurr:ed or tlf)On one taking plaa in 2020. Both mitigations are specious as funding by 
the city may not be (l'llailab/e during 1k inlervening years or in 2020; ho-r, the traffic 
impacts would occur. NOT ACCEPTABLE 

Key Intersections (2020 weekday) 

(Note: The SeaWorld Drive Norfhbound l-5 onramp, offramp, &a World drive and 

Pacific highway mitigarions are unm:ceptahle as they are considered as H part of a.future 
CJP project which may or may not be created and/or adeguatelv fimded (4.4-4 & 4.4-5.)" 
West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 Westbound offramp mitigation includes creating t1t10ther 
rlgh1 turn laM and widening M'wion bay bridge.. Major undertakings which would only 
talce pl.ace if "CIP 52-643 is implemented and fully funded. ( 4-4.6)" 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

Freeway Ramps (2020 wetlday) 
(Note: .M indicated in 1k table on page 2 of this evaluation, the summary ignores the 
existence ofthel997 City of San Diego's Transportation Planning's LOS "E H(congested 
and undesirable) raring oi the l-5 ramps to Sea World Drive. To as.rume that this would 
require no interim mitigation until 2020 is fallacicllS. Even then the mitigation is based 
upon an unreliable CIP. 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 

CMP Arterials (2020 weekday) 

(Note: No Impact identified therefore no m/flgatwn prQpOsed. 11,is in spite of the future 
rongemd arterials as ilknttjied by the city's transportation section.) 

UNDETERMINED 
Key Intersections (2005 weekend) 

(Note: The summary indicates significant impacts. Millgation measure ,f.4-10 assumes 
that I-8 and Jngraha,ri has not been already impacted, thereby negaJing this as a 
solutfon.[See page I of this review under Readway Segments]) 

UNDETERMINED 
CMP Freeway Segments (2020) 

(Note: The statement Himpacts are considered unmitigahle, " in the siunmary is alone 
eflQl/gh to condemn the entire SeaWorld bulldout proposal. 

NOT ACCEPT.A.BU 

RESPONSES 
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TABLES-I 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation (con.inwd) 

(4)Transportation and Circulation (continued) 

' · Parking {20IO) 

page 4 of7 

Results after suggested 

mitigation measures (if any) 

{Note: In the summary it is illteresting that it is projected that the tm.ting parking at 
Sea World may be exceeded by the year 2010 hilt, that corresponding concerns/or traffic 
i,npacts do not occur in thiJ s11mmary 1D1til 2020.) 

Mitigation mellSUn!s 4.4.11 It is unclear from the summary if one or all three measures 

would be nl]_Uind under the most adverse conditions. UNDETERMJNE]) 

(S) Water Quality 

Existing Operations 
Aquaria W~ Treatment (Note: The summary indicates no significant impact 

identi/kd because of rxlsring controls. Therefore no rnitigaticn required.) 

This finding is in spite oft~ faa that Sea World has been found in frequent violaJion 

(more than 50 tirnes) o/NPDES P"rmits over the past six years. On December 8, 

2000 Sea World was f1111!d $12,000 by the Regional Waler Quality Control Board for 

exceeding Entercoccus and total Coiifonn bacteria limits in discharges into 

M,ssion Bay. EXISTING CONDITIONS UNACCEPTABLE 

Future Expan!lion 
Marina Expansion (Note: The potential for Sea World to add personal watercraft to a 

proposed hotel att{J(:hed marina is Ml acceptable. P WC's are known for their high 

"volume of pollutant discharge (hydrocarbons.) They are a hea/Jh and safety hazard 

have already resulted in death and serious i,yury in Mission Bay. They are a major 

nuisance ro other boaters particularly sailors. Frorn a public safety standpoinJ PWC's 

should be eliminated not encouraged CONDITIONAL 

Future Exhibits (Note: The summary merely indica1es thal additional aquarium water 

and exhibit hosedowns would be inC-Orporated into the existing system. As indicated 

above this system is already iMdequate.) UNACCEPTABLE 

(6) Biological R~urces 

Shading of Eelgrass Beds (Note: This summary is pn.dicated upon fature evaluation) 

UNDETERMINED 

RESPONSES 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation (continued) page5of7 

(6) Bi0iogie2I Resoutccs (continued) Results after suggested -
mitigation measures (if any) 

· Least Terns (ForagiJ).g) & Least Terns (Fireworks) (Note: Some enviromnen1alis,s suggest 
tha! Sea World hill a concienious program to discOIJf'age Least Tern nesting in areas 
adjoining Sea World as tMY ere vkwed as a threaJ to the activities and e;;pansion lry 
Sea World The elevat~frequu,cy of fireworks is viewed as a part vf thaJ program.) 
No Impacts were identifatl UNDETEDfINED 

(7)Noise 

Future Tier 2 Rides (Note: The swnmary indicates thtJt fon,re rides and show may result 
in sig,,.ificanl noise impacts. The M'lligatton Measure would only rt4uire a Coastal 
Develapm4!rrt Permit- Because public inpul is limited by the meeting location (frequenJly 
out of the oounty) and the limited marmer of public input proce.ss with thi:1 body, this is 
not acceptable. Each individual structure must be reviewed by the pla1ming boards in the 
communllies surrmmding Mlssum Bay including Ocean Beach and the Peninsula 
Planning board Each sfnlcture must then be reviewed by the city planning commission 
and then by the city council. UNACCEPTABLE 

Traffic Noise (Note: The summary only deals with traffu: no~ as it relates to the future 
hotel and the possible signif,cant nolst impacts. It completely neglecn to deal with 
increased traffic noise impacts to the residents of communities tJ4joining the freeways 
servicing Seo World during interim buildout.) UNA.CCEPT.tfBLE 

Splashdown Ride Noise (Note: The splashdawn ride noise study uses as a basis the 
Journey To Atlonlts aJ Sea World in Orlando, Florida.) The ride in Orlando was 
portrayed aJ the fow public fonrms us being OM that was completely enclosed. The 
splashdcwn concluded in a domed room replicating an imaginary undersea Atlantis. 
To the contrary the Sea World San Diego version is portrayed as a primarily open air 
ride with no surrounding acoustical constraints to noise. The sound tr=mlsslon studies 
based 11pOn the Orlando spfashdawn are thereby invalid. NOT ACCEPTABLE 

(8) Geology/Soils 

Liquefuction (Note: Sea World is located upon unstable sedimenJary soils. As such, any 

structure llpOn it poses serlosg earthquake related hazards.) Any new structures must 
con.form to reiaJed t:urrenl standards. CONDITIONAL 

RESPONSES 
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Summary oflmpads and Mitigation (continued) page 6 of7 

(9) Air Quality Results after suggested 

mitigation measures {if any) 
. Ambient Air Quality (Note: The AUDffldix G Air Quality Impact Ana/vsi.s is partially 

OCCW'ilte and partially flawed.) It is correct in il's (111(1/ysis of Climalic condition.r (P. l) in 
and around M'wion Bay and -Slll7'0undittg comm1111ities. 'The atmospheric conditions 
combiM to limit the ability to dispe~ air pollulion generatui by the large population." 
It i11 flawed in that predicates it's air quality evaluations in the ana surrounding 
SeaWorld upon the Air Pollution Control District's (A.PCD) "nearest station to Mission 
Bay ... at it's duwntown air monitoring station at 330 A 12'1' Street." 
This location is more than 4.5 miles from the inw-section of 1-5 & l-8. the epicenru of 
impact oJ air quality from vt:hicle traffic (see attached map). The APCD monltur lies 
We.rt of the 1-5. With the prevailing wind from the West this gives no 11cientific accuracy 
to the monitor station's data on Air pollutwn around the San Diego fre=ays let alone 
it's rem()te location.from the project. 

The proposed d<IWntown ballpark. proposed hotel constrllction in Quiviera Basin, 
SeaWorld, DeAnza Cove and the proposed buildcut of Sea World in part or in 
co,nl,ination present a recipe fur disa:rter not ottly in traffic conditions, buJ health and 

safety in terms of air qumity from increased traffic vehicular emissions. · 

It has been re[JOrted naJionally and by teachers in the local (Mzssion Bay area) public 
schoo/ .rystern that there has been a progresstve increase in the number of school children 
with a.rthmatic conditions . .Autumotive polb1tants are a mown direct contrib111ur to this 
condition. 

Mitigation Mea.rure 4.9-1 only addresse.r construction activity at Sea World. It does not 
rejlea the increased traffic projectiott.r based upon arrendance at Sea World during the 
interim bui/do111 and the cunrularive traffic effects of other projects in the area. 

NOT ACCEPTABLE 
(10) Recreational Resources 

Traffic (Note: This only addresses construction traffic it does not address the conflict 
between the Master Pkm Update and the Mzssion Bay Park of pedestri.anlbicycle acq1ss 
along the e1111re M"u.sion Bay waterfront which also links with the Peninsula Biu Path.) 
See also Table S-2 Enlumced Public.Access Alternative ( S-21) UNDETERMINED 

RESPONSES 
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Summary_ofl.mpacts and Mitigation (continu.ed) 

(10) Water Conservation 

page 7 of7 

Results after suggested 

mitigation m=ires (if any) 

Water Consumption (Note: This is difficult to evaluate beforehand, but it may be assumed 
thal fresh water consumption would increase particularly if used in conjunction with the 

propos~d splashdown and .tim/lar ritks due to evaporatit:m. Marirn: life eJ:hibits use salt 
water and wcuJd only be a factur in terms of satisfactory filtration and treatment prior to 
re-cyclir,g il!lo Mission Bay. UNDETERMINED 

RESPONSES 



;;o 
-3 
0 

I 

w 
"° 

1-298 
Cont. 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

12th Averme Air Quality MonitoriDg Station 
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Response to Sea World Draft Environmental Impact Report: 

From: Ocean Beach Grassroots Organization 

4423 Brighton Ave. 

San Diego, California 92107 

Authon: Gregg Robinson, Marc Snelling, Lynne V anderpot, Debora 
Greene for OBGO 

Contact Person: Gregg Robinson 

Phone: (619) 225-0377 

RESPONSES 
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Introduction: 

·ocean Beach Grassroots organization is a community organization that began 
in Ocean Beach less than a year ago. While our primary orientation is toward 
the environmental, social and economic needs of our community, we are also 
concerned about wider issues as well. For an organization that has been in 
existence for such a short time, we have gained a great deal of support in our 
community. Our membership is over 50 people, and we h.ave the active 
support of hundreds more (see Appendix E). Our primary goal has been the 
preservation of the unique quality of life found in Ocean Beach. 

Given these concerns, we have been actively involved in issues affecting 
Mission Bay. Consequently, we are very disturbed by Sea World's proposals 
to expand their facilities. The proposals outlined in the environmental impact 
report violate not only the letter and spirit of the Mission Bay master plan, but 
Sea World's own referendum (a mid-1990's vote that allows them to exceed 
the height limit) as well. We believe that these developments will do 
irreparable harm both to our community, and to Mission Bay. 

Our primary concerns fall into four areas. First, the project's impact on 
traffic and air quality. Second, its impact on water quality and sewer 
resources. Third, its possible intrusion on the site of an old toxic land fill. 
Finally, its affect on the physical environment including birds, sea life and 
the aesthetics of the area 

While we address each of these areas in depth below, we will summarize our 
major points before proceeding. 

Summary 

The EIR indicates that there will be unmitigatable impact on traffic from this 
development in the areas around Sea World, but even this we believe 
seriously underestimates this impact. There are factual errors and logical 
inconsistencies that lead us to believe there will be traffic far in excess of the 
EIR projections. This will not only make the lives of those ofus who must 
drive these streets on a regular basis much more difficult, but will limit 
access to Mission Bay for all San Diego residents. We also believe that this 
congestion could seriously impair fire, police and other safety services to the 
areas and communities around Sea World. 

[ 

Since the connection between traffic and air pollution is obvious, we find the 
EIR's projection ofno impact on air quality to be highly questionable. The 
_EIR fails to address changing standards in air quality, it leaves out of its 

RESPONSES 

1-299 Comment noted. 

1-300 See responses to comments L-59, 1-5, l-20 and 1-3 I 5. 

1-301 See responses to comments 1-27 1 and 1-272. 

I-302 An explanation of the potential air quality impact is provided under the "Vehicular 
Emissions Impacts" heading on page 4.9- 11 of the Draft E!R. Also see response to 
comment 1-287. 
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report contnbutions to air pollution of some other proposed developments in 
ftie area, and it uses outdated standards in some of its report. There is one 
point we think worth emphasizing. While the Sea World EIR claims to have 
taken into account the impact of all proposed developments in the Mission 
Bay area, there is a glaring contradiction with the final EIR of the Quivira 
Basin project This latter EIR states in its conclusions that there will be 
significant and unmitigatable impacts on air quality from this development 
alone. How is it then possible for the Sea World EIR., with twice the traffic, 
to have no impact of air quality if it is taking into account the Quivira 
,roject? This and many other mconsistencies need to be addressed. 

In the area of water quality and sewer infra-structure, we find the EIR to have 
underestimated impacts and ignored important issues. Most importantly, the 
EIR ignores some important impacts of the increase in traffic and litter on 
water quality. The EIR does address the issue of run-off from increased 
traffic at Sea World itself(though we believe even here the EIR minimizes 
the impact-see below), but it says nothing about problems outside of Sea 
World. The increase in visitors and traffic to Sea World will also increase the 
oil, gas, and other pollutants on surrounding roadways as these visitors wait 
in·traffic and visit other areas in and around Mission Bay. The run-off from 
this increased use has not been addressed by the EIR. 

In addition, the EIR makes no mention of the impact of the expansion of 
development on sewer resources. The Sea World development (in the build 
out phase) in combination with the other developments planned for Mission 
Bay, will necessitate massive increases in sewer hook-ups. The stress this 
may cause to an already overburdened system has not been addressed. More 
important yet, the cost to local tax payers of these additional sewernook-ups 
is not even mentioned. This is particularly surprising since the referendum 
that allowed Sea World to exceed the height limitation states explicitly that 
there will be no costs to taxpayers from this development. 

Third, the threat to this development of the old dump site located to the east 
of Sea World has not been sufficiently explored in the EIR. Much has been 
written about this site over the years. While there is a lively debate about 
whether the toxic materials in this dump currently pose a threat to visitors 
and wildlife, there is no debate about the existence of highly toxic substances 
in this area The EIR., however, only makes limited mention of this problem. 
Since this site could pose both physical as well as economic costs to the 

RESPONSES 

1-303 See response to comment 1-332 regarding cumulative ai r quality impacts. The only air 
quality standard that has changed since the Draft EIR was authored pertains to PM-
2.5, which is addressed in response to comment 1-286. 

1-304 The Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project Draft EIR air quality analysis of vehicular 
emissions differs from the Sea World Draft EIR in two ways. The basis for understanding 
both reasons pertains to projections by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 
that in future years vehicles (known as the vehicle fleet) will generate fewer em issions. 
This is because older vehicles, which generate more air emissions would be retired, and 
newer vehicles will generate fewer ai r pollutants. With this in mind, the first reason 
pertains to a comparison of existing emissions generated by each project to future 
emissions from each project. Compared to existing conditions, vehicular emissions 
from project-related traffic will decline because its rate of traffic generation is slower 
than the rate of emissions improvements from better automotive emissions controls. 
The Quivira Basin project, however, proposes a rate of growth that out-paces air 
emission improvements from less polluting vehicles in the future. Relative to existing 
conditions, future project-related traffic will therefore have less of an impact than it 
does today. 

The second reason is that the Draft EIR used a buildout date of 2020, which is 
consistent with the maximum traffic generation. The Quivira Basin Redevelopment 
Project Draft EIR uses a buildout date of 2005, because this is the projected date for 
completion of this project. The 2020 vehicular fleet, (i.e., vehicles on the road), would 
generate considerably less air pollutants as compared to the vehicular fleet in 2005. The 
result is that calculated vehicular air emissions fo r the Quivira Basin project exceed the 
significance thresholds, while Sea World vehicular air emissions will not. 

l-305 In addition to the City's regular street-sweeping, Sea World currently implements a 
sweeping program whereby parking lots, walkways and internal streets are swept daily 
to remove litter, oils and grease, and particulate matter, as further described on page 4.5-
10 of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, while it is understood that vehicles, particularly 
from brake pad and tire wear, are a source of heavy metals released on streets, the state 
of the practice has not advanced to the point where quantification of these pollutant 
impacts is feasible on a per vehicle basis. In accordance with CEQA Section 15145, the 
EIR process is not required to speculate on impacts that are not quantifiable. 

Furthermore, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted 
Tentative Order 2001 -01 on February 21 , 200 I. Under paragraph F.1.a.(7) each 
municipality within the County of San Diego is being charged with the responsibility 
of implementing a Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP) 
that contains, among other measures, a component for reducing pollutants associated 
with vehicles and increased traffic resulting from development or significant 
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redevelopment. Within 365 days of the adoption of this Order the 20 copermittees 
shall collectively develop a model Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) which will include this same component. Within 180 days of approval 
of the Standard SUSMP, each municipality will adopt its own local SUSMP and 
submit a copy along with amended ordinances consistent with the approved model , 
to the RWQCB for review and approval. These regulations are required to be 
implemented because they are an "order to comply." 

1-306 See response to comment L-39. 

1-307 See responses to comments S-1 through S-1 9. Section 4.11 , Human Heath/Public 
Safety of the Draft EIR has been revised to include add itional data regarding the 
inactive Mission Bay Landfill. 



;,:, 
-l 
0 
..,.. 
Vl 

1-307 
Cont. 

1-308 

I-309 

1-3 10 

I-311 

COMMENTS 

Ldevelopment, we think a more rigorous analysis of the risks involved should 
be undertaken. 

·p ourth, the EIR makes limited effort to address the problems of impact on 
endangered and protected species in the area. Our feeling is that CURRENT 
efforts are minimal. Anyone who has walked the area now set aside for least 
tern nesting knows how pathetically small and marginal is this area. To 
further encroach on this limited area for road widening and other projects is 
unacceptllble. There are scores of other bird species tllJtt use this area, and 
the report bas little to say about them. 

In addition, we believe the impact of the Sea World project in combination 
with other developments in the area will cause major changes in the 
aesthetics of Mission Bay. Toe Mission Bay master plan explicitly states that 
this resource should stay open and uncluttered by commercial development. 
Toe Sea World development in combination with Qwvira Basin development 
will create a "wall" of commercial enterprise that will extend from the ocean 
to nearly two miles in land. Promises to mitigate and compensate for this 
development are unacceptably small. 

Our organization belines thAt the problems associated with the EIR, 
both admitted and ignored, mr2n that the only accept.hie response is to 
stop this development. The EIR lists .this re5ponse as one of its options, 
but says that it would violate "project objectives". This, however, is 
unimportant in compamon to the greater good that stopping 
development wonld provide. Tbf!ff "objectives" an based on the needs 
or Sea World, not on the needs oftbe San Diego community. 

ff the City b unwilling to h.alt development immediately, then a 
referendum should be submitted to the citizens of San Diego that allows 
them to vote on this issue. This referendum should contain a fuU mt of 
the impact! of this and ALL developments planned for Mission Bay. 
This should include impacts on traffic, air quality, bio-divenity, 
accessibility to the bay, and aesthetics. Most importantly, this 
referendum should clearly state the com of these projects HIDDEN in 
the provision of the public infra-structure (sewer, traffic, etc.) that 
makes them possible. 

1-308 

1-309 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment F-1 and F-2. The widening of Sea World Drive to six lanes is 
included in the Mi ssion Bay Park Master Plan Update and therefore was addressed in 
the Final EIR for that project. Furthennore, as stated on page 4.6-12 of the Draft EIR, 
"no native vegetation or sensitive animals occur within the area which could be impacted 
should SeaWorld be required to widen SeaWorld Drive as described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1 as outlined in Section 4.4. Although the Southern Wildlife Refuge and 
an unused least tern nesting site lie to the south of Sea World Drive, the indirect impacts 
from any roadway widening would not be significantly greater than those which are 
associated with the existing roadway." 

Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, indicates that 
the proposed project would result in a significant, unmitigable visual quality impact. 
See response to comment L-66. Further, the Mission Bay Master Plan Update 
designates the Sea World leasehold for commercial use. 

1-310 This comment is an opinion in support of the No Project Alternative. The City will 
take this comment into consideration when it makes its detennination concerning the 
proposed project. See also response to comment L-66. 

1-311 Comment noted. 
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I. Traffic and Air Quality: 

Introduction: 

in this section we address the issues of traffic and air quality. Each of these 
will be treated in separate sub-sections below. The issues of traffic and air 
quality are both the most immediate to our community and those with the 
most egregious errors and lapses in the EIR. We find the projections in the 
EIR for traffic increases and the attendant problems for air quality deeply 
disturbing. This unease, however, turns to horror when we realize that there 
has been a consistent underestimation of both the amount and impact of 
traffic increases in the report. 

We are the people who will have to live with the consequences of this failed 
estimation. We drive these roads and breath this air not on a few days during 
the summer or on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays, but 365 days year. 
We further believe that these underestimations will result in both a serious 
decrease in access to Mission Bay for the citizens of this city, and a major 
decrease in the quality of their experience should they be lucky enough to 
reach the bay. We therefore request a re-examination of the problems of 

__ traffic and air quality talcing into account the problems outlined below. 

Traffic: 
Underestimations 

As we stated in the introduction, there is a consistent pattern of 
underestimation of the traffic problems discussed in the EIR. One of the 
most important examples of this is the Draft EIR's focus on weekday traffic 
levels (Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday) for determining when mitigation 
measures are necessary. Summer weekend traffic often leads to more 
congestion than these days ( especially in the afternoon hours), and mitigation 
monitoring should take this into account. 

Further, the worse days for traffic are often on Mondays and Fridays 
during the summer as those are days when local commuters who use the 
roadways around Sea World join visitors to the park who are arriving early 
for the week-end. If these days are combined with a holiday (Memorial Day, 
Fourth of July, Labor Day, etc.), then grid lock conditions are common. This 
tendency will skyrocket as the number of hotels in this area increase. 
Anyone in the hotel industry can tell you that tourists don't just magically 
appear at 8 am on Saturday and leave at 5 pm on Sunday. 

Another example of underestimation is the assumption that there will 
be no increase in visits to Sea World as the result of Tier One developments. 

RESPONSES 

1-312 Comment noted. 

1-313 See responses to comments L-59, 1- 1, 1-2, 1-20 and 1-2 1. 

1-314 See responses to comments 1-1 , 1-2, 1-20 and 1-21. 

1-315 The traffic study trip generation is based on projected increases in attendance, not Tier 
I or 2 development. The Sea World theme park is estimated to generate an additional 
2,000 ADI by Year 2005 and an additional 8,000 ADI by Year 2020. The hotel and 
marina expansion would generate an additional 7,300 ADT after 2005. Therefore, the 
Tier I developments would contribute to the theme parkADT increases. See responses 
to comments 1-1 and 1-2. 
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This estimation, it is argued, is based on past experience. Sea World in the 
past has added attractions, only to see increases in attendance declme a few 
months later. We suspect, however, that Anheuser-Busch is not planning on 
investing millions of dollars on "slash-down rides" and the like only to hold 
on to cmrent market share. As competent business people, Sea World 
officials must be trying to appeal to a larger clientele (the adolescent 
market?). 

A more realistic assessment would look at a range of possibilities, 
most of which would assume an increase in attendance. Such projections 
could be based on what has happened to other amusement parks. We would 
suggest Knott' s Berry Farm as a model, as it was also a theme park trapped 
with a limited clientel due to its theme orientation (Western). Anecdotal 
evidence suggests that Knott's Berry Farm added significantly to its 
attendance once it built roller coaster type rides. 

Yet another example of underestimation is in the discussion of the 
cumulative impact of the developments planned for the areas in and around 
Mission Bay. Although the EIR makes mention of the proposed projects at 
Quivira Basin, Dana Inn, De Anza Cove, North Bay Redevelopment, the 
Naval Training Center (NTC) Reuse, Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) 
Reuse, and a new airport terminal on the north side of the runway, the Draft 
EIR does not adequately address these cumulative impacts. 

More specifically, the traffic study states that "the traffic model was 
updated to include the North Bay Redevelopment, Marine Corps R.ecruit 
Depot Reuse, Naval Training Center Reuse, De Anze Cove, and a new 
airport." (Traffic Study p.35). We have not, however, been able to find 
evidence of all of these updates. How many ADTs are estimated for these 
projects? Do they correspond to Table A-1? If they do not please state the 
differences. 

DeAnzaCove 

RESPONSES 

l-316 The basis for the attendance projections are provided in Section 3.4.4, Project 
Description, Attendance Projections of the Draft EIR. In addition, these projections 
take into account the attendance characteristics after the introduction ofnew attractions, 
including a ride knovvn as Shipwreck Rapids (Section 3.3.2, Attendance Characteristics 
of the Draft EIR). Because Sea World has had no growth in its attendance over the past 
ten years, even with considerable investment in the theme park, the projected growth 
rate was considered optimistic, i.e., greater than probable. Also, see response to 
comment I-1. 

l-317 Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts of the Draft EIR addresses cumulative impacts. See 
response to comment L-23. 

1-318 The City of San Diego's Series 9 Model was used for forecastingfoture traffic. Linscott, 
Law & Greenspan Engineers and City staff verified that the cumulative projects listed 
in these comments and others were accurately coded in the traffic model. 
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North Bay Redevelopment (1,360 
acres) 

If acre/ ADT ratio equal to NTC is 
assumed for NBR ADT, which is of 
similar land use to the linked NTC 
project [see 1] than increase will be 
282.147 

[ 

We also wonder why the Sports Arena and Midway intersection is not 
analyzed in the Sea World EIR? The Quivira Basin project's EIR addresses 
these streets despite having a lower projected traffic increase. We fear that 
this exclusion has resulted in an underestimation of an impact on an already 
crowded intersection. · 

In the Traffic & Circulation Study, sections of Ingraham, West 
Mission Bay Drive, and Sea World Drive (at 6 lanes) show an unacceptable 
LOS (Level of Service), with Sea World contnouting a significant impact to 
this LOS. However, these impacts are not identified as significant in the 
DEIR or executive summary. This error again contributes to our sense that 
this report has consistently erred on the side of underestimating the impact of 
Sea World developments on traffic congestion. 

In a like manner, the "Significance Analysis of2005 Weekday Street 
Segment Operations" underestimates significant impacts of Sea World 
development. This section of the report lists an unacceptable LOS (E or F) 
on Sea World Dr, West Mission Bay Dr, Ingraham and Sunset Cliffs Blvd, 
BUT concludes that Sea World only contnoutes significantly to traffic on 
Sea World Dr. When Sea World is combined with the pedestrian-bridge 
connected Quivira Basin project there are significant impacts on ALL of 
these roadways. This is a major flaw in the draft EIR. 

1-322 1 Finally, Sea World claims that various road construction improvements 
(l-5 interchange improvements, West Mission Bay Drive improvements, I-8 
westbound off ramp) are not possible because it is "infeasible" for that 

RESPONSES 

1-319 See response to comment L-92. 

1-320 See responses to comments S-4 1 and L-8. 

1-321 See responses to comments S-41 and L-8. 

1-322 Sea World would pay its fair share of mitigation costs fo r traffic impacts resulting from 
Sea World 's future increases in traffic volumes, with the exception of impacts to two 
mainline segments oflnterstate 5. Sea World would not mitigate its traffic impacts to 
two main line segments of Interstate 5 because Caltrans does not have an adopted 
program to improve these segments oflnterstate 5 to which Sea World could contribute, 
and the ent ire cost for th is improvement would be infeasible for Sea World to fund. See 
responses to comments L-60, 1-1 0 and 1-132. 
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organization to bear the costs. If Sea World cannot afford to properly 
upgrade the roads surrmmding their facility in response to the increased 
traffic they generate, they should not introduce this traffic in the first place. 
Proposition D was very clear that "no taxpayer funds are to be spent on any 
improvements resulting from this initiative". This dictates that Sea World's 
fair share of improvement cost for effects they create is 100%. 

We have had limited time and resources to explore the inadequacies of 
the Sea World EIR. In spite of this, we believe we have discovered major 
underestimations of the impact of Sea World's proposals on area traffic. If 
we had a little more time and a lot more money, we are sure we would be 
able to discover many more instances of these problems. These problems 
mean that we are facing an unacknowledged traffic disaster waiting for area 
residents and those who come to visit Mission Bay if this project is allowed 
to continue. 

Air Quality: 

The connection between traffic and air pollution has long been recognized. 
Given this fact and our analysis of traffic in the above section, we are 
concerned about the EIR's estimation of air quality. We believe that its 
finding of "no significant" impact as the result of this project is not credible. 
This belief was further reinforced when·we compared the Sea World EIR to 
the final EIR for Quivira Basin. Though the Quivira Basin project is much 
smaller and will have less impact on traffic than Sea World's project, the 
former's EIR admits that it will have "significant and unmitigatable" impacts 
on point air pollution. This inconsistency alone raises grave concerns about 
not only Sea World EIR's evaluation of air pollution, but of its claim to have 
taken into account the cumulative impact of all developments proposed for 
Mission Bay. 

Sea World has San Diego Cotmty's second largest parking lot (behind 
Qualcomm Stadium) and hence is the second largest source of cold-vehicle 
starts and associated elevated pollution levels. The roads surrotmding Sea 
World are also primarily LOSE and F. This stop and go traffic is another 
major source of elevated pollution levels. If Sea World's impacts to air 
quality are not significant than what project in San Diego Cotmty is 
significant? Significance Determination Guidelines under CEQA (rev Jan., 
1994) state "Any multi-family residential, commercial or industrial 
development resulting in 9,200 ADT will also result in significant cumulative 

RESPONSES 

1-323 See response to comment 1-304. 

1-324 A microscale air quality analys is was performed at all intersections in the project 
vicinity, including any effects of stop-and-go traffic and "cold-started" vehicles. 
Between 2000 and 20 I 0, average vehicular CO emissions for autos are forecast to 
decrease by another 50 percent, and continue to decrease even further by 2020. One 
car in 2000 generates as much CO as three cars will in 2020. Unless volume increases 
or congestion effects dramatically offset this continued improvement, air quality 
will continue to improve faster than any counterbalancing effects of growth caused 
by the Sea World project. 
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1-325 The commentor is referring to a threshold set fo1th in the City of San Diego Significance 
Determination Guidelines Under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(January 1991 , Revised January 1994 and May 1999). The current language of these 
guidelines, however, states that significant, cumulative air qual ity impacts would occur 
if "[m]ulti-family, commercial, industrial, or institutional development resulting in 
9,500 ADT or more would also resu lt in the emission of 250 pounds of NOx, 790 
pounds of CO and 100 pounds of RHC." A significance determination under these 
guidelines, therefore, is two-fold. There must be a showing that (I) the project produces 
9,500 ADT or more and (2) the project results in emissions of 250 pounds ofNOX, 
790 pounds of CO and I 00 pounds ofRHC. While Section 4.4.3, Transportation and 
Circulation of the Draft EIR estimates that the park will generate about 15,300 new 
ADT by the year 2020, the project's cumulative emissions and air quality impacts have 
been found to be de minimus. See response to comment I-332. Therefore, there is no 
significant impact. 
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f g~? t=air quality impacts" (p.6) This project clearly exceeds this guideline. Why 
I-326 no impact on air quality? 

--
The Sea World EIR appears not to be aware of current standards on small 
particle air pollution. The EPA's National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) states "We now understand that even at low concentrations fine 
particles which are inhaled and become imbedded deeply into the lungs are 

I-327 I linked to premature death, chronic bronchitis and aggravated asthma 
Children with asthma, the elderly and people with cardiovascular or 
respiratory disease are especially at risk from fine particle pollution". Many 
in Ocean Beach have already observed the impact of this kind of pollution. 
Increases in the rate of asthma among children in our community have been 
reported by parents and teachers. This makes any increase in particulate 
matter an issue of great importance to us. 

I-328 emissions which are already in non-attainment status for the San Diego Air 
t This prnject advmely affect, PM-10 ( on, fora, of small partioufato m-) 

Basin. Will Sea World alter development plans if PM-10 significance 
I-329 thresholds are determined which put Sea World's .project and/or cumulative 

impacts over these significance limits? 

Another form of particulate matter, PM~2.5, also seems not to have been 
addressed The California Air Resources Board stated on February 21, 2001 

I-330 I that ''By the middle of the next decade, the Air Resources Board (ARB) and 
local air districts must develop State Implementation Plans (SIP) to reduce 
unhealthful levels of PM2.5 in areas violating the new federal standards." 

I-33 1 I Since 2020 build out conditions in the EIR extend beyond the middle ofnext 
decade, what measures will be used to monitor these emissions? 

I-332 

[ 

The Draft EIR states "The air quality analysis in Section 4.9, Air Quality, 
determined that at build out conditions, which included the three cumulative 
projects and the Sea World Master Plan update, future vehicle priority 
emission levels would be kss than current levels" (p.5-13). However, there 
are 8 cumulative projects listed in the EIR for consideration in cumulative 
impact. Why are these 5 projects not analyzed in the Air Quality Study? 

The Air Quality Study assumes "The regional air quality plan has determined 
that the predicted level of growth can be accommodated while clean air 
standards are attained and maintained on a prescribed schedule." and 
therefore asserts that "air quality impacts are not significant". Does this 

111-326 

111-327 

I II-328 

111-329 

1-330 

111-331 

1-332 

RESPONSES 

The 9,200 ADT threshold refers to "new" trips above a zero baseline. Sea World has 
an existing non-zero trip generation baseline. Also, see responses to comments 1-302, 
1-304, 1-325 and 1-332. 

See response to comment L-8 1 on the relationship between air quality and asthma. 
See response to comment 1-286 noting that the NAAQS for PM-2.5 was not in 
effect when the Draft EIR was prepared, but that the stringency of the California 
PM- IO standard incorporates any PM-2.5 issues. 

Impacts to PM-10 due to proj ect implementation are not considered signi ficant in 
that the park is not a dust generator. The project does not and will not measurably 
affect the non-attainment status of the air basin. See page 4.9-1 1 of the Draft EIR. 

CEQA does not require a prqject applicant to anticipate potential future regulations. 

Information concerning the PM-2.5 standard is provided on page 4.9-2, under the 
Relevant Plans and Policies in the Draft EIR. 

The San Diego Air Basin is unclass ified for the federal standard for PM-2.5. Data 
collection to determine attainment or non-attainment status of the basin has only 
recently begun. It is not known if the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) will be 
required to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM-2 .5 until an attainment 
designation is made by the State. 

As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact consists of 
an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the 
EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. When considering a project's 
cumulative impact a geographic area must be defined which includes other, past, 
present, and probable future projects, that also have si milar impacts. A further 
explanation of cumulative impacts can be found on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR. 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, a lead agency (City of San Diego) 
should define the geographic scope of the area affected by a cumulative effect. The 
City of San Diego has determined that the scope of area for air quality should be the San 
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Diego Air Basin (SDAB), which is coterminous with the boundaries for San Diego 
County. Therefore, other projects evaluated as contributing to the cumulative impacts 
to air quality would include all projects region-wide. The basis for the detem1ination of 
the region-wide geographic scope is that pollutants are widely dispersed in the air and 
are, therefore, not confined to the immediate area As a result, one must consider any 
pollutants produced by the project as cumulative to the overall air quality for the entire 
region. 

As demonstrated in the Draft EIR, the largest impact to air quality from the pr~ject at 
buildout is from vehicle emissions. As shown on page 4.9-11 of the Draft ETR, utilizing 
the URBEM IS7G Computer Model, the project's contribution to air pollutants from 
this source in 2020 would be 325 pounds/day for ROG, 394 pounds/day for NOx, 1819 
pounds/day fo r CO. and 465 pounds/day for PM- I 0. For purposes of comparison to 
the SDAB, these figures have been converted to tons/day as follows; 0.163 tons/day of 
ROG, 0.197 tons/day of NOx, 0.910 tons/day of CO, and 0.233 tons/day of PM- I 0. 
The projected figures for the SDAB for year 2020 are 188 tons/day of ROG, 152 tons/ 
clay ofNOx, 895 tons/day of CO, and I 43 tons/day of PM- I 0. See tables RTC-3 and 
RTC-4 below for detailed data and sources. These projections take into account future 
improvements in vehicle emissions efficiency which will generally offset the impacts of 
the predicted increases in traffic. As a result, these numbers represent an overall 
decrease in all air pollutant categories, except for a slight increase in PM- I 0, as compared 
to current levels. 

As calculated as a percentage of the cumulative impacts to the SDAB air quality, these 
figures show the project's contribution at buildout to be 0.087% for ROG, 0.130% for 
NOx, 0.102% for CO, and 0.163% for PM- I 0. As stated in the Draft E!R in Chapter 
5, per CEQA Guidelines, an EIR may determine that a project 's contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact is de minimus and thus is not significant. A de minimus 
contribution means that the environmental conditions would essentially be the same 
whether or not the proposed project is implemented. Data from 2000 shows the 
project's percentage contribution to SDAB air pollutants to be 0.149% for ROG, 
0.13 I% for NOx, 0. 111 % for CO, and 0.149% for PM- I 0. Based on a comparison of 
the above figures, the project's impacts have been found to be de minimus. A summary 
of this data can be found in Table RTC-5 below. 

Furthermore, in San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus 
(1996) 42 Cal. App. 41h 608, the court held that when a lead agency determ ines that a 
project makes only a de minimus contribution to a cumulative effect, no analysis of the 
cumu lative effect is needed under CEQA. 
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TABLE RTC-3 
SeaWorld Air Quality Impacts 

Jo:; NOx co PM-10 

2000 0.357 

2020 0.163 

Source: URBEM IS7G 

ROG 

1990 340 

1995 29 1 

2000 239 

2005 201 

2010 188 

2020 188 

OJCX:i 1.702 

0.197 0.910 

TABLE RTC-4 
San Diego Air Basin Air Quality 

for Specified Pollutants 

NOx co 
320 2684 

279 2035 

234 1529 

186 1109 

152 895 

152 895 
Source: Data fo r 1990-20 I 0, CARB, 200 I 
Data for 2020, Girouz and Asociatcs, 200 I 

TABLE RTC-5 
Summary of Air Quality Data Percentage 

Contribution to SDAB Air Quality Impacts 

ROG NOx co 
2000-Actual 0.149% 0.131 % 0.111 % 

2020- At Buildout 0.087% 0.13<1'/o 0. 102% 

Difference -0.062% 0.(Xl1 % 0.009% 

0.180 

0.223 

PM-10 

113 

114 

121 

134 

143 

143 

PM-10 

0.1 49% 

0.163% 

0.014% 
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1-335 

I-336 

COMMENTS 

regional air quality plan include MCRD Reuse, NTC Reuse, North Bay 
Redevelopment, and the Airport expansion? If so what are the ADT increase 
estimates for these projects? Do they correspond to estimates in Table A-2? 
These projects cumulatively affect the federal and state non-attainment status 
of the San Diego air basin along with the MBP projects and must be studied 
according to CEQA guidelines. · 

Table 3 in the Air Quality Study lists "Park Buildout'' emissions levels. 
However these levels only concern Sea World's Developments. They do not 
include Dana Inn, De Anza or Quivira Basin. Why was a cumulative 
URBEMIS7G modeling not done for. the cumulative Mission Bay Park 
projects when these numbers are all available? (Giroux and Associates 
prepared both the Quivira Basin Air. Quality Report and the Sea World Air 
Quality Report) Why was a cumulative URBEMIS7G model not done that 
included NTC and the Airport expansion when trip generation rates are 
established in Final EIRs and Master Plans? Why was an URBEMIS7G 
model not done for all the cumulative projects that Sea World was directed to 
address by the city? Please include an URBEMIS7G version 5.1 emissions 
analysis for these cumulative projects. If city estimates exist that are more 
detailed than those in Table A-1 please include them in the EIR. If trip 
generation rates in Table A-1 are disputed than please explain why. 

North Bay Redevelopment (1,360 
acres) 

If acre/ ADT ratio equal to NTC is 
assumed for NBR ADT, which is of 
similar land use to the linked NTC 

RESPONSES 

1-333 The Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) does take into account future redevelopment 
and expansion of existing development as we ll as new development that would occur 
in undeveloped areas. Generally, the projects identified in this comment involve 
redevelopment that would replace existing land uses which would result in the generation 
of vehicular air pollutants that would be similar to the air pollutants that would be 
generated by the new project. Therefore, the net difference in air pollutants generated 
would be nearly the same. Also, see response to comment 1-332. 

1-334 See responses to comments L-93 and 1-332. 

1-335 See response to comment 1-332. 

1-336 See responses to comments 1-318 and 1-332. 
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I-336 L ~ Cont. . . 282,147 

.., [ The failure to include this cumulative impact on air quality seems to us to be 
l-J37 a major error. Without these estimates in the EIR, we fear that this analysis 

is incomplete. 

I-338 

I-339 

I-340 [ 

We also suggest that the more detailed issues listed below be addressed 
before approval of the EIR. 

I. What was used to predict Sea World's URBEMIS7G model fleet mix 
assumptions? Why do they differ from URBEMIS7G defaults for the San 
Diego Air Basin? See table A-2 

15 

Medium Du!Y Truck I~ I~ Light-Heavy Duty 
Truck 

vyDuty I; I~ 
2 

Motorcycle 
I ~00 I ~00 Total 

2. Why is an outdated version ofURBEMIS7G being used for the 
calculations in this report? As best we can tell, the version used is 3.2 when 
5.1 (a more up to date set of guidelines) is available. 

I-341 I 3. Why is 6.93 used as a trip generation rate for hotel rooms when the 
L_ recognized San Diego trip generation rate is 10 trips per room? The more 

RESPONSES 

1-337 See response to comment 1-332. 

I-33S The adjusted vehicle fleet used for the Sea World Master Plan Update represents a 
more realistic fleet as compared to the URBEMIS7G where 95 percent of visitors 
and employees drive cars or light duty trucks, and 5 percent of vehicles are delivery 
trncks, buses and motorcycles. 

1-339 The default traffic mix for the air basin includes a large percentage of trucks that are 
inappropriate for the vehicle mix for the SeaWorld Master Plan Update, which 
includes a very large percentage of visitors using automobiles. As shown in this 
comment, the default percentage of trucks is IO percent, including 5 percent "heavy
heavy duty" (IS-wheelers). Every tenth vehicle arriving at Sea World is not a truck, 
nor is every 20th vehicle an IS-wheeler. Use of the default assumption clearly would 
be a completely erroneous representation of site visitor vehicles and would obviously 
skew the results to yield overstated findings. It should further be noted that the rate 
of future improvement in vehicular emissions will affect all types of vehicles. The 
proposed project will generate fewer emissions in 2020 than it does today even if the 
existing baseline is distorted by an erroneous (URBEMIS7G default) vehicle mix 
assumption. See response to comment 1-304. 

1-340 URBEIS7G, Version 5.1 only corrects the construction activity module of the model as 
compared to Version 3.2. The construction activity module in URBEMIS7G was not 
used for the analysis in the Draft ETR. The emissions calculation algorithms in Versions 
3.2 and 5.1 for mobile sources, however, are the same. 

1-341 The traffic study used a hotel trip rate of 10 per room in conformance with the City 
Manual. See page 40 of Appendix B, the Draft Traffic Impact Analysis - Sea World 
Master Plan Update dated March 5, 200 I, prepared by Lincoln Law and Greenspan 
Engineers of the Draft EIR. The 6.93 trips/hotel room took into account that many 
hotel trips are also Sea World trips, and are therefore "internal" trips. The calculation 
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was subsequently modified to utilize IO trips per room without any " credit" fo r 
internal or pass-by trips to insure that the analysis is maximal ly conservative. The 
updated URBEMIS7G model run is attached, and the data in Table 4.9-4 of the Draft 
EIR have been modified. 

The decrease in regional emissions continues to be documented with these updated, 
and more over predictive calculations, although the magnitude of the improvement is· 
now smaller than previously shown. Hotel trip generation rates therefore do not 
affect the less than significant findings. 
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I-342 I trips, the more air pollution. Is this one reason that the EIR believes there to 
L be no significant impact on air quality? 

I-343 

I-344 

I 4. What is the estimated hourly CO concentration for the West Point Loma 
L and Nimitz Blvd intersection when cumulative impacts are analyzed? 

5. What are the cumulative construction related air quality effects of the 
pedestrian bridge-linked Quivira Basin and Sea World projects? See Table 
A-3 

Table A-3 Combined construction emissions from Quivira Basin Final EIR 
and Sea World Draft EIR 

i!;ases 
Carbon Monoxide 20 10 30 550 
Nitrogen Oxide 91 43 134 100 
Exhaust Particles 3 2 5 100 
Sulfur Dioxide 2.8 3 5.8 100 

Bold indicates significant impact 

I-345 extensive demolition at NTC in combination with Sea World and all other [ 

6. What are the cumulative construction related air quality impacts of the 

projects? 

To be honest, we have not been able to fully explore the implications of the 
points listed above. We fear that hidden in these seemingly small omissions 
are larger problems. While we recognize that it is not possible in a project as 
large as this one to dot every "i" and cross every ''t", we believe that the 

I-346 I potential for harm is too great for the city to ignore these issues. 

Overall, our brief analysis of the EIR's discussion of traffic and air quality 
leaves us deeply disturbed. There are too many omissions and errors for us to 
feel comfortable that the EIR is protecting our community. In an area as 

I 

RESPONSES 

1-342 The non-significant air quality impact is based on the calculated vehicular air emissions 
resulting from pr~ject-generated traffic in 2020. See Section 4.9.3, Air Quality, Impact, 
Vehicular Emissions Impacts of the Draft EIR. Also see response to comment 1-332. 

1-343 The West Point Loma/Nimitz Boulevard intersection was not analyzed in the traffic 
study because insufficient project-generated traffic would pass through this intersection 
based on the City of San Diego Traffic Study Guideline criteria. See response to 
comment L-8 for traffic study intersection criteria Therefore, project-generated traffic 
would not be of sufficient volume to affect the carbon monoxide concentrations at this 
intersection. 

1-344 The worst-case construction activity emissions at Sea World and construction of the 
Quivira Basin Redevelopment Proj ect pedestrian bridge would not occur at the same 
time. The largest generator of construction emissions for the proposed project 
would be the proposed hotel , which is analyzed on pages 4.9 through 4. 11 of the 

11 I-345 

Draft EIR. The hote l would be developed after 2005. The Qui vi ra Basin 
Redevelopment Project, which would include construction of the pedestrian bridge, 
would occur prior to 2005 . Therefore, the overlap of these two proj ects would not 
occur. 

"Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together. are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts. Individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a 
number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the 
change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable 
future projects." CEQA Guidelines§ 15355. Sea World and NTC reuse are not 
closely related, nor is there a definite schedule when the two activities would 
necessari ly coincide. Construction activities occur throughout the bas in every day. 
Construction as a generic activity generates significant levels of air emissions. The 
impacts from al l basin-wide growth, however, are not considered "cumulative impacts" 
from a CEQA standpoint. 

1-346 This comment is a conclusive description of comments on air qual ity and traffic. It also 
offers an opinion regarding air quality and traffic impacts. Responses to comments 1-
323 through 1-345 address these concerns. 
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I-346 Limportant as traffic and air quality, all major issues must be fully discussed. 
Cont. We fear that this is not true for this project. 

1-347 

1-348 

I-349 

I-350 

I-351 

II. Water Quality: 
Introduction: 

Our organization is concerned with both the underestimation of problems and 
failure to address significant issues connected with water quality in the EIR. 
Each of these two areas will be addressed separately below, but before doing 
so we wish to make some general points. As we have repeatedly said, the 
Sea World project must be seen against the back drop of all the developments 
planned for Mission Bay. In combination with the developments at Quivira 
Basin, Dana Inn and De Anza cove there will be drastic and negative impacts 
on the water quality of Mission Bay. · This is a body of water already badly 
polluted, and these developments will only make a bad situation worse. 

While we applaud Sea World's willingness to make some effort to mitigate 
run-off and developmental impacts to local water quality, we question 
whether these efforts will be enough. Sea World in the past has not shown 
itself to live up to its commitments. On more than one occasion Sea World 
has been fined for discharges into Mission Bay (see Appendix B). If this has 
been the case under the relatively benign conditions over the last few years, 
what can we expect with the explosion of development that the EIR projects. 
Past history is often the best predictor of future behavior, and Sea World's 
record leaves us with great concerns. 

Minimized Water Impacts: 

I. The expansion of the Sea World Marina we believe to be more significant 
in its impact on the quality of Mission Bay water than is recognized by the 
EIR. The problems of both legal and illegal discharges from marinas have 
been well documented. While the EIR mentions problems from fuel 
docks and hull cleaning, it does not address the inevitable problems 
associated with the discharge of biological wastes into bay waters. While 
these discharges are illegal, they are inevitable where there are large 
numbers of boats. Increase the number of boats, and you will increase the 
problems of waste water discharge. Add to this the increase in trash, oil 
and chemical compounds that are likely, and we have a major increase in 
problems not adequately recognized by the EIR. This issue is particularly 
important for a body of water like Mission Bay which does not have 
adequate means for flushing itself out 

RESPONSES 

1-347 Comment noted. 

1-348 Sea World has received only one fine for minor exceedances of the bacteriological 
limits of its NPDES permit. This exceedance was well below ambient bacteria 
levels in Mission Bay. None of the past violations has been classified as serious as 
defined under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, as amended on 
January I , 2000. See response to comment L-69. 

1-349 Comment noted. 

1-350 Most of the boats to be moored at the marina will be small pleasure crafts that are used 
for recreation, not as residences. As such, the volume of sanitary wastes collected on 
these craft:s and potentially discharged illegally will be relatively small. Similarly, there 
will be min imal increase in the potential for fuel and oil discharges, since Sea World does 
not and will not sell fuel or conduct boat maintenance for the general public. Thus, 
there will be minimal increase in these discharges as a result of the expansion. 

Furthermore as required by federal , .state and local regulations, illegal sewage 
dumping is prohibited. California courts have held repeatedly that requiring 
compliance with environmental regulations is an appropriate mitigation 
measure. "A condition requiring compliance with environmental regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigating measure." Sundstrom v. County of 
Mendocino ( 1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308; Perley v. Board of Supervisors 
( 1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424,430. Therefore, required conformance with 
applicable regulations would mitigate this potential impact. 

1-35 I See response to comment 1-350. 
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2. As we have noted above, Sea Worid has been ftned for the discharging of 
biologically active water into Mission Bay (Appendix B). We suspect the 
rosy projections of the EIR about the lack of impact of aquarium water 
and irrigation discharges at Sea World will, given past history, be proven 
wrong. 

[

3. The EJR rightfully recognizes the potential for water pollution as a result 
of the construction projects planned. If, however, this construction 
disturbs the hazardous material in the old dump (see below page 13 and 
Appendix C), the chances for serious pollution of the Bay skyrockets. We 
see only limited evidence of preparation to deal with this possibility. 

A. Ignored Water Problems 

b' There is no discussion in the ~JR of sewer problems associated with this 
development. Tying into the antiquated system currently in place will 
increase the number of opportwrities for discharges. Why is this not at 
least mentioned? This is all the more important as this may involve 
significant costs to the city (therefore violating the terms of Prop D). 

2. While the EIR addresses the problem of run-off and oil/gas discharges in 
the area of Sea World, it does not address discharges outside of Sea 
World. With an average increase of over fifteen thousand daily car trips 
involved with Sea World development alone (not to mention the increases 
from development at Quivira Basin, Dana Inn and De Anza Cove), 
increases in run-off in areas outside of Sea World will be inevitable. 
These additional people will be visiting other areas in the Bay, they will be 
parking on side streets, and most importantly, they will be stuck in grid 
lock traffic (see above pages 5-7) all of which will discharge oil, 
lubricants, and gas onto local streets. These discharges will inevitably 
become part of run-off. The EIR seems to assume that these fifteen 
thousand additional visitors will arrive at Sea World without traveling 
local streets, and without visiting local beaches and parks-a highly 
unlikely assumption. 

I-357 r--3. There is no sustained discussion of the impact of fireworks refuse on sea 
L_ life in the Bay. 

1-358 

Conclusion: 

I We believe the EIR has failed to adequately address the issue oflocal water 
pollution. The EIR failure to address this issue leaves us fearful about the 
health of this body of water. With the number of days that portions of the 

RESPONSES 

1-352 See response to comment 1-348. 

1-353 See Section 4. 11.3, Impact, Section 4.11.4, Significance of Impact, Section 4.11.5, 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting, and Section 4.11.6, Impacts of the Draft EIR, 
for a discussion of potential impacts from the inactive landfill. No development project 
is proposed near the inactive landfill. Also, see responses to comments S-1 through S-
19. 

1-354 See response to comment L-39. 

1-355 See response to comment L-39. 

1-356 See response to comment 1-305. 

l-357 See response to comment 1-169. 

1-358 This comment is a conclusive description of comments on water quality. It also offers 
an opinion in opposition to the project. The City will take this comment into 
consideration when it makes its determination concerning the proposed project. 
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L 
Bay are cl~sed because of pollution at 290 each year, can we really afford to 
fmther foul this vulnerable resource? We are saddened when such casual 
attention has been paid to an issue of such importance. We believe th!!t a 
rigorous and realistic assessment of water pollution argues against approval 
of this project · 

Ill. Landfill and the EIR 
We are fearful that the EIR gravely Wlderestimates the problems this project 
is likely to encounter in developing the area that was a landfill in the 1950's. 

. We have included as Appendix Ca detailed discussion of the problems posed 
by this landfill and the toxic substances found therein. This discussion is 
being submitted independently to the city, and we will not repeat material 
included there. We have chosen to include this statement as an appendix 
because it documents our concerns about the issue. We will make reference 
to this document throughout our discussion. 

There is no debate about the existence of highly toxic substances in the 
southeast comer of the area that Sea World proposes to develop. The old 
waste dump was used extensively by the local aerospace industry for the 
dumping of highly toxic heavy metals and other materials (see page 2 of 
Appendix C). There is an apparent problem, however, within the EIR, in 
establishing just what is the exact proximity of the landfill to the proposed 
expansion project (Appendix C page 4). Without exact knowledge of the 
location of these toxic substances it is not possible to estimate either the risks 
posed by the Sea World project or its costs. If we assume the worse case 
scenario that this material will be disturbed by the developments proposed, 
then there exists the possibility of a major disaster or cost unaccounted for by 
theEIR. 

If we ignore the possible human and ecological disaster represented in this 
scenario, is the city ready to assume the cost of this situation if Sea World 
goes to court and demands that it clean up the mess? San Diego already has 
enough trouble on its hands from a poorly thought out development with the 
ballpark. The last time a development was contemplated in this area, the 
Ramada Inn corporation backed out because of fears about this issue 
{Appendix C page 1 ). 

I-362 this waste material. If, however, Appendix C is correct (page 5), and the I We know that Sea World has committed to paying the price of disposing of 

boW1daries of these problems are unrealistic, can't we assume that Sea World 

RESPONSES 

1-359 This comment is an introductory comment concerning issues related to the inactive 
landfi ll on the Sea World leasehold. This comment also offers an opinion regarding 
analys is of impacts associated with the landfi ll in the Draft EJR. See responses to 
comments S-1 through S- I 9. 

1-360 See responses to comments S-1 through S-19. 

1-36 I The potential effects from future Sea World development related to the Mission Bay 
Landfi ll is addressed in the updated version of Section 4. I 1, Human Health/Public 
Safety of the Draft EIR. Also see responses to comments S- 1 through S- 19. 

1-362 See responses to comments S- I through S- I 9. 
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would sue the city for misrepresenting this situation? Again, it is local 
taxpayers who are potentially at risk. It should be remembered that this is the 
same Sea World who committed itself in Prop D to pay the full cost of 
developing this area. As we have seen in our discussion of traffic, Sea World 
is already trying to back out of its obligation to pay for the remediation of 
local roadways. Can we expect anything less if contamination becomes a 
larger problem than projected by the EIR? 

Finally, and most importantly to those ofus who live next to Mission Bay, 
any project that proposes to disturb toxic wastes in such a beautiful and 
important area should be judged guilty until proven innocent In the long run, 
we believe that no development should take place in this area until all toxic 
materials have been removed. This is not an isolated part of San Diego. 
These toxics are buried feet below some of the most heavily utilized areas in 
San Diego County. The threat to tourism, wildlife, water, and human beings 
makes inaction inexcusable. 

IV. Wildlife and Physical Impact of Sea World Development: 

Finally, the Sea World development project threatens to seriously impact the 
physical environment in ways detrimental to both wildlife and human use of 
this area The pictures included in the EIR say more than the "1000 words" 
of narration. In combination with developments at Quivira Basin and 
elsewhere, the Sea World project will create a wall of development that 
stretches for nearly two miles. With "Splash-down rides", hotels, parking 
structures, roller coasters, and traffic, this area will become a Disneyland 
with gills. The noise, pollution, and physical expansions proposed will 
threaten least tern nesting areas as well as public access. Aesthetically and 
ecologically we believe this project to be a serious mistake. 

The impact on the Least Tern nesting area is the most obvious of ecological 
problems associated with this project The least tern's nesting period is from 
April through July, a period corresponding to some of Sea World's heaviest 
attendance. When the increased noise, light, pollution , and garbage is 
coupled with the encroachment on nesting areas from road expansion, the 
situation could prove serious for this shy and vulnerable species (please see 
Material in Appendix D). 

I-369 1The expansion of the Sea World Marina poses hazards to Marine life 
I unacknowledged by the EIR. While the EIR recognizes the possible impact 

RESPONSES 

1-363 Comment noted. 

1-364 See responses to comments L-60, L- 113 and 1-33. 

1-365 See responses to comments S-1 through S-1 9. 

1-366 Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR addresses the visual 
impact of the proposed projects and the photosimulations included this section illustrate 
a worst-case analysis of this issue. Section 5.2.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics 
of he Draft EIR addresses the cumulative visual quality impacts of the proposed 
project. See response to comment 1-71. 

1-367 See responses to comments F-1 , F-2 and 1-308. 

1-368 See responses to comments F-1 , F-2 and 1-308. 

1-369 See response to comment F-10. 
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on eel grass, there are a number of other species of marine life that would be 
affected. The EIR states that painting of boats would be prohibited. This 
would, however, only marginally deal with the problems associated with the 
presence oflarge numbers of boats. Much of the concern with the toxicity of 
boats concerns the paint applied to hulls to inhibit the growth of sea life. 
This is why the EIR proposes the prohibition of painting. The problem, 
however, does not end with the application of these paints. Many of these 
paints are designed to sluff off, and those that don't, wear away with the 
regular cleaning required to keep boats functional. All of this highly toxic 
material ends up in the surrowiding water. This poses a significant threat to 
most forms of marine sea life. 

This problem is in addition to the illegal (but common) pumping of oily bilge 
water and waste from holding tanks. There is no way to avoid these 
problems if the number of boats increase. Monitoring efforts by the harbor 
police and Coast Guard have proven insufficient to protect against these 
problems everywhere there are concentrations of large pleasure craft (see 
above pages 11-12). 

As residents of Ocean Beach we are concerned about the aesthetics and 
accessibility of Mission Bay. The "visual wall" of development has been 
descnbed previously, but the problems don't end there. The move to 
"Disneylandize" Sea World threatens much of what is attractive about this 
area. This kind of development detracts from the bay's natural beauty. It is 
one thing to build a "Materhom" in Santa Ana, and it is another thing to 
build a 95 foot high "Shamu-Splash-Down" in Mission Bay. Santa Ana 
remains Santa Ana (unfortunately) with the addition of an artificial 
mowitain, it is doubtful that Mission Bay will remain Mission Bay with the 
addition of a glow in the dark Shamu ride. In the only objective analysis of 
Mission Bay, a recent Grand Jury report descnbed the park as "over
commercialized" (Appendix A). Why add to this situation? 

This kind of development also tends to decrease access to what is most 
important to visitors to Mission Bay-the bay itself The Mission Bay 

I-372 I Master Plan calls for accessibility to the water. Sea World already denies 
access to a large area, but with its expansion, the amount of area open to the 
non-paying public for walks, picnics or just dreaming will significantly 
decrease. 

I-373 r- Finally, we fear what this development will mean for our community. While 
I we recognize that Ocean Beach is a "funky'' area, we like it this way. We 

RESPONSES 

1-370 See response to comment 1-350. 

1-371 The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update designates the SeaWorld leasehold for 
commercial use. The Sea World Master Plan Update does not expand the Sea World 
leasehold. The photosimulations provided in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/ 
Aesthetics of the Draft EIR illustrate worst-case visual impacts of the proposed 
project. See also response to comment 1-71. 

1-372 See response to comment L-83. 

1-373 Comment noted. 
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have no interest in becoming Santa Ana with jet noise. We are not attracted 
to the idea of filling our streets with fast food restaurants, congestion, and 
filth. We are struggling to preserve the character of our community. The 
over one thousand names on the petitions in Appendix E testifies to the depth 
of these feelings. 

Conclusion 

We believe that the conclusion from this discussion is simple: the most 
acceptable option mentioned by the plan is the one that involves no new 
development. The risks are too great that this project will destroy more than 
it creates. While we recognize that this project will increase revenues to the 
city, we do not believe that these small increases justify risking this fragile 
recreational area 

If the Land Development Review Division decides to proceed with this 
development after our objections, we hope it will only be after a more 
rigorous review of the risks than is presented in this EIR. Too much is at 
stake to rush to approve so many changes. 

RESPONSES 

1-374 This recommendation will be considered by the City when it makes its determination 
about the project. 
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ALFRED C. STRC>HLEIN 
3559 JEWELL STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92 t 09-6723 

Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
City of San Diego 
Development Services, MS 501 
1222 First Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

858/274-2362 
FAX: 858/274-2361 

E-MAIL: CATHSTRO@ATT.NET 

April 12, 2001 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Sea World Master Plan Update EIR. The 
length of this response reflects my interest in the subject. It would have been longer but I 
ran out of time and my printer ran out of ink! 

I have divided my response into two sections: 
I: an EXECUTIVE SUMMARY identifies my concerns about using a public park 

for commercial gain with suggestions for compensating the public for the loss of access; 
II: SPECIFIC RESPONSES to the EIR 

I have used some abbreviations: 
A-B: Anheuser-Busch. 
CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act. 
LCPLUP: Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
M.B. : Mission Bay. 
MBMP: Mission Bay Master Plan 
MMRP: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program accachment to EIR. 
Prop.D: Voter-approved Proposition D (November, 1998) 
S.W.: SeaWorld (implying its generic title or leasehold and not necessarily its 

relationship to Harcourt-Brace or Anheuser-Busch). 
Update: SeaWorld Master Plan Update. 
Bold lettering identifies questions specific to the EIR to which responses would 

· be appreciated. 
All italics are mine for emphasis . 

* * * 
I: EXECUflVE SUMMARY 

A. For every concession granted to S.W., there should be a quid pro quo. 
I. If the high-rise garage is approved (by the City Council and Coastal 

Commission) , the previously acquired 16.5-acre parcel (at the north-east comer of the 

D:\ACS\LETTERSICITYISW-ED<..WPD 

RESPONSES 

1-375 This comment is an introduction to specific comments in the body of the commenting 
letter. 

1-376 This recommendation will be considered by the City when it makes its determination 
about the project. 
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leasehold) should be rededicated as a public park. The extra acres were acquired for 
parking; the garage should preclude that need. 

2. The Atlantis restaurant was sited outside the S.W. leasehold to permit 
the public to patronize a family-oriented, economic seafood restaurant without having to 
enter the park and pay admission. Patrons who paid to enter the park could access the 
restaurant via the •s1cy Tram." Now, with the demise of the restaurant, the Sky Tram 
serves no purpose and should be removed. 

3. lfthe proposed pedestrian bridge to Quivira Basin is approved, access 
to the two proposed hotels in that area of the park will be facilitated. 

lf·those two hotels are approved, the A-B hotel should be moot. There are 
already a sufficient number of hotels in or near M.B., whose average capacity is less than 
100%. So why build more? 

Regarding hotels, the EIR does not address the issue of vertical densiry. 
Hotels, like every other stmctme around M.B., are identified and measured by their 
"footprint• or square footage resting on park ground, not by their vertical displacement. 
Thus a three-story hotel would create more traffic and density than a one-story structure 
with the same footprint. (The 25% commercial limit in M.B. is based on footprint only, 
not on the effects imposed by vertical, high-rise stmctures.) 

Proposal: the calculation of commercial acres should include the FAR and not be 
limited to "footprint" alone. If vertical displacement was considered, the EIR would more 
accurately address the potential effects on the environment it is charged with protecting. 
(A JO-story building resting on a foundation of 5,000 sq.ft. would produce a 50,000 sq.ft. 
burden for the site. To carry this argument to its absurd limit: if a restaurant or a condo 
tower rested on stilts, should we calculate only the footprint of the stilts?) 

Conclusion: A-B should not contemplate any hotels in its leasehold. The 
environmental effects-all negative-cannot be over-estimated. All hotels are opaque. 
Their view-blocking, massing effects cannot be mitigated by landscaping, screening or 
"earth-tone' paint. Besides, all the other hotels surrounding M.B. allow bay-side walks 
through their leaseholds. Only A-B precludes public access to the park except for paying 
guests. Consequently, would Adventure Park hotel guests be required to pay to enter 
the park before accessing the hotel? Would the hotel be accessible to the public 
outside the park boundaries (as the Atlantis restaurant used to be)? 

4. The original Mission Bay Plan called for a circumferential bay-side 
pedestrian and bike path. If A-B receives any accommodations from this EIR, it should 
re-establish that path, if not to its original 50-foot width, then at least to a width 
consistent with the other bay-side walks . 

5. My last quid pro quo is reserved for the issue of noise. As a long-term 
resident of Crown Point, the noise generated by the fireworks is chronic and unfriendly. 
Numerous complaints have fallen on deaf ears which is understandable. The pyro
technicians must have been rendered deaf years ago. 

D:IACSILETTERSICITYISW-EIR. WPD 

RESPONSES 

1-377 Comment noted. 

1-378 The recommendation in this comment will be considered by the City when it makes its 
determination about the project. Additionally, Project Objectives are set forth in 
Section 3.2, Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Project objectives that would be 
compromised by the absence of the hotel element from the project are discussed in 
Section 9.4, No Hotel and Marina Alternative of the Draft EIR. 

1-379 Vertical density of the proposed project is addressed in the Draft EIR through the 
worst-case photosimulations of Tier 2 projects and Special Projects. These 
photosimulations show the maximum developable envelopes that would be allowed by 
the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update. The maximum developable envelopes 
illustrate the maximum vertical density that could occur on the Sea World leasehold. 

1-380 See response to comment 1-379. This recommendation will be considered by the City 
when it makes its determination about the project. 

1-381 This recommendation will be considered by the City when it makes its determination 
about the project. See responses to comments L-39 and 1-71. 

1-382 Section 4.1 , Land Use, and Section 9.3, Enhanced PublicAccess Altemative of the Draft 
EIR, address a bayside walkway on the Sea World leasehold. The bayfront walkway in 
the area of the proposed hotel is currently accessible to the public and would remain 
open to the public after the hotel is developed. 

1-383 See response to comment 1-382. 

1-384 See response to comment L-127. 



~ 
(") 
I 

°' °' 

1-385 

I-386 

1-387 

COMMENTS 

Two contradictory statements demonstrate my lack of confidence in the EIR and 
any likely response generated by these objections: 

On page 9 of the EIR: "Noise Impacts: 
Future rides and show may result in significant noise impacts. 

And yet, on page 11 of the attached mitigation program (MMRP-11), "S.O 
Noise/Impact 5.1 Future Tier 2 Rides and Shows,• we read: 

Future rides and shows may result in insignificant noise impacts. 

The first statement uses "significant"; the second, "insignijicanr." 
As is clearly called out in the CEQA protocol, if a project would cause an 

insignificant effect, no mitigation is required. (A Negative Declaration may suffice.) 
Hence, by declaring that the "Splash-Down" ride "may periodically increase 

ambient noise by 3dB(A) .. . out to 7,000 feet...and the ambient noise levels would not 
substantially increase, ... no mitigation is required." 

3 

Why does the EIR (which uses "significant") differ from tl1e MMRP attachment 
(which uses "insignificant")? 

When was the wording changed, by whom, and for what purpose? 

. II: SPECIFIC RESPONSES to the EIR 

Pg. I CONCLUSIONS (paraphrased) 
Allegation: "The project would also amend the . .. Update and [LCPLUPJ 10 

eliminate inconsislencies regarding implementation of Prop.D. 
Response: Why does A-B feel compelled to create inconsistencies to the MBMP 

(by spending $2 million on a proposition to change the voter-mandated height limit) only 
to spend more money to bring those created inconsistencies into conformity with the 
MBMP? (Had Prop.D not been contemplated and foisted ·upon the public through an 
ingenious but disingenuous signature-gathering campaign, the status quo of M.B. 
development would have prevailed at no cost to A-B. ) 

Allegation: "To accomplish this [the elimination of inconsistencies], the [Update) 
would divide proposed development within the leasehold into five development areas:" 

Response: I shall limit my observations to the first of these five: "Area 1: 
Sea World Theme Park," by citing two sections of CEQA: 

"15355. Cumulative Impacts refers to two or more individual effects which, 
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 
other environmental impacts. 

"(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single 
project or a number of separate projects. 

D,IACSILETTERS\CITYISW-EIR.WPD 

RESPONSES 

1-385 The text of the Draft EIR is correct. The Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Program shall be corrected. Noise studies will be required for fu ture projects to ensure 
that potential noise impacts from these future projects would not result in signi ficant 
noise impacts. See response to comment I- 103 . 

1-386 See response to comment 1-385. 

1-387 See response to comment 1-447. 
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"(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
fo reseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking 
place over a period of time." 

Response: the present EIR identifies numerous effects which , if compared with 
previous proposals by other leaseholders, .would clearly trigger a response cumulative 
concerns. 

"15382. Significant Effect on the Environment means a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of 
the physical conditions within the area affected by the project. 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, 
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic 
or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant 
effect on the environment. A social or economic change 
related to a physical change may be considered in determining· 
whether the physical change is significant." 

Response: The second of these CEQA considerations has been satisfied by the 
production of a 3 'A-pound EIR. Furthermore, many environmentally significant impacts 
have ben identified which the EIR adilresses. 

Regarding Cumulative Impacts, the stealth weapon of choice favoring any 
proposed development, is the slow progression of time. Long-range plans, especially 
those which exceed the life span of a single City Council or Coastal Commission, enjoy 
the effects ofa failing memory or civic apathy. Any project, e.g., the widening ofa road 
or the gradual erosion of a public park by private interests ; is not likely to cause alarm. 
The effects of a decision made by one City Council may be inherited by another without 
raising a quizzical eyebrow. 

Furthermore, the present proposal intends to eliminate the inconsistencies created 
by Prop.D via a vis the MBMP Update. Of the five development areas identified by A-B , 
the first-and most significant-concerns height. Area I of the Theme Park presents a 
series of structures that would exceed 30 feet in "fixed" ratios of the entire 189.4-ac. 
leasehold. 

While it is interesting to note that A-B specifically mentions that only 1 % of U1e 
entire leasehold (or .88ac) would rise about 130 feet and not exceed the 160-foot limit 
imposed by Prop.D, absolutely no assurance is provided that these percentages would be 
maintained over time. 

D:IACSILEITERSICITY\SW-EIR.WPD 

RESPONSES 

1-388 See responses to comments L-23 and 1-317. 

1-389 Comment noted. 

1-390 This comment is partially correct. The fixed height ratios referred to in the comment 
only pe1tain to the 87.7-acre theme park area. 

'I-39 I This statement is incorrect in that the one percent of development which is permitted 
to reach heights of between 130 and 160 feet is based on the 87.7-acre theme park area 
and not the entire 189.4-acre leasehold. Additionally, the Sea World Master Plan provides 
that the height analysis map (SeaWorld Master Plan Update, Figure III-I) will be 
updated and a copy submitted to the Real Estate Assets Department each time a major 
project is proposed. This will provide a highly accurate method of verifying the current 
height allocation percentages. Furthermore, the height percentages described in the 
Sea World Master Plan Update, once approved by the City and Coastal Commission, 
could not be changed without a revision to the Sea World Master Plan Update, which 
would require a new environmental review and approval by the City Council and 
California Coastal Commission. 
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Again, the passage of time, which no newly seated council member would 
appreciate and certainly no newly arrived resident would perceive, would win the 
argument for incremental, imperceptible, growth. 

The 16.5-ac accretion was justified by the apparent lack of parking. And yet1 

after the extra acreage was acquired, the previously rejected multi-story parking garage 
resurfaced as viable. 

5 

Abetting this gradual staging, A-B also proposes a "tiered" development schedule. 
Any timed series of expansion would not attract as much attention as a fully formed, all
out program designed to maximize the leaseholder's investment by attracting the greatest 
number of visitors in the shortest amount of time. 

If the 90-foot 'Splash-Down" ride was the only amusement to be proposed or 
completed in a specific time, the public perception (and any resistance to it) would be 
diminished. 

On page 2, "Significant Unmitigated Impacts," I heartily agree that the 
• Adoption of the proposed project could potentially contribute to direct environmental 
impacts associated with land use, neighborhood character. . . light, glare . .. transportation 
and circulation, water quality, biological resources, noise, geology ... air quality, energy 
and water conservation.• 

If that's not enough, "This project could potentially contribute to cumulative 
impacts associated with land use, neighborhood character. .. visual quality .. . and 
transportation and circulation." 

What's left? An assault on our Constitutional freedoms? 
With a laundry list of "potential" and "significant unmitigated impacts" like that, 

we should all be concerned that the designers of such a proposal are, themselves, 
suffering from unmitigated chutzpah. 

But I digress. 

Page 3: (top) 

[ 

Allegation: "Approval of the No Project Alternative or the Combination 
Alternative may, however, lessen these impacts to below a level of significance .. . ." 

Response: Again, I unreservedly endorse these alternatives as moving in the right 
direction: i.e., to return some ofM.B. Park to its rightful owners, the citizens of San 
Diego. 

Page 4: 

[ 

· In addition to the No Project Alternative and the More Regulated Alternative ... 
Allegation: ' that would avoid and/or reduce significant direct and cumulative 

impacts" on the project site and adjacent community resource, .. . 
Response: I must stress the importance of adopting the Enhanced Public Access 

Alternative. 

D,IACS\LE1TERS1CITY\SW-EIR.WPD 

RESPONSES 

1-392 Future development on the Sea World leasehold would be limited to what is described 
in the Sea World Master Plan Update, which could not be changed without a revision to 
the Sea World Master Plan Update, which would require a new environmental review 
and approval by the City Council and California Coastal Commission. 

1-393 The parking garage is included in the Master Plan Update to address any potential 
shortcomings in parking supply that may occur in the future. 

1-394 The Ti ers included in the Master Plan Update include near-term projects, where 
specific project details are know, and long-term potential new and redevelopment 
projects where project details are not currently known. 

1-395 Comment noted. 

1-396 Comment noted. 

1-397 

1-398 

Comment noted. This recommendation will be considered by the City when it makes 
its determination about the project. 

Comment noted. This recommendation will be considered by the City when it makes 
its determination about the project. 
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Soon after its creation in mid-1960, the original Sea World restricted public 
access to its leasehold. The 50-foot-wide public access corridor was reduced in width and 
eventually eliminated by the ever-increasing. needs of Harcourt-Brace and, more recently , 
A-B. 

The promised bay-side walk and bike path succumbed to corporate expansion and 
the thinly veiled excuse of security. (ls security enhanced by keeping the public out of 
its park?) 

Not surprisingly, the justification for denying this alternative is economic-based: 
Allegation: "Implementation of the alternative would require .major alteration and 

relocation of much of the existing and proposed facilities on the leasehold. :Significant · 
impacts would be no different-ov.erall than under the· proposed project. The extensive 
cost to implement this.alternative; and the compromise it would pose·to the success,of the. 
S.W. operation, would make this project alternative infeasible." 

Response: And yet, the elimination of public access. was accomplished piecemeal 
over time to remain below the horizon of public scrutiny and the infrequently summoned 
CEQA provisions regarding cumulative and significant impacts. 

In short, the loss of public access to a public park is both cumulative and 
significant. 

I wish to raise a similar endorsement of the remaining Alternatives for similar 
reasons : 

The "No Hotel Alternative" is particularly curious. When representatives of A-B 
were asked three years ago about constructing a hotel on their leasehold , we were told, 
and I quote Mr. Pat Owen, "We're not in the hotel business." 

In view of A-B's frequently stated planning cycle of 2'h-3 years (to justify their 
inability to inform the public of its intentions) , how can today's EIR refer to a hotel if 
it wasn't contemplated three years ago? 

Ditto, the above-ground parking garage. When this structure was suggested to the 
M.B. Planning Committee, it was rejected by the engineer-member, Mr. Mike 
Pallamary. His reasons for rejecting any parking structure rested squarely on the soft and 
yielding nature of the former landfill which now underlies a good portion of the eastern 
A-B leasehold. 

However, this rejection became an endorsement after A-B obtained 16.5 acres of 
additional land (east of the present leasehold and adjacent to the bay). Evidently , the land 
that was too soft to support a garage before the acquisition of the extra acres suddenly 
became firm after the acquisition. 

Why was the above-ground garage rejected until after the 16.5 acres were 
acquired? 

By this time, my objections to almost anything A-B proposes for M.B. is a matter 
of record, repetition and paranoia. 

RESPONSES 

1-399 See response to comment 1-382. 

1-400 Comment noted. 

1-40 I Section 4.1 , Land Use and Section 9.3, Enhanced PublicAccessAltemative of the Draft 
EIR address the issues ra ised in this comment. 

1-402 This recommendation will be considered by the City when it makes its determination 
about the project. 

1-403 The Sea World Master Plan Update is intended to address future development on the 
Sea World leasehold to 2020 and beyond. See also responses to comments L-39 and 1-
134. 

1-404 Section 4.8, Geology/Soi ls of the Draft EIR addresses foundation issues with respect 
to a future parking garage. See also responses to comments L-77 regarding geology/ 
soils, S7 regarding construction of projects on the landfill and 1-393 regarding the 
parking garage inclusion in the Master Plan Update. 

1-405 See response to comment 1-404. 
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I shall summarize my concerns by commenting on the mitigation efforts being 
proposed. 

Again, my overriding concern with any mitigation effort depends on its timely 
application or effectiveness in being administered during or after the project has been 
approved or constructed. ,.,. 

To exemplify this point, I quote from the ElR: 

Page 5: (bottom, last sentence) 
Allegation: "Due to the general nature of the Update , however, additional 

environmental review may be required as incremental development occurs for site
specific projects over time." 

7 

Response: · References to "incremental" and "over time" are precisely why the 
CEQA provision for cumulative effects was written and, regrettably , most often ignored. 
Unless someone is accountable for continuously monitoring a protracted project and is 
cognizant of its long-terrn effects, the likelihood of "overlooking" or "miss ing' the impacts 
approaches certainty . 

The mitigation of the negative effects on 
Page 6: "Neighborhood Character" are 'To partially mitigate visual quality· 

impacts [read 'block view"] related to the construction of structures over 30 feet, the, 
applicant would prepare and implement a site plan for each individual project.• 

Response: Unfortunately, if this project is approved, the proponent need not seek 
Council or Coastal Commission approval for any project not exceeding 90 feet. 
Consequently, the majority of the projects being contemplated would not require 
approval, but would be granted as a matter of administerial fiat. A series of 90-foot 
buildings on Mission Bay would present quite a visual challenge. 

Page 6: 
Allegation: As for mitigating 'Transportation and Circulation" effects, A-B 

proposes to widen S.W. Drive to six lanes between 1-5 and S.W. Way and by contributing 
44% of the cost of widening same. 

Responses : What is not mentioned, is the genesis for widening S.W. Drive in the 
first place: as the Adventure Park grows, so does the traffic into and out of it. Why 
should one cent of city funds be spent to acconunodate the growth of a commercial 
enterprise sited in a public park? If a commercial enterprise causes traffic to increase, 
that same enterprise should ameliorate it. 

Page 6, para 2): 

[ 

Allegation: Although A-B proposes to pay 100% of the cost to coordinate the 
traffic signals on S.W. Drive and construct a 400-foot extension nearby ... 

Response: .. . no explanation of "coordinate" is given, nor of the maintenance cost, 
if any. What does •coordinate• mean? Coordinate with whom? 
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RESPONSES 

See responses to comments L-23 and 1-3 17. 

This comment is incorrect. See responses to comments L-24 and 1-28. 

See response to comment 1-322. 

Traffic signal coordination means that the traffic signals that are close to each other 
would have their timing adjusted such that the green lights would be sequenced to 
pennit groups of traffic to continue through continuous signals without having to 
stop. Such coordination would improve the traffic flow from Pacific Highway, eastward 
to the 1-5/SeaWorld Drive interchange signals. Once the signals are coordinated, no 
non-routine maintenance would be required fo r these signals. 
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Likewise, paras 3), and 4) and 5) (top of Page 1): 
Allegation: all of these recommendations suggest possible traffic mitigations, 

while skirting the cause of traffic congestion: 
Response: A larger Adventure Park will entice more visitors into an already 

maximized park and beach area. 
Equally unstated is the cyclic demand for more parking to accommodate more 

guests who-if the A-B Adventure Park propaganda is correct- wi ll demand more 
entertainment and, hence, more parking. 

In .1987, before and during the planning for Shamu Stadium, S.W. requested a 
further· "and final~· addition· torthe ·park:.· In exchange.for·S : W/s promise that ·it would '·not 
seek any .more park land, the city granted S.W. a "final" 87 acres . 

. Obviously, when the 16:S·acres· were "negotiated" behind closed doors about three 
years·ago,,this pr.omise .was forgotten·or. ignored by. the council .. . ,(Only Councilwoman 
Judy·McC:arty was on ,thecouncil that granted·the 87 acres and the more recent 16.5 
acres . Documentation was presented to the council in a failed attempt to remind them of 
the previous council's agreement with S.W .) 

What assurances· does the city have that Anheuser-Busch-or any of its 
successors-will not-seek more park land to accommodate the inevitable expansion of 
the • Adventure Park"? 

In this oft-repeated' scenario (not unique to A-B), amusements expand onto the 
parking Jot which , in turn , expands onto new park land. (The original 20-acre "Sea 
World" now exceeds 180 acres to become the largest leasehold on M.B.-an inevitable 
accretion that never attracted the attention of CEQA 's cumulative effect watchdogs. 

Page 7: 
Similar objections can be raised over the mitigation measures proposed for paras 

I) to 6) (pnge 8), all of which relate to 'reconfiguration• of streets or "improvements," 
'reconstructions," "additions" and 'widenings" to accommodate more traffic and not 
mitigate or reduce ex.isting loads . 

To stress the point, traffic is not mitigated by widening roads . The only way to 
mitigate traffic (or any other negative entity) is to reduce it. Hence, if drivers would 
abandon their cars and opt for public transit, traffic would be mitigated; that is, there'd be 
less of it. Widening roads or building more freeways does not mitigate traffic, it 
accommodates to it, encouraging more of it. (Did the widening of the 1-5/1-805 "Merge" 
alleviate traffic congestion or merely push it further north?) 

Page 8: 

[ 

Allegation: Of particular concern is the proposal to "I) pave the existing unpaved 
guest overflow parking area. When this expansion was acquired, none other than former 
General Manager Bill Davis told me that runoff from the new lot would "percolate" into 
the soil because the lot had been treated with gravel and slurry; the Jot was not to be 
paved or even asphalted. 
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RESPONSES 

The traffic model used in the traffic study takes into account future "background" 
growth or increases in traffic associated with regional growth. See also responses to 
comments 1-1 and 1-5. 

-nie impacts of the project on parking are addressed in Section 4.4.6, Impact of the 
Draft EIR. Project-related parking impacts will be monitored as set forth in Section 
4.4.8, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR, and any significant 
impacts will be mitigated by Mitigation Measure 4.4-11 . . 

Comment noted. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update dated August 2, 1994 designated the 
16.5 acres as area fo r possible Sea World expansion. See response to comment 1-71 . 

-nie expansion of the Sea World leasehold would require approval of the City Council. 
In addition, the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update does include any other land 
adjacent to the Sea World leasehold that is identified for a commercial use. 

See responses to comments L-22, L-44 and 1-212 through 1-21 4. 

See response to comment L-12. See also Section 4.5, Water Quality of the Draft ElR, 
and Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 for existing Best Management Practices and storm drain 
inlet treatment. 
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I-417 I Response: So what's changed? If the lot is to be paved, what provisions will the 
L_ city impose lo guarantee that no oily runoff will reach the bay or channel? · 

I-418 

I-419 

I-420 

I-421 

1-422 

I hope you're sitting down. I fully endorse proposal '2) implement off-site ·'' 
parking or shuttle/MTDB ... ." 

This idea was proposed during the year-long M.B. Update process which 
identified the unused southeast corner of M.B. (near the junction of S.W. Drive and 
Friars Road). The idea was expanded to include a trolley extension from Old Town, past 
S.W. and on to Mission Beach. (One proposal suggested an extension of the Mission 
Beach line across the channel and into Ocean Beach.) 

By reintroducing this idea- and having it presented and endorsed by the 'economic 
engine" that is A-B, perhaps the political climate at City Hall and the Coastal 
Commission will be more favorable to an idea that will truly mitigate some of the traffic 
now endured by M.B. Park and nearby beaches. 

That said, I do not endorse: 
Page 8, para 3): 'construct the planned parking structure." 
After acquiring an additional 16.5 acres, ostensibly for parking associated with the 

"Splash-Down" ride, and claiming that the former waste dump would not support a multi
story structure and would cause toxic wastes to seep into the bay, A-B is now proposing 
the structure they had previously rejected. ~ 

Why is a multi-story garage now being proposed when it was previously-· 
_rejected as infeasible? 

[ 

Finally, and to encapsulate all of my objections to all of the proposals and 
mitigations identified in this EIR, I wish to state my vehement objection to: 

Chapter 6.0 
GROWTH ENDUCEMENT 

[ 

My antipathy toward this term and its alarming implications were expressed in 
August, 2000, when the Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project (LRD No. 98-0767) came 
forth. 

Nothing has changed since then except my growing alarm that the city continues 
to view 'growth" as a good thing. (The city has indeed induced my alarm to grow along 
with growth itselfl) 

inducing impacts of a proposed project. The discussion should include ways in which the 
project could foster economic or population growth, the construction of additional 
housing, or remove obstacles to population growth, either directly or indirectly." 

Response: I must assume that any fostering of population growth will include a 
discussion of the obvious consequences: traffic, utility consumption, infrastructure ~ 

Allegation: ' ... CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address the growth-

O,IACS\Le!TERSICITYISW-EIR.WPD 

RESPONSES 

1-417 See responses to comments S-25, S-26 and 1-416. 

1-418 Comment noted. 

1-419 A parking structure is included in the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update to 
address potential parking deficiencies that may occur as attendance increases at Sea World. 
See also responses to comments S-2, 1-393 and 1-404. 

1-420 Comment noted. 

1-421 

1-422 

Comment noted. 

The Draft EIR addresses project-rel ated traffic impacts in Section 4.4, Transportation 
and Circulation of the Draft EIR. See responses to comments L-26, L-39 and 1-271 
regarding energy and infrastructure issues. Sewer and water utilities are addressed in 
response to comment L-39. The proposed project would not foster population 
growth as discussed in Section 7.3, Population/Housing of the Draft EIR. 
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L demands, etc., all of which are presently under duress. Would an increase in our 
population improve the demands presently being made on our parks, including 
Mission Bay Park? 

[ 

Allegation: "Direct growth-inducing impacts are commonly associated with the 
provision of public services, utilities, and roads to a previously undeveloped area." 

Response: Mission Bay Park is already at its capacity of 25 % commercial 
development. No.further growth should be contemplated, let alone induced! 

[ 

Allegation: "The provision of infrastructure and services to a site can foster 
growth by reducing development constraints-for nearby areas, thereby inducing other 
landowners in the area to convert their property to other uses." 

Response: ·What "development constraints" will be reduced for nearby areas? 
Since there are no "landowners" in Mission Bay , Who will be induced to convert 

their property to other uses? What uses? 

Allegation: "Direct impacts can also result from population growth taxing existing 
public services, or a particular development increasing the pace or density of existing 
surrounding developments." 

Response: ·Amen to that! The above statement shou ld give anyone pause; a 
greater population leads directly and unequivocally to an increasing pace and 
densification of existing development. Will the residents of Pacific Beach and Mission 
Beach be adversely affected by the inducement of growth at Sea World? (Answer: 
youbetcha!) 

Allegation: "indirect growth-inducing impacts include the additional demand for 
housing, commodities, and services that new development causes or attracts by increasing 
population in an area." 

Response: This is hardly and indirect impact. There is a direct correlation 
between growth and its effects . Please identify the positive impacts that flow from 
growth. Additional demand for housing, commodities and services can only end with 
increased competition for a diminishing resource and, hence, higher prices. 

Allegation: "The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update is expected to contribute 
to the economy of the San Diego region in terrns of jobs, personal income, and tax 
revenues. However, it is expected that most of the jobs created by implementation of the 
proposed Master Plan Update would be filled by locally unemployed and under-employed 
persons. Therefore , the project is not expected to cause an influx of new permanent 
residents into San Diego County." 

Response: May we please have this in writing along with the proviso that if the 
"expected" jobs do not materialize, the project will be removed? What assurances do 
we have that the jobs to be "created" by the implementation of this proposal will 
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RESPONSES 

This comment is an opinion that does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
infonnation presented in the Draft EIR. The Sea World Master Plan Update does not 
increase the Sea World leasehold and does not increase the amount ofland for commercial 
development already designated for Mission Bay Park. 

In the case of Sea World, the provision of infrastructure and services would not foster 
growth in nearby areas as discussed in Chapter 6.0, Growth Inducement. 

Thi s comment is an opinion that does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
infonnation presented in the Draft EIR, therefore, no further response is necessary. 

As stated in Chapter 6.0, Growth Inducement of the Draft EIR, Section I 5126.2(d) of 
the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address the growth-inducing impacts ofa 
proposed project. Accordingly, both Chapter 6.0, Growth Inducement, and Chapter 
7.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant of the Draft EIR analyze such impacts as 
cultural resources, agriculture, population/housing and public services. In particular, 
Section 7.3, Population/Housing of the Draft EIR states that the project would not 
significantly alter the population distribution, location, and densities, nor would it 
significantly affect population growth rate or housing demands. 

See response to comment L-102. 
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Ldefinitely be filled by the locally unemployed? How will A-8 discriminate between 
those job applicants who are already employed elsewhere and those who are "locaUy 

unemployed"? 

Curiously, elements of Chapter 7 .0 (page 7-2) seem to contradict this admirable 

goal: 
Para 7.3 Population/Housing 
Allegation: "While the proposed project could create new jobs in the area, it is 

anticipated that the existing labor pool in the County would fill the positions created by 
attendance growth at Sea World ." 

Response: How does this statement (which refers to an "existing labor pool") 
comport with the previous statement (which refers to the "locally Ullemployed")? 

In summary, if there's anything San Diego doesn't need, it's growth inducement. 
Growth doesn't need any inducement. The premise that growth is good is flawed. Citing 
new jobs and the influx of more taxpayers or investment dollars into our community gives 
short shrift to the frequently overlooked consequences. Housing projects loom on our 
hillsides oblivious to traffic, higher land and living costs, more pollution, more sewage, 
less water and, most relevant and timely of all, higher util ity rates. We are running out of 
resources at an alarming rate. (Last summer, while touring S.W. with Mr. Davis , we 
were told that the electricity costs to keep the penguin exhibi t at polar temperatures had 
doubled. Measures were planned to raise the temperature and identify other cost-saving 
features.) For those now living at their conservative best, the only recourse seems to be 
the pain of paying more and more for less and less . 

As with the EIR on the Quivira Basin development, the Sea World EIR sings the 
same tune: As long as tourists flood in, rent hotel rooms, dine in our restaurants, visit our 
wo and pay TOT, the city clai ms success. And yet, will these visitors enjoy our 
polluted oceans and bays? Are they enjoying our congested freeways? 

To add to my consternation, the 1999-2000 Grand Jury .was unequivocal in its 
recommendation to cease all renegotiation of leases until a survey of Mission Bay Park 
was completed. Although a survey was completed, many questions remain about its 
validity and value. A second survey is being discussed to allay the concerns of critics 
about the definitions of "land" and "water" and "tideland," three crucial elements of any 
survey. One Orwellian definition identifies "tideland" as "land," thereby raising the 
inventory of developable, commercial land, even if it's under water twice a day. 

Unfortunately, before the first survey was completed, the city disregarded the 
Grand Jury recommendations in two ways: 1) City Manager Michael Uberuaga ignored 
the Grand Jury, observing that Mission Bay was not endangered; 2) the De Anza 
development moved forward from the Planning Commission to the City Council without 
waiting for the survey (establishing an unhealthy precedent for Quivira and Sea World to 

emulate). 

D:IACSIUITTERSICITY\SW-EJR.WPD 

1-428 

1-429 

1-430 

1-431 

1-432 

RESPONSES 

Locally unemployed or underemployed individuals are part of the existing labor pool. 

Chapter 6.0, Growth Inducement addresses the potential influence of the proposed 
project on regional growth. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 
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If the Sea World EIR were the only document being presented to the city and the 

public for review, there might be little cause for alarm. That facts, however, are not so 
placid. Quivira Basin and De Anza Cove are only two of a growing number of proposals 
being presented or planned for the further development of Mission Bay. Because it is 
already at or beyond capacity, Mission Bay should be seen as the impaired body of water 
it is, not as the cash cow it has become. 

This, then, is my absolutely lasr observation on the subject: the concluding 
remarks on the Quivira Basin EIR are most telling . 

Allegation: 'The proposed pro jeer provides for redevelopment in a fully-developed 
area with liJtle to no room for expansion as there is very little vacant, undeveloped land 
in the project area. • 

Response: If you averred that for Quivira, why doesn't the same concern hold 
true ror Sea World? If there is "no room for expansion" for Quivira-which 
encompasses less land-how can there be room to expand Sea World? 

I appreciate this opportunity to vent. 

tk~ 
Alfred C. Strohlein 

D:IACSILE"ITERSICITYISW-E!R.WPD 
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1-433 Comment noted. See also response to comment L-23 . 

1-434 Comment noted. 

1-435 The project does not expand the acreage of the Sea World leasehold. 
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April 25, 20001 
City of San Diego 
Office of the Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, California 92101 

Subj: Draft Environmental Impact Report (LDR No. 99-0618, SCH No. 1984030708): 

Section I. Errors of Fact and Deficiencies in the Draft EIR 

EIR statement-pg 8: Water quality: Due to Sea World's existing surface runoff controls 
and Best Management Practices (BMPs), no significant impacts were identified as a 
result of existing operations. 

Response: The settling ponds at city-owned Famosa Slough are an example of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for street or parking lot runoff. Anheuser-Busch ' s 
leasehold includes the second largest parking lot in the city. An estimated 80 per cent of 
the runoff from this parking lot is not captured and drains untreated into Mission Bay. 
This is not consistent with BMP, so the draft EIR is in error. Rain falling onto this lot 
may become mixed with oil, gasoline, and other organic chemicals. Settling ponds with 
retention times of four days could significantly reduce particulate and chemical 
contamination of Mission Bay. The impact of parking lot runoff could be largely 
mitigated using settling pond technology. This mitigation is not mentioned in the EIR. 
Anheuser-Busch has missed an opportunity for mitigation and to educate and 
demonstrate their environmental awareness and concern by not allocating some leasehold 
land for settling ponds. This mitigation measure should be specified and required in the 
final EIR. 

EIR statement-pg 8: Water quality. In addition, the existing treatment of aquaria 
water ... . results in no identified significant impacts due to discharge of treated water into 
Mission Bay. 

Response: The draft EIR is in error. Anheuser-Busch currently discharges about 3.2 
million gallons of water a week from its aquaria into Mission Bay. This water exceeded 
State Regional Water Quality Board standards for bacterial indicators for five months 
during 1999 and regularly in 2000. Additionally, water quality impacts from dredging 
and construction are not adequately addressed in the draft EIR. 

EIR statement-pg 9: Noise Impacts: The proposed "splash-down" ride may periodically 
increase ambient noise to 3 dB(A) and may be audible out to 7,000 feet from the theme 
park. However, because ambient noise would not substantially increase, the ride would 
not create a significant noise impact and therefore no mitigation is required. 

Response: Noise is additive. There is no threshold effect. For this reason, sections of 
the draft EIR referring to the ambient noise environment (pgs 4.7-4 through 4.7-17) and 
existing noise conditions (pg 4.7-1) are irrelevant and should be deleted. The statement 

RESPONSES 

1-436 Sea World has implemented a variety of Best Management Practices that include both 
structural and non-structural methods to reduce pollutants in surface water runoff 
These measures are described in both Section 4.5, Water Quality, and the Water Quality 
Analysis for the Sea World Master Plan Update dated September 26, 2000, prepared 
by URS, which is attached as Appendix C to the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the Draft 
EIR provides Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 which includes the installation ofstormwater 
catch bas in inserts or equivalent to capture oil and grease where it enters the storm drain 
system. See responses to comments S-25, S-26, and 1-416. 

1-437 See response to comment L-69. No dredging would occur as part of the proposed 
project. See Section 3.4, Proposed Master Plan Update and Operations of the Draft 
EIR. Potential construction-related water qual ity impacts are addressed in Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-3 on page 4.5-19 in the Draft EIR. 

1-438 Ambient noise is relevant in assessing noise impacts. CEQA requires the EIR to 
identify any substantial adverse changes in the environment which result from the 
project. CEQA Guidelines, ~ 15382. Ambient noise levels and existing conditions are 
relevant because they reflect the existing environment without the project and provide 
a baseline fo r detennining the proj ect's noise impacts. Because the project's noise 
levels are lower than the ambient noise levels, as set forth in the Environmental Noise 
Analysis - Sea World Master Plan, City of San Diego, dated as of August 18, 2000, 
prepared by Gordon Bricken & Associates, which is attached as Appendix E to the 
Draft EIR, there is no substantial adverse change in the environment resulting from the 
project's noise. 
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The comment is correct in that noise is additive, however it is added logarithmically. 
This means for example, that an average noise level of 45 dBA and 45 dBA would equal 
48 dBA or an average noise level of 45 dBA and 55 dBA would equal 55 dBA. 

The combination of the average ambient noise and the Splashdown Ride average 
additive noise levels would not result in a significant noise impact. 



:;,:, 
-l 
Q 
--.l 
00 

1-438 
Cont. 

I-439 

1-440 

1-441 

1-442 

I-443 

I-444 

COMMENTS 

cited above that ambient noise levels are high so no mitigation is required is specious. 
Noise from the splashdown ride will be substantial and audible for over a mile and a half. 
Additionally, noise from this thrill-ride may violate Animal Welfare Act (AW A) 
standards determined by Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) with 
regard to noise exposure and animal safety. Several sections of the A WA address the 
issue of minimal risk of harm during public exhibition and the requirement to exhibit 
animals only under conditions consistent with their good-health and well-being. The 
AWA also contains sections that clearly prohibit harassment of captive animals. The 90-
foot tall "splash-down" thrill ride is to be constructed of steel rails anchored in concrete. 
This ride will generate continuous vibrations in the substrate that can be effectively 
transmitted into nearby pools. There would be no recourse for the exposed animals, who 
could be subjected-daily and most of the evening to substantial sound disturbances. 
Many species of marine mammals held by Anheuser-Busch at Sea World, particularly the 
cetaceans are extremely sensitive to sound and low frequency vibrations. Conditions of 
chronic noise exposure are unlikely to be consistent with their good-health and well 
being. According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section 15126: 
"All phases of a project must be considered when evaluating impact on the environment: 
planning, acquisition, development, and operation." The noise impact to captive animals 
is nowhere addressed in the draft EIR. The scope of the EIR also is inadequate since 
Federal agencies involved in enforcement of the AW A were not notified. 

EIR statement-pg 8: Geology/Soils: The proposed project would have potentially 
significant impacts .associated with liquefaction, unstable geologic or soil conditions, soil 
erosion during construction and shoreline rip-rap slumping. 

Response: The location of several of the proposed projects could result in the excavation 
and exposure of a class I ha~ardous waste disposal site. Specific mitigation measures 
addressing this potential impact need to be clearly stated in the final EIR. 

EIR statement pg S-2: Executive Summary: 
Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/LCP. The project consists of 
an amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/LCP to bring the plan into 
conformity with the 1998 voter approved Sea World Initiative, Proposition D. 

Response: The draft EIR is in error because there is no conformity between Proposition 
D and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. In August 1998, Anheuser-Busch 
prepared a vaguely worded initiative known as Proposition D. The narrowly approved 
initiative mentions only exhibits, attractions, and educational facilities. It did not specify 
construction of a hotel, thrill rides, or large signs that could reach heights of 160 feet. 
Expansion projects which Anheuser-Busch claims were permitted under Proposition D 
should be curtailed until voters have an opportunity to consider a properly worded 
initiative that accurately describes Anheuser-Busch' s intentions, namely to build multiple 
thrill rides and drastically increase the size and lighting of their signs in the Mission Bay 
Park. Evidence that Proposition D was largely misunderstood by voters stems from a 
ballot measure passed in 1987 by a margin of almost 80 percent which tightly restricts 
commercial development_ of leases in Mission Bay Park._ (Source: Amendment to the 

RESPONSES 

1-439 See responses to comments I-463 through I-466. 

1-440 See responses to comments 1-463 through 1-466. 

1-441 This comment is incorrect. See responses to comments S-1 through S-19. See also 
Section 4.1 1, Human Health/Public Safety of the Draft EIR. 

1-442 See responses to comments I-88, I-127, I-598, 1-636 and I-640. 

1-443 See responses to comments I-598, I-636 and I-640. 

I-444 See responses to comments I-598, I-636 and 1-640. 
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Charter of The City of San Diego-Section 55.1, Article V). Proposition D passed by a 
margin of only 50.7 per cent. The draft EIR should include the text of Proposition D, 
rather than segments of the master plan update (section 3.5, pgs . 3-71, 3-72). Most voters 
would not have had an opportunity to review the master plan update before voting on 
Proposition D. The conformity between the wording of Proposition D and the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update must not be assumed in the draft EIR, and the lack of 
conformity should be accurately described in the final EIR. 

EIR statement pg 3-40: Fireworks Noise: 
. . . (fireworks) expansion under the proposed master plan update could result in more 
frequent shows throughout the year and/or and longer shows. 

Response: The noise, air quality, and water quality impacts of the proposed expanded 
fireworks displays associated with thi s project are not .fully considered in the draft EIR. 
They cannot be fully considered because the draft EIR does not put a limitation on the 
length of fireworks displays, the number of nights such displays can occur, or the number 
of shells that can be detonated per night. Permits that may regulate the size of shells to 
be detonated are not provided in the draft EIR. Anheuser-Busch states that during a 
major fireworks display, they may detonate up to 1,750 shells in one evening and that 
these displays could occur in conjunction with an unspecified number of special events or 
celebrations (pg 3-40). 

[ 

Water quality impacts. Discharged fireworks fall into Mission Bay and release metals 
into the water. Pyrotechnic compositions use barium chloride, strontium chloride, 
potassium perchlorate, strontium carbonate, copper chloride and powdered magnesium 
and aluminum. These impacts to water quality are nowhere addressed in the draft EIR. 

1-453 of the detonation of up to 1,750 fireworks shells in an evening or the toxicity or volume L 
Air quality impacts. The draft EIR does not specifically address the impacts to air quality 

I-454 

I-455 

I-456 

of oxidized pyrotechnic compounds. 

E 
Noise impacts. The draft EIR does not specifically address· the impact of the detonation 
of over 1,750 fireworks shells for up to 20 minutes on captive marine mammals or on 
captive flamingoes with pinned wings held by Anheuser-Busch on its city-owned 
leasehold. It also fails to specifically discuss the noise impact to a large variety of birds 
feeding and nesting in the Southern Wildlife Preserve located in the San Diego Flood 
Control Channel (a Multiple Species Conservation Program Area) within 1,500 feet of 
these detonations. 

[ 

Air qualjty impacts: The EIR does not specifically address the impact of the detonation 
ofup to 1,700 fireworks shells rughtly on air quality. The toxicity and volume of gases 
released by burrung of pyrotechnic compounds need to be specifically addressed in the 
final EIR. These impacts are nowhere addressed in the draft EIR. 

RESPONSES 

1-445 Proposition D is attached as Appendix H to the Draft EIR. 

1-446 See response to comment 1-445. 

1-447 The proposed amendments to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update describes 
where there is a 11011-confonnity between Proposition D and the Plan. The proposed 
Sea World Master Plan Update reflects the voter-approved Proposition D. The Sea World 
Master Plan Update in comparison to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update is 
addressed in Section 4. I, Land Use of the Draft EIR. 

1-448 See response to comment 1-170 which addresses fireworks air quality impacts, and 
response to comment 1-169 for fireworks water quality impacts. See responses to 
comments F-1 , F-2, 1-168 and L-127. 

1-449 The Project Description on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR under the heading "Fireworks 
Displays" provides a description of the maximum number of fireworks shows that 
could occur, by duration and average number of shells. 

1-450 Pennits that regulate fireworks are provided in Table 3.3-3, SeaWorld Operational 
Penni ts. City of San Diego Council Policy 500-06, Regulations ofFireworks Displays, 
regulates the timing of fireworks displays and limits the size of concussive non-color 
(reports and salutes) to three inches. Finally, this policy requires that fireworks 
displays that use salutes or reports be limited to three events per 30-day period in each 
zip code area. This infonnation is provided on page 3-20 of the Draft EIR. 

1-451 

1-452 

1-453 

1-454 

1-455 

See response to comment 1-449. 

See response to comment 1- 169. 

See response to comment 1-170. 

See response to comment 1-463. 

The Southern Wildlife Preserve occupies the San Diego River Flood Control Channel 
from bank to bank and includes lands that range from coastal brackish and salt marsh to 
mudflats to open water. In addition the preserve includes the lower portions of the rock 
riprap slopes that physically delimit the boundary of the preserve. Within the 
preserve and its represented habitats, avian species are the most visibly dominant 
element of the wildlife fauna Shorebirds forage on the mudflats, up into tidal channels, 
and in more open marsh habitats. Some of the birds that forage in the channel night 
roost on the mudflats, along the base ofthe riprap, and on the sands of Dog Beach at the 
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San Diego River mouth. Few shorebirds are expected to actually nest in the Southern 
Wildlife Preserve due to a lack of suitable nesting habitat. Marsh and wading birds such 
as herons and egrets forage within the open water, on mudflats, and in marsh plains. 
These birds generally depart from the channel at night to roost and nest in trees 
elsewhere, including on the SeaWorld grounds. Waterfowl forage within the open 
waters and rest on the water or adjacent mudflats at night. Nesting by waterfowl is 
limited in the channel but includes nesting by common species such as mallards and 
gadwalls with in the cattail marsh vegetation located to the southeast of Sea World. 
Cormorants spend relatively limited amounts of time in the channel but night-roost on 
transmission lines crossing the channel. Sensitive species that are found within and 
around the Southern Wildlife Preserve include state and/or federally-listed endangered 
species as well as non-listed species recognized as declining. The channel supports 
regular daytime summer foraging use by California least terns and intern1ittent foraging 
use by California brown pelicans and western snowy plover. None of these species 
occur in the Southern Wildlife Preserve at night. The channel also supports scattered 
occurrences ofBelding's savannah sparrows, and uncommon occurrences by endangered 
light-footed clapper rails. When present, both species are considered resident species 
and likely nest within the marsh vegetation of the channel. Non-listed sensitive species 
that make regular use of the channel are limited and include western grebe and long-billed 
curlew. Both species forage and may night roost but do not nest within the channel area. 

The proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update would incorporate two elements that 
have been identified as a potential concern relative to avian uses within the Southern 
Wildlife Preserve. The first is an expansion of the current fireworks shows to include 
earlier season shows as well as more frequent showings. The second element is traffic 
mitigation in the form of roadway widening of Sea World Drive and potential encroachment 
and vehicular noise impacts. 

With respect to the proposed expansion of the fireworks display program, there would 
not be a substantive change in use patterns by avifauna. Because the existing fireworks 
shows are an element of the baseline environment, the existing avian use of the flood 
control channel including the Southern Wildlife Preserve exists under conditions that 
include summer season fireworks displays. Nesting within the channel is relatively 
limited and commences prior to the beginning of any proposed expansion of fireworks 
disp lays with the breeding season for Belding's savannah, light-footed clapper rail, and 
mallard beginning in March and gadwall beginning in April. These breeding seasons also 
extend into the current fireworks season with nesting for all species lasting into late June 
or mid-July. Foraging uses within the channel would not be affected by fireworks 
shows because foraging is a daytime activity and would not overlap with the fireworks 
displays. Night roosting uses continue to occur within the channel under the present 
fireworks baseline conditions and as such, an extension of the fireworks show would 
not be expected to alter this activity. 
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Widening of Sea World Drive would impact adjacent roadway landscaping but no 
forag ing, roosting, or nesting habitat used by species associated with the Southern 
Wildlife Preserve would be effected. This widening and increased traffic volumes 
would be expected to increase the traffic noise levels by 0.5 dB(A) at 50 feet from the 
centerline of the nearest lane by the year 2020. This noise increase would not result in 
a substantive change in the overall ambient noise levels within the flood control channel 
and would not be expected to have any significant adverse impacts on avian distribution 
or use patterns. The widening, consisting of an approximately 12 feet of travel lane on 
the south side of the existing road, would also reduce the separation between the 
roadway surface and the channel uses areas. However, automobile traffic, especially 
traffic that is relatively consistent, is a disturbance that birds acclimate to over time. 
Because the current alignment, width, and traffic use patterns of Sea World Drive 
would not be substantively changed, relative to the channel, these changes would not 
be expected to be significant. This is especially true given that the pedestrian and 
bicycle trail that parallels the channel would still form the most proximate disturbance 
source and one that hosts uses that are generally more threatening to wildlife than 
automobile traffic. Also see response to comment l-308. 

1-456 See response to comment 1-170. 



"' -l 
0 
00 
N 

I-457 

I-458 

I-459 

I-460 

I-461 

COMMENTS 

Section 2. Mitigation Measures not addressed in the Draft EIR 

Mitigation of Visual Impacts 
CEQA requires that, "Each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and 
alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect. . . (should be included in the EIR.). The 
·draft EIR correctly identifies many significant visual impacts associated with this project, 
but fails to include a specific mitigation of visual impacts. Structures over 30 feet high 
'are prohibited in the Coastal Zone, yet Anheuser-Busch maintains a 320-foot lighted 
tower for adverti sing purposes. A mitigation measure for visual impacts that should be 
addressed in the draft EIR and required in the final EIR is the removal of this tower that 
Js two- times higher than any structure permitted under Proposition D. 

Mitigation of all Environmental Impacts 
CEQA states that the discussion (in EIRs) shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 
location which can avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the 
project and shall evaluate their comparative merits. An alternative that should be 
explicitly stated in the final EIR is to take no action on this propos·a1 until the expiration 
of Anheuser-Busch's leasehold with the City of San Diego. Alternatively, the leasehold 
'might ·also be cancelled on the grounds that Anheuser-Busch's expansion program for 
SeaWorld .violates the spirit and intent of the original lease agreement with the City for a 
"Marine Educational Park". A new request for proposals could then be prepared and a 
more environmentally and zoologically sound leaseholder could be found. An alternative 
leaseholder might be the San Diego Zoo that operates on leased land and attracts over 3 
million visitors a year without resorting to thrill rides and large signs and without 
exposing their animals to loud noise. The final EIR should explicitly address this 
alternative. 

Sincerely, 

~ . iJ~. 
Dr. Edward·Gorham 
4129 Loma Riviera Lane 
San Diego. CA 92110 
Phone: (619) 222-3544 

RESPONSES 

1-457 This comment provides information from the CEQA Guidelines with regard to mitigation 
measures and alternatives. 

1-458 Comment noted. 

I-459 This comment makes a recommendation to mitigate a visual quality impact from an 
existing tower which is not part of the project. The existing Sea World tower was 
approved prior to passage of Proposition D, which regulates the height of structures to 
30 feet in the Coastal Zone. The SeaWorld Master Plan Update includes Design 
Guidelines which address signage for future development on the Sea World leasehold. 
These are described in Section 3.4, Proposed Master Plan Update and Operations of 
the Draft EIR. 

I-460 Comment noted. The No PrqjectAlternative addressed in Section 9.1,Alternatives, No 
Project Alternative of the Draft EIR is similar to the no action alternative suggested in 
this comment. 

1-461 This comment describes a project alternative that is very similar to the alternative 
described in Section 9.8, Combination Alternative of the Draft EIR. See also response 
to comment I-71. 
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H. Ron DeHaven 
.Deputy Administrator, Animal Care 
Marketing and Regulatory Programs 
Animal and Plant Health l.nspection Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 
4700 River Road 
Riverdale, MD 20737-1234 

Re: Anheuser-Busch proposals for Sea World and the Animal Welfare Act 

De'1r Mr. DcHavcn: 

April 5, 2001 

I-462 safety. As you point out, several sections of the AWA address the issue of minimal risk 

[ 

Thank you for your letter (January 4, 2001) describing the Animal Welfare Act (A WA) 
and how standards are determined at APIDS with regard to noise exposure and animal 

I-463 

I-464 

of harm during public exhibition and the requirement to exhibit animals only under 
conditions consistent with their good-health and well-being. The AWA also contains 
sections that clearly prohibit harassment of captive animals. 

You stated· that many·ot the c·aptive marine mammals held'by'Aii.heuser-Busch :it 
Sea World urider-APIDS permits have recourse to the use•6ftheir'pools to avoid exposure 
to the loud noise from fireworks detonations. It is tnie that the air-water- interface is an 
effective barrier against most sound energy transmi'ssion. ·Jt is also true that most of the 
marine mammals kept by Anheuser-Busch at Sea World should have no trouble remaining 
underwater for the 20 to 30 minute duration of the nightly fireworks displays that occur 
above their enclosures every summer. The fact remains that these fireworks may 
represent a form of ni_ghtly harassment to these animals. As I pointed out in my previous 
letter, the AWA that your agency has the responsibility to enforce states that marine 
mammals in captivity must be: "protected from abuse and harassment ... by physical 
barriers. such as fences, walls. glass partitions, or distance, or both"(]) . 

Now there is a new potential source of chronic noise exposure that needs to considered 
and investigated by your office. This noise comes from thrill rides that Anheuser-Busch 
proposes to construct on their 189-acre leasehold from the City of San Diego. These 
include a 90-foot tall "splash-down" thrill ride constructed of steel rails anchored in 
concrete. This ride will generate continuous vibrations in the substrate that can be 
effectively transmitted into nearby pools. There would be no recourse for the exposed 
animals who could be· subjected all day and most of the evening to substantial sound 
disturbances. Many species of marine mammals held by Anheuser-Busch at Sea World, 
particularly ttie ceiaceans· are extremely sensitive to sound ana ·J6w frequency vibrations. 
Ci:>nditions 'ofcliri:>nic rioise exposure are'lirilikelfto be-corisisteni with' their good-health 
and well being. 

RESPONSES 

1-462 Comment noted. 

1-463 SeaWorld and Hubbs Research Institute will continue to fully comply with all 
requirements of the Animal Welfare Act (AWA) and the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service to ensure minimal risk of harm during public exhibition and to 
exhibit animals under conditions consistent with their good health and well-being. 
AWA requirements include a monitoring program to be used to detect and identify 
changes in the behavior and health of the animals subject to the AWA The attending 
veterinarian shall conduct on site evaluations ofeach cetacean at least once a month and 
a complete physical examination at least once every 6 months. 

While fireworks displays have occurred nightly from mid-June through Labor Day 
since 1985 at SeaWorld, the anticipated schedule for fireworks displays could 
approximately double from current levels. However, the increase in the frequency 
of firework displays is not expected to impact animals due to the distance of the 
site of the displays from the animal enclosures. In addi tion, the landscaping, 
fences, walls and buildings will attenuate noise in the animal enclosures from the 
increased fireworks displays. The animals can also stay underwater for the length 
of the longest firework displays, which is estimated to be 20 minutes, further 
reducing the possibility of impacts. 
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1-464 Sea World took acoustical measurements of rides at Sea World Orlando and Busch
Gardens Tampa. The study is attached as Appendix N- 1 in Volume II, Appendices 
to the Final EIR Response to Comments. Recordings made at the Journey to 
Atlantis (JTA) water flume ride at Sea World Orlando indicated that the nosiest 
areas are those in the immediate vicinity of the splashdown areas and ride 
loudspeakers. Animal housing enclosures built in association with rides will be 
subject to a variety of constant and transient noise, which would primarily consist 
of noises associated with the roller coaster track, splashdown area and human 
voices. Additionally, other airborne sounds such as projected music could penetrate 
the surface of water in nearby tanks, thus potentially creating impacts to animals. 

However, the noise levels drop rapidly as distance between the source of the noise 
and the animal enclosures increase. In the proposed site development of Sea World, 
the Commerson 's dolphin pools and the OSPER facility are the closest to the 
proposed Splashdown Ride and receive the highest noise levels from the Splashdovm 
Ride. Other animal enclosures and pools would be protected from noise impacts 
by the distance from the noise source and intervening buildings, landscaping, walls 
and fences. 

In addition, the underwater ambient noise in the existing Commerson's dolphin 
pools at SeaWorld is currently higher than the noise levels projected from the 
Splashdown Ride as measured by the JTA ri de in Orlando. 

However, the new site plan for Sea World has physically isolated the Commerson 's 
dolphin exhibit from the complex consisting of the ride and the Splashdown Ride 
area. Additionally, a sound attenuation wall will be placed between the new pool 
and the Splashdown Ride area to further reduce noise and all loudspeakers will be 
oriented away from the Commerson's dolphin pools. The pools will be designed 
in such a manner that the surface of the pools will be protected with a wall from 
direct line-of-sight to the nosiest parts of the ride. With construction of these 
improvements, the ambient noise and vibration environment in the Commerson's 
dolphin pools will be improved over exiting conditions. 

Noise impacts to the OSPER facility are also possible. This facility is intended to 
be a rescue facility for wildlife contaminated with oil or needing rescue and 
rehabilitation before being released back into their natural environment. Due to the 
wild nature of the animals in the Oiled Wildlife Care Center, noise and disturbance 
generated by the ride and by increased human traffic is of concern. Therefore, the 
noise study suggested placing a sound attenuation wall around the facility to 
reduce noise from visitors and the Splashdown Ride. 
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COMMENTS 

[

Because this noise exposure will be new, the standard of "performance-based" health and 
well being that you refer to in your letter will not be available to determine Anheuser
Busch's compliance with AWA. Scientific studies are the only recourse in this situation 
and peer-reviewed scientific studies show that chronic exposure to noise does induce 
hearing loss in animals and humans and may raise blood pressure in humans (2-5). 

[

AW A clearly requires that animals must be exhibited only under conditions consistent 
with their good-health and weJl being and that they be protected from harassment. The 
chronic noise and vibration from the roller coaster rides that Anheuser-Busch proposes 
for Sea World may pose a health threat to their captive marine mammals and also might 
be considered a form of harassment. 

Thaiik you again.for you~ previoµs leiter.~nd for your consideration arid investigation of 
this new matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

~j'iJ~ 
Edward D. Gorham, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor, Department of Family and Preventive Medicine 
University of California, San Diego 
4219 Loma Riviera Lane (residence) 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Phone: (619) 222-6653 

Copies to; 
United States Senator Barbara Boxer 
United States Senator Dianne.Feinstein 
United States Congresswoman Susan Davis 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Ann M. Veneman, 
Mayor and San Diego City Council (for distribution) 
San Diego City Planning Commission (for distribution) 
California Coastal Commission, Atten: Elizabeth A. Fuchs, (for distribution) 

I. The Animal Welfare Act (Ccxle of Federal Regulations, Title 9, Volume I. Parts I to 199 January I. 
2000, U.S. Government Printing Office, and Subpart E--Specifications for the Humane Handling, Care, 
Treatr11ent, and Transportation of Marine Mammals, Source: Federal Register 44 R 36874, June 22, 1979. 
2. Sokas RK, Moussa MA, Gomes J, Anderson JA, Acbuthan KK, Thain AB, Abu Risheh Z. Noise
induced hearing loss, nationality, and blocxl pressure. Am J Ind Med 1995 Aug;28(2):281-8. 
3. Prasad NH, Brown LH, Ausband SC, Cooper-Spruill 0 , Carroll RG, Whitley TW. Prehospital blocxl 
pressures: inaccuracies caused by ambulance noise? Am J Emerg Med. 1994 Nov;l2(6):6t7-20. 
4. Tomei F, Tomao E. Papaleo B, Baccolo TP, Alfi P. Study of some cardiovascular parameters after 
chronic exposure to noise.Int J Cardiol 1991 Dec;33(3):393-9. 
5. Ising H. Rebentisch E, Poustka F, Curio !. Annoyance and health risk c•used by military low-alt itude 
flight noise. Int Arch Occup Environ Health 1990;62(5):357-63. 
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1-466 

RESPONSES 

The marine mammals are and will continue to be monitored under the requirements 
of the AWA. See response to comment 1-463. If the health and well-being of the 
monitored animals are shown to be at risk, additional scientific studies will be 
conducted to determine the cause and source of the problem. The identified 
problem will be resolved. 

As stated previously, the majority of animals at Sea World will not be significantly 
affected by increased noise levels over existing conditions due to the distance 
between the source of the noise and the animal enclosures. The Commerson 's 
dolphin pools and the OSPER facility are the closest animal enclosures to the 
proposed Splashdown Ride and as such would potentially receive the highest 
noise levels. However, with the recommended sound attenuation barriers and 
measures proposed, noise and vibration impacts are not expected to be significant 
and, in the case of the Commerson 's dolphin pools, are expected to be improved 
over existing conditions. However, Sea World will continue its monitoring program 
to ensure that the health and well-being of the animals are maintained. 
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1-473 
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COMMENTS 

City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Div. 
1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Ref: LDR No. 99-0618/ 
SCH 1984030708 

To whom it may concern: 

17 April, 2001 

Iain writing to discuss with you 'the recently released Sea World Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (EiR). In regards to new development, 
the summary for Proposition D stated that no taxpayer funds would be used for 
improvements resulting from the initiative. However, the fine print in the ordinance 
stated otherwise and I believe many voters would not approve of the pians set forth by the 
EIR. I am concerned abollt several aspects of the EIR. 

The EIR does not discuss whether or not Sea World's water and sewer payments 
will cover the City's cost of providing the infrastructure for these resources. I understand 
that if they do not, the capacity fees will partially be the responsibility of the taxpayers 
and other businesses, i.e. those who use the existing system. 

I am also concerned about the generation of increased traffic around Sea World 
Drive and I-5. The projected increases include adding 22,727 average daily trips over the 
weekend. The roadways around Sea World could not handle such an increase as is. The 
nearby San Diego River estuary should not be endangered by a desire to add road space 
to account for such increases in traffic. 
· Additionally, San Diego's bays are among the worst polluted in the nation. Beach 
closures are a common threat and I am concerned about the impacts that a proposed 650-
room hotel will make on Mission Bay. Sea World does not currently treat all its runoff 
and they have not been very careful about clean water in the past. In February of2001 
the park was fined for violations of the Clean Water Act. They also violated limits of 
bacterial levels over 50 times.between 1995 and 1999, Sea World should also have a hand 
in the scientific monitoring of the bay's water. 

I would like to ask that the EIR be revised to properly address these concerns. I 
hope that Sea World will also commit to using their own clean energy systems rather than 
drawing energy from the public grid. The EIR should also include a discussion of 
increased waste, landfill impacts, and a commitment to recycling arid the purchase of 
recycled/recyclable materials in disposable food packaging. 

I urge you to consider these concerns and request that Sea World also allow the 
public and the City Council to participate in reviewing any proposals set forth in the 
future. Thank you very _much f9r .your time. 

Sincerely,~, . . !J /) 
t'~ ·· - ·~ ·.· 

Katrina A. Ken · 

RESPONSES 

1-467 Comment noted. See response to comment 1-598. 

1-468 See response to comment L-39. 

1-469 This comment is incorrect. Sea World would add up 15,300 new trips to roadways near 
Sea World. See Project Trip Generation and Distribution on page 4.4-16 in the Draft 
EIR. The 22,727 ADTfigure identified in this comment is the existing 1999 Sea World 
generation on summer holidays plus the future hotel and marina trips. The abi lity of 
roadways to accommodate Sea World 's traffic is addressed in Section 4.4, Transportation 
and Circulation of the Draft EIR. Also, see responses to comments L-8 and 1-315. 

1-470 See response to comment 1-455. 

1-471 The proposed hotel would not affect the water quality of Mission Bay because the 
area where it is planned is a paved parking lot where surface runoff drains into Mission 
Bay. The proposed hotel would replace the hardscape of the paved parking lot, with 
hardscape associated with the hotel. Therefore the surface water quality runoff 
characteristics would not change. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 would treat 
surface water runoff from Sea World's parking lots. See response to comment L-39. 

1-472 See response to comment L-69. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 would treat 
surface water runoff from Sea World 's parking lots. 

1-473 See response to comment 1-472. 
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1-474 Responses to the comments raised in th is letter are set forth above in I-467 through 1-
473. See Section 4.12, Energy of the Draft EIR for a discussion ofSeaWorld's energy 
conservation measures. Furthennore, use of Sea World 's energy-generating systems 
to generate energy for in-park use may not be the most efficient means of generating 
electricity at certain times of the year. The lack of efficiency may in fact create 
excess air emissions relative to generating capacity created at more efficient facilities 
elsewhere. 

1-475 See the Waste Management and Recycling discussion on page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR. 
See responses to comments I-52 and I-53 . 

1-476 Comment noted. 
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April 20, 2001 

City of San Diego 

COMMENTS 

Mission Bay Park Toxic Cleanup 
P.O. Box 60026 

San Diego, CA 92116 

Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Sir or Madame: 

Attached Is a response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Sea 
World Master Plan Update of March 12, 2001. This response is specifically intended for 
reprint in its entirety in the final Environmental Impact Report. 

E J,-,P "''"• J:? ~ 
Mission Bay Park Toxic Cleanup 

RESPONSES 
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April 20, 2001 

City of San Diego 

COMMENTS 

. Mission Bay Park Toxic Cleanup 
P.O. Box 60026 

San Diego, CA 92116 

Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

General Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Sea 
World Master Plan Update 3/12/01 

Focus Subject: MISSION BAY LANDFILL TOXIC WASTE DUMP 

[ 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Sea World Master 
Plan Update of 3/12/01 (DEIR) makes occasional mention of Mission Bay 
Landfill, as well it should, since part of Sea World's existing parking lot, as well as 
all of Its proposed parking lot expansion, and part of its Tier 2 expansion site 1-2 
overlie the old waste disposal facility. 

[ 

The report addresses, though briefly, a very important environmental aspect of 
that dumping ground operated between the years 1952 and 1959-the fact that 
millions of gallons of hazardous and toxic industrial wastes, largely from 
San Diego's aerospace industry, were buried at the facility throughout those 
years, much of it in large metal drums, beneath the ordinary garbage, below 
groundwater level, in unlined pits. 

Sea World is well aware, of course, that the massive and toxic nature of such 
industrial dumping was confirmed in the early 19BO's by City, State and Federal 
agencies-after an anonymous tip to a San Diego television station exposed the 
"toxic truth" about the City-operated facility, which had been held in check for 
over two decades. It is ironic, in light of Sea World's current expansion plans, 
that.the discovery of the toxic nature of Mission Bay Landfill back then coincided 
with another large development scheme that had been planned for Mission Bay 
Park-a 35 acre Ramada Hotel complex-that one located at the end of the 
landfill opposite Sea World. To this day, the proposed Ramada site sits barren 
and unused. 

The purpose of this letter is three-fold. First, It is intended to supplement the 
background information about Mission Bay Landfill that is presented in the DEIR, 

1-477 

1-478 

RESPONSES 

This comment is correct in that the southeast comer of the Sea World leasehold includes 
the inactive Mission Bay Landfill and that a small portion of the revised approximate 
landfill boundary map (See revised Figure 4.11 -1 in the Draft EIR) does overlay the 
southeast comer of Site 1-2 of the Tier 2 projects. See responses to comments S-1, S-
2 and S-7. 

For the most part, this comment concurs with information presented in the Draft EIR. 
Section 4.11 , Human Health/Public Safety of the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts 
which could result from hazardous materials in the landfill and identifies Mitigation 
Measures to address such impacts. 

1-479 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS 

with additional information of environmental significance. Secondly, it will offer 
corrections to some of the related water quality information presented in 
Appendix C of the DEIR. Thirdly, it will comment on some of the impacts that the 
proposed Sea World expansion activities may have on the containment of the 
industrial wastes and waste by-products of Mission Bay Landfill. 

Background Information 

The bulk of the background information about Mission Bay Landfill that is 
presented in the DEIR appears in Section 4.11-Human Health/Public Safety. 
As well as pointing out that the landfill was used to dispose of "domestic and 
public refuse," the report offers the statement, "The City also operated part of the 
site as an unrestricted class I landfill and received up to 13,400 barrels potentially 
containing up to 737,000 gallons of industrial waste consisting of waste acids, 
alkaline solutions, organic solvents and paint waste."1 Unfortunately, this 
severely limited description of the facility, whether intended or not, serves as 
much to deceive as it does to inform. 

With records from the operational years of the landfill allegedly having been 
disposed of, just what "part" or parts of the site were used for industrial waste 
dumping cannot be established directly. However, a City consultant investigating 
the landfill in 1983 used a magnetic survey to detect potential concentrations of 
metallic objects such as the 55 gallon "barrels" commonly used to dispose of 
liquid industrial wastes. That survey revealed areas of magnetic anomaly, 
consistent with concentrations of buried barrels, quite evenly distributed all the 
way from one end of the 115-acre site to the other. Furthermore, chemical 
analysis provided by the consultant, of soil, waste and groundwater samples 
taken from widely dispersed locations at the site, showed no areas of the 
landfill unaffected by industrial pollutants. 

[ 

It was that same consultant which provided the estimate that the landfill may 
have received the "up to 13,400 barrels" of industrial wastes noted, a figure 
which, at 55 gallons per barrel, accounts for the corresponding volume of "up to 
737,000 gallons." Importantly however, the DEIR avoids pointing out that the 
consultant determined that wastes buried in barrels represented likely only a third 
of the 2.2 million gallons of total industrial liquid wastes that it had estimated 
were dumped at the landfill during its operation. 

I 
Yet, even this larger total volume is a deceptive underestimate, for it was 

based on waste amounts generated by just three aerospace companies alone. 
At least two additional aerospace companies, and the U.S. Navy as well, 
disposed of wastes at Mission Bay Landfill, according to public documents. 
Furthermore, a 1958 City document with estimates on the volumes of just eight 
specific waste chemicals generated by o~ly four of the area's aerospace 

'DEIR. page 4.11-1 

2 

RESPONSES 

1-480 This comment is an opinion that the description of the waste placed in the Mission 
Bay Landfill is limited, yet the description in the Draft EIR provides an overview of 
various kinds of wastes placed in the landfill, including industrial wastes. The revised 
Section 4.1 1, Human Health/Public Safety in the Draft EIR provides an adequate 
description of the wastes in the landfill, including the toxic nature of these wastes. This 
comment indicates that industrial wastes described in the Draft EIR extend throughout 
the landfi ll and that no areas of landfill are unaffected by industrial pollutants. See 
responses to comments S-1 , S-2 and S-7. 

1-481 The Draft EI R indicates that hazardous industrial waste is contained in the Mission 
Bay Landfill. Revised Section 4.11 , Human Health/Public Safety of the Draft EIR 
analyzes potential impacts which could result from hazardous materials in the landfill 
and identifies mitigation measures to address such impacts. The foregoing analysis is 
not affected by the commentor 's information. See responses to comments S- I, S-2 and 
S-7. 

1-482 See responses to comments S-1 , S-2, S-7 and 1-481 . 
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I-482 Lcompanies reveals. a combined waste volume nearly two times the figure that the 
Cont. City consultant used as the starting point for its own estimate. 

I-483 of Environmental Health as stating, "Most of the hazardous waste generated (by 
[ 

A San Diego Union-Tribune news article of 1983 reported the County Director 

I-484 

1-485 

San Diego industries) in the 1950's went into that site." 

[ 

The DEIR statement lists general types of industrial wastes disposed of at 
Mission Bay Landfill and is likely quite correct, but an expanded description of the 
industrial chemicals found to be present at the site by the 1983 investigation may 
serve to better characterize the contaminated nature of the site. 

The City's consultant, having bored into the depths of the landfill at 25 
locations scattered throughout the site, discovered the presence of at least 86 
industrial chemical pollutants among the wastes, sub-surface soil, 
groundwater, and soil-cover of the landfill. Of these detected volatile and 
semi-volatile organic compounds, heavy metals, and pesticides, 68 were listed at 
the time by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as "Priority 
Pollutants"-substances known or suspected of being cancer-causing, or known 
to be seriously toxic even at low levels. Over half of the entire EPA list was 
represented. 

1486 
r- In addition, a State laboratory detected cyanide in the landfill wastes and 
L_ soils, a toxin that was reported as not detected by the City consultant. 

I-487 

1-488 

[ 

Two separate assessments of Mission Bay Landfill by the EPA Superfund 
program, using its numerical Hazard Ranking System, assigned the maximum 
possible score for both the quantity and the toxicity of the landfill's industrial 
wastes. 

[ 

Wrth the total of this additional background infonnation in mind, it would seem 
rather na'ive at least, and downright careless at worst, for Sea World planners to 
assign much importance to the City claim, noted in the DEIR, that "no significant 
levels of hazardous waste have been historically found. " 

Corrections 

With Mission Bay Landfill situated so closely to the waters of both Mission Bay 
and the San Diego River channel, the extent to which the toxic industrial wastes 
may be affecting the quality those waters is a concern of the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, which requires the City of San Diego to conduct 
regular water quality monitoring near the landfill. The DEIR makes mention of 
such monitoring, as does the accompanying Appendix C-Water Quality 

3 

RESPONSES 

1-483 See responses to comments S-1 , S-2, S-7 and 1-481 . 

1-484 See response to comment 1-480. 

1-485 See responses to comments S-1, S-2, S-7, 1-480 and 1-481. 

1-486 See responses to comments S-1 , S-2, S-7, I-480 and 1-481. 

I-487 

1-488 

This comment indicates that the Mission Bay Landfi ll has the highest EPA Superfund 
progran1 score for the quantity and toxicity of the landfill 's industrial waste. See 
response to comment S-1 , S-2, S-7, 1-480 and 1-481. 

Based on comments 1-480 through 1-487, this comment questions the Draft EIR's 
conclusion that no significant levels of hazardous waste have historically been found. 
No projects would be constructed on the landfill apart from expansion of the existing 
parking lot. See Section 4. I I , Human Health/Public Safety of the Draft EIR and 

responses to comments S-1 , S-2 and S-7. Additionally, this section provides mitigation 
measures to address any hazardous materials encountered during construction and 
excavation activities. See responses to comments S-1 through S-1 9. 
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COMMENTS 

Analysis.2 However, some corrections to the information provided perhaps 
deserve mentioning. 

The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department does, as indicated 
in the DEIR, conduct ongoing surface water sampling in the Southern Passage 
area of Mission· Bay and in the San Diego River near the landfill-but not at four 
locations in each water body as stated, rather at only two locations in each. 
Moreover, though it is also true as stated that samples from those surface waters 
have been analyzed for contaminants once or twice a year since 1993, testing is 
no longer conducted for many of the chemical parameters listed in Appendix 
C. 

1-490 concentrations of particular concern prior to that date), and currently tests only 

[ 

Since 1997, the City monitoring program has seen fit to eliminate testing for 
the full "suite" of twenty metals listed (many of which had been measured in 

1-491 

1-492 

1-493 

for arsenic and chromium. Although Appendix C does supply a chart of 
concentrations for 18 different metals in surface water, no time frame for the data 
is indicated.3 

[ 

In addition, Appendix C indicates that surface waters are tested for semi
volatile organic compounds; when in reality, such testing in Mission Bay was also 
eliminated in 1997. (Thirty-six semi-volatile organic compounds were detected in 
the 1983 landfill investigation, many at high levels.) By the way, monitoring for all 
16 pesticides found in 1983 was also canceled by 1997. 

Appendix C states "No sediment quality data was available for review." While 
it is unclear whether this statement is meant to refer to aquatic sediments just off
shore from Sea World or elsewhere in Mission Bay, it perhaps should be pointed 
out that a City consultant, in 1983, did conduct sediment testing both next to 
Mission Bay Landfill and at other locations in Mission Bay, including one location 
not far from Sea World. (That study found bay sediments to be highly 
contaminated by many heavy metals, including mercury, thallium, cadmium, 
chromium, arsenic, beryllium, and lead. Trends among such findings led the 
resulting report to declare Mission Bay Landfill ·suspect as a probable source of 
metals.") Sediment samples have also been tested, on a regular basis, by the 
City's water quality monitoring program for the landfill, but only up until 1997. 

Impacts 

I 
The Sea World DEIR apparently acknowledges that Mission Bay Landfill is a 

significant source of contamination of Mission Bay waters. Of the metals 
concentrations in bay water displayed in the above-mentioned chart, the DEIR 
states, "It should be noted ... that the levels identified in these measurements tend 

2 DEIR, page 4.5-3; Appendix C, page 1-2 
3 Appendix C, page 1-4 

4 

RESPONSES 

1-489 This comment makes general observations about testing conducted in connection with 
the inactive Mission Bay Landfill; it does not indicate that the proposed project will 
have any impact on preexisting conditions. See responses to comments S-1 , through 
S-1 9. 

1-490 See responses to comments 1-489, and S-1 , through S-19. 

1-491 See response to comment 1-489, and S-1 through S-21. 

1-492 See response to comment I-489, and S-1 through S-21 . 

1-493 Comment noted. 
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I-493 Lto be higher than other areas of the Bay due to the influence of .. . Mission Bay 
Cont. Landfill."4 

I-494 

I-495 

I-496 

I-497 

I-498 

[ 

Beyond concerns about surface waters however, the DEIR admits that the 
landfill "adds certain constraints to development" and recognizes several possible 
environmental impacts stemming from the proximity of the proposed Sea World 
expansion to Mission Bay Landfill. Such impacts relate to the possibility of 
encountering hazardous landfill materials in soils, groundwater, or 
gaseous emissions as a result of construction activities. 

There is an apparent problem however, within the DEIR, in establishing just 
what is the exact proximity of the landfill to the proposed expansion project One 
would think that is a very important matter, considering the unique nature of this 
particular landfill. Of three different forms of map provided in the DEIR, each with 
landfill boundaries drawn superimposed over the Sea World project area, 
curiously, no two maps seem to be in even close agreement as to that 
relationship. A comparison of DEIR figures 3.4-1 , 4.1-2, and 4.11-1 readily 
shows such confusion, or deception, whatever is the case. 

The physical reality is that the City of San Diego currently monitors landfill 
groundwater quality from a well located at the northwestern-most point of the 
landfill boundaries (as estimated by the 1983 City investigation), and that said 
well is approximately 200 feet inside of the eastern boundary of Sea World's 
currently paved parking lot. Furthermore, that well is approximately 200 feet 
north of Sea World's current center-line road separating the north and south 
sections of that parking lot, which puts the well rather squarely in the midst of the 
Tier 2 Sea World expansion area designated 1-2, slated for some form of 
"Exhibit/Ride/Show." From that well, the estimated western boundary of the 
landfill runs almost directly south, through the existing paved parking lot, all the 
way to the bank of the San Diego River channel. 

[ 

The DEIR maps showing the relationship between Landfill boundaries 
and the Sea World proposed project area should not be trusted as currently 
presented. 

The DEIR identifies two construction activities, likely to be associated with Sea 
World's expansion plans, which may result in . encounters with hazardous 
materials originating from Mission Bay Landfill-construction dewatering of the 
grou.ndwater table, and soil excavation. The report deals with the subject of such 
potentially impacting activities with the repeated use of the following supposedly 
comforting statement-'Any hazardous wastes/materials encountered would be 
remediated during construction in conformance with local, state and federal 
regulations . ..s 

'DEIR, page 4.5-3 
'DEIR, pagc,4.11 -7, 8 

5 

RESPONSES 

1-494 Comment noted. 

1-495 The landfill boundary has been removed from Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2, and Figure 4.11-
1 in the Draft EIR has been revised to include the most current approximate landfill 
boundary on the Sea World leasehold prepared by the City of San Diego, Department 
of Environmental Services. See responses to comments S-1 , S-2, S-7 and S-17. 

1-496 See responses to comments S-1 , 1-477 and 1-495. 

1-497 See responses to comments S-17 and I-495. 

1-498 As to dewatering, see response to comment I-259. 
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1-500 

1-501 

1-502 

1-503 

1-504 

COMMENTS 

[ 

Of course, one would hope that encounters with hazardous landfill materials 
could , in every case, be dealt with in a controlled and regulated manner. 
However, for the sake of the welfare of construction personnel, it would perhaps 
behoove Sea World planners to review some of the lessons that Mission Bay 
Landfill has imparted in the past. 

[ 

1. While the so-called boundaries of Mission Bay Landfill have been 
demarcated boldly on maps since the City's 1983 investigation, subsequent 
construction related events served to demonstrate that neither the landfill 
operation Itself, nor its industrial wastes had confined themselves to this 
perimeter. 

2. With any migration of industrial wastes from Mission Bay Landfill to the 
surrounding environment obviously a serious matter, Sea World has in the past 
considered the potential for construction dewatering at a project on their 
leasehold to draw in contaminated groundwater from the adjacent landfill 
site. Sea World's consultant company considered the matter but indicated that it 
was very unlikely that such dewatering activities would have any significant 
impact on the existing groundwater flow. To the contrary however, after such 
dewatering had proceeded, results from City groundwater monitoring at the 
landfill indicated that the groundwater flow direction had in fact changed toward 
the west due those Sea World activities. 

3. Historically, there has been much concern about hazardous gases at 
Mission Bay Landfill-gases originating both from the industrial wastes and from 
decomposition of typical landfill materials. Although a sizable number of 
industrial volatile organic compounds have been identified at the landfill site 
(some even in the soil cap itself) the Sea World DEIR has chosen to address just 
two gases associated with typical landfills-the potentially explosive methane 
and the highly toxic hydrogen sulfide. The DEIR apparently is depending on 
reports that such gases have not been found above background levels at the 
surface of the landfill, or in shallow test pits dug on one occasion for construction 
purposes.6 

Perhaps the author of the DEIR is unaware of past measurements of 
underground methane concentrations at the landfill, or perhaps it was decided 
not to include such information in the report for some reason. In any case, 
construction personnel at least, working in the area of Mission Bay Landfill, 
sho4ld be aware that no fewer than four studies of methane at the site have 
measured underground concentrations of the gas at 40% by volume or greater, 
In deed, by two of the studies as high as 72%. 

I 
Ignoring the possible harmful effects of trapped underground gases in the area 

of Mission Bay Landfill was shown during the construction of the South Shores 
boat-launching facility In 1988 to have grave consequences. (The year before, 

6 DEIR, page 4.11 ~ 

6 

RESPONSES 

1-499 Comment noted. 

1-500 See responses to comments S-1 , S-2, S-7, S-17 and I-495. 

1-501 

1-502 

I-503 

I-504 

As to dewatering, see response to comment 1-259. See also responses to comments S
I, S-2, S-7, S-17 and I-495. 

See response to comment S-2. This comment restates information presented in the 
Draft EIR. It is unlikely that the project's excavations will be deep enough to encounter 
landfill gases. 

See responses to comments S-2, S-7 and S-17. Section 4.11, Human Health/Public 
Safety of the Draft EIR acknowledges the potential to encounter hazardous materials 
on or near Mission Bay Landfill and provides Mitigation Measures to address any 
such encounters. The foregoing analysis and measures remain unchanged by the 
information provided in this comment. See responses to comments S-3, S- 17 and I-
502. 

This comment provides additional information indicating the potential to encounter 
toxic gases if the Mission Bay Landfill or nearby areas are excavated. See responses 
to comments S-2, S-3 , S-7, S-17, I-502 and I-503. 
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COMMENTS 

San Diego County officials, responsible for regulating such activities at landfill 
areas, granted a City request to forgo the usual California Safety Code test 
requirements for gases, in the case of Mission Bay Landfill.) According to news 
reports from the time, it was merely surface grading operations that exposed an 
underground pocket of trapped hydrogen sulfide gas, which acutely affected 
eight nearby workers with symptoms ranging from headache to vomiting and 
diarrhea. Several of the workers were sent to the hospital, and a wrongful
death lawsuit was later brought against the City of San Diego as a result of 
the incident. 

[ 

For the sake of the health and welfare of construction workers employed at 
any Sea World projects near Mission Bay Landfill, as well as for that of nearby 
City residents and future visitors to Sea World attractions, the potential hazards 
presented by the toxic industrial wastes and gases of Mission Bay Landfill 
should not be underestimated. 

Information presented in this letter was derived from public records currently 
available for review at the following government agencies: 

• City of San Diego Environmental Services Department 
• County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health 
• County of San Diego Air Pollution Control District . 
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region 
• California Integrated Waste Management Board 
• California Department of Toxic Substances Control Region 4 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX, Superfund division 

J,a\e, P. Mme,, J,. ~ 
Mission Bay Park Toxic Cleanup 

Cc: Mayor Dick Murphy, City of San Diego 
Richard Gilb, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health 
John H. Robertus, California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Edwin F. Lowry, California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Gino Yekta, California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Keith Takata, Superfund Division, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
James Mathis, The Stolar Partnership 

7 

1-505 

RESPONSES 

This comment makes a recommendation regarding the safety of construction workers 
excavating in the vicinity of the Mission Bay Landfill. Furthermore, in the Phase II 
evaluation of the Mission Bay Landfill, drill rig operators and geologists took the 
appropriate precautions to protect themselves against the possibility of encountering 
toxic gases during the boring operation. See responses to comments S-2, S-3, S-7, S-17, 
1-502 and 1-503. 

1-506 Comment noted. 
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San Diego Chapter 
Serving the Environment in San Diego and Imperial Countic$ 

City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
ATTN: Martha Blake 
Apnl 25, 2001 
RE: DEIR, Sea World Master Plan Update, LOR 99-0618 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

O ffice (619)~174-l 
Conservation (619) 2~1741 

Fax (619) 2~1742 
Voice Info. (619) 299-1744 

Email san-diego.chapter@sierraclub.org 

The San Diego Sierra Club appreciates the opportunity to offer comments and questions 
on the Sea World Draft EIR.. At the direction of the San Diego Planning Connnission, the 
Sierra Club and other community groups and indi¥iduals spent much tinlc working with 
Sea World in an effort to reconcile the project with the Mission Bay Master Plan, the 
Coastal Act. and with public comments received at the various Sea World "forums." 
Disappointingly, public input bas been broadly ignored in the DEIR proposal . Specific 
comments detailing the Club's concerns are listed below. 

1.3.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS: PURPOSE AND USES OF THIS EIR: To clarify 
precisely what the City must aoalp.e both now and in tbe future, please explain .whether 
the current project proposal is being reviewed under a Program E[R or a Master EIR.. 
Please specify what " ... varying levels ofapproval by both the City of San Diego and the 
California Coastal Commission" would be required fur "future proposals for site-specific 
projects on tbe Sea World leasebold." And under what Standards ofRcvicw? (EIR,p.2). 
If; in accordance with CEQA, the goal of a Master EIR, in contrast to a tiered Program 
EIR, is to eliminate the 2"" Tier and Special Projects E[R review entirely, what 
subsequent environmental review would be required for future projects? If; as stated in 
Design Gmdelincs, p. S-2, the very general Guidelines themselves become the standards 
of project evaluation, what would ensure adequate specificity, consistency, and 
mitigation monitoring responsibilities under Section 1.3? Please explnin in detail. 

Section 3.6, Project Description, Di9cretionary Actions: If Design Guidelines are the 
standard of review, how would Proposed .Level I ond 2 Thresholds for determining 
project review levels, based solely on height and major use changes, adequately analyze 
future site developments? Without regard to other policies and goals of the MBPMP, 
without regard to such issues as intensification of use, potential visual impacts, and 
conformance with Chapter 3 Public Access and Recreation policies of the Coastal Act, 
would the MBPMP Update Amendment, Section 3.5, operate to exempt Sea World from 
such public review? · 

3820 Ray Sttt,,t, San Diego, CA 92104-3623 
www.slcrraclub.org 

@ 

RESPONSES 

1-507 Comment noted. 

1-508 As stated on page 1-4 in Section 1.3 .3, Purpose and Uses of This EIR the Sea World 
Master Plan Update EIR is a program EIR. 

1-509 See Section 3.6, Discretionary Actions of the Draft EIR for a description of the 
approval process required for future development projects proposed on the Sea World 
leasehold. See also responses to comments L-24 and 1-28. 

1-5 l O Future projects will be subject to environmental review in accordance with CEQA. See 
also response to comment 1-509. 

1-511 See response to comment 1-509. Also, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Program adopted as part of the project would provide the mechanism to ensure that 
the mitigation measures, including confonnance with the Sea World Master Plan Update 
Design Guidelines, are followed. 

l-512 See response to comment 1-511. 

1-513 The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Amendment would not exempt Sea World 
from compliance with the policies and goals of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan or 
the Coastal Act. However, the proposed amendments would allow greater height on 
the Sea World leasehold, and the Sea World Master Plan Update, which will become 
part of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, would provide specific development 
criteria and design guidelines for future development within the Sea World leasehold. 
The City of San Diego Real Estate Assets, Park and Recreation, and Development 
Services Department, park advisory committees and the City Council will all utilize 
the development criteria and design guidelines as a standard for evaluation of proposed 
new projects. 
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,S~LWt Office(619)~1743 
Conservation (619) ~1741 

Fax (619) ~1742 
Voice Info. (619) 299-1744 

Email san-diego.chapte.@sierradub.org 

San Diego Chapter 

I-514 

I-515 

I-516 

1-517 

I-518 L 
1-519 

1-520 

1-521 

1-522 
1-523 
I-524 
1-525 

S<rving the Enrlronment in Sm Diego and lmpcri" Countie• 

Sea World Master Plan Update, DEIR. LDR 9.9-0618 
April 25, 2001 
Page2 

2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: Where is the required discussion of the 
environment in the vicinity of the project? The DEIR offers simply a litany of regional 
plans that apply to the site. Without a complete description of the e,rvironmenta/ selling, 
the DEIR appears inadequate to investigate and discuss the true environmental 
consequences of the project. For example, why is there no discu.ssion of the visual quality 
of the setting; the height, intensity, bulk aod scale of other development in the vicinity; 
the existing marine resources; and public access to and along the shoreline? A summary 
excerpted here from later Environmental Analysis sections would give the reader a 
comprehensive understanding of existing baseline conditions for determining significant 
effects. Because a consistency fmding with the existing certified MBPMP and the 
Coastal Act is ultimately required, a listing and discussion of additional MBPMP "Land 
Use" and" Aesthetics and Design" Goals and Objectives, as well as Coastal Act Public 
Access and recreation policies, should be added under 2.2.5 "General Plans" to flesh out 
the environmental setting. 

3.2, PROJECT OB.JECTIVES: We note for the record that Sea World' s project 
objectives detail no public or Park benefits. Compliance with the Master Plan and the 
Coast.al Act me statutory reqwrements, and should not be listed as Project Objectives. 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: In general, the scope of"conceptual" projects 
being proposed by the DEIR is so extensive that it is impossible to address, or even to 
know, tbc impacts from all of them. In an area already suffering from congestion, the Sea 
World project alone would create significant, unmitigable traffic impacts, without any 
consideration of Cumulative Impacts from other area projects or the projected growth 
demands on area roads ond recreational facilities. Please identify specific parties or 
agencies responsible fur mitigation tronitoring. 

LAND USE: Mitigation measun:s identified in Table S-1 improperly cite approval 
of the project requests themselves as mitigation for impacts related to inconsistencies 
with adopted plans and policies. That is, if the MBPMP and the Sea World Master 
Plan are amended, as requested, current impacts and inconsistencies would henceforth 
be defined quite differently fur Sea World. How would such approvals serve to 
enhance public access to and along the shoreline? How would the Marina expansion 
address prior loss of dry bont storage? Please identify where any replanting of eel 
grass would occur, should it become necc,ssa,y. Ifit is not already found in the area, 
except in the Sea World leasehold, identify why alternative sites would be viable. 

3820 Ray Street, S2n Diego, CA 92104-3623 
www.sierraclub.org 

@ 

RESPONSES 

1-514 Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the 
environmental setting. A detailed description of the environmental setting is provided 
in the "Existing Conditions" sections for Sections 4.1 through 4.13 in the Draft EIR. 
Without further detail as to why the foregoing sections are inadequate, no further 
response is possible. 

1-515 See response to comment 1-514. 

1-5 I 6 See response to comment 1-514. Also, see response to comment L-39 for a discussion 
of the baseline. 

1-51 7 The information requested in this comment is found in Section 4.1, Land Use of the 
Draft EIR. 

1-518 This comment presents an opinion regarding the project benefits to the Mission Bay 
Park and two of the project objectives. 

1-519 This comment restates information in the Draft EIR that certain significant, unmitigable 
traffic impacts will result from the project. See Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circulation and Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts of the Draft EIR for a more detailed 
discussion of the project-related traffic impacts. 

1-520 As the lead agency, the City of San Diego is responsible for implementing the Mitigation, 
Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

1-521 The proposed project entails implementing a voter-approved change with respect to 
land use development on the Sea World leasehold. Therefore, the inconsistencies between 
the voter-approved Proposition D and existing land use policies were identified as 
significant impacts that could be mitigated through adoption of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update Amendment and the Sea World Master Plan Update. 
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1-522 Such approvals are not proposed as a measure to enhance publ ic access. Section 9.3, 
Enhanced Public Access Alternative of the Draft EIR addresses issues associated with 
enhanced Sea World leasehold shoreline access. If this alternative were implemented, 
the Sea World ,Master Plan Update and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
Amendment would not be necessary, as building height along the coastline would be 
limited to a maximum of30 feet. 

1-523 The Sea World Marina expansion would not affect prior loss of dry boat storage 
through the provision of I 15 new boat slips. 

1-524 See response to comment F-1 I. 

I-525 See response to comment F- I I. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update, LDR 99-061 
Page3 
April 25, 2001 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER/AESTHETICS: Photosirnulalions included in 
the DEIR offer incontrovertible evidence oft.be unmitigablc visual quality impacts 
the projcc13 would create. The DEIR contains no night time photosirnulations, as 
directed by the City's NOP letter. Please provide them prior to issuance of the FEIR. 

Project an:hitecture, particularly the Splashdown Ride, the Front Gate Lighthouse, 
and the bulk and mass visible in the photosimulations, are "extreme, exaggerated 
designs" which cannot be "identified as appropriate to the southwestern United 
States marine environment and which is supportive of the context of Mission 
Bay Park's landscape." (Aesthetics and Design Goals 1.4 and 1.5, page IO MBPMP). 

- LIGHT, GLARE, AND SHADING: Although the DEIR identifies no significant 
impact, there is no analysis ofnightime lighting of the Splashdown Ride, the Special 
Events Center and other icons, or other conceptual developments. 1be analysis, 
therefore, is deficient to identify impacts or possible mitigating alternatives. 

1-530 [ 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION: Time delays in providing 
mitigations, as well as apparent cost attributions to the public must be addressed. 
Mitigations, such as· the widening of Sea World Drive, create new, significant adverse 
impacts to public park land, which have not been discussed as required by CEQA 
(15126.4). 

I-531 

I-532 

I-533 

WATER QUALITY: Notices of Violation under existing conditions raise questions 
as to "No significant impact." What rationale exists for a 2 year delay in installing 
catch basin inserts to capture runoff pollutants at the point where it enters the Slorm 
drain system from parking lots and fueling areas? The DEIR rails to quantify sewage 
flows into the Metro Wastewater sewer lines, or to state if the plan will require 
additional flow capecity in the Metro trunklincs, and what impacts would resuh if this 
is required. What toxic or hazardous materials are present in the site's wastewater? 
What pretreatment is required? 

3820 Ray Stt<:et, Sao Diego, CA 92104-3623 
www.sicttaclub.org 
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RESPONSES 

1-526 This comment concurs with the Draft EIR conclusion regarding significant, unmitigable, 
visual quality impacts. 

1-527 No night photosimulations were included in the Draft EIR because the daylight 
photosimulations were sufficient to determine that there would be a significant 
unmitigable visual quality impact associated with the project. Potential nighttime 
lighting impacts are addressed in Section 4.3, Light, Glare and Shading of the Draft ETR. 
See response to comment L-7. 

1-528 In Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, visual quality 
impacts from the Splashdown Ride were identified as significant and unmitigable, 
while the Front Gate Renovation lighthouse would be a small part of the visual 
landscape that it would be largely unnoticeable outside the Sea World leasehold, and 
hence would not result in a significant, unmitigated, visual quality impact. See response 
to comment L-6. 

l-529 The nighttime lighting is addressed in an evaluation of the proposed Sea World Master 
Plan Update Design Guidelines. The measures included in the Master Plan Update 
Guidelines, which are described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, 
provide Mitigation Measures that would avoid po.tentially significant impacts. 

l-530 The Draft EIR indicates that Sea World's traffic impacts would be mitigated, with the 
exception of two freeway segments on Interstate 5. See responses to comments L-60, 
l-10, l-132 and l-322. Furthermore, as to the impacts of widening Sea World Drive, see 
response to comment 1-455. 

l-531 See responses to comments L-69 and 1-10 I. 

1-532 See response to comment L-39. 
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1-533 Outside of the use of regular water treatment chemicals found in water treatment 
facilities, there are no other hazardous materials discharged into the water treatment 
stream that is discharged to Mission Bay. No pretreatment is required of the aquaria 
water that is discharged into Mission Bay. 
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\4)5CIW 
San D iego Chapter 
Suring the Environment in San Diego and Imperial Counties 

Sea World Master Plan Update, LOR 99-0618 
Page4 
April 25, 2001 

Office 1619) 299-1743 
Con~rvation (619) 299-1741 

Fax (619) 299-1742 
Voice Info. (619) 299-1744 

Email san-diego.chaptcT@sierraclub.org 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT: Please quantify the amoWJt of solid waste 
generated, CtlilCJlt and projected, that will be sent to landfills. Quantify the amounts 
of recycled materials being used and the amounts being collected to be recycled. 

NOISE: Project analysis should include night time analysis. Lack of ambient noise 
levels fium watercraft, traffic, etc., during evening hours would exacerbate noise 
from.Splashdown Ride, public address systems, music, and other Tier 2 and Special 
Events projects, 

5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: Chapter 8.0 identifies signifu:anJ, unmiligable traffic 
and vinu,J impacts as wdJ as imparts pD'taining to tl,,: uu of nontfft,:wable energy 
and waler resourr:a, fium the current Sea World project alone. As directed by the City's 
July 12, 2000 letter, page 11, cumulative impacts analysis within Mission Bay Park 
"should include all aisling and pending ll!IJSl!S in tl,e park, Including tl,ose undagolng 
prdimbuuy mvw by Retd Estates A.1.-fm Dq,artmnu." (Emphasis added). Why bas 
the analysis been restricted to Dana Harbor and Quivira projects? Photosirnulations, fur 
example, clearly indicate cumulative visual impacts include the Hyatt Islandia We 
believe an inctu.ive cumulative analysis, as suggested by the City, would highlight the 
unmitigable visual impacts being requested by Sea World, and demonstrate the 
degradation of the Park's visual quality that would result fium project approval. 

9.0 ALTERNATIVES: The broad range of alternatives addressed in the DEIR Jails to 
include off-site altcmaHves, whlcb would include similar uses at different locations, 
which we believe would fall within the range of"reasonable alternatives." Why is there 
no alternative discussion regarding project architecture and design? Either the No Project 
or the environmentally superior Combination Alternative would " ... offer substantial 
environmental advantages over the project proposal" (Goleta II). 

As noted in the City's July 12, 2000 letter to Greg Konar, page 2, "Project objectives will 
be critical in determining appropriate alternatives for the project, which would reduce 
significant impacts. The objectives should reflect Sea World's goals in terms oftbe City's 
goals fur the site." Because the applicant, as previously noted, has included no project 
objectives reflecting the City's goals, otber than mere compliance with statutory 
requirements and added tax revenue, the alternatives discussion is deficient 

3820 Ray Sm:et, San Diego, CA 92104-3623 
www.eicrraclub.o rg 
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1-534 See responses to comments 1-52 and 1-53 . 

1-535 Nighttime noise levels are accounted for in the calculated Community Noise Equivalent 
Levels (CNEL) which provides noise level penalty weighting for the evening (7:00 PM 
to I 0:00 PM) and nighttime ( I 0:00 PM to 7:00 AM) periods. Also, Sea World typically 
closes at 11 :00 PM in the summer and 5 :00 PM in the winter, which is discussed in 
Chapter 3.0, Project Description and under the "Hours of Operation" heading in the 
Draft EIR. Therefore, in the wintertime there would be no evening noise generated 
from Sea World operations. 

Section 4. 7, Noise of the Draft EIR, provides an extensive series ofnoise measurements 
in the Mission Bay area to describe the ambient noise condition. The noise meter 
locations are shown on Figure 4.7-1 and the measured noise levels are provided on 
Table 4.7-4. Noise levels from the existing evening (5:30 PM and 8:45 PM) Shamu 
Show were measured and are provided under the "Sea World Show Levels" heading on 
page 4. 7-4 of the Draft ETR. This discussion concluded that the Shamu show was not 
audible at the two field locations where the show was measured (Locations I and I 0) 
while the ambient levels were no less than 48 dBA. Consequently, show levels could 
not have exceeded 30 to 35 dBA at the measured locations. Noise from the Splashdown 
Ride and Tier 2 projects is addressed in Section 4.7.3, Noise, Impact of the Draft EIR. 

1-536 Chapter 8.0, Unavoidable and Irreversible Significant Environmental Effects of the 
Draft EIR indicates that some traffic impacts would remain unmitigated and visual 
impacts would remain unmitigated. This chapter also states that future projects ' uses 
of energy and water would be irreversible effects. The basis for selecting cumulative 
projects addressed in Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, is set forth on page 5-1 of the 
Draft EfR. See response to comment L-23. 
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1-537 See responses to comments L-23 and I-536. Existing high-rise hotels in the Mission 
Bay area were included as part of the visual analysis in Section 4.2, Neighborhood 
Character/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. The significant, unmitigable, visual quality 
impacts are identified in the Draft EIR for the proposed project, primarily due to the 
height of future structures. As discussed on pages 5-8 and 5-9 of the Draft EIR, since 
the other cumulative projects in Sea World 's viewshed would be no higher than 30 feet, 
no significant cumulative visual quality impacts were identified. 

I-538 Section 15 I 26.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR need only describe a range 
ofreasonable, potentially feasib le alternatives which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
nor infeasible alternatives to a project. Additionally, alternative locations need not be 
considered. The key question is whether any of the significant effects of the project 
would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. 
Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.6(f)(2). In this case, SeaWorld already exists, so no alternative location is 
feasib le. 

1-539 Alternatives identified in the EIR should avoid or substantially lessen significant effects 
of the project. CEQA Guidelines, § 15 I 26.6(a). 

1-540 Comment noted. 

1-541 Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidel ines only requires that the Draft EIR include 
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis 
and comparison with the proposed project. Al ternatives chosen should include those 
that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project. Chapter 9.0, 
Alternatives of the Draft EIR discusses how each of the different alternatives 
accomplishes various project objectives and what impacts would be avoided by such 
alternative. In addition, the City's goals for Sea World are reflected in the City-adopted 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, which is included as one of the project 
objectives in Section 3.2, Project Objectives of the Draft EIR and the City's Lease with 
Sea World. See response to comment 1-71. 
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Office (619) 2~1743 

Conservation (619) 299-1741 
Fax (619) 2~1742 

Voice Info. (619) m-1144 
Email san--diego.chaptC'r&;emctub.org 

San rnego Chapter 
Serving the .Environment in San Diego 1tnd Imperial Counties 

.___ 

Sea World Master Plan Update, LOR 99-0618 
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April 25, 2001 

The City' s goals for the site, as we understand them, are reflected in the Mission Bay 
Parle Master Plan and the City's certified Local Coastal Program. In its July 12 letter, the 
City requests the applicant to "Systematically identify all the relevant goals, objectives, 
and recommendations in these plans, and analyze whether reasonably foreseeable 
intplemcntation of the project would be consistent with the plans .... Specifically note the 
consistency of the project with the shoreline access requirements of the Mission Bay Park. 
Master Plan and the California Coastal Act." Where can the reader find this 
comprehensive analysis? Without it, we believe the DEIR is deficient. 

[-~5 E 
I-546 

I-547 

In light of project alternatives considered, we request clear explanation of what site plans, 
elevations, and square fuotages were available to the City prior to the release of the 
DEIR, and what basis wns used fur analyzing the improvements. If, without project 
specific details, the City has assumed a ''worst case scenario," please stale what 
specifications the City used in its analysis. We would be gravely conccmcd if the project 
proposal is requesting blanket approval for such a "worst case" Tier l, Tier 2, and 
Special Projects scenario. Please clarify in detail 

In summary, the San Diego Sierra Club thanks you for the opportunity to comment on 
this important DEIR 

Sincerely, 

~//~ 
Joanne H. Pearson, Chair 
San Diego Siena Club Coastal Committee 

Cc: Ellen Lirley, Coastal Program Analyst, Califurnia Coastal Commisson 

3820 Ray Street, San Diego, CA 92104-3623 
www.• ierrac1ub.org 
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RESPONSES 

1-542 See response to comment 1-1-27. 

1-543 The project's consistency with the shoreline access feature of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update is provided in Table 4. 1-1 of Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft 
EIR. Also see Section 9.3, Enhanced Public Access Alternative of the Draft EIR for 
information regarding the issues with providing shoreline access on the existing leasehold . 

1-544 See response to comment 1-543. 

1-545 Chapter 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR provides detailed project information 
for Tier I projects. Tier 2 projects and Special Projects information is also provided in 
this chapter based on the information available in the Sea World Master Plan Update. 
Tier 2 projects and Special Projects were analyzed on a worst-case basis. 

1-546 The worst- case specifications used were developed from the information presented in 
the Sea World Master Plan Update and the particular topic addressed. For example, the 
visual quality analysis used "maximum development envelopes" determined from 
criteria in the Master Plan Update as the criteria for preparing the photosimulations 
provided in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics/Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. 

1-547 See also response to comment 1-546. 
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City Planning Department 

I am just an ordinary citizen who has a yearly Sea World, Zoo, 
and wild animal park pass. These two events are year around, 
and they both are the biggest attractions in the entertainment 
world that San Diego has and we surly don't want them to go 
dormant . . Unless the city stands behind them in their expansion 
plans now and in the future we could lose out to the city's to 
the north, and in time, again have to travel up the coast to see 
these kind of attractions. The Zoo and Sea World need to con
stantly improve to draw people from around the world in order to 
maintain their credibility, because there is new competition 
constanly popping up to the north of us. 

Sea world pays its fair share of taxes in all departm_en.ts of the .. 
city's tax structure and they will not be able to do so if they 
don't stay competitive, and keep up with other attractions and 
satisfying their patrons. 

We do not want a reoccurrence of what happenend thirty-five years 
ago when the city's from the north . kept us from building a con
vention center. Everytime the convention center came to a vote 
it was defeated. Then when finally it did pass we built a con
vention center an eight of the size we should have, and now are 
completl·ng an expansion that will make us competitive. 

,i: 
What~ am ·t~ing to say is don't let us stand still and slowly 
succumb becau~ of wording like roller coaster witch is a splash 
ride, and etc;.; btft keep an open mind. The people have approved 
the heig~t so· let-~Sea World grow with the city as it has all the 
years ic has been a part of us. 

Thanking you and hope you listen to these words of wisdom. 

Henry D. Romano 

Page 1 

RESPONSES 

1-548 This comment letter is in support of the project and does not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of the information presented in the Draft EIR, therefore, no further response 
is necessary. 
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~ SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
2321 Morena Boulevard, Suite D • San Diego CA 92110 • 619/275-0557 

VIA FACSIMILE· 619-446-5499 

Ms. Marthe Blake 
City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

May 9, 2001 

SUBJECT: Comments on EIR for SeaWorld Master Plan Update, LRD No. 99-0618 

The San Diego Audubon Society is concerned with the polential environmental Impacts of the 
projects that It will facilitated by the proposed update. We feel that the projected expansions will 
degrade Mission Bay Park in many ways. The scale of the expansions proposed are incompatible 
with the needs of the citizens of San Diego and the protection of the Park's natural resources. 
Also, there are a few issues that need to be included in the Update for the benefit of the users of 
Mission Bay Park. We are also concerned with the clear bias of the document which Is not 
consistent with the requirements of CECA. 

BIRD OVERFLIGHT 
SeaWorld is located between Mission Bay's Northern Wildlife Preserve and the rest of Mission 

Bay. Large numbers of bay related birds move from the Northern Wildlife Preserve and other 
parts of the bay to find optimum conditions for foraging as the tides change. This Immediate area 
contains one of the highest concentrations of bird life In our region. The proposed projects will 
have $8Veral high structures that will obstruct bird flights. Many birds that fiy through this site, 
such as egrets, herons, cormorant., and grebes cannot easily maneuver around obstacles or 
readily gain altltude. Their mobility and their safety may be threatened by these high structures. 

Throughout the country there are reports of cases In which birds fly into tall towers and guy 
wires. These collisions, called bird strikes, result In mlllions of bird deaths each year, including 
many endangered or threatened birds. The high towers proposed by SeaWor!d could cause 
similar problems. 

The EIR failed to address the impacts on bird movement and bird mortality due to these two 
Impacts. The El R must identify what species Hy over the site, the impacts that would result from 
the proposed phase one and phase two expansions, ways that the designs could be modified to 
reduce t!)ese Impacts, how lighting could manage Impacts, or whether specific project alternatives 
could reduce the problem. The "Less Visually Intrusive Alternative" could help reduce this 
Impact. We urge that this Issue be researched, observations be made, and a supplement to the 
El R be published before any future actions are taken on th is project. 

The flight corridor obstruction of the large and high structures could be somewhat mitigated by 
lowering buildings and trees to form several relativ<lly clear corridors through SeaWorld . 

RESPONSES 

1-549 The current structures and buildings at Sea World have been in place for some time. 
Most of the Tier 2 structures, while taller than the currently surrounding buildings, 
would not be extensively larger area-wise (25 percent of the theme park) above the 
current height limit. In addition, only 25 percent of the entire 187-acre Sea World 
leasehold is allowed to have structures above 30 feet in height. Many bird species, 
such as the heron, do have the ability to gain altitude in ample time to fly over 
Sea World. Avian collisions with existing structures have not been a noted problem, 
even though several species, including herons and egrets, some of the least maneuverable 
fliers, commonly occur well wi thin the core of the Sea World facilities. In fact, herons 
currently nest in the approximately 60 foot tall pine trees near Hubbs SeaWorld 
Research Institute which would seem to indicate they do have the ability to gain 
altitude if needed. There is no indication that the relatively limited additional footprint 
exceed ing the current height limitation would affect avian fly-overs at Sea World and 
therefore it would not change with the introduction of Tier 2 projects. 

1-550 Tall rowers and guy wires are sometimes very inconspicuous and hard to see. Tall 
buildings with considerable refl ective glass and window surfaces that reflect a mirror 
image of what 's behind a bird may also be sources of collision. To address this no 
elevated guy wires, above the current height limitation (30 feet) are proposed in future 
construction. Building reflectivity can be addressed by ensuring that non-reflective 
glass and high visibility design measures are taken so there would not be a significant 
bird collision issue. This issue is addressed in the SeaWorld Master Plan Update 
Design Guidelines and more specifically under the Building Design heading on page 3-
39 of the Draft ElR. Similar concerns have been contemplated at other sites with 
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substantially greater avian activities and risks for collisions such as the Chula Vista 
Midbayfront, an area surrounded by the Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife Refuge 
Building design standards calling for such measures have been considered to be 
appropriate means of avoiding any potential for significant effects. 

I-5 51 A directed survey of bird fl ights over Sea World was not conducted. However, incidental 
observations conducted by Merkel &Associates indicate that gulls, waterfowl, herons 
and egrets, terns, and shorebirds all cross from Mission Bay to the flood control 
channel over the existing Sea World facilities. Some of these birds also stop within the 
park at various water features. However, the flight patterns are not expected to change 
based on the fact that the density of development would still provide broad, low 
elevation fl ight corridors. Sea World Master Plan Update Design Guidelines would 
address building visibility would address concerns over collisions. Also, see response 
to comment 1-541. 

I-552 Comment noted. It is believed that the corridors necessary to provide permeability 
through the facilities would exist under the proposed project. Further height reduction 
and increasing corridor widths would not be expected to substantively change either 
the numbers or patterns of avian flights across the Sea World site. 
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IMPACTS OF FIREWORKS ON LEAST TERNS 
The EIR discusses whether the breeding of the endangered California least !ems that nest in 

Mission Bay would be affected by providing fireworks displays earlier in the spring. We are 
concerned about the Biological Resources Report's conclusion that expanding the fireworks earlier 
in the season would not reduce least tern productivity. These conclusions are not scientifically 
based. No relevant studies on comparable situations are presented. The conclusions are based 
on conjecture with very little information of only marginal relevance. The least !ems are a very 
precious wildlife resource of the Park. The fireworks events should start in June, after least tern 
nesting is largely established and the potential for site abandonment is significantly reduced . The 
conjecture presented In this document does not provide any clear evidence to justify the 
abandonment of established Mission Bay policy. 

STONY POINT 
The EIR noise level analysis seemed to be rocused on the least terns that use Mariners Point 

and FAA Island. However the noise levels at Stony Point are much higher. Stony Point is still 
designated as a tern nesting area. Noise and startle levels due to SeaWorld should be reduced to 
allow terns to nest at Stony Point until some better area is established and managed for terns. 
This EIR should have included the analysis and list of measures that would reduce the impacts of 
SeaWorld operation to below a level of significance on potential nesting there . If Stony Point is to 
be written off due to SeaWorld impacts, the EIR should offer mitigation measures to totally offset 
its loss, such as establishing and preparing another suitable nesting area within the park. This 
Information should be provided in a supplemental EIR and commitments should be made to 
establish a viable alternative nesting area for California least tams before any decisions are made. 

IMPACTS OF FIREWORKS ON WATER QUALITY 
The fireworks, and expansion thereof, are obviously a part of SeaWorld's Master Plan. A 

broad range of chemicals are used to provide for the propulsion, explosions, and variety of colors of 
fireworks. However the EIR did not appear to include a discussion of the water quality and wildlife 
impacts of the chemicals that fall into the water of Mission Bay from these fireworks. We urge that 
a supplement to the EIR be circulated to describe SeaWorld's fireworks plan, its impacts on water 
quality and on the wildlife that use the water, and measures to minimize or avoid the water quality 
impacts. The Update should then include these measures. 

REVIEW OF FUTURE PROJECTS 
It is proposed that this Master Plan would eliminate the need for thorough public review of 

many specific projects. D.uring the public outreach process, the vast majority of public comment 
was opposed to the SeaWorld expansion in general and the specific attractions presented. The 
public outreach process suggested that the public was uncomfortable with the level of detail of the 
presentation, the nature of the modifications being considered, and the compatibility of SeaWorld's 
agenda with the needs of the citizens of San Diego. There was no give-and-take exchange, such 
as drove· the Mission Bay Master Plan Update, that allowed the public to meaningfully influence 
the future plans for SeaWortd. All future major SeaWorld projects should receive full public review 
and debate, full projoct-by-project environmental review, and should proceed through the Mission 
Bay Park Committee, the Planning Commission, and the City Council , not just those exceeding 
an arbitr;iry height threshold. 

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 
The Mission Bay Master Plan Update, as well as the California Coastal Act, emphasizes the 

importance of access for the public to the water's edge. The EIR wrongly states that the projects 
will not result in adverse conditions that would impede pedestrian/bicycle usage of Mission Bay 
Park. The SeaWorld existing facilities exclude the· public from birding, walking and bicycling for a 
significant portion of the south edge of the Bay. The expansion of SeaWorld, with the increased 
activity between the gate and the perking lot end the Increased bulk of the leasehold area, will 
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RESPONSES 

See response to comment F-1 and F-2. 

See response to comment F-2. 

See response to comment 1-169. 

Th is comment provides a recommendation with respect to public involvement in future 
project review. See also response to comment L-24. 

See response to comment L-83. 
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8ddition8lly degrade the recreetlonal value of this portion of the bey for people birding, bicycling, or 
walking eround the shoreline of Pacific Passage. Measures to offset this loss of recreational value 
and coastal access Is not adequately addressed in the EIR since it fails to acknowledge this 
Impact. With the increase in customer activity between the perking lot and the park entrance, 
non-park visitors walking or cycling along the south shoreline of ski-bay wlll have even more 
difficulty getting through the SeaWor!d leasehold. 

We urge that altemattves be defined In the EiR that will either eliminate or offset this loss of 
recreatlonol value in Mission Bay Park. One very straightforward measure would be for SeoWorld 
to construct a public walkway along the shoreline between the Bay and SeaWorld facilities that 
would connect to the shoreline pathways to the east and to the west of SeaWorld's facilities. 
Such a trail would have very little impact on SeaWorld's land use or facilities. The EIR addresses 
this possibility under the title of ·Enhanced Public Access Alternative" but grossly exaggerates its 
impact on SeaWorld and It grossly understates the value of this access lo the public. However 
this bayshore access would significantly reduce one of the most negative impacts of SeaWorld on 
Mission Bay Park users. 

TREES AS VISUAL BUFFERS. WATER CONSERVATION 
The EIR suggests that a wall of tall trees (80 feet at maturity, as I remember) should be used 

to surround SeaWorld so tall buildings would be less obvious. This will have a number of 
ln8pproprtate Impacts that are not addressed in the EIR. 

Increase water consumption: The additional water consumption of these trees was not 
computed, but such additional water consumption should be considered a significant Impact 
due to our region's lack of waler. 
Predator perches: The wall of trees ts likely to provide perches to give predators an unnatural 
advantage over the bay-dependent birds that have used the Bay over history. 
View blockage: The wait of trees will exacerbate, not reduce, the blockage of public views of 
the bay from many directions. The views of Mission Bay from surrounding hills are very 
shallow. For some public viewpoints from the hills of Loma Portal and Ocean Beach the 
proposed buildings and wall of trees will eliminate existing views of Ski Bay. 

NOISE IMPACTS ON PARK USERS AND NEIGHBORS 
The EIR acknowledges that the expansion projects will radiate noise at a high level and 

attempts to downplay the impacts of those increases on park users and surrounding communities. 
The Splash Down Ride may Increase ambient noise levels by 3 dB and be audible to 7,000 feet 
according to the EIR. Contrary to the conclusion of the EIR, this is a significant impact to park 
users, particularlly ttiose seeking passive recreation, relaxation, and wildlife observation. This 
excessive noise level should be engineered out of the ride, or the ride should not be permitted. 

The SeaWorld public address systems already radiate excessive noise levels. The noise 
seriously degrades many Mission Bay uses such as passive recreation and relaxation In much of 
the park, and especially birding along the Northam Wildlife Preserve. The PA noise also degrades 
the quality of lifa of surrounding communities. The increased noise of the new attractions will 
tend to require the PA systems for existing attractions to run even louder so they will be heard In 
the louder Sea World ambient noise level. The El R does not adequately address these PA 
impacts. 

These ongoing impacts and the projected increased noise levels can be significantly reduced 
by lowering the amplification , and by the use of acoustic absorbers, baffles, and reflectors. The 
noise of the Splashdown ride and other machinery can be reduced by choices of materials, 
~ghtenlng mechanical tolerances, the use of acoustic absorbers, baffles, and reflectors, and lower 
speeds. We urge the Master Plan and the EIR to identify a suite of measures that will 
aggressively lower the noise impact of current and Mure SeaWorld activities. The EIR should 

3 

1-558 

1-559 

1-560 

1-561 

1-562 

RESPONSES 

As noted, this proposal is addressed in Section 9.3, Enhanced Public Access of the 
Draft EIR. The City will take this comment into consideration when it makes its 
determination concerning the proposed project. 

Water use for future landscaping that would lessen visual impacts would follow 
Sea World's water conservation measures as described in Section 4. 13, Water 
Conservation of the Draft EIR. This additional water use is not considered significant 
because it would not be a large quantity of water and because ofthe water conservation 
methods employed by Sea World to minimize water use. Also, see response to comment 
1-16 I. 

Currently, there are abundant trees, buildings, and other perch sites available around 
the Sea World fac ilities. Not all of these areas are used by predators all of the time. As 
a result, new construction would not be expected to add a noticeable number of 
potential predatory perches. In addition, the Draft EIR addresses potential predatory 
perch sites that could affect the Stony Point Preserve least tern nesting site, which is 
currently unused, in Mitigation Measure 4.6-3. 

Landscaping, in particular taller trees similar to the trees located on and near the 
western part of the leasehold, would provide a more natural vegetative screen offuture 
structures. On other land development projects, the City typically will identify 
landscaping as a means to reduce visual impacts. Generally, the result is a more 
visually appealing view. 

The ambient noise environment in the vicinity of Sea World includes a variety ofnoise 
sources, from vehicular traffic on Sea World Drive, Ingraham Street, and 1-5 to the 
personal watercraft usage in South Pacific Passage, 1-5 and aircraft. The comparison of 
ambient noise levels with the noise levels resulting from the Splashdown Ride indicates 
that the Splashdown Ride would generate noise levels that are lower than ambient 
conditions in nearly all areas, with the exception ofFiesta Island and South Shores Boat 
Launch In addition, a 3 dBA increase in noise levels is not detectable to the human ear 
as explained in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. Thus, no significant noise impact 
will occur from the Splashdown Ride. See response to comment 1-438. 

1-563 See response to comment 1-87. 
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I-564 Because no significant impact was identified as a result of the Splashdown Ride, no 
mitigation measure was required. CEQAGuidelines, § I 5 I 26.4(a)(3). As to significant 
noise impacts resulting from the project, Mitigation Measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 are set 
forth in Section 4.7.5, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR to 
address potential noise impacts from future Tier 2 projects and noise impacts to future 
hotel patrons. See response to comment 1-49. 
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I-565 [ 
define measures so that new planned SeaWorld projects will radiate much lower sound levels tha 
the current projects. The Master Plan should also Incorporate an aggressive radiated noise 
reduction plan that will substantially reduce radiated noise for existing attractions to help offset the 
cumulative impacts of the expansion on the park and the surrounding communities. 

I-~[ The target of the radiated noise reduction program should be consistent with the goals of the 
City's Noise Abatement ordinances. They requ·ire that amplified noise in the City not be audible 
beyond 50 feet. For situations in parks the ordinance requires that amplified noise be low enough 
that it not be audible beyond 10 feet. We urge that the Sea World Master Plan Update and EI R 
identify ways so the radiated noise of each project is not audible more that 50 feet from that 
project, so they would not project beyond the parking lots. The City Ordinance should provide the 
"applicable standard" for deciding what is acceptable. 

I-567 

I-568 

I-569 

LOSS OF PARKLAND 
The EIR states that the expansion of SeaWorld will result in additional traffic and that two 

·additional lanes will be required along Sea World Drive. This road expansion will displace several 
acres of park land. The EIR does not address this loss. The use of Mission Bay is projected to 
steadily increase into the future. The Mission Bay Master Plan Update has delineated several 
areas of the park for native vegetation and habitat oriented recreation. Some of this area is along 
Sea World Drive. On the south side of Sea World Drive is a buffer area between the Road and the 
frontage road that is heavily used for birding and relaxing. It is also. a buffer between intense 
activity and the Northern Wildlife Refuge. The expansion of Sea World Drive will degrade park 
value and park area to both of these public resources. This is a very high environmental and 
recreational cost that will result from the elements of the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. These 
impacts must be addressed in the EIR, and alternatives that will reduce these impacts and 
measures to offset the losses must be identified. We urge that a supplemental EIR be developed 
that will address this issue. 

IMPACTS ON OTHER NEARBY PARK AREAS· 

[ 

South Shores Park Is immediately east of the SeaWorid leasehold. This area has been 
extensively developed recently. Its expansion is Intended to accommodate our increasing 
population. The EIR does not address the Impacts of the SeaWorld Expansion plans on the 
viability of this park. These Impacts will Include noise, traffic, access along the shoreline for 
walking and bicycling, views, etc. It appears that SeaWorld will loom over this area and its noise 
will dominate any activity there. 

C Fiesta Island, across the channel from SeaWorld, Is also expected to provide parkland for our 
I-570 expanding population. This area will also be degraded by the view obstruction and noise of Sea 

1-571 

World. 

The road along Mission Bay's Southern Wildlife Refuge, south of Sea World Drive, is one of 
the best birding areas in the San Diego region . It is featured in birding guides for California, 
Southern California, and the San Diego Region. It is visited by birding tours from all over the US 
and from Europe. Hearing the sounds of the birds Is a major part of birding. Many similar species 
are differentiated by differences in their calls . . These calls are especially significant for birders 
from outside our region who may be seeing and hearing these species for the first time. The value 
of this portion of Mission Bay will be significantly degraded for these visitors by the SeaWor1d 
Expansion. The degradation will come from the increased traffic noise along Sea World Drive, the 
increased PA and ride noise from SeaWorld features, and the obstruction of the views to the 
north. 

i---- In a fevv years these areas of the park should.be developed and heavily used by the public. 
I-572 I We will need these additional_ high-value park resources to accommodate future population 

4 

1-565 

1-566 

1-567 

1-568 

RESPONSES 

Section 4.7, Noise addresses noise effects from the proposed prq ject. Noise impacts 
were detennined to either be non-significant or significant and mitigable. 

The noise analysis conducted in Section 4.7, Noise took into account the adopted City 
Noise Ordinance and found that noise impacts were either non-sign ifican t or significant 
and mitigable. Additionally, this comment is a recommendation that the City will 
consider when it makes its determination concerning the proposed prqject. 

See response to comment 1-131. 

See response to comment 1- 131. 

1-569 As indicated in the Draft EIR, noise effects from the proposed Splashdown Ride 
would primarily affect the boat launch ramp area parking lot. See page 4.7-24 of the 
Draft EIR. This is an active recreation area with existing noise from vehicles and boats. 
The Sea World Master Plan Update will not affect the existing shoreline access in the 
South Shores area, since the proposed prqject only covers the Sea World leasehold. 
Traffic volumes on Sea World Drive would increase over time; however Sea World's 
contribution to these impacts would be mitigated. Therefore, these Sea World-related 
impacts would not significantly affect South Shores Park. However, from a visual 
quality standpoint, future development on the SeaWorld leasehold, including the 
proposed Splashdown Ride would result in significant visual quality impacts which 
would affect the South Shore Park. 

1-570 Section 4.2.4, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics, Significance oflmpact of the Draft 
EIR states that significant, unmitigable visual quality impacts will result from the 
project. As to noise, one of the ambient noise measurement locations was Fiesta Island 
(Location #7). No significant noise impacts were identified at Fiesta Island from the 
proposed project. Noise Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 addresses potential future noise 
impacts from Tier 2 projects. 
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1-571 An increase in Sea World traffic on Sea World Drive would result in a 0.5 dBA noise 
increase in 2020 at 50 feet from the centerline of the nearest lane (Table 4.7-9 in the 
Draft ElR). Human perception in changes to noise levels range between 2 and 3 dBA, 
therefore this noise increase would be imperceptible to the human ear. Noise from the 
Splashdown Ride and future Tier 2 rides, as well as PA systems associated with future 
shows are addressed in Section 4.7, Noise of the Draft EIR. See also response to 
comment 1-87. The Splashdown Ride would result in noise levels lower than ambient 
levels in the vicinity of Mission Bay's Southern Wildlife Refuge, south of Sea World 
Drive. In addition, noise in this area is dominated by vehicular traffic noise from 
Interstate 8, Interstate 5 and SeaWorld Drive, which surround the Refuge on three 
sides. As to views, future development on the Sea World leasehold would result in the 
obstruction of some views which were identified as a significant unmitigable impact in 
the Draft EI R. 

1-572 See response to comment 1-127. 
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b 
increases. Inappropriate development by SeaWor1d will reduce their value and their use. The EIR 
failed to identify these impacts to nearby parkland within Mission Bay Park, to evaluate the 
significance of these Impacts, and to define ways to eliminate, or at least reduce these impacts as 
required by CEQA. The EIR also failed to assess the cumulative impact of the SeaWorld 
Expansion on nearby park areas. The EIR must be augmented to fully address these impacts on 
these nearby park elements and alternatives to reduce or mitigate them . 

WATER QUALITY, STREET RUNOFF 

[ 

The EIR estimates the Increased tfl!lfflc that will result on various streets within Mission Bay 
Park due·to the expansion of SeaWor1d. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) offered in the 
EIR only deal with water from the SeaWor1d leasehold . This EIR should also identify the increase 
in pollutant load within Mission Bay Park that will result from the SeaWor!d expansion. Water 
quality BMPs should be identified that would mitigate the full pollutant load in Mission Bay due to 
the expansion. Where possible the BMPs shpuld be located In the SeaWorld leasehold to 
minimize loss of par1dand. 

[ 
MASS TRANSIT, TRAFFIC, WATER QUALITY, AIR QUALITY, ENERGY CONSERVATION 

This Master Plan Update should incorporate measures to bring visitors to SeaWor1d by mass 
transit instead of private automobiles. It should include extremely convenient and attractive 
loading and unloading facilities for buses to transit centers, trolley stops, Coaster station, park-and
ride lots, and other public and tourist oriented transportation modes. The effort should be directed 
at Incrementally making mass transit the dominant means of access to SeaWor1d. This 
alternative should be identified and its Implications thoroughly evaluated in the EIR. 

WATER QUALITY, SEAWORLD MARINA EXPANSION 

L We urge that two-stroke personal watercraft not be rented at the Marina. If any personal 
watercraft are to be stored or rented at the Marina we strongly urge that they be of clean four
stroke technology. This will benefit both water and air quality. 

contamination. But , bottom paint is designed to continuously shed so fresh toxins are always at 

[ 

The EIR proposes that no bottom paint be removed in the SeaWorld Marina to prevent 

. the surface. Thus· the paint is constantly being removed. No additional toxins should be 
introduced due to this Marina expansion. We urge that no additional toxic bottom paint be placed 
in Mission Bay as a result of the SeaWor1d Marina expansion. So, if additional docks are 
permitted we urge that any additional boats using them be required lo use non-toxic bottom paint 
or other non-toxic anti-fouling measures. Until practical non-toxic antifouling measures are 
commercially available, the docks should not be permitted. 

I-578 L The Marina expansion should only be permitted if prime eelgrass mitigation opportunities can 
be identified within Mission Bay to fully offset the resulting loss of eelgrass community habitat. 

I-579 

PROBITY OF THIS DOCUMENT AS AN EIR 
The EIR is required to provide a neutral and totally unbiased analysis of the advantages and 

disadvantages of various alternatives. Table S-2 is the heart of the Alternatives Analysis portion of 
the document. In many cases the language describing the advantages and disadvantages is 
highly biased. The alternatives favored by SeaWorld are supported by many specific points, and 
the disadvantages are trivialized. For alternatives not favored by SeaWor1d, the advantages are 
vaguely stated and the disadvantages are exaggerated. Such biased analysis is contrary to the 
requirements of CEQA. A typical example is the discussion of the "Less Visually Intrusive 
Alternative" on page S-23. We strongly appreciate the many alternatives that are addressed in 
this table. However we urge that it be rewritten to present a fair and unbiased analysis of the 
alternatives. 

1-573 

1-574 

1-575 

1-576 
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1-578 

1-579 

RESPONSES 

The cumulative land use impact is addressed in Section 5.2. 1, Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, Land Use of the Draft EIR. Since all of the cumulative projects involve 
redevelopment of existing development, a significant land use impact was not identified. 
However, significant cumulative traffic impacts were identified in Section 5.2.4, 
Cumulative Impact Analysis, Transportation/ Circulation of the Draft EIR. 

See response to comment I-305. 

See response to comment L-22. 

See response to comment I-54. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 prohibits "boat hu ll paint removal and repainting in the 
marina area." Boat hulls are coated with EPA approved materials which are deemed 
safe by the federa l government as part of their regulations protecting water quality. 

This comment provides a recommendation regarding marina eelgrass mitigation sites. 
The eelgrass mitigation program identified in the Draft EIR would follow the adopted 
Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. A separate biology report covering 
eelgrass mitigation would be required at the time the Marina is proposed. See response 
to comment F-11. 

Section I 5126.6( d) of the CEQA Guidelines only requires that the Draft EIR include 
sufficient info rmation about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis 
and comparison with the proposed project. Chapter 9.0, Project Alternatives provides 
an analysis of eight project alternatives. 
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OBSTRUCTION OF VIEWS AND SCALE OF PROJECT 
Mission Bay was originally a very flat area with water, mud flats, low marshes, and a few low 

islands that would probably be submerged at the highest tides. The flatness of this area is still 
evident even with the alterations that have been made. The proposed expansion of SeaWorld 
would obscure that planar estuarine landscape. A person driving or walking along SeaWor!d Drive 
adjacent to SeaWor!d would be almost as Isolated to the geography of Mission Bay as he would 
be on Gamet Street In Pacific Beach. This Isolation from Mission Bay Is shown well in the EIR's 
simulations such as Figure 4.2-32. 

We are often told by planners that high-rise development can Improve viewsheds - that when 
structures are higher, they use the land more efficiently, building footprints can be substantially 
reduced, and better views are available between buildings. Ironically with the SeaWorld proposal 
we get high structures, but the lower structures are also higher and have larger footprints, and 
there are more buildings. This plan demonstrates no respect for the park, the Bay, the 
communities, or the region outside of their leasehold and the EIR does not adequately 
acknowledge, nor identify better alternatives. 

The SeaWorld Expansion plans are not an appropriate scale for Mission Bay. If SeaWortd 
cannot be economically viable without taking over a major portion of Mission Bay, then it is more 
Important for us to preserve Mission Bay. I strongly suspect that SeaWortd can develop an 
economic and strategic model that would allow it to prosper and to coexist benignly with the rest 
of Mission Bay. However their current aggressive growth oriented strategy, as depicted in this 
document, is not compatible with the needs of the citizens of San Diego and must be totally 
revised. 

A LONG TERM PERSPECTIVE 
We are told that the population of our region will increase by 40% over the next 20 years. 

Thus we can assume that a lot more citizens of San Diego will use Mission Bay for recreation. 
This will not be possible if the commercial uses of Mission Bay make major portions of the park 
less usable by the public. 

The oceanarlum use on which SeaWorld was originally focused were very suitable as a park 
use and was very bay dependent. The emphasis of the SeaWortd Expansion is very much away 
from bay dependence and from being a public benertt. SeaWortd says that is must continue to 
grow to compete in the tourism business. The proposed expansion will obviously not be the last. 
Thus SeaWorld appears to be diverging with the needs of Missi"on Bay Park in terms of both size 
and direction. 

We strongly urge that this EIR be expanded to fully and adequately consider the long term and 
cumulative Impacts of SeaWorld Expansion on Mission Bay in terms of all of the dimensions 
mentioned above. It should Include alternatives that will fully offset these potential impacts. The 
San Diego Zoo expanded beyond Balboa Park into the Wild Animal Park to satisfy its growth 
needs decades ago. This EIR should identify an alternative that would leave the Bay dependent, 
educational, and public serving elements of SeaWortd at the current location. Such an alternative 
would relocate the thrill ride, amusement park, excessively loud, and pure entertainment elements 
of SeaWortd to a non-perk location. Such an alternative may be the only way to avoid the 
excessive unmitlgatable impacts on the Park of the SeaWor!d Master Plan Update. We urge that 
such an off-site alternative be fully explored in the EIR. 

Respectfully, 

~az. f?wJ 
James A. Peugh 
Coastal and Wetlands Conservation Chair 
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RESPONSES 

See responses to comments 1-379 regarding maximum developable envelopes and 1-
538 regarding reasonable alternatives required. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

See response to comment 1-71. 

See responses 1-549 to 1-583 for responses to comments in this letter, including 
responses that address a project alternative outside of Mission Bay Park. 

See response to comment 1-538. 
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Sea Paw 
Save Environmental Areu, Public Access, & Wildlife 

3089-C Clairemont Drive #220 
San Diego, Ca 92117 

619-276-8333 
Billy Paul 

25 April2001 
M5. Martha Blake 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue 
Fifth Floor, MS-501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

SUBJECT: SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE, DRAFf ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT IU;PORT 

DISCUSSION: 

The Sea World Master Plan Update (SWMPU) as proposed will have massive undesirable 
environmental Impacts that cannot be mitigated in the proposed project plan. These 
undesirable Impacts include: 

1. Change In emphasis away from Sea World's historic marine animal and 
educational themes. 

2. Serious Impacts to view, and viewsbeds due to to lncmued height and density of 
bnlldlng, and attractions, and lack ofview corridors thro the project. 

3. Serious Impacts from noile from attractions and special eventJ, and the e1treme 
environmental damage caused by rireworkll to wildlife and the quality oflife 
for reeldents In noise Impacted communities. 

4. Dramatic Impacts from park eipanslon and intensification upon traffic 
congestion. and circulation. 

5. Negative impacts to water quality and habitat in Mission Bay. 
6. IDegal proposal to build a new hotel or parking garage over the 30 foot height 

limit without voter approval of this type of project. 
7. Proposition D ls vague and ambiguous, discriminates against visually impaired, 
·· and does not u1e a legal measurement for height limit ddermlnatlon. 

In order to alleviate some of the potential above impacts, there needs to be significant restrictions 
placed on Sea World's redevelopment pilln in the new Master Plan Update that would help reduce 
the significance of these impacts. 

Of significance is"thefact that Sea World is located in Mission Bay Park on public land and not on 

RESPONSES 

1-586 The proposed project includes extensive height restrictions as described in Section 3 .4, 
Proposed Master Plan Update and Operations and more specifically in Table 3.4-1 of 
the Draft EIR. Furthermore, a reasonable range of eight pr~ject alternatives are presented 
in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR. 
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private land. First and foremost, any development must respond to the public good and not just 
private corporate interests. If Sea World can not or will not respond to the Public needs of the 
surrounding communities, than the proposed redevelopment plan should be denied. 

In this redevelopment proposal, Sea World has had a history of lying and misleading the public on 
the proposed redevelopment plan. For example, prior to gaining the 16.5 acres at South Shores, 
Sea World representatives told the public at a meeting with the Clairemont Town Council that 
they had no plans for building a parlcing structure and needed the 16.5 acres for parlcing. After 
Sea World received the 16.5 acres from the City of San Diego, the representatives for Sea World 
said that a ·parking structure was, in fact, a good idea, and that it now is a part of the new Sea 
World Master Plan Update, as I am sure it was all along. A parking structure is a good idea and 
should nave been admitted to from the beginning, at least to maintain some sense of creditability. 
It is also important to note that it was my public comments that proposed it be reduced form 50 
feet to 45 feet, with the bottom level being semi-subterranean to reduce the height. 

Prior to the vote on Proposition Don 3 November 1998, the General Manager of Sea World San 
Diego, Mr. Bill Davis, said that Sea World bad no plans for a roller coaster type ride. Now that 
Proposition D haa passed (by a small majority), Sea World is pushing for a roller coaster type ride 
with the proposed "Splashdown Ride" for immediate construction in the Tier l redevelopment 
proposal. While I am personally in favor ofthis type of ride, the lack of honesty on the part of 
Sea World is troublesome. 

Even in the historic saving of. the life of the baby gray whale, J.J., Sea World inappropriately 
attached a radio transmitter on the back of the whale. When released to freedom, the first thing 
J.J. wanted to do was remove the radio transmitter from its back. After scraping the radio 
transmitter off its back, J.J. headed north·on its migration route. Just like J.J., we need to scrape 
down some of the over-height and over-building of the redevelopment pl.ans Sea World has 
proposed in its Master Plan Update, for the public good and the environmental health of the 
surrounding habitat areas. 

I. Potential change in. Sea World's marine animal and educational themes.. 

In order to control the change ·in the Sea World marine animal and educational theme, there needs 
to be a limitation placed· on thrill rides allowed, aild, in particular, on rail thrill rides. There should 
be a limitation of(6) thrill rides total, with a limitation ofonly (3) of these allowed to be rail thrill 
rides in the Master Plan Update. These numbers could be less, but this appears to be a reasonable 
starting point for a discu3sion on limitations of thrill rides in this redevelopment plan. At least we 
might get an idea of what Sea World intends to propose with these limitations as part of the 
Master Plan. 

Currently, there is one thrill ride in operation, with Ship Wreck Rapids, and one rail thrill ride 
proposed in Tier 1 with the .Splashdown Ride. This will leave a maximum of ( 4) possible thrill 
rides allowed for Tier 2, and only (2) of these could be rail thrill rides. The Sea World Tower Ride 
and the Sea World Sky ride would not be classified as "thrill rides" in this context. 

RESPONSES 

1-587 Comment noted. See response to comment 1-71. 

1-71 6 Comment noted. 

1-589 See response to comment l-586. 

1-590 See response to comment 1-586. 

1-59 1 See response to comment 1-586. 
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2. Serious impacts to views and viewsheds. 

A) It is important to note that early in public comment, I suggested that Sea World have a "Bulk 
Plane Setback" in the SWMPU, but the proposed shoreline setback and shoreline bulk plane 
setback are not acceptable as proposed, and are inconsistent with the Mission Bay Master Plan 
which requires a 50 foot wide public access corridor along the water's edge. Due to negative 
visual impacts and impacts to eelgnw resources due to sunlight shading (see Appendix D, 
Biological Resources Reports to the SWMPU, Draft EIR, pages 8 to 13), Sea World should be 
required to implement a 50 foot set back from the existing riprap along its northern border (see 
Exhibit I, in this report), as required in the Mission Bay Master Plan (page 16). This area could 
have, at least, 25 feet (of the 50 feet) available for public use and access to this area could be 
closed off at night, but it would be made available for public use during daylight hours. 

[ 

In order to allow Sea World a reasonable redevelopment plan and a connection to Mission Bay, 
the Exluoit/Ride Show Area (Area F-2), and the Administrative and Support location (Area-3) 
could be exempt from this requirement, but would have a 3 O foot ( or less) height limit within 50 
feet of the shoreline along with other restrictions, so that the concepts presented in the Mission 
Bay Master Plan (page I 6) would be preserved. · 

[ 

The 50 foot setback is an important part of the Mission bay Master Plan (page 16) and is supposed 
to be required by all new developments along the water's edge. This 50 foot setback should be 
required along the water's edge from the area on the north shore from the east by South Shores 
(Area A-1), to the a.i:ea where Perez Cove starts (Area E-2). The Marina (Area 4) and the 
proposed hotel site (Area 5) should also be required to comply with the 50 foot shoreline setback 
as required in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

[ 

B) The proposed perimeter bulk plane setback is incomplete as presented in the SWMPU, and 
needs to be modified. As mentioned above, it needs to start 50 feet back from the top of the rip rap 
along the northern edge shoreline. While much ofit can be as proposed (m Figure 3.4-2 of the 
SWMPU, Draft EIR.), it needs to be set back 50 feet from the north shoreline, and the areas 
around Perez Cove need to be included in the bulk plane set back requirement as well. (See 
Exhibit 2.) 

To help reduce the visual impacts from any structures in the parking lot area, the entire parking 
lot should have a height limit of 45 feet with the bulk plane setback around the perimeter starting 
at 30 feet with an incline of 45° until 45 feet is reached. (See Exhibit 2.) The proposed parking 
structure must be limited to 30 feet in height, as Proposition D specifically limits Sea World to go 
over height with only certain types of structures when it states, "amend the 30-foot height limit 
in the Coastal Zone .to allow Sea World to . plan and construct exhibits. attractioM and 
educational facilities only".". (See Exhibit 11.) This legal issue of what can be permitted over 
the 30-foot height limit is discussed further in Section 6 and Section 7. 

I 
599 

r-- C) Since this project is located in Mission Bay Park, views and open space are an important part 
- L_ of the Park's atmosphere, there needs to be a way to allow views thru the project. 

RESPONSES 

1-592 Section 9.3, Enhanced Public Access of the Draft EIR provides a discussion ofa public 
access along the water 's edge. 

1-593 See response to comment 1-592. 

1-594 See response to comment I-592. 

I-595 See response to comment 1-592. 

1-596 See responses to comments 1-586 and 1-592. 

1-597 Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics of the Draft EIR indicates that the parking 
structure would not result in a significant visual impact because only the very upper 
portions of th is proposed 45-foot high structure would be visible outside the Sea World 
leasehold. See response to comment 1-598 regarding comments on Proposition D. 

1-598 The legally governing and authoritative language of an ordinance is found solely 
in the text of the ordinance itself and not in the supplemental city attorney 's 
imparti al analysis. The City Attorney's Impartial Analysis, which was included 
with the text of Proposition D, is merely intended for informational purposes 
only. See e.g., Carter v. Seaboard Finance Co. ( 1949) 33 Cal.2d 564, 580-81. 
Thus, the provisions of Proposition D, not the statements set forth in the City 
Attorney's Impartial Analysis, provide the authority on what types of 
development are permitted with heights exceeding the 30-foot height limit. 
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Further, Section 2.8 of Proposition D expressly permits strnctures over the 30-foot 
height limit which are "used for recreational, exhibition, educational, research and 
scientific purposes." California courts have held that parking automobiles is a beneficial, 
incidental use to the enjoyment of park property. In Abbot Kinney Co. v. City of Los 
Angeles ( 1963) 233 Cal. App. 2d 668, 673, the court stated that the development of a 
parking area was a reasonable and beneficial use incidental to the publ ic 's enj oyment of 
the park property. Likewise, the constrnction of the proposed parking structure 
would not be inconsistent with, but beneficial and incidental to, the public 's use and 
enjoyment of the theme park. 

1-599 See response to comment 1-586. Section 9.7, Less Visually Intrusive Alternative and 
Section 9 .8, Combination Alternative of the Draft EIR address project alternatives that 
lessen significant visual quality impacts identified for the proposed project. 
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There are two significant views that would be blocked the most. One is the view from the West 
Mission Bay Drive Bridge (SWMPU, Draft EIR, KVP-3, Figure 4.2-5). This view is a significant 
view of Mount Soledad and there is a whole mountain view that would be blocked by the 
proposed development. (See Exhibit 4, Picture A) The other is a unique from Clairemont that 
allows a view of the ocean surf at Dog Beach and Ocean Beach, and a view of the Ocean Beach 
Pier. (See Exhibit 7 & 8.) 

To reduce view impacts and increase the view thru the project, there are two areas where view 
corridors with a height limit of 60 feet ( or 45 feet) -would enhance the public views. (See Exluoit 
3.) The concept of view corridors was not considered in the Draft EIR for the Sea World Master 
Plan Update. While a 60 foot height limit is being proposed here, a 45 foot height limit might be 
more appropriate for the view corridors to function effectively. 

When looking at the views from West Mission Bay Drive Bridge (KVP-3), there is a significant 
view that would be blocked (see Exhibit 4, Picture A). When looking at all the view points, there 
are really only two significant views beyond Sea World that would be blocked substantially by the 
redevelopment proposal. As was mentioned earlier, the other is from Clairemont. (See Exhibit 5 
&6.) 

Even the Less Visually Intrusive Alternative does not provide an ability to improve the view from 
the West Mission Bay Drive Bridge. Not only would the view still be blocked, but the view that 
would be available, would have the "picket-fence effect." That is , you could see that something 
was on the other side of Sea World, but you couldn't see enough ofit to tell what it is you were 
looking at. The solution to this would be a requirement for a view corridor thru the development 
(see Exhibit 3, Area 2 View Corridor) with a height limit of60 feet (or 45 feet). (See Exhibit 4, 
Picture B.) 

As one can see from the Photosimulation of Maximum Potential Buildout Mass from West 
Mission Bay Bridge, KVP-3 (SWMPU, Draft EIR, Figure 4.2-32), ~e potential buildout would 
totally destroy this view of Mount Soledad from this Bridge.. Wrth the proposed Area 2 View 
Corridor (see Exhioit 3), _with a height limit of60 feet (or 45 feet), a portion of this view would 
be realized. (See Exlnoit 4, Picture B.) 

This proposed View Corridor Area 2,. would allow a significant portion of the view to be seen 
from KVP-3 while having minimal impact on the overall project. Only Exhibit Areas J-2, L-2, and 
C-1 would entirely be affected, and Areas E-2, G-2, and H-2 would be slightly be affected on their 
perimeters. 

Of these, L-2 is a proposed children's area with less need for height than other areas, so the 
limitation of 60 feet would have little consequences on the development of this area. 

The other redevelopment that would be impacted by this restriction would be Area C-1, which is 
the Front Gate Renovation . . When the Front Gate Renovation was originally proposed, the 
lighthouse presented in Tier I was only 60 feet high at the time. Wrth a limitation of 60 feet for 
the lighthouse, it will go back to its original configuration and still have the grandeur and entrance 

RESPONSES 

1-600 Visual impacts were addressed in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Characteristics/ Aesthetics 
of the Draft EIR which found significant unmitigable project impacts. 

I-60 I See response to comment I-600. 

I-602 See response to comment I-599. 

1-603 See response to comment I-599. 

I-604 See response to comment I-600. 

1-605 See responses to comments I-379, I-538 and I-599. 

1-606 See response to comment I-600. 

1-607 See response to comment 1-599. 

1-608 See response to comment I-599. 

1-609 See response to comment 1-599. 

1-610 See response to comment 1-599. 
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impact desired in the redevelopment plan. With the lighthouse at 60 feet, the light in the 
lighthouse will no longer be problematic to the surrounding communities and their residents. 
Even if the Area 2 View Corridor needed to be 45 feet, the lighthouse could be allowed to go to 
60 feet without seriously impacting the view corridor. 

The only development proposal that would be seriously affected would be the development 
planned for Area J-2, but Sea World has not presented plans for this area, so the 60 foot height 
limit for this area should be easy to work out in its redevelopment plan. 

For as many times as Sea.World says they want to be a good neighbor, it is about time they say, 
"Yes" to this view corridor proposal, so we can have a "public view" thru their project which is 
located in a "public park" on "public land." 

The other significant .view that the proposed redevelopment would seriously affect is a unique 
view of the ocean surf at Dog Beach and Ocean Beach from the community of Clairemont. (See 
Exhibit 5 & 6.) There is no other area or community that has a public view of the ocean surf and 
beach (at a distance from the Ocean), like the view that can be seen from this particular area in 
Clairemont. (See Exhibit 7 & 8.) 

This view occurs in the area in Clairemont known as. Western Hills and many of the private 
residents see and enjoy this same view. This view . can be seen in the public ROW along 
Clairemont Drive between Iroquois St. (see Exluoit 7, Picture A), and Hartford Ct (see Exhibit 8, 
Picture B); along Huxley St. between Tokalon St. and Deerpark Dr.; along Jellett St. between 
Burgner Blvd. and Deerpark Dr.; along Lister St. between Burgner Blvd. and Deerpark Dr.; along 
Field St. between Fairfield St. and Gnndview St. (see Exluoit 8, Picture A); and at the end of 
Fairfield St. where the public ROW goes to Western Hills Park (see Exluoit 7, Picture B). 

The view corridor for this unique view travels ·over the Sea World redevelopment area (see 
Exlul>it 6). Any development over 60 feet in height in the Perez Cove area would seriously block 
this precious public view. 

The proposed potential hotel site (Area 5), is planned to be built above 60 feet, and this would 
destroy this public view. The legality of a hotel built over 30 feet will be discussed in Section 6 
and Section 7 of this report. The view corridor that I have proposed with a height limit of60 feet 
(see Exlul>it 3, Area I View Corridor) would be required in the Sea World Master Plan Update in 
order to protect this unique California coastal surf view. It is important to note that public views 
of the coutal zone are protected by the IIIWll of the State of California, CEQUA, and the Coastal 
Protection Acts. 

3. Serious impacb from attractious, special evenb, aud especiaDy fil'fflll'orf<S.. 

When Propositidn D was presented to the voters, the GM for Sea World at San Diego, Mr. Bill 
Davis, went before the news media and stated that all projects over 30 feet would get full public 
=iew. It is important that the Sea World Master Plan Update stipulate that all projects proposed 
to go over 30 feet, will go through the full public =iew process as promised by Sea World prior 

RESPONSES 

I-611 See response to comment 1-599. 

1-612 See response to comment 1-599. 

I-613 See response to comment I-600. 

I-614 A view from Clairemont Drive was addressed in Section 4.2, Neighborhood 
Characteristics/ Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. This section of the Draft ElR found visual 
quality impacts to be significant and unmitigable. 

I-615 See response to comment I-614. 

I-616 See response to comment I-614 regarding visual quality impacts and response to 
comment 1-636 regarding the hotel height. 

,I-617 See response to comment 1-61 4. 

I-618 See responses to comments L-24 and 1-598. 
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to the passage of Proposition D. Sea World must live up to its promise on this issue as we have 
had enough half-truths and misleading statements from Sea World representatives. 

The noise from fireworks 1w been particularly problematic and has caused a disruption in the 

RESPONSES 

surrounding communities. Every night when the fireworks go off, dogs bark, birds take to flight, I I I-619 See response to comment L-127. 
and my dog becomes terrified. The noise from the fireworks has had a serious affect on my 
community, and the noise level from the fireworks in Clairemont where I live is much greater than 
the noise from fireworks that affects Mission Beach. There needs to be a noise study done on the 
fireworks, and something needs to be done to ban the loud "boomers" that are so disruptive. 
"Sizzler" type fireworks are less noisy than the big "boomer" type. 

Also, since 1997 the fireworks have gotten a lot louder and have continued to be louder and 
longer in duration than those prior to 1997. 

There needs to also be a ban on fireworks when the least terns are nesting and when tbey are 
seeking nesting sites. I would propose a ban on all fireworks from April I through July 1, so that 
the affect upon least terns could be properly studied. 

Also, the least tern nesting site at Stony Point has been unproductive (probably due to the 
fireworks), so I am recommending that an Alternative Least T em Nesting Site be proposed for 
the South Shores area, bordered by 50 feet in from the Pacific Passage on the west, East Mission 
Bay Drive c;in the north, Sea World Drive on the east, and a boundary line from Friars Road and 
Sea World Drive intersection to Pacific Passage on the south. (See Exhibit 10.) This is important 
to have this new location for an alternative least tern nesting site because the old alternative least 
tern nesting site is to be removed for construction of a new access road into Quivira Basin. 

Also, there is a blue heron nesting site at Sea World in Area 5 where the new hotel is proposed. 
We need to protect this nesting site at Sea World, as it is the only pla.ce in Mission Bay where blue 
herons nest. Part of this nesting site expands across the street to Dana Landing where there is one 
tree used by the blue herons for nesting (the Sea World site has about 13 trees used for nesting). 

The Sea Worlds Master Plan Update must be required to acknowledge the blue heron nesting site 
as a valuable natural resource. This site must be designated in the plan as a protected area, and 
that the trees at this nesting site and the blue herons will not be disturbed. The SWMPU proposed 
plan 1w a parking lot and parking structure located in a manner that part of the blue heron nesting 
site would be destroyed (SWMPU, Draft.BIR, Figure 3.4-19). 

-4. The dramatic: impacts upon traffic: congestion and c:in:ulation. 

To begin, there needs to have a comprehensive traffic study be done to include all traffic that 
aurently used the roads around Sea World now and in the future 20 years. 

The traffic on Sea World Drive is already problematic and there has already been traffic backed 
up from "Sea World to Friars Road almost every weekend for the past several months (in February, 
March,. and April). An immediate solution to the problem of having traffic being backed up all the 

1-620 Comment noted. 

1-621 See responses to comments F-1 and F-2. 

1-622 Comment noted. 

1-623 This conunent is an opinion that a blue heron nesting site within the project should be 

protected . See also response to comment F-5. 

1-624 See response to comment 1-623. 

1-625 Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR analyzes traffic impacts 

resulting from the project for both the near term (2005) and the buildout term (2020). 

1-626 Comment noted. 



:;o 
-l n 
tv 
N 

1.,;27 [ 

1-628 [ 

1-629 c 

1-630 c 
1-631 

1-632 

1-633 

1-634 

C 

~ 
[ 

COMMENTS 

Page 7 

way to Friar's Road or the 1-5 freeway, would be to have a longer 4-lane queueing area within the 
Sea World leasehold. This can be dooe by moving the exit to the east and making a longer 
queueing entrance (see exlubit 9). This needs to be dcine immediately, before any work on Tier 1 
is allowed. 

Some of the traffic solutions need to· be implemented prior to the development planned in Tier I , 
and all the proposed traffic solutions must be implemented prior to proceeding with any Tier 2 
developments. 

If the Sea World redevelopment and traffic to Sea World requires building two extra lanes on Sea 
World Drive, shouldn't this be considered as conunercial use of our public parkland? 

S. Negative impacts to water qua.lity 

The negative impacts to water quality are problematic and need to be addressed. I am particularly 
concerned about the effects upon least tern habitat and their feeding areas. As noted in the 
Appendix D, Biological Resources Reports to the Draft EIR, eelgrass is important habitat for the 
feeding behavior of the least tern. Sea Worlds redevelopment proposal ·will have significant 
impacts on the eelgrass habitat, due to the shading effect of structures over 30 feet in height. To 
reduce this impact, the SO foot setback must be required as specified in the Mission Bay Master 
Plan (page 16) and discussed earlier in this report. (See Exhibit I.) 

The expansion of the marina boat docks in Perez Cove (Area 4) cannot be allowed due to the 
severe negative damage that would occur to the eelgrass beds in the cove. This eelgrass is 
important habitat for the least tern and this habitat must be protected. The zig-zag boat dock 
cannot be allowed. Secondly. the boat or water craft traffic created by the proposed use would 
have severe consequences on -the other areas of eelgrass that the least terns currently use for 
foraging in close proximity of Perez Cove. 

The expansion of the 3 other docks cannot be allowed either as this proposed extension could 
cause a problem with the Sky Ride over the docks. If someone fell out of the Sky Ride, they 
might survive if they hit the water, but would surely be killed if they hit the boat dock. Secondly, 
if there-was a problem where the Sky Ride got stuck in mid ride, the extended boat docks would 
be in the way of the rescue operations. 

L Watercraft with 2-stroke motors should not be allowed by Sea World (or others) for commercial 
1-635 use in Mission Bay, and there should be a plan to ban all 2-stroke motors in Mission Bay, in the 

near~e. 

1.,;361 
6. lliegal proposal to build a new hotel or parking structure over the 30 foot height limit 
without voter approval 

Upon detailed analysis of the ballot proposal for Proposition D, when Proposition D was passed 
by the voters, there was no mention of there being a hotel or parking structure in the language of 
Proposition D, nor was there a mention of a possible hotel or parking structure in the discussion 

RESPONSES 

1-627 Mitigation measures to address traffic impacts caused by the project are set forth in 
Section 4.4.5, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EIR. Such mitigation 
measures would be implemented as determined necessary by the monitoring program 
to address project-related traffic impacts. 

1-628 An EIR need only identify significant, environmental impacts resulting from the 
proposed project, identify alternatives and propose mitigation measures to reduce 
significant impacts to below a level of significance. See response to comment 1-147. 
SeaWorld is not obligated to reduce traffic impacts not caused by its project. See 
response to comment L-43. The monitoring program, set forth in Section 4.4.5, 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the Draft EfR, identifies when project
related traffic impacts would require implementation of the mitigation measures based 
on traffic analyses discussed in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation of the 
Draft EIR. 

1-629 See response to comment 1-308. 

1-630 Water quality impacts from the project are discussed in Section 4.5, Water Quality. 
Impacts on the least tern habitat resulting from the project are discussed in Section 4.6, 
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. 

1-631 See responses to comments F-11 and 1-599. 

1-632 Prior to expansion of the Sea World Marina, an eelgrass mitigation plan must be prepared 
and approved by the City. See responses to comments F-9 and F-10. 

1-633 See response to comment 1-632. 

1-634 Comment noted. 

1-635 Water quality issues associated with 2-stroke PWCs are addressed in Section 4.5, 
Water Quality of the Draft EIR. See response to comment 1-54. 

1-636 Similar to a parking structure, a hotel has been found to be ancillary to the 
complete enjoyment of park property. See Harter v. City of San Jose (1904) 
141 Cal. 659, 666-67; Spires v. City of Los Angeles (1906) 150 Cal. 64, 66. See 
response to comment I-598. 
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of the City Attorney's Analysis. 

Actually, the measure in the voting pamphlet and the wording used on the ballot specifically limits 
what kind of development that would be allowed and specifically excludes a hotel or parking 
structure as one of the uses by stating, " ... amending the 30-foot height limit in the Coutal 
Zone to allow Sea World to plan and constmct exhibits, attractions and educational 
facilities only ... " (see Exln"bit 11). 

In the City Attorney's Analysis, there is no mention of a hotel or parking structure being proposed 
or allowed to be built. (See Exlnoit 12.) It also specifically excludes a hotel or parking structure 
from being built over 30 feet when it states, "The 160-foot height limit would remain in effect 
only for so long as the land at Sea World ls used for recreational, exhibition, edncational, 
resurcb or scientific purposes." Guest housing or a parking structure is never mentioned, and 
by the the above language is specifically excluded. 

While exhibits, attractions, and educational facilities are recreational facilities, the public did not 
vote on all recreational facilities, but only these specific types. While these specific uses are 
recreational facilities, not all recreational facilities can be allowed, as you can describe a specific 
term by the -general term, in using the general term, does not mean all items of the general term 
are now allowed. Proposition D specifically stated, " ••• to plan and constmct exhibits, 
attractions and educational facilities only ... ". 

In conclusion, the proposal to build a hotel or parking stmcture over 30 feet is illegal and 
cannot be allowed in the Sea World Master Plan Update. 

7. Proposition D is .vague and ambiguous, discriminates against visually impaired, and 
does not use a legal measurement for height limit determination. 

The Ordinance, as written, is vague and ambiguous, as it never refers to a height in feet, but only 
refers to the height of the current Sea World Tower: Therefore, Proposition D discriminates 
against the visually impaired, and, as written, violates the California State Law on People With 
Disabilities Act, is vague and misleading, and cannot be legally implemented as proposed. 

Without a height in feet description, a person with limited vision has no way of knowing how tall 
the Sea World Tower actually is, or the impact that a structure of this height would have on the 
overall sense of ambiance in Mission Bay Park, the effect of this structure on its ability to block 
sunlight _or create shading within the leasehold or upon the public areas surrounding the leasehold. 
Without a numerical description, they would also not be able to understand the impacts to views 
to those· who are not visually impaired because it does not give a measurement in feet which 
would allow them a perceptual understanding of the actual height that is being voted upon. 

Even a person with good vision does not get a defining description of what they arc voting upon, 
as there is no descriptive number that would define the height of the tower or the height that they 
are actually voting upon. · While the original height limit is given as "30 feet" and is definitive and 
quantitatively. in this description, the proposed height limit (in the Ordinance) is left to 

RESPONSES 

1-637 See response to comment 1-598. 

1-638 See responses to comments 1-598 and 1-636. 

1-639 See responses to comments 1-598 and 1-636. 

1-640 

1-641 

The language of Proposition D explicitly provides the standard to be utilized in 
calculating the height of buildings and structures proposed to be constructed 
within the land described in exception Section I (ii) of Proposition D. Based on 
the Sea World Sky Tower's height of320 feet, Section 3 of Proposition D states 
that the base of measurement in accordance with the Unifom1 Building Code of 
1970 is used in calculating the height of the proposed buildings and structures. 
Thus, the measurement standard set forth in the Uniform Building Code of 1970 
provides a quantitative method for measurement of building and structure height. 

See response to comment 1-640. 

1-642 See response to comment 1-640. 

1-643 See response to comment 1-640. 
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L interprcuition, ambiguity, and vagueness as it states, " ... shaU exceed one-half the height of the 
Cont. existing Sea World Tower ... ". There is no quantitatively measurement given. 

1-644 
[ 

It is possible for people to think that the Sea World Tower is only 100 feet tall and that one-half 
of this height is 50 feet, therefore, Sea World would only be allowed to build 20 over the 30 foot 
height limit. While inch, foot, yard, or mile is given as a standard of measure in the book ofUnited 
States Standards of Weights and Measures, there is no reference given as to the Sea World 
Tower, as it is not a listed measurement. Therefore, this is not a standard upon which height can 
be measured or determined. 

1-64 5 that the Ordinance must be thrown out for the Public Good, and that this issue must be taken up 

[ 

The Onlinance and Proposition D, u prepared, is illegal, misleading, vague, ambiguous, 
and cannot be implemented ander the laws of the State of California. Staff must find 

by the City Attorney or State Attorney to protect the public, and have a ruling by an ~IU9llb?""Tc 
Court to determine whether it violates the laws of the State of California before any construction 
can begin. 

~P.w: 
Billy Paul, President 
SEAPAW 
Save Environmental Areas, 
Public Access, & Wildlife 

RESPONSES 

1-644 See response to comment 1-640. 

1-645 See response to comment 1-640. 



Sea World Master Plan Update Executive Summary 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This summary provides a brief synopsis of the project description, and the results of the 
environmental analysis contained within the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). By necessity, 
this summary does not contain the extensive background and analysis found in the document. 
Therefore, the reader should review the entire document to fully understand the project and its 
environmental consequences. 

Project Location and Description 
The Sea World Master Plan Update consists of approximately 17 acres of water and 172.4 acres 
of land located on the southern perimeter of Mission Bay Park approximately halfway between I-
5 and the Pacific Ocean. More specifically, the Sea World site is located north of Sea World 
Drive, east of Ingraham Street, and West Mission Bay Drive, south of Pacific Passage in the Bay 
and west of the South Shores area of Mission Bay Park in the City of San Diego. 

The project consists of the following : 

1. Update to the existing Sea World Master Plan; 

2. Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update; and 

3. Project approvals for the Tier I projects (see below); 

The Sea World Master Plan Update consists of the following: 

Conceptual Development Program 
The conceptual development program sets forth the anticipated development and redevelopment 
needs for the entire Sea.World leasehold and is divided into three categories: 

1. Tier 1 identifies sites and projects where new development or park renovations will be 
processed concurrently with the Sea World Master Plan Update or are likely to be initiated 
shortly after its adoption. The Tier 1 projects consist of a Splashdown Ride (95 feet high), 
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Educational Facility (45 feet high), Front Gate Renovation (up to 90-foot high lighthouse), 
and Special Events Center Expansion (30 feet high with 60-foot high icon structure). 

2. Tier 2 identifies eight conceptual development sites that are candidates for future 
redevelopment, renovation or park expansion. Each site retains the potential to have 
structures exceeding 30 feet in height up to a maximum height of 160 feet. Although this 
report analyzes the potential visual impact of Tier 2 development, no specific project is 
proposed for the immediate future. 

3. Special Projects are long-term conceptual development proposals that have been specifically 
identified. The Special Projects include a 90-foot tall , 650 room hotel, a 115 slip expansion 
of the existing Sea World Marina, and a 4-level, 45-foot high parking garage. 

Development Criteria 
The Development Criteria set forth the development parameters applicable to the entire leasehold 
or specific leasehold areas identified in the plan. Among other controls, the development criteria 
establish the height limits within the Sea World Master Plan Update area. The height limits also 
help define the maximum building envelopes for the Tier 2 conceptual development sites. 

Design Guidelines 
The Design Guidelines would be used as standards for evaluation of proposed new projects or for 
modifications to existing development. The primary focus of the design guidelines is to assure 
aesthetically pleasing public views of Sea World from outside its leasehold. The guidelines 
therefore address landscaping, lighting, signs, and architecture. 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update/LCP 
In addition to the Sea World Master Plan, the project consists of an amendment to the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update/LCP to bring the plan into conformity with the 1998 voter 
approved Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, which amended the City of San Diego Municipal 
Code to allow development up to a maximum height of 160 feet on the Sea World leasehold. To 
simplify the amendment process, the Sea World Master Plan Update will become a part of the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update by reference. 

Project Approvals 
Projects within Mission Bay Park are reviewed and approved by the Real Estate Assets 
Department in consultation with the Park and Recreation Department and Development Services 
Department. The Sea World Master Plan Update provides for a new level of project review for 
the Sea World leasehold that would require City Council approval for projects exceeding certain 
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height thresholds set forth in the plan. The Splashdown Ride is the first structure to exceed the 
90-foot height threshold established for the Theme Park area. Therefore, the Splashdown Ride is 
being processed as a separate project concurrently with the Sea World Master Plan Update and 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update amendment. 

Environmental Setting 
The Sea World Master Plan site occupies a commercial leasehold within Mission Bay Park. The 
project site is relatively flat varying from 10 to 20 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL). The 
existing Sea World leasehold contains a variety of uses, most of which either relate to or support 
the Sea World theme park. These uses include: attractions that are an exhibit, show or ride; 
restaurants; stores; parking lots ; special events buildings; and supporting mechanical facilities. 
Other associated uses in the leasehold area include the SeaWorld Marina and the Hubbs
Sea World Research Institute. 

South of SeaWorld, beyond Sea World Drive, is the West Mission Bay Drive/Sunset 
Boulevard/Sea World Drive interchange system and the San Diego River. The interchange area 
and both sides of Ingraham Street are densely landscaped with various species of pines and 
eucalyptus trees, with the exception of an interchange loop and adjacent area south of Sea World 
Drive, which has been designated as a least tern nesting site. 

To the west of West Mission Bay Drive is the Quivira Basin commercial recreation area, which 
is occupied by a fish processing facility and restaurant, marinas and conference center, and the 
Hyatt Islandia Hotel. Hospitality Point, the primary landform within Quivira Basin, is the 
location of the City's Park and Recreation Department, Mission Bay Park headquarters. It also 
houses the Lifeguard Services Division and San Diego Police Department's Harbor Unit. 

The eastern boundary of the Sea World site extends to South Shores Road, a sparsely traveled 
road leading to the boat ramp. The eastern boundary lies adjacent to the parklands of the South 
Shores area. 

The northern boundary of the Sea World leasehold generally conforms to the shoreline except on 
the west side of the park where 17 acres of open water area for the Sea World Marina, Waterfront 
Stadium and Sky Ride are included in the leasehold. To the north lies Fiesta Island, which forms 
the northern boundary of the Pacific Passage channel, and the open waters of Mission Bay Park. 

Public Planning Process 
At its October 14, 1999 hearing to initiate the amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update, the San Diego Planning Commission identified the need to take extraordinary efforts to 
involve the public in the Sea World Master Plan Update process. 
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The initial phase consisted of four public forums held at different locations in the City between 
January 8 and January 13, 2000. Advertisements were placed in eleven San Diego newspapers 
with a combined circulation of 330,000 and readership of 1.5 million. Sea World also established 
a hotline telephone number, web page, and fax on demand service to provide instant receipt of 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update fact sheets. Over 500 comments covering a wide range of 
concerns were received. Between June 17 and June 28, 2000 a second round of four public 
forums was held to present the draft Sea World Master Plan Update and receive comments. The 
public forums were also used to supplement the EIR scoping process. Display and comment 
boards were set-up to explain the EIR process and solicit comments. Based on the forums and 
subsequent Planning Commission workshops, six major land use issues emerged. 

These issues are summarized below along with a reference to where the topic is addressed in the 
EIR: 

1. Potential change in emphasis away from Sea World ' s marine animal and educational themes. 
(See Section 4.1, Land Use) 

2. Potential impacts to views and viewshed due to increased height of buildings and attractions. 
(See Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics) 

3. Noise impacts from attractions and special events (including fireworks). (See Section 3.0, 
Project Description for a discussion of noise from existing operations [fireworks] and Section 
4.7, Noise for a discussion of noise impacts from altractions). 

4. Effects of park expansion/intensification on traffic congestion. (See Section 4.4, 
Transportation and Circulation) 

5. Potential impacts to water quality in Mission Bay. (See Section 4.5, Water Quality) 

6. The appropriateness of a new hotel in Mission Bay Park (also relates to views, viewshed, and 
traffic issues). (See Section 4.1 , Land Use, Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics, 
and Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation) 

Impact and Alternatives Summary 
Table S-1 summarizes the impacts associated with the proposed project and the mitigation 
measures required to reduce the impacts to below significant levels. Table S-2 provides a 
summary of the project alternatives analysis. 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Land Use 

Land Use Policy The proposed Tier I projects, Tier 2 future projects, Reduction of land use compatibility and policy impacts would be achieved 
Compatibility and the future hotel project would have a significant through implementation of activity-specific mitigation measures associated with 

visual impact on Mission Bay Park and would transportation/circulat ion, bio logical resources, and neighborhood characteristics/ 
represent an inconsistency with the Mission Bay Park aesthetics. Approval of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Amendment 
Master Plan Update Design Guidelines for building and Sea World Master Plan Update which are proposed as part of this project 
height and massing. The future marina expansion would lessen or avoid the impacts related to inconsistencies with adopted plans 
would significantly impact eelgrass beds in Perez Cove and policies. 
creating a conflict with the environmental goals of the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and the Mission 
Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan. 

Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics 

Tier I Visual Impacts The Splashdown Ride, a Tier I Project, would result in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1: Prior to development the applicant will prepare and 
a significant visual impact due to the height and implement a site plan fo r the project, which complies with the Master Plan 
combined visual mass of the three towers. Update landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere 

to the Master Plan Update Design Guidelines that pertain to landscapi ng, lighting, 
signs and architectural guidelines. 

SeaWorld Master Plan The proposed Master Plan Update, Tier I , Tier 2 and Mitigation Measure 4.2-2: Prior to each future development the applicant will 
Update Visual Impacts Special projects would result in a significant visual prepare and implement a site plan for the project, which complies with the Master 

quality impact because of the potential for extensive Plan Update landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also 

visibility of maximum potential building mass above adhere to the Master Plan Update Design Guidelines that pertain to landscaping, 

60 feet in height in Mission Bay Park. lighting, signs, and architectural guidelines. 

Light, Glare and Shading 

Light and Glare No significant impact was identified. No significant impact was identified. Therefore no mitigation would be necessary. 

Shading No significant impact was identified. See Biological No significant impacts were identified. Therefore no mitigation would be 
Resources for discussion of shading to sensitive necessary. 
eelgrass beds. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Significant impacts to 
biological resources 
would be mitigated while 
significant impacts to 
transportation/circulation 
and neighborhood 
characteristics/aesthetics 
would be lessened but not 
to a below a level of 
significance. 

Significant impact 
lessened but not to a · 
below a level of 
significance. 

Significant impact 
lessened but not to a 
below a level of 
significance. 

No significant impact. 

No significant impact. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

S IGNIFICANCE OF 
ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION M EASURE(S) IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Transportation and Circulation 

2005 Roadway Segments The proposed project would have a significant impact Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is Mitigated to below a level 

(Weekday) on the following roadway segments: necessary, one of the following measures shall be undertaken by Sea World. of significance unless 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific 1. Sea World shall widen Sea World Drive to six lanes between Sea World option 2 is implemented. 

Highway and I-5; Way and 1-5, or 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road 2. If the City has formed a CIP fo r the combined improvements to Sea 
and Pacific Highway; and World Drive and its in terchange with 1-5, Sea World shall contribute to 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World the CIP an amount which is equivalent to 44 % of the estimated cost of 

Way and Wteist Mission Bay DrivteiFriars Road. widening Sea World Drive to six lanes between Sea World Way and I-
5. In the event this alte rnative form of mitigation is selected, the short-
term impacts of SeaWorld on Sea World Drive may not be fully 
mitigated due to the fact that full funding for the CIP may be delayed or 
never achieved. 

2005 Key Intersections No significant 2005 key intersection impacts were No significant impact was identified. Therefore, no mitigation would be No significant impact. 

(Weekday) identified. necessary. 

2005 Offsite Circulation Lack of signal coordination between signals on Sea Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: Install signal coordination on Sea World Drive from Mitigated to below a level 
(Weekday) World Dr. between Friars Rd. and 1-5 northbound Friars Road to 1-5 Northbound Ramp and construct a 400-foot extension of the of significance. 

ramps. eastbound right-tum lane on Sea World Drive at the SB I-5 Southbound onramp. 

Non-optimized queue and lane util ization at Sea World Sea World ' s cost participation shall be 100%. 

Drive/I-5 southbound ramps. 

IJl 
&-
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

S IGNIFICANCE OF 
ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION M EASURE(S) IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Transportation and Circulation (Continued) 

2005 Freeway Ramps The project would not generate a direct impact on No significant impact was identified. Therefore, no mitigation would be No significant impact. 
(Weekday) freeway ramps under the near term (2005) condition. necessary. 

2005 CMP Arterials The project would not result in a significant impact on No significant impact was identified. Therefore, no mitigation would be No significant impact. 
(Weekday) CMP arterials. necessary. 

2005 CMP Freeway The project would not result in a significant impact on . No significant impact was identified. Therefore, no mitigation would be No significant impact. 
Segments CMP freeway segments. necessary. 

(Weekday) 

2020 Roadway Segments The proposed project would have a significant impact No mitigation required for Sea World Drive, if option l of Mitigation Measure Mitigated to below a level 
(Weekday) on the following roadway segments: 4.4-1 described above is implemented, or CJP improvements are made pursuant to of significance provided 

I. Sea World Drive (6 lanes), between Sea World 
option 2. Sea World Drive widened 

Way and Friars Road; to six lanes. 

2. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Mitigation Measure 4.4-7: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is Mitigated to below a level 
Drive and Ingraham Street; necessary, widen the West Mission Bay Drive bridge to six lanes and widen of significance if CIP No. 

3. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World 
southbound West Mission Bay Drive to three lanes between the bridge and the 52-643 includes necessary 

Drive and 1-8; and 
eastbound 1-8 onramp. These improvements would be included in the City ' s CIP improvements and is 
No. 52-643. Sea World ' s fair share contribution to the cost of widening the bridge implemented concurrent 
and creating three southbound lanes between the bridge and the eastbound with need. 
onramp to 1-8 shall be 47 percent of the City's cost of these improvements. The 
Citrrcost is 20 Rercent of the total cost. In light of the fact that this CIP may not 
be sufficiently funded or implemented coincident with SeaWorld ' s needs, 
SeaWorld 's long-term impact on West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World 
Drive and 1-8 as well as the 1-8/West Mission Bay Drive eastbound onramp 
would be unmitigated because it is infeasible for Sea World to bear the full cost of 
these improvements. 

Note: Transportation and Circulation mitigation measure numbers are the same as those used in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation. They are non-sequential because they are correlated to the list of impacts in this 
table. 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Transportation and Circulation (Continued) 

2020 Key Intersections 
(Weekday) 

The project would have a significant impact on the 
following intersections under the buildout (2020) 
condition: 

1. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak 
hour); 

2. 

3. 

SeaWorld Drive northbound 1-5 onramp and 
offramp (AM and PM peak hours); 

Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak 
hour); 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is 
necessary, SeaWorld will reconfigure the Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way 
intersection to remove the sp lit east/west signal phasing, by combining the 
westbound thru movement with the right-tum movement to create dual left-tum 
lanes and a shared thru/right-tum lane. The only pedestrian crossing across 
Ingraham Street should remain on the north leg (north side of the intersection). 
Sea World's fair share for this improvement is 100 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is 
necessary, SeaWorld shall make fair share contributions for the following 
interchange improvements at the specified percentages. 

Intersection 

1. Dual northbound to westbound left-tum lanes on the northbound 1-5 
offramp and widen the westbound approach to the northbound 
onramp to provide a separate right-tum lane (29 percent). 

As these improvements are expected to be a part of a CIP project which may or 
may not be adequately funded, the long-term impacts of SeaWorld on the Sea 
World Drive/1-5 interchange are considered unmitigated. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-5: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is 
necessary, reconstruct the Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway intersection to 
provide six lanes of thru traffic on Sea World Drive. The southbound right-tum 
movement from Sea World Drive to East Mission Bay Drive (Pacific Highway) 
would be shared with the thru lane by converting the existing southbound right
tum lane on Sea World Drive to provide three southbound thru lanes and one 
southbound right tum lane. Sea World Drive south of Pacific Highway shall be 
widened for about 300 feet plus a 600-feet taper. Sea World ' s fai r share of the 
cost of these improvements shall be 36 percent. As these improvements are 
expected to be a part of a future CIP project which may or may not be created 
and/or adequately funded , the long-term impacts of Sea World on the Sea World 
Drive/Pacific Highway intersection are considered unmitigated . 

S IGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance if a CIP is 
formed and/or sufficient 
funds are available to 
complete improvements to 
which Sea World would 
make a fair share 
contribution . . 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance if a CIP is 
formed and/or sufficient 
funds are available to 
complete improvements to 
which Sea World would 
make a fair share 
contribution. 

Note: Transportation and Circulation mitigation measure numbers are the same as those used in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation. They are non-sequential because they are correlated to the list of impacts in this 
table. 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Transportation and Circulation (Continued) 

2020 Freeway Ramps 
(Weekday) 

4. West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound 
offramp (PM peak hour). 

Under the buildout 2020 condition, project traffic 
would result in a significant cumulative impact at three 
freeway ramps already expected to experience delays 
in excess of 15 minutes: 

I. Sea World Drive northbound 1-5 onramp (AM and 
PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive I-5 southbound onramp (AM 
and PM peak hours); 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

The northbound lane addition shall be carried through the intersection to the Sea 
World Drive/1-5 SB onramp intersection by widening Sea World Drive to provide 
a third northbound ( eastbound) lane that starts about 300 foot south of (west of) 
Pacific Highway and traps (ends) as a right-tum lane at the southbound 1-5 
onramps. Both curb lanes on Sea World Drive at Pacific Highway shall be 20 
feet wide to accommodate right-tum sneakers. This measure is 100 percent 
Sea World ' s responsibility. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is 
necessary, a third, westbound right-tum lane shall be added to the westbound 1-8 
offramp to West Mission Bay Drive intersection to create a configuration which 
will consist of dual , westbound left-tum and triple, westbound right-tum lanes. 
Sea World ' s fair share estimate shall be 28 percent. This improvement will only 
be required in the event the West Mission Bay Drive bridge is widened to six 
lanes. As these improvements would only be constructed if CIP 52-643 is 
implemented and fully funded, the long-term impacts of SeaWorld on the 
westbound 1-8 offramp to West Mission Bay Drive are considered unmitigated. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is 
necessary, SeaWorld shall make fair share contributions for the following 
interchange improvements at the specified percentages. 

Ramps 

2. Additional storage lane, or equivalent, on the northbound 1-5 onramp 
(50 percent), 

3. Additional storage lane, or equivalent, on southbound 1-5 onramp (27 
percent). 

As these improvements are expected to be a part of a CIP project which may or 
may not be fully funded, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the Sea World 
Drive/1-5 interchange are considered unmitigated. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 

IMPACT(S) AFTER 
MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance if CIP No. 
52-643 includes necessary 
improvements and is 
implemented concurrent 
with need. 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance if a CIP is 
formed and/or sufficient 
funds are available to 
complete improvements to 
which Sea World would 
make a fair share 
contribution. 

Note: Transportation and Circulation mitigation measure numbers are the same as those used in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation. They are non-sequential because they are correlated to the list of impacts in this 
table. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Transportation and Circulation (Continued) 

2020 CMP Arterials 
(Weekday) 

2005 Key Intersections 
(Weekend) 

2020 CMP Freeway 

er. 
I 
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Segments 

3. West Mission Bay Drive eastbound 1-8 onramp 
(AM and PM peak hours). 

The contribution of traffic from the proposed project 
would not exceed the significance thresholds on CMP 
arterials. Thus, no significant project impacts would 
occur. 

Significant busy weekend day intersection calculated 
impacts occur at the Sea World Drive/1-5 Northbound 
ramp. In addition, busy weekend day significant 
impacts occur at the Sea World entrance. 

Under the buildout (2020) condition, project traffic 
would result in a significant impact OR I 5 Aorth aAd 
soYth of ~€a Worla Driv€.northbound and southbound 
~ments ofl-5, north of Sea World Drive. 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Ramp improvements included in Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 described above 
would relieve impacts to the West Mission Bay Drive eastbound 1-8 onramp. 

No significant impact was identified. Therefore, no mitigation would be 
necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-8: Provide event traffic officers from the San Diego 
Police Department at the 1-5/Sea World Drive interchange during busy days to 
override the traffic signals and respond to traffic conditions, if Cal trans concurs. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-9: Improve lane management at the entrance gates to 
maximize vehicle storage as well as help visitors waiting in line to determine 
which lanes are open or shorter. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-10: Distribute promotional material to employees and 
repeat patrons that would promote 1-8 or Ingraham Street as alternative routes to 
Sea World. 

The calculated impacts are considered unmit igable due to the excessive cost to 
widen 1-5. 

S IGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance if CIP No. 
52-643 is implemented 
and sufficient fund ing is 
available to construct 
improvements to which 
Sea World makes a fa ir 
share contribution. 

No significant impact. 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 

Significant, unmi tigable. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Transportation and Circulation (Continued) 

Parking 

Water Quality 

Existing Operations 

Future Expansion 

r.r. 
..!.. 

The supply of existing parking may be exceeded by the 
year 2010 depending on the attendance patterns. 

Surface Runoff: 

Due to Sea World ' s existing surface runoff controls and 
BMP' s no significant impact was identified as a result 
of existing operations. 

Aquaria Water Treatment: 

Existing treatment of aquaria water, faci lity irrigation, 
wash down, and storm water as provided in 
SeaWorld' s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit results in no identified significant 
impact due to the discharge of the treated water into 
Mission Bay. 

Sea World Marina Expansion: 

Operational impacts associated with the expanded 
marina would be the same types as under the current 
operation and would include the potential release of the 
following pollutants: fuel , oil, and grease (from boats 
and fueling); bacteria (from sanitary waste 
discharges/spills); heavy metals, particularly copper 
(from boat antifouling paints); and litter. 

MITIGATION M EASURE(S) 

Mitigatio11 Measu re 4.4- //: At the time the parking monitoring program 
indicates that it is necessary, complete one or more of the following 
improvements, as dictated by the monitoring program: (1) pave the existing 
unpaved guest overflow parking area located in the southwest comer of Area 2; 
(2) implement offsite parking or shuttle/MTDB transit options; and/or (3) 
construct the planned parking structure. 

No significant impact was identified. Therefore no mitigation would be necessary. 

No significant impact was identified . Therefore no mitigation would be necessary. 

Mitigatio11 Measure 4.5-/: Future expansion activities at Sea World Marina shall 
include the following: 

I. Install an automatic shutoff on the fuel pump; 

2. Regular inspection of the sanitary pumpout on a routine basis; and 

3. Prohibit boat hull paint removal and repainting in the marina area. 

S IGNIFICANCE OF 

IMPACT(S) AFTER 
MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 

No significant impact. 

No significant impact. 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Water Quality (Continued) 

Future Exhibits: 

The main sources of water quality impacts from future Mitigation Measure 4.5-2: Within two years of the approval of the Master Plan 
exhibits would include aquarium water, hose down of Update by the Coastal Commission, install catch basin inserts such as a Fossil 
animal areas, landscaping, and pedestrian traffic. The Filter, or equivalent, to capture oil and grease in runoff at the point where it enters 
incorporation of future exhibits into the existing the storm drain system from parking lots and fueling areas. 
aquaria water treatment program and the existing 
ongoing water quality control BMP program would 
result in a less than significant impact. 

Short Term Construction: 

High periods of rainfall during grading operations Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: A Master Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
could result in the transport of sediment into Mission (SWPP) shall be prepared and approved by the City Engineer and Regional Water 
Bay. Rainfall coming into contact with construction Quality Control Board. This Master SWPPP shall include general as well as 
materials could also adversely impact the Bay specific measures which will be implemented to control water pollution related to 

construction. At a miRimHm, th;; Maste1r ~WPPP shall iRcl1,1de1 the1 followiRg 
f3FO~<isiORS or the1ir ell:jHi•,1altlRt. 

Biological Resources 

Shading of eelgrass beds While a significant negative impact on eelgrass beds is Mitigation Measure 4.6-1: Prior to Coastal Permit application the project 
not anticipated from future development in Area I and proponent shall prepare a project-specific shadow analysis for Tier 2 projects 
the future hotel, the potential for an adverse impact located in future development areas F-2, E-2, G-2 and K-2; and the Future Hotel 
cannot be eliminated. It is possible that the projected Special Project to determine the extent of shadow impacts on eelgrass in Pacific 
shading effects in conjunction with the dormant period Passage, Perez Cove and the Waterfront Stadium lagoon. The shadow analysis 
would have a negative impact on eelgrass growth and shall be performed for the time periods described in Section 4.3, Light, Glare and 
productivity resulting in a significant impact. A Shading, in this EIR. J;:1,1rth0rmor1:, th;; shadov,, im13act shall 01-c1:tid a thrti1: hoHr 
significant eelgrass impact has been identified for 131eJriod l=rnt\l'leltlR th;; hoHrs of 10:00 A~4 to 4:00 PM iR ord;;r to rni:JHirn mitigatioR-, 
expansion of the SeaWorld Marina. No significant If no shadow impact would occur in these areas as a result of the project specific 
shadow impacts would occur from Tier I projects. analysis, no further mitigation would be required. If no shadow impact would 

occur as defined above in these areas as a result of the project specific analysis, 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Biological Resources (Continued) 

r.r. 
I 

r;; 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

no further mitigation would be required. If a shadow impact would occur during 
this timeframe it would only occur during the eelgrass dormant period as 
described in the impact analysis above. For shadow impacts that would occur 
during the eelgrass dormant period, a project specific monitoring program shall be 
undertaken that includes the provisions described below under eelgrass 
monitoring program. 

Eelgrass Monitoring Program 

Once construction is completed at one of the potentially shade impacted sites, 
three years of eelgrass monitoring shall be conducted, specifically in the early 
spring (April) and early fall (October) of the three years. These two times of the 
year would best track the initial growing phase of the eelgrass, in the spring and 
the post summer peak, and in the early fall , before the dormant period begins. 
The area to be monitored would be along the shore and out far enough into the 
water to cover the area where a shadow would be cast during the majority of the 
daylight hours in December. The monitoring program would be initiated once 
development is completed at each of the sites, and the monitoring schedule at 
each site would be independent of the other. If the monitoring indicates a 
reduction in the eelgrass bed coverage, then an eelgrass revegetation program 
shall be implemented in conformance with the Southern California Eelgrass 
Mitigation Policy as described below in Mitigation Measure 4.6-2. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2: Prior to application for development of the Future 
Hotel project landing dock and the Marina Expansion project, a project-specific 
shadow analysis shall be conducted as described above in Mitigation Measure 
4.6-1 to determine the exact area of impact resulting from docks and boats. For 
these impacts eelgrass shall be replaced at a 1.2: I ratio, which is in conformance 
with the eelgrass replacement ratios outlined in the Southern California Eelgrass 
Mitigation Policy. Furthermore, a pre- and post-construction eelgrass survey 
shall be undertaken to determine the area of eelgrass habitat that would be 
impacted by the shadows. The proposed projects could require the creation of 
approximately 1.12 to 1.20 acres of eelgrass. This scenario assumes that all of the 
shading impacts would occur under the pier, dock, and permanent boat placement. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Biological Resources (Continued) 

Eelgrass mitigation sites do not appear to be readily available within the water 
area of the Sea World leasehold. Further exploration of options and alternatives 
for eelgrass transplant in the amount needed to offset the impacts would have to 
be conducted under an eelgrass mitigation plan study, which would be determined 
when the marina expansion or landing dock would be developed. The eelgrass 
mitigation plan study and implementation would be conducted in conformance 
with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. 

Least Terns (foraging) No significant impact to least tern foraging behavior Mitigation Measure 4.6-3: Prior to construction of a new development project 
within or near the SeaWorld leasehold would occur on the Sea World leasehold a determination shall be made as to whether the Stony 
from the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update. Point Preserve has been recolonized by the California least tern. If it is has not 
However a significant impact to least tern nesting been recolonized then implementation of the following mitigation measure would 
activity may occur to the nearby currently uncolonized not be required. Should the Preserve be recolonized, a determination shall be 
Stony Point Least Tern Preserve should it be made as to whether the new development project would provide a clear line-of-
recolonized. sight from perching opportuni ties on the proposed structure to the Stony Point 

Preserve. If it would not provide a clear line-of-sight then no mitigation would be 
necessary. Should a clear line-of-sight be available from perching locations on 
the new structure, then the structure would be required to include appropriate 
design features to eliminate the perching opportunity. 

Least Terns (Fireworks) No significant impacts were identified for the existing No significant impact was identified. Therefore no mitigation would be 
or potential increase in Sea World fireworks displays to necessary. 
the nesting success of least terns. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 

No significant impact 



ISSUE AREA 

Noise 

Future Tier 2 Rides and 
Shows 

Traffic Noise 

Splashdown Ride Noise 

Geology/Soils 

Liquefaction 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION M EASURE(S) IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Future rides and shows may result in significant noise Mitigation Measure 4. 7-1: Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, a Mitigated to below a level 
impacts. project-specific noise study prepared by a qualified acoustician shall be required of significance. 

for any new ride attraction or performance show and must demonstrate that 
sensitive receptors would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable 
standards. 

The future hotel project would be subject to exterior Mitigation Measure 4. 7-2: Prior to issuance of building permits for the future Mitigated to below a level 
traffic noise levels that may result in a significant noise hotel , verification that guest room interiors will meet the 45 dB CNEL interior of significance. 
impact to hotel patrons, depending on the design of the standard shall be required through the preparation of an interior noise study by a 
hotel. qualified acoustician. The measures recommended in this study shall be 

implemented to meet the required 45 dB CNEL interior standard. 

The proposed Splashdown ride may periodically No significant impact was identified. Therefore no mitigation would be No significant impact. 
increase ambient noise by 3 dBA and may be audible necessary. 
out to 7,000 feet from the Theme Park. However 
because ambient noise levels would not substantially 
increase, the Splashdown ride would not create a 
significant noise impact. 

The subject site is located in specific Geologic Hazard Mitigation Measure 4.8-1: Prior to issuance of a Grading Permit for each portion Mitigated to below a level 
category Zone 31 and the site is underlain by fill soils of the redevelopment, a soils investigation shall be approved by the City of significance. 
and bay deposits that are characterized as relatively Engineer. Appropriate remedial measures shall be incorporated into the grading 
loose and cohesionless. Therefore, the impacts plans. These measures shall include, but not be limited to the following: I) 
associated with liquefaction are considered significant. monitoring of differential settlement during construction ; 2) proper compaction of 

surficial soils; and 3) installation of a well-compacted structural fill mat (with 
possible inclusion of geotextile reinforcing fabrics) above the water table in 
building areas, and/or continuous foundation systems for the buildings. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Geology/Soils (Continued) 

Erosion/Slumping 

Unstable geologic or soil 
conditions 

er. 
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The proposed project would have potentially 
significant impact associated with soil erosion during 
construction and shoreline rip rap slumping. 

Constraints on development of the site are potentially 
significant due to potentially poor soil conditions. 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Mitig"tio11 Me"sure 4.8-2: Prior to issuance of the grading permits, the applicant 
shall prepare site-specific eros ion control plans for the project in conformance 
with the City's Grading Ordinance to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
erosion control plans should be in substantial conformance with the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan and the Design Guidelines for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update and should include temporary and permanent erosion/siltation control 
measures and/or devices that would be installed both during and after site grading 
and construction, including, but not limited to, interim and post-development 
landscaping/hydro-seeding; jute netting ( or other approved geotextile material) on 
manufactured slopes; sandbags, brow ditches, energy dissipaters and desilting 
detention basins; and any other methods to control short-term and long-term 
surficial runoff and erosion. 

Prior to approval of grading permits, the applicant shall retain a soils engineer to 
monitor the grading, construction, and installation of runoff control devices and 
revegetation of the project site. The soils engineer shall submit in writing to the 
City Engineer and the Environmental Review Manager of the Planning and 
Development Review Department certification that the project has complied with 
the required notes on the grading plan addressing erosion controls. 

Mitig"tion Me"sure 4.8-3: Prior to approval of grading permits, a complete 
subsurface geotechnical investigation of the proposed development area shall be 
performed to evaluate the thickness and/or the in situ condition of the compacted 
and hydraulic fill materials and the bay deposits. The geotechnical investigation 
would also provide site-specific remedial grading recommendations, foundation 
design criteria, and recommendations for the design of surficial improvements. 
The recommendations shall be implemented as part of project construction. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 

Mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION MEASURE(S) IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Geology/Soils (Continued) 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-4: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the 
implementation of projects associated with Master Plan Update the disposal of 
any anticipated construction-related dewatering effluent shall be permitted by 
either the City of San Diego or the RWQCB. The effluent could either be 
directed to the Mission Bay or the San Diego sewer system. If the effluent is 
discharged to Mission Bay, then the discharge shall meet the effluent limits 
specified by the RWQCB (Order No. 95-25) and Federal National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirement. Effluent discharged to the 
City of San Diego sewer system shall meet the City ' s standards. 

Air Quality 

Ambient Air Quality No potentially significant air quality impacts were Mitigatio11 Measure 4.9-1: As a condition of any grading or building permit, We sigRil-i6aRt imf)a6t. 
identified. The following mitigation would reduce construction management procedures shall be implemented to clean up dirt and .Mitigated to below a level 
adverse but less than significant air quality impacts. debris spillage from public roads, and route construction traffic through the least of significance. 

sensitive areas. Use of transportation control measures to encourage carpooling 
among construction workers and to schedule deliveries to non-peak traffic hours 
is recommended to reduce adverse, but less than significant impacts from 
construction-related exhaust emissions. 

Odors The project would not significantly exceed national No mitigation, monitoring, and reporting would be required. No significant impact. 
and state air quality standards regarding discharge of 
fetid odors. 
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TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Recreational Resources 

Traffic The proposed project would not result in adverse traffic Because no significant impact is identified, no mitigation measures are 
conditions that would impede vehicular access to, or recommended. 
pedestrian/bicycle usage of, recreational facilities in 
Mission Bay Park or the Mission Beach area. 
Therefore, the project would not result in significant 
impacts relative to recreational facilities access. 

Human Health/Public Safety 

Hazardous materials in Compliance with the conditions of required permits Because no significant impact is identified no mitigation measures are 
inactive landfill would protect workers and the general public from recommended. 

potential risk of exposure. The rules and regulations 
associated with the permits would also provide 
measures to reduce the potential risk of unauthorized 
releases of hazardous wastes/materials to the 
environment. Therefore no significant impact would 
occur for Tier 2 projects, Special Projects and Tier I 
projects. 

Energy 

Energy Conservation No significant impacts are identified. However, in an Mitigation Measure 4.12-1: Prior to operation of any new attraction, Sea World 
effort to continually develop programs to increase shall apply its existing energy conservation programs and shall consider 
energy efficiency, SeaWorld would implement an implementation of project-specific energy conservation programs to minimize 
energy conservation mitigation measure. electrical fue l, and/or natural gas consumption associated with the new attraction. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S) AFTER 

MITIGATION 

No significant impact. 

No significant impact. 

No significant impact. 



TABLE S-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

ISSUE AREA SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) 

Water Conservation 

Water Consumption 

Landscaping 

er. 
I 
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No significant impacts are identified . However, In an 
effort to continually decrease water consummation, 
Sea World would implement the following measure. 

Because the proposed landscaping would conform with 
the SeaWorld Master Plan Update Design Guidelines, 
no significant water conservation impacts associated 
with landscaping would result from the proposed 
project. 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1: Prior to operation of any new attraction or facility, 
Sea World shall apply its existing water conservation programs and shall consider 
implementation of project-specific water conservation programs to minimize 
water consumption associated with the new attraction or facility. 

Because no significant impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are 
recommended. 

S IGNIFICANCE OF 
IMPACT(S} AFTER 

MITIGATION 

No significant impact. 

No significant impact. 
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TABLE S-2 
Summary Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

DESCRIPTION 

No Project Alternative 

• 

• 

Development would occur under the existmg 
adopted Master Plan. Includes the un-built 300-
room hotel and 200-slip marina expansion 

Assumes that attendance levels would remain 
relatively unchanged as they have over the past ten 
years. 

More Regulated Alternative 

• 

• 

• 

ADVANTAGES 

Significant unmitigable impacts to neighborhood 
character/aesthetics would be avoided. · 

Significant unmitigable impacts to transpor
tation/circulation would be lessened . 

Significant, mitigable impacts to land use; 
traffic/circulation; light, glare, and shading; 
water quality; biology, as it pertains to perching 
opportunities; and noise would be avoided. 

• Other issue impacts are either not significant or 
could occur under the existing Sea World Master 
Plan. 

• This alternative would preclude the rental of I • Would lessen water quality and visual impacts. 
personal watercrafts (PWCs). In place of the six 
PWCs, two boat mooring slips would be provided. 

• Limits development height of three tier 2 
development areas to 160 feet and three for shows 
and three for exhibits. 

• 

DISADVANTAGES 

This alternative would not meet any of the project 
objectives. 

e Alternative rental locations of PWCs would occur 
elsewhere on Mission Bay, therefore the water qual ity 
impact that would be lessened at the SeaWorld Marina 
would likely still occur. 

.a Reduction of Tier 2 160-foot high development areas 
from four to three would lessen visual impacts, but not 
to a level below significance. 

• Not allowing SeaWorld to comply with the voter
approved Proposition D with respect to allowing 
development up to 160 feet for the hotel site. 

• Constrain Sea World ' s flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in tum 
affect the economic viability of Sea World. 

• Constrain SeaWorld's ability to develop attractions that 
appeal to a broad range of family members. 
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TABLE S-2 
Summary Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

DESCRIPTION 

Enhanced Public Access Alternative 

• This alternative would entail a revised site plan to 1 • 

accommodate pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic 
along the entire water frontage of the leasehold. 

No Hotel And Marina Alternative 

• Assumes that the proposed 650-room hotel and 
marina expansion would not occur. 

• 

• 

• 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Complies with the goals of the Mission Bay Park 1 • Abandonment of an existing service vehicle road access 
to accommodate pedestrian access. This would severely 
compromise service and emergency access required for 
safe operation of the existing Sea World facility. 

Master Plan Update to have pedestrian access 
along the entire Mission Bay waterfront. 

Results in a considerable reduction in trip 
generation (48%, or 7,300 ADT). Significant, 
unmitigable traffic impacts would be lessened, 
but not to a level below significance. 

Results in a lessening of the significant 
unmitigable visual impacts associated with the 
90-foot high hotel, however, not to a level below 
significance. 

This alternative would eliminate the significant 
and mitigable impact to eelgrass beds from the 
marina in Perez Cove, since the Marina would 
not expand over existing eelgrass beds, a 
sensitive biological resource. 

'" Extensive modification of existing structures and water 
treatment infrastructure would be required resulting in 
significant costs associated with these improvements 
that would compromise the econoimic viability of the 
Sea World operation. 

9 Loss of the ability to maintain the attractions that are 
already constructed near the shoreline affecting 
SeaWorld's ability to remain an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park. 

• Diverting resources to enhance waterfront access would 
make these resources unavailable to renovate older areas 
of the park. 

9 

" 

• 

• 

Not allowing SeaWorld to comply with the voter
approved Proposition D with respect to allowing 
development up to 160 feet for the hotel site. 

Loss of potential hotel and marina related revenue to the 
City of San Diego . 

Result in a reduction in the number of permanent and 
part-time construction and operation employment 
opportunities that would be created by the project. 

The loss of the hotel and marina aspects of the project 
would not be in compliance with the goals of the Coastal 
Act. 
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TABLE S-2 
Summary Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

DESCRIPTION 

Underground Parking Garage Alternative 

• Would require the parking garage special project to I • None 
be located underground. 

ADVANTAGES 

No Parking Structure Or Hotel Over 30 Feet High Alternative 

DISADVANTAGES 

• The major engineering and regulatory constraints 
associated with this facility would make it unbuildable 
or pose a major cost to the applicant. 

• Would not lessen any identified significant 
environmental impacts and would result in significant 
water qual ity impacts. 

" Costs of undergrounding the facili ty would compromise 
the economic viability of Sea World. 

• Costs of undergrounding the facility would compromise 
the economic viability of SeaWorld and hence would 
decrease the likelihood of increased revenues to the 
City. 

• Assumes a hotel with 300-rooms with a height of 30 1 • 

feet. 
Visual impacts would be lessened, but not to a 1 • Other components of the SeaWorld Master Plan Update 

proposed in Area I would remain and therefore the 
visual impacts would remain significant and 
unmitigable. 

• Assumes that the parking garage footprint will 
remain the same. The height of the garage would 
be reduced from 45 feet to 30 feet, reducing the 
proposed parking capacity by approximately one
third. 

level below significance. 

• Reduction in parking capacity could result m a 
significant parking impact because the parking structure 
is designed to accommodate increases in attendance over 
the next 20 years. 

'" Not allowing SeaWorld to comply with the voter
approved Proposition D with respect to allowing 
development up to 160 feet for the hotel site. 

• Limiting the height of the parking structure would limit 
attendance and the corresponding revenue, reducing the 
economic viability of Sea World. 
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TABLE S-2 
Summary Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

DESCRIPTION ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

No Parking Structure Or Hotel Over 30 Feet High Alternative (Continued) 

• Reduction in the height of the hotel would reduce 
potential transient occupancy tax (TOT) that could be 
generated for the City. 

• Result in a reduction in the number of permanent and 
part-time construction and operation employment 
opportunities that would be created by the project. 

• The reduction in the size of the hotel reduces the number 
of people who could be accommodated adjacent to the 
coast. This would compromise the Coastal Act priority 
visitor serving use. 

Less Visually Intrusive Alternative 

• More restrictive design guidelines that focus on • Visual impacts would be lessened, but not to a QI Not allowing SeaWorld to comply with the voter-
maximum bulk for various heights of future level below significance. approved Proposition D with respect to allowing 
structures and, restrictions on the maximum heights development up to 160 feet for the hotel site. 
of future structures from visually sensitive areas. .. Constrain Sea World ' s flexibility in the development and 

redevelopment of new attractions that would in turn 
affect the economic viability of Sea World. 

.. Constrain SeaWorld's ability to develop attractions that 
appeal to a broad range offarnily members. 

" Constrain Sea World's flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in turn 
affect the economic viability of Sea World. This would 
also negatively affect revenues to the City. 
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TABLE S-2 
Summary Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

DESCRIPTION 

Combination Alternative 

This alternative would focus future attraction 
development on marine education and conservation. It 
would incorporate some of the aspects from the 
foregoing alternatives to address a variety of 
environmental issues including the following: 

• Future structures would be limited to no more than 
30 feet in height. 

• No new amusement type rides or hotels would be 
part of the Master Plan. 

• The Plan Update would include enhanced public 
access along the waterfront. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ADVANTAGES 

Significant unmitigable impacts to neighborhood 
character/aesthetics would be avoided. 

Significant unmitigable impacts to transpor
tation/circulation would.be lessened. 

Significant, mitigable impacts to land use; 
traffic/circulation; light, glare, and shading; 
water quality; biology, as it pertains to perching 
opportunities; and noise would be avoided. 

Complies with the goals of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update to have pedestrian access 
along the entire Mission Bay waterfront. 

• 

.. 

• 

.. 

DISADVANTAGES 

This alternative would not meet any of the project 
objectives. 

Reduction in parking capacity could result m a 
significant parking impact because the parking structure 
is designed to accommodate increases in attendance over 
the next 20 years. 

Not allowing SeaWorld to comply with the voter
approved Proposition D with respect to allowing 
development up to 160 feet for the hotel site. 

Limiting the height of the parking structure would limit 
attendance and the corresponding revenue, reducing the 
economic viability of Sea World. 

"' Elimination of the hotel would reduce potential transient 
occupancy tax (TOT) that could be generated for the 
City. 

" Result in a reduction in the number of permanent and 
part-time construction and operation employment 
opportunities that would be created by the project. 

o Elimination of the hotel reduces the number of people 
who could be accommodated adjacent to the coast. This 
would compromise the Coastal Act priority visitor 
serving use. 

• Abandonment of an existing service vehicle road access 
to accommodate pedestrian access. This would severely 
compromise service and emergency access required for 
safe operation of the existing Sea World facility. 



TABLE S-2 
Summary Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

DESCRIPTION ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Combination Alternative (Continued) 

• Extensive modification of existing structures and water 
treatment infrastructure would be required resulting in 
significant costs associated with these improvements 
that would compromise the economic viability of the 
Sea World operation. 

e Loss of the ability to maintain the attractions that are 
already constructed near the shoreline would affect 
SeaWorld's ability to remain an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park. 

"' Diverting resources to enhance waterfront access would 
make these resources unavailable to renovate older areas 
of the park. 

• Constrain Sea World's flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in turn 
affect the economic viability of Sea World. 

• Constrain SeaWorld's ability to develop attractions that 
appeal to a broad range offamily members. 

.. Constrain Sea World ' s flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in turn 
affect the economic viability of Sea World. This would 
also negatively affect revenues to the City. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update 

CHAPTER 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Introduction 

In November 1998, the voters of the City of San Diego approved the SeaWorld Initiative, 
Proposition D, which amended the City of San Diego Municipal Code to allow development up 
to a maximum height of 160 feet on the Sea World leasehold in Mission Bay Park (Appendix H). 
Passage of the Sea World Initiative created an inconsistency between the Municipal Code, and 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, which serves as both the community plan and the 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) for Mission Bay Park. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines prohibit development above 30 
feet. To eliminate the inconsistency caused by passage of the Sea World Initiative, the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update must be amended. 

To further implement the SeaWorld Initiative, Sea World is updating the Sea World Master Plan, 
concurrent with amendments to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. The SeaWorld 
Master Plan is the "Development Plan" described in the lease between Sea World and the City of 
San Diego. The Lease provides that the Development Plan may be amended from time to time 
by the City and Sea World. 

Subsequent to voter approval, SeaWorld began updating the SeaWorld Master Plan and 
requested the initiation of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Amendment from the City 
of San Diego Planning Commission to integrate the height limit change into the Plan. The 
Planning Commission granted the request for initiation of the plan amendment process at a 
public hearing in October 1999. At this hearing the City of San Diego Planning Commission 
requested that SeaWorld undertake a public outreach program to solicit input regarding the 
issues associated with the Plan Update and how they may guide development of SeaWorlds 
Master Plan Update. 

In response to this request, Sea World undertook a two-phased public outreach program, with the 
goal to hold them throughout the City at various times and locations to make them accessible to 
the largest number of people. The first phase was conducted in January 2000, and included 
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public forums at four locations: Carmel Mountain, Del Cerro, Mission Beach, and Sherman 
Heights. The second phase was conducted in June 2000, also at four locations: Normal Heights, 
Emerald Hills, Rancho Penasquitos, and Clairemont. A total of 225 participants attended, and 
over 500 comments were generated from all eight public forums . At the conclusion of the public 
outreach program, a City of San Diego Plaiming Commission Workshop was held in July 2000, 
at Sea World to familiarize the Planning Commissioners with the Sea World operation and the 
components of the Master Plan Update. 

During the preparation of the Sea World Master Plan Update, the Plan evolved. At the outset, 
after voter approval of the development height limit change, the entire leasehold could be 
developed with structures up to 160 feet in height. During the early preparation of the Master 
Plan Update, SeaWorld reduced the area where development could exceed 30 feet in height. 
Subsequent to the first series of public forums in January, Sea World again revised the Master 
Plan Update to further reduce the areas where development could exceed 30 feet. As a result the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update was divided into five Development Areas. Area 1 is the Theme 
Park, which would be 87.7 acres of the Sea World 189.4-acre leasehold. Within Area 1, the 
maximum height allocation as a percentage of the 87.7-acre area would be divided as shown in 
Table 1. 1-1 . In no case would a structure exceed a height of 160 feet. 

Table 1.1-1 
Area 1 Height Allocation 

Height (feet) Coverage (acres) Percent Coverage of Area 1 

0-30 65.82 75% 

30+- 60 13.1 15% 

60+- 100 6.1 7% 
··------- ---------

100+- 130 1.8 2% 
·----------·--·------·----···---·-·-··---· ---------·--------------------- --·---------------

130+- 160 0.88 1% 
··----.. ------···----·--------··-------------·----------··- ------·---------------·---------- --------------

Total 87.7 100% 

Source: Sea World, 2000. 

In addition, in Area 2 a parking structure is proposed that would be up to 45 feet in height and in 
Area 5 a future hotel is proposed that would be up to 90 feet in height. 

1.2 Sea World Master Plan Update 
This Environn1ental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update, which 
guides development on a City of San Diego 189 .4-acre leasehold in Mission Bay Park. 
Sea World is an existing aquatic theme park with an annual attendance that has varied over the 
past ten years between 3.6 and 3.9 million visitors. The proposed project is an update of 
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Sea World's Master Plan, including the identification of near term specific development projects, 
called Tier 1 Projects, and long-term future Tier 2 Projects and Special Projects. Tier 1 and Tier 
2 projects are located in Area 1: Theme Park (See Figure 3.3-1), while Special Projects are 
located within the other remaining four areas of the leasehold. The Tier 1 Projects include a 
Splashdown Ride, Educational Facility, Front Gate Renovation, and Special Events Center 
Expansion. The Tier 2 Projects consist of eight areas where future projects are identified as 
either an exhibit, ride or show. Within the Tier 2 projects, the future development could be a 
new project or redevelopment of an existing facility. 

In addition to the Sea World Master Plan amendment, the proposed project also includes 
amendments to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, and the Local Coastal Program 
(LCP). Additional discretionary actions that may be required to implement individual 
development projects when they are proposed include: California Coastal Commission Coastal 
Development Permit, Regional Water Quality Control Board General Construction Activity 
Stormwater Permit, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 404 Permit. 

The project site is located along the south perimeter of Mission Bay Park, north and adjacent to 
Sea World Drive, in the northwest quadrant of the Sea World Drive/Ingraham Street intersection. 
The property is bounded by Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way on the western and 
southwestern property boundaries. The leasehold includes water area in Mission Bay where 
Waterfront Stadium is located in the Theme Park and Perez Cove, where Sea World operates a 
manna. 

The City of San Diego as Lead Agency will review and consider this EIR in their decision to 
approve, revise, or deny the proposed project. Major discretionary actions required for overall 
project approval are listed above and provided under Project Description, Section 3.4, 
Discretionary Actions. 

1.3 

1.3.1 

CEQA Requirements 

CEQA Compliance 
This EIR complies with the criteria, standards, and procedures of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.); the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code, Section 15000, et seq.); and the City of 
San Diego EIR Guidelines, as revised June 1992. 

1.3.2 Initial Study and Notice of Preparation 
The scope of analysis of this EIR was determined by the City of San Diego as a result of an 
Initial Study conducted in compliance with Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines; a scoping 
letter dated July 12, 2000; and responses to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated July 12, 2000 
prepared in compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. The City's scoping letter, 
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NOP, and associated responses are attached in Appendix A of this document. The following 
issues were determined to be potentially significant and are addressed in this EIR: 

Land Use 
Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics 
Water Quality 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Energy 
Light/Glare/Shading 

Transportation/Circulation 
Geology/Soils 
Biological Resources 
Human Health/Public Safety 
Recreational Resources · 
Water Conservation 

Other mandatory sections required by CEQA include a discussion of growth inducement, 
cumulative impacts, and alternatives to the proposed project. 

Issues that were not determined to be significant are addressed in Chapter 7 of this EIR. 

1.3.3 Purpose and Uses of This EIR 
This EIR for the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update and related Mission Bay Master Plan 
Update Amendment has been prepared in compliance with California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.). This EIR has been prepared as a Program 
EIR, as provided in Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines. A Program EIR is recommended 
for a series of actions that are related geographically, as logical part of a chain of contemplated 
actions, and in c01mection with the issuance of plans that govern the conduct of a continuing 
program [Section 15168 (a)]. The advantages of a Program EIR include the ability to provide a 
more exhaustive consideration of alternatives and cumulative effects than might be possible in 
single project specific EIRs; to avoid duplication of basic policy considerations; and to provide the 
Lead Agency with the ability to consider broad program-wide policies and mitigation measures that 
will apply to specific projects within the overall program [Section 15168 (b)]. 

This EIR will be distributed for review to the public and public agencies for a 45 day review period 
for the purpose of providing conm1ents "on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and 
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the 
project might be avoided and mitigated" (Section 15204). The draft EIR will also be available for 
review at the City of San Diego Development Services Department, 1222 First A venue, Fifth Floor, 
San Diego, CA 92101. The City of San Diego, as Lead Agency, will consider written conm1ents 
received on the draft EIR in making its decision to certify the EIR as complete and in compliance 
with CEQA, and whether to approve or deny the proposed project. 

1.4 Previous Environmental Documentation 

1.4.1 Sea World Master Plan EIR 
The Sea World Master Plan was the subject of an EIR (EQD No. 84-0160, SCH No. 84030708) 
prepared in 1984 and finalized in 1985. The main features of this Master Plan were expansion of 
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the theme park, marina and parking areas, and construction of a 300-room hotel. The EIR 
identified significant and mitigated impacts with respect to traffic circulation, bicycle/pedestrian 
circulation, urban design/visual quality, and biological resources. A significant and unmitigated 
impact was identified for the loss of dry boat storage in Mission Bay Park. A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations was adopted for this unmitigated impact. This 1985 EIR is available 
for review at the City of San Diego's Development Services Department. 

1.4.2 Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update EIR 
On August 2, 1994, the City Council approved the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and 
certified the associated Environmental Impact Report (DEP EIR No. 91-0898; SCH No. 
93041010). This document was a comprehensive update of the Master Plan adopted in 1978. 
The Master Plan Update established four distinctive recreational areas (Regional, Neighborhood, 
Commercial, and Habitat) within Mission Bay Park organized according to regions of 
compatible use. The EIR for the updated Master Plan concluded the regional parkland area 
would be increased by 112 acres (50% increase). Commercial lease land was anticipated to 
expand by up to 18 acres (Sea World added -l--1-16.5 acres in 1998 as anticipated by the Plan). As 
indicated in the EIR for the updated Mission Bay Park Master Plan, between 343 and 378 acres 
of additional wildlife habitat acreage would be restored. Based on the information available at 
the time, the EIR found that the Master Plan Update would result in significant but mitigable 
impacts to Biological Resources, Water Quality, and Circulation/Traffic. The Mission Bay 
Master Plan Update EIR further found that an increase in the number of guest residences by 350 
to 950 rooms and the increase in number of parking spaces by 7,500 would potentially result in 
significant but mitigable impacts to police and fire services. 
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CHAPTER2.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 Existing Uses and Topography 

Environmental Setting 

The Sea World Master Plan Update site consists of approximately 17 acres of water area and 
172.4 acres of land area within Mission Bay Park. The project site is relatively flat varying from 
ten to 20 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL). The existing SeaWorld leasehold contains a 
variety of uses, most of which either relate to or support the Sea World theme park. These uses 
include: attractions that are an exhibit, show or ride; restaurants ; stores; parking lots; special 
events building; and suppo1iing mechanical facilities. Other associated uses in the leasehold area 
include the Perez Cove Marina and Hubbs Research Area. 

South of SeaWorld, beyond Sea World Drive, is the West Mission Bay Drive/Sunset 
Boulevard/Sea World Drive interchange system and the San Diego River. The interchange area 
and both sides of Ingraham Street are densely landscaped with various species of pines and 
eucalyptus trees, with the exception of an interchange loop and adjacent area south of Sea World 
Drive, which has been set aside as a least tern nesting site. 

To the west of West Mission Bay Drive is the Quivira Basin commercial recreation area, which 
is occupied by a fish processing facility and restaurant, marinas and conference center, and the 
Hyatt Islandia Hotel. Hospitality Point, the primary landform within Quivira Basin, is the 
location of the City's Park and Recreation Department, Mission Bay Park headquarters. It also 
houses the Lifeguard Services Division and San Diego Police Department's Harbor Unit. 

The eastern boundary of the Sea World site extends to Mission Bay Parkway, a sparsely traveled 
road leading to the boat ramp. The eastern boundary lies adjacent to the parklands of the South 
Shores area. 

The northern boundary of the Sea World leasehold generally conforms to the shoreline except on 
the west side of the park where 17 acres of open water area for the Sea World Marina, Waterfront 
Stadium and Sky Ride are included in the leasehold. To the north lies Fiesta Island, which forms 
the southern boundary of the Pacific Passage, and the open waters of Mission Bay Park. 
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2.2 Regional Plans 
The project site lies within the boundaries of the following regional plans: Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan, Congestion Management Plan, Regional Air 
Quality Strategy, and Regional Water Quality Control Plan. 

2.2.1 City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 

As discussed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, the project site exhibits no sensitive terrestrial 
biological resources. Vegetation is limited to landscaped areas. However, the water area of the 
leasehold does include sensitive eelgrass beds. Furthermore, the project site is not located in 
any Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) of the MSCP. 

2.2.2 San Diego County Congestion Management Plan 
The Congestion Management Plan (CMP) adopted for San Diego County requires evaluation of 
regional impacts of large-scale projects, and establishes operational standards for specific 
arterials and highways. The CMP analysis is included in Section 4.4, Transportation/Circulation, 
of this EIR. 

2.2.3 San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy 
The Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) is aimed at reducing air pollution by establishing a 
number of strategies for individual projects and local governments to follow. Strategies include 
car pooling, parking regulations, and development density and mixes to achieve minimum clean 
air standards set by the Air Pollution Control District (APCD). Project compliance with the 
RAQS is discussed in detail in Environmental Analysis Section 4.9, Air Quality, of this EIR. 

2.2.4 San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Basin Plan 

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) Basin Plan is designed to 
preserve and enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. The 
proposed project is located in the Pefiasquitos Hydrologic Unit of the Basin Plan, a triangular 
shaped area of about 170 square miles extending from Poway on the east to La Jolla on the west. 
Major creeks draining into this unit include Rose Creek, Carroll Canyon Creek, and Sorrento 
Creek. Miramar Reservoir, a major storage facility, contains imported Colorado River water. 
The Pefiasquitos Hydrologic Unit contains two coastal lagoons: Pefiasquitos Lagoon and 
Mission Bay. Mission Bay and the mouth of the San Diego River form a 4,000-acre aquatic 
park. Water quality within Mission Bay is generally lower than that of the coastal ocean water 
due to the poor flushing characteristics of the bay and the input of nutrient material from urban 
storm runoff. Groundwater in the project vicinity is not designated as having current or potential 
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beneficial use in the San Diego Basin Plan, and further, is noted as being exempt from the 
municipal use designation. An analysis of water quality is provided in Section 4.5, Water 
Quality. 

2.2.5 General Plans 
The project site is subject to the City of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan. 
Environmental Analysis Section 4.1, Land Use, contains a full discussion of the relationship of 
the project to the City's General Plan and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. As 
discussed in the land use section, the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update would be 
consistent with the overall goals of the General Plan and Guidelines for Future Development in 
making more efficient use of existing facilities and improvements. Overall, the Progress Guide 
and General Plan provides regional goals and policies which are more relevant to the development 
of community plans than in guiding specific development proposals. Appropriately, the General 
Plan includes a series of community plans that define the General Plan goals for individual 
communities providing more project-specific guidance for development in San Diego. The 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update is located in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, which 
functions as the community plan for the area within the boundaries of Mission Bay Park. 

Within the framework of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, the land use component 
identifies tlu·ee guiding principles: 

1. Mission Bay Park should be an aquatic-oriented park which provides a diversity of public, 
commercial, and natural land uses for the enjoyment and benefit of all the citizens of San 
Diego and visitors from outside communities; 

2. Mission Bay Park should be a park in which land uses are located and managed so as to 
maximize their recreation and environmental functions , minimize adverse impacts on 
adjacent areas, facilitate public access and circulation, and capture the distinctive aesthetic 
quality of each area of the Bay; and 

3. Mission Bay Park should also enhance the viability and use of other connected open space 
areas to promote the creation of a comprehensive, integrated open space system into and out 
of Mission Bay. 

Dedicated lease areas in Mission Bay Park, comprised of both non-profit and commercial leases, 
contribute to the revenues of the City while providing a variety of recreation opportunities to 
Park visitors. Of the nearly 4 72 allowable acres dedicated for lease areas in the Park, about 85 
percent are currently in use. The Sea World site is identified in the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update as "dedicated lease area". The relevant objectives for dedicated lease areas as listed 
in the Plan include: 

1. Existing commercial leases should be intensified to the greatest extent possible, so as to 
minimize the taking of public land to expand or create new commercial leases elsewhere in 
the Park; 
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2. Commercial leases should provide a variety ofrecreational opportunities, i.e. , high, as well as 
moderately-priced guest housing accommodations, recreational vehicle camping, and sites 
for primitive tent camping; and 

3. Within the preceding objectives, commercial lease areas should render maximum revenue 
utility to the City. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update also includes goals and objectives relating to water 
use, the environment, access and circulation, and design guidelines, all of which are described in 
detail in Section 4.1 , Land Use. 

Those portions of the site, which are undeveloped or would be redeveloped with newer uses 
proposed by the applicant, are described in the Project Description, Section 3 .4, Proposed Master 
Plan Update and Operations. 

2.2.6 California Coastal Commission 
The project is located within the coastal zone and is therefore subject to the California Coastal 
Act. Issues of concern to the California Coastal Commission are expected to include public 
access, as well as public parking and marina slips, setback buffers from wetlands, and 
stormwater runoff into coastal waters. For a discussion of project features including public 
access, public parking and marina slips, please refer to Chapter 3.0, Project Description. For a 
discussion relating to public access to the waterfront and park areas both during and after 
construction, please refer to Environmental Analysis, Sections 4.1, Land Use; 4.4, Traffic and 
Circulation; and 4.10, Recreational Resources. Setback buffers are discussed in Sections 4.0, 
Land Use and in Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics. Water quality issues area discussed in 
Section 4.5, Water Quality. 
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CHAPTER3.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 Project Location 
The Sea World Master Plan Update project site is located in Mission Bay Park, within the city 
limits of the City of San Diego. The project site is approximately eight miles northwest of the 
downtown/civic center area (Figure 3.1-1). The boundaries of Mission Bay Park are Interstate 5 
on the east, the Pacific Ocean on the west, Interstate 8 and the San Diego River Floodway on the 
south, and Grand Avenue on the north (Figure 3.1-2). 

The Sea World site is located north of Sea World Drive, east of Ingraham Street and West 
Mission Bay Drive, south of Pacific Passage in the Bay and west of the South Shores area of 
Mission Bay Park (Figure 3.1-3). Access to the site is from Sea World Drive and Perez Cove 
Way to the main park entrance. Access to the site is also available via Ingraham Street to Perez 
Cove Way. 

3.2 Project Objectives 
The Sea World Master Plan Update project objectives are guided by the Sea World v1s1on 
statement, which is: 

• To be recognized globally for achieving new levels of distinction and respect by leading the 
industry with live marine animal experience, innovative entertainment, education, research 
and conservation that ensures our growth and success. 

Sea World's project objectives are: 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The Sea World Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 
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2. Provide for an updated comprehensive Master Plan that addresses the entire Sea World 
leasehold; 

3. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment; 

4. Provide attractions which appeal to a broader range of family members; 

5. Renovate older areas of the park; 

6. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego; 

7. Continue to create permanent and part-time, local employment opportunities; 

8. Provide an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update; 

9. Remain competitive with other theme parks. 

10. Eliminate the inconsistency with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update caused by the 
passage of the Sea World Initiative. 

11. Allow renovation of existing buildings over 30 feet in height. 

These objectives are in alignment with City of San Diego's goals for the site as set forth in the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and Progress Guide and General Plan. Specifically, the 
updated Master Plan would intensify the existing commercial lease by providing of a variety of 
recreational opportunities and increasing revenues to the City. Further discussion of how the 
project objectives support the City' s goals is found in Section 4.1, Land Use. 

3.3 Existing Operations 
This section summarizes the facilities and activities, which currently comprise Sea World. The 
primary purpose of this summary is to establish a baseline condition against which this EIR can 
evaluate the potential enviro1m1ental impacts, which may occur from new facilities as a result of 
the proposed amendments to Sea World ' s existing Master Plan. 

Sea World is an ongoing operation that demonstrates a variety of characteristics, ranging from 
water treatment to fireworks displays. Furthermore, Sea World has an existing, adopted Master 
Plan, which allows for a variety of uses on the Sea World leasehold. The following provides a 
discussion of these baseline conditions. 
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3.3.1 Existing Facilities and Master Plan 
The Sea World Master Plan was adopted in 1985 and consists primarily of a site plan and list of 
conceptual development proposals. Since 1985, nearly all of the proposed facilities have been 
built, with the notable exception of the marina expansion and a hotel in the Perez Cove Shoreline 
area. 

The Sea World leasehold is 189 .4 acres, which is occupied by a variety of land and water uses 
including 7.3 acres of right-of-way (Perez Cove Way) . To more easily understand the variety of 
uses, the following discussion is organized by five functional areas as defined by the proposed 
Master Plan Update (Figure 3.3-1). 

Area 1: Sea World Theme Park 
The Sea World Theme Park area consists of 87. 7 acres bounded by the Pacific Passage channel of 
Mission Bay to the north, the Administration and Support area to the west, the South Shores area 
of Mission Bay Park to the east, and the Guest Parking area to the south. In addition to the land 
developnient, this area includes seven acres of open water area used for water shows at 
Waterfront Stadium. The Theme Park area is developed with a variety of marine-related 
attractions and support facilities. Tall trees reaching 60 feet or more in height are located within 
the western portion of this area. 

The SeaWorld Tower, located in the Theme Park, is 320 feet in height and is a prominent 
landmark and focal point for all of Mission Bay Park and the vicinity. Other notable taller 
existing structures in the Theme Park area are the Harbor Side Cafe, an approximately 45-foot
high, A-frame building located adjacent to Mission Bay and the Sky Ride Barn; the 
approximately 40-foot-high Forbidden Reef Entry Structure located east of the Shipwreck 
Rapids ride; and the two approximately 100-foot-high pylons that support the Sky Ride in Perez 
Cove. The remaining existing structures are 30 feet or less in height. Within the park, the 
existing facilities reflect the dominant marine animal theme and the primary emphasis areas of 
entertainment, education, research, and conservation, as set forth in Sea World's vision statement. 
A list of the existing facilities in Area 1 is provided in Table 3.3-1 , which also illustrates a high 
degree of integration and overlap because any single attraction or facility may incorporate one or 
more of the four emphasis areas. 

Area 2: Guest Parking 
The Guest Parking area covers 63.5 acres along the south side of the leasehold between the 
SeaWorld Theme Park (Area 1) and Sea World Drive. Access to the parking area is through the 
main vehicular entryway located in the southwest corner of the Guest Parking area. The Guest 
Parking exit is in the central southern part of Area 2 at the Sea World Way/Sea World Drive 
intersection. A total of 6,692 parking spaces are provided in Area 2. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update 

MARINE-RELATED 
EDUCATIONAL 
ENTERTAINMENT 

Animal Show Facilities: 
Shamu Stadium 
Sea Lion & Otter Stadium 
Dolphin Stadium 
Bird Showplace 

Aquariums: 
Marine Aquarium 
Freshwater Aquarium 
Window to the Sea Aquarium 

Themed Animal Exhibits: 
Aviaries 
Wild Arctic 
Penguin Encounter 
Shark Encounter 

Interactive lmmersive Animal 
Experiences: 
Dolphin Interactive Program 
Shamu Close,Up 
Rocky Point Preserve 
California Tidepools 
Forbidden Reef 
Shipwreck Reef 

Rides/Arcades/Playgrounds: 
Shamu's Happy Harbor (playground} 
Coco Loco Arcades 
Extreme Zone Rock Climb (playground} 
Shipwreck Rapids (water ride) 
Sky Tower (observation ride} 
Bayside Skyride (cable ride} 

4 D Theaters: 
Pirates Theater 

May 3 1, 200 1 
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TABLE 3.3-1 
Area 1 Facilities 

~~SEARCH 

Animal Care Lab/Veterinary Facilities 
Shark Lab 
Avian Propagation Center 
Off-exhibit Marine Mammal Pools 

GUEST SUPPORT FACILITIES 

Restaurants/Snack Kiosks: 
Mama Stella's Italian Kitchen 
The Deli at Hospitality Center 
Cascades Grill and Cafe 
Ranch House Grill 
Shipwreck Reef Cafe 

Gift Shops/Retail Facilities: 
Exit Plaza Gift Shops 
Stroller/Wheelchair Rental Facility 
Guest Reservation Center 

Catering/Special Event Facilities: 
Polar Bear Plaza 
Garden Plaza 
Nautilus Pavilion 
Flamingo Cove Picnic Area 

Project Description 

EDUCATION 

Facilities: 
Classrooms 
Dormitories 
Show Stadium Exhibits 
Garden of Discovery 

Programs: 
Education Outreach Programs 
San Diego Schools Education Programs 
Summer Day Camp Programs 
Adventure Camp Program 

· .. CONSERVATION 

Water/Storm Water Discharge Treatment Facilities 
Intake Water Treatment Facilities 
Animal Life Support Facilities 
Beached Animal Rehab Center 
Oil Spill Prevention and Rehabilitation Center 

ADMINISTRATIVE FACILITIES 

Maintenance Shops 
Warehouse 
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Area 3: Administration and Support 
The Administration and Support Area consists of 8.5 acres of land located immediately to the 
west of the Sea World Theme Park (Area 1) between the SeaWorld Marina and the Guest Parking 
area. This area contains many of the support facilities needed for the operation of Sea World. 
These include administrative offices, security building, a cogeneration plant, water treatment 
plant, storage, and other facilities. A reserved parking/carpool lot is also located in the south 
portion of the area. 

Area 4: Sea World Marina 
The Sea World Marina contains a small shoreline land area of 1. 0 acre and an open water area of 
10 acres. The water area contains a 200-slip marina operated by SeaWorld. The marina complex 
includes a launching crane, a dry storage facility for 37 boats, and restroom and lounge facilities 
for marina guests. An expansion of the marina to include 200 additional boat slips is part of the 
existing Master Plan but has not been built (See Figure 3.3-1) .. On the east side of the marina is 
the water intake platform, one of two intake areas that provide seawater for Sea World's marine 
animal exhibits. 

Area 5: Perez Cove Shoreline 
The Perez Cove Shoreline area consists of 11.4 acres of land between the Perez Cove shoreline 
on the east and Perez Cove Way on the west. The northern portion of the area contains the 
Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute and a parking lot. Additional asphalt parking areas and 
landscaping cover the remaining area. The parking area serves marina guests and as an auxiliary 
lot for SeaWorld employees. A 300-room hotel and boat-landing pier are allowed for the site 
under the existing Master Plan, but have not been built. 

Table 3.3-2 summarizes the existing land and water uses within the Sea World leasehold. 

3.3.2 Attendance Characteristics 
Attendance characteristics were developed through an analysis of the past ten years of operation. 
In addition, background information regarding theme park attendance characteristics throughout 
the U.S . is described to provide context for Sea World's attendance history. 

Amusement/Theme Park Attendance History and Influences 
The United States has approximately 450 amusement parks and attractions with an estimated 
1999 attendance of 309 million. According to the International Association of Amusement Parks 
and Attractions (IAAPA) attendance at U.S. Amusement/Theme Parks has grown 2.3% 
compounded annually over the past ten years (Figure 3.3-2). Factors influencing the industry's 
attendance include, but are not limited to, new parks entering the market, weather, international 
economies and travel patterns. 
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TABLE 3.3-2 
Existing Sea World Land/Water Uses 

Area Description Facilities Land/Water Use Acres O/o 

Building Coverage 11.6 13 
Hardscape/Pathways 23.6 27 

Exhibits, rides, shows, Landscaping 35.3 40 

1 Theme Park 
guest support, park support Pools 3.0 3 
and multi purpose Open Water 7.0 8 
facilities . Unimproved 7.2 8 

Total 87.7 100% 
Parking Spaces 922 

Hardscape/ lnternal Roadways 28.2 44 
ChipSeal Pavement 21.0 33 

2 Guest Parking 
Main parking area for Landscaping 5.1 8 
theme park. Unimproved 9.2 14 

Total 63.5 I 00°1., 
Parking Spaces 6,692 

Theme park support Building Coverage 1.5 18 

3 
Administration facilities, administrative Hardscape/Pathways 7.0 82 
and Support offices and employee Total 8.5 100% 

parking lot . Parking Spaces 142 
Hardscape/Pathways 1.0 9 

Boat docks, dry boat 
Open Water 10.0 91 

Sea World Total 11.0 100% 
4 

Marina 
storage, and marina 

Boat Slips 200 
support. 

Dry Boat Storage 37 
Parking Spaces 65 

Building Coverage .5 4 

Perez Cove 
Hubbs-Sea World Research Hardscape/Pathways 4.4 39 

5 
Shoreline 

Institute, employee parking Landscaping 6.5 57 
lot. Total 11.4 100% 

Parking Spaces 650 

Summary Acres O/o 

Building Coverage 13.6 7 
Hardscape/Pathway/Roadways 64.2 33 
ChipSeal Pavement 21.0 11 
Landscaping 46.9 25 
Pools 3.0 2 
Open Water 17.0 9 
Unimproved 16.4 9 
Additional right-of-way 7.3 4 

Total Land 172.4 91% 
Total Water 17.0 9% 
Total Leasehold 189.4 100% 

Total Parking 8,471 

Source: Sea World , 2000. 
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Figure 3.3-2 
U.S. Amusement/Theme Park Industry Attendance 
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In reviewing the national attendance history, several anomalies in the growth trend are important 
to note. In 1994, the industry suffered a three percent attendance loss due to an unusually cold 
and wet summer season. In 1998, several factors contributed to a year of flat attendance: severe 
weather due to El Nifio; a decrease in Canadian and Asian tourism; and wild fires and hurricanes 
in Florida (the theme park capital of the world) . 

Sea World Attendance History 
Sea World attendance for the last ten years has actually decreased by an average of one percent 
based on a Compounded Arumal Growth (CAG) rate (Figure 3.3-3). The average annual 
attendance for this ten-year period is 3,722,061. This relatively flat attendance situation has 
occurred despite the new attractions, which have been added throughout the past decade. While 
new attractions have increased attendance by as much as 100,000 - 150,000 visitors in their first 
year of operation, that increase historically has not translated into a net attendance gain for the 
park on an annual ongoing basis. Along with the factors influencing the amusement/theme park 
industry, Sea World has faced other challenges in the local market that have offset attendance 
gains from new attractions. Recently, heavy entrance fee discounting at other Southern 
California theme parks and the development of Legoland in March of 1999 in nearby Carlsbad, 
have negatively impacted Sea World attendance. 

Sea World Seasonal Attendance Patterns 
Sea World's seasonal attendance patterns are similar from year to year, which has been well 
documented over the last 25 years. This attendance history indicates that attendance is spread 
proportionately throughout the year with the monthly percentages of the total remaining fairly 
constant from year to year. Daily attendance figures follow this same principle. Approximately 
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Figure 3.3-3 
Sea World Ten-Year Annual Attendance History 
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Source: Sea World San Diego, 2000. 

50 percent of Sea World attendance is realized during the summer season, when daily attendance 
lies in the higher attendance levels (Figure 3.3-4). The lowest attendance levels occur in the 
winter season. Based on a five-year average, over 80 percent of the year daily attendance falls 
below 18,000, while only two percent of the year, or approximately 7 days, does attendance 
reach a level above 36,000 (Figure 3.3-5). Those 7 days traditionally occur within the summer 
season. 

New Attractions Influence on Attendance 
The following discussion provides background information regarding the influences of new 
attractions on attendance at SeaWorld. Two new attractions are discussed: Wild Arctic and 
Shipwreck Rapids. The Wild Arctic attraction opened in May of 1997. It was Sea World's first 
completely immersive attraction with a motion-based theater, several animal exhibits and 
extensive Wild Arctic theme elements. This attraction introduced polar bears to Sea World 
guests for the first time. Attendance for the year ended six percent higher· than the prior year. 
However, this attendance ii1crease was not sustained, and in 1998, annual attendance dropped by 
seven percent, or returned to near the 1996 level (Figure 3 .3 -6). 
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Figure 3.3-4 
Sea World Seasonality Attendance 
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Figure 3.3-6 
Attendance After Wild Artie 
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Shipwreck Rapids, which is also an attraction with extensive theme elements, is designed to 
create a white-water river ride experience. This relatively new attraction was introduced at 
Sea World in May of 1999. Shipwreck Rapids also included a restaurant with entertainers and 
several animal elements. Yet even with this new attraction, attendance for the 1999 year ended 
six percent down from 1998 and 13 percent down from 1997 (Figure 3 .3-7). The shortfall in 
attendance is attributed to a decrease in Asian tourism and the addition of the Legoland theme 
park to the San Diego market in the summer of 1999. The former is considered a temporary 
condition, while the latter would result in larger impact to attendance in the first several of years 
of operation. 

As demonstrated in the foregoing analysis, SeaWorld operates in a highly competitive market 
that requires constant improvements of their exhibits and attractions in order to maintain 
attendance levels. Without new attractions, Sea World expects that attendance would decline. 

3.3.3 Sea World Operational Characteristics 
The following discussion focuses on the operational characteristics of SeaWorld's facilities, 
which have a bearing on the environmental effects evaluated in this EIR. More detail concerning 
the existing operational characteristics is provided in the appropriate topical impact analysis 
discussions that follow the project description. 
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Figure 3.3-7 
Attendance After Shipwreck Rapids 
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Hours of Operation 

1999 

Year 

2000 

Sea World's hours of operation vary with the time of year and peak attendance. In the 
wintertime, the typical hours of operation are 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM, while in summertime 
SeaWorld is open from 9:00 AM to 11:00 PM. There is some deviation from these daily hours 
of operation typically associated with a holiday, e.g., longer hours of operation associated with 
the Christmas holiday season. 

Attractions 
Sea World provides three major types of attraction in Area 1: Theme Park. These are exhibits, 
rides and shows (See Table 3 .1-1 ). Exhibits are typically housed in buildings or outdoor areas 
depending on the animals featured. For instance, the Penguin and Shark Encounters are two 
different exhibits that are located within buildings where visitors can view the -animals, while 
aviaries and tide pool exhibits are outside. Types of rides range from Shipwreck Rapids, a thrill 
ride, to more passive observation rides, such as the Bayside Skyride and the Sky Tower. 

Sea World conducts a variety of shows as part of its daily operation. Examples include the 
Shamu Show, Dolphin Show and Bird Show. The number of times these shows are presented in 
a day depends on the time of year and attendance levels. For example, the Shamu Show occurs 
two times daily in the wintertime, and in the summertime occurs six times daily, including two 
shows in the evening. 
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Sea World's employment levels also vary with the time of year. Approximate employment is 700 
fulltime and 1,200 part-time staff, and 2,000 seasonal employees during peak summertime 
activity. 

Water Treatment 
Sea World operates a water treatment system to treat marine animal water as well as a portion of 
the facilities' stormwater. Many of the exhibits and shows at Sea World revolve around marine 
life and, therefore, Sea World maintains a pumping and filtering system of seawater for the 
various marine animal exhibits. In addition, approximately 25 percent of the parking lot storm 
runoff and 96 percent of the theme park area storm runoff is collected and treated in this system. 
There are two discrete water runoff collection systems that are co1rnected to two separate 
treatment plants: the East Wastewater Treatment Plant and the West Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(WWTP). The treatment systems collect and treat the water with sodium hypochlorite and 
sodium bisulfite prior to being discharged into Perez Cove in Mission Bay along the northern 
boundary of the park. Furthermore, each of the two treatment facilities are designed with a 
diversion weir to collect and hold storm water flows when the system capacity is exceeded due to 
high storm water discharges. This weir functions as a high-flow bypass; therefore, treatment of 
"first flush" storm water is provided even during large storm events. 

Discharges from the two WWTPs are covered under Sea World's National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit No. CA0107336. This permit is granted by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for the discharge of water into Mission Bay. This permit was granted on 
April 22, 2000 and will expire on April 21 , 2005 . This permit requires monitoring of the 
discharge to Mission Bay at two points: at the East and West WWTP outfalls to Mission Bay. 
The monitoring includes an analysis of volume, total coliform, copper, total suspended solids, oil 
and grease, pH, turbidity, total residual chlorine, and acute toxicity. The monitoring period for 
each constituent varies with the constituent. For instance, acute toxicity is measured annually, 
while pH and total coliform are measured weekly. 

Operational Permits 
Sea World has obtained more than 20 permits from governmental entities to conduct operations. 
These include permits related to air quality, water quality and fireworks. Sea World's operational 
permits are listed in Table 3.3-3. 

Fireworks Displays 
Fireworks have been used at Sea World since 1968. From 1968 to 1985, fireworks were used for 
special events, July 4th celebrations and private parties. Every summer since 1985, fireworks 
have been used nightly from mid-June through Labor Day, and for the past three years the 
schedule has been expanded to include three additional weekends starting on Memorial Day 
weeke~d. Sea World continues to use fireworks for special events (e.g. , July 4th), private parties 
and celebrations. Since 1987, the fireworks shows have been shot from a barge anchored in 
Mission Bay near the south end of Fiesta Island in Pacific Passage. Currently, on average, 
Sea World has approximately 110 - 120 fireworks shows per year. A typical fireworks 
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Activity 

AIR QUALITY 

Paint Spray Booth 

Paint Spray Guns 

Spray Booth 

Generator 

Generator 

Generator 

Generator 

Paint Spray Booth 

Marine Coating Application Station 

Gasoline Service Site 

Shark Exhibit Saltwater Ozone Treatment System 

Water Dechlorination System 

Dolphin Community Pool Saltwater Ozone Treatment 
System 

Sea Otter Exhibit Saltwater Ozone Treatment System 

Penguin Encounter/Polar Exhibit Saltwater Ozone 
Treatment System 
Shamu Support System Saltwater Ozone Treatment 
System 
Dolphin Support System Saltwater Ozone Treatment 
System 
Killer Whale Backstage Exhibit Saltwater Ozone 
Treatment System 

Wild Artie Exhibit Seawater Ozone Treatment Systems 

TABLE 3.3-3 
Sea World Operational Permits 

Agency Permit Name Permit Number 

APCD Pennit to Operate 040661 

APCD Pennit to Operate 040662 

APCD Pennit to Operate 040663 

APCD Pennit to Operate 007801 

APCD Pennit to Operate 008134 

APCD Pennit to Operate 007802 

APCD Pennit to Operate 851067 

APCD Penn it to Operate 040759 

APCD Pennit to Operate 860278 

APCD Pennit to Operate 900920 

APCD Pennit to Operate 910276 

APCD Pennit to Operate 891087 

APCD Pennit to Operate 920864 

APCD Pennit to Operate 920865 

APCD Pennit to Operate 941141 

APCD Pennit to Operate 941142 

APCD Pennit to Operate 941143 

APCD Pennit to Operate 950379 

APCD Pennit to Operate 950564 



TABLE 3.3-3 
Sea World Operational Permits 

Activity Agency Permit Name Permit Number 

Shamu Support System Backup Seawater Ozone 
APCD Perm it to Operate 961082 

Treatment System 

Gasoline Service Site APCD Permit to Operate 930503 

Boiler APCD Permit to Operate 960519 

Aquasol Controllers (Snow Making Machine) APCD Certificate of Exemption 970888 

WATER QUALITY 

Wastewater discharge RWQCB NPDES 
CA0107336 

FIREWORKS 

Fireworks Displays City of San Diego Fire Department Single Event Permit Varies with Application 

Fireworks Displays 
California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Pre-Display and Post 

None 
Protection Display Report 

Fireworks Displays 
City of San Diego, Parks and Recreation July 4th Permit None 
Department 

OTHER PERMIT 

Hazardous Waste Storage 
County of San Diego, Department of 

Health Permit Est. No.: H00905 
Environmental Health 

Source: SeaWorld, 2000. 
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summertime show is approximately 5.5 minutes in length and begins at about 9:50 PM. Shows 
typically entail the use of approximately 223 shells varying in size from two to six inches in 
diameter. The summertime shows do not include the concussive non-color rep01is and salutes. 
The July 4th show is shot from the southern part of Fiesta Island and is approximately 20 minutes 
in length and entails about 1,700 shells, varying from two to 16 inches in diameter. Subsequent 
to the fireworks show, Sea World performs a water sweep for duds and/or debris. Also, early in 
the morning following each fireworks display, a beach sweep on Fiesta Island is performed to 
retrieve any duds and/or debris that may have washed up on the shore. 

Historically, Sea World attracts the greatest percentage of its visitors during the summer months, 
including the Memorial Day and Labor Day weekends. New attractions, shows and other new 
development in the past have not changed that attendance pattern. The summer fireworks shows 
are timed to coincide with these historic attendance patterns. 

Sea World complies with both State of California and local permitting requirements for the 
fireworks shows. This includes filing a pre-display report with the State of California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and obtaining two types of City of San Diego 
permits. One permit is obtained from the City of San Diego Fire Department, while the other is 
from the City ' s Park and Recreation Department for the July 4th fireworks show. In addition, 
following each fireworks display, a post-display report is prepared and submitted to the State of 
California Depmtment of Forestry m1d Fire Protection. Lastly, Sea World complies with City of 
San Diego Council Policy 500-06 Regulation of Fireworks Displays, which does not permit 
fireworks displays after 10:00 PM on evenings prior to a workday or 11:00 PM on evenings prior 
to a weekend day or holiday. It also limits the size of concussive non-color (salutes and reports) 
to no greater than three inches in size. Finally, this policy requires that fireworks displays that 
use salutes or reports are limited to three events per a 30-day period in each zip code area. 

Sea World fireworks shows are unrelated to new entertainment or new attractions. The number 
of fireworks shows, their size, length and intensity, are based on entertainment criteria, not new 
development. Sea World ' s decision process to include fireworks as part of its operation is 
determined exclusive of the Master Plan. As indicated above, Sea World has been including 
fireworks as a major feature of its evening entertainment since 1985. As part of developing 
evening entertainment programs, Sea World considers different themes and approaches, however, 
they have always included a summer fireworks program as a culmination to visitor's evening 
experience. The fireworks shows are also varied, in that Sea World produces different music for 
the show and different .colors, sizes and numbers of fireworks. Fireworks shows are also a way 
in which Sea World endeavors to retain visitors in the park later in the evening. Fireworks shows 
are not considered a visitor draw. As part of the decision to include fireworks in the evening 
entertainment program, Sea World recreates the experience parents had as children, when 
fireworks were part of the "end of the evening" experience at a fair or Independence Day 
celebration. 
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3.4 

3.4.1 

Proposed Master Plan Update And 
Operations 

Master Plan Policies and Regulations 

Project Description 

The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update (Proposed Plan) provides guidelines for both the 
leasehold as well as each of the five major areas. These are called the Development Criteria. 
The development parameters found in the Development Criteria are intended to ensure that all 
future development will be distributed and constructed in a manner that, to the extent feasible, 
minimizes impacts to the established visual quality of Mission Bay. To achieve this goal, the 
Plan includes a height allocation, design guidelines, shoreline and bulk plane setbacks, and 
landscape guidelines. The Design Guidelines address landscaping, lighting, signs and 
architecture. 

Development Criteria 
The Master Plan provides a variety of parameters for project development. These are height, 
transparency, setbacks and buffers. 

Height 

Within Area 1, the maximum height allocation as a percentage of the 87. 7-acre area would be 
divided as shown in Table 3.4-1. In no case may a structure exceed a height of 160 feet. 

Table 3.4-1 
Area 1 Height Allocation 

Height (feet) Coverage (acres) Percent Coverage of Area 1 

0-30 87.7 100% 

30+-60 13.1 15% 
·····-.. --···-·---------.. -··-.. ··---···-·-·--··----- -·---····--···--······---------------···-----------··-·- -·-·-··-----.. ·--------···-·-----···-----·-·----

60+- 100 6.1 7% 

100+- 130 
....................... ,.---······· ............................................. _____ _ 

130+- 160 

Source : Sea World , 2000. 

2% 

1% 

Furthermore, not more than any four of the eight conceptual development sites, identified in 
Figure 3 .4-1, would be developed with structures exceeding 100 feet in height. 
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Transparency 

Within Area 1, all structures above 100 feet in height would be at least 50 percent open to light 
and air, unless the structure consists of a single tower. An example of transparency is a lattice 
structure, e.g., a dome that is made up of a frame and windows. 

Setbacks and Buffers 

Shoreline Setback 

A minimum 25-foot shoreline setback would be required of all future development except for 
water- or shoreline-dependent uses such as marina facilities, water intake and discharge facilities, 
or park attractions oriented toward open water use. The setback shall begin at the top edge of the 
existing riprap revetment, or the bluff edge, whichever elevation is greater (Figure 3 .4-2). 

Shoreline Bulk Plane Setback 

All new development ( except in Areas 4 & 5) would be setback behind a bulk plane line 
beginning at the shoreline setback (25 feet from the existing rip-rap or bluff edge) at a height of 
30 feet and inclined at a one-to-one angle (45°) until the 160-foot height limit is reached (See 
Figure 3 .4-2). 

Perimeter Bulk Plane Setback 

All new development would be setback behind a bulk plane line beginning at the perimeter 
landscaped area (20 feet from the perimeter on the eastern and southern leasehold perimeter 
boundaries) at a height of 30 feet and inclined at one-to-one angle (45°) until the 160-foot height 
limit is reached (See Figure 3.4-2). 

Landscape Buffer Area A minimum 20-foot wide landscaped area would be provided along all 
exterior leasehold boundaries. Plantings would be consistent with the Design Guidelines 
discussed below. 

All perimeter and parking lot landscaping would be consistent with the applicable requirements 
of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and the landscape regulations of the City of San 
Diego ' s Land Development Code. 

Design Guidelines 
The Design Guidelines are intended as standards to be used by Sea World designers of buildings, 
landscaping, signage and lighting as well as by maintenance personnel. The City of San Diego 
Real Estate Assets, Parks and Recreation, and Development Review Departments, parks advisory 
committees and City Council would utilize the Design Guidelines as a standard for evaluation of 
proposed new projects or for modifications to existing development. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update Project Description 

The primary focus of the design guidelines is to assure aesthetically pleasing public views of 
Sea World from outside its leasehold. For this reason, the design guidelines address the perimeter 
and some limited areas within the leasehold. The guidelines are not intended to regulate the 
internal design, operations and maintenance of SeaWorld that are not visible from public view 
outside the leasehold. The following summary of the Design Guidelines is divided into four 
areas: landscape, lighting, signs, and architecture. 

Landscape 

Landscape Design 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update landscape design guidelines identify two objectives: 
to use the landscape to define the park as a special recreation source and to reduce the 
consumption of water for irrigation by emphasizing the use of drought tolerant plants. The 
Master Plan design guidelines identify the area encompassing Sea World as a Mediterranean 
landscape consisting predominantly of native plants and drought tolerant species endemic to the 
world's Mediterranean climate. 

These design guidelines support the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update objectives. Sea World 
endeavors to not only provide a beautiful landscape, but one that is distinctive, educational, and 
environmentally responsible. During its 36-year history, SeaWorld has been a horticultural 
leader in San Diego. Over 4000 species of plants are currently cultivated and Sea World 
continually tests new plant species and horticultural methods that are shared with the community. 
A plant palette for current and future use is provided. This list is not intended to be 
comprehensive or restrictive. On-going maintenance and enhancement of Sea World provides an 
opportunity for design flexibility and continual improvements. The plant list specifies "theme" 
species, particularly trees, which are used throughout Sea World to provide continuity in the 
landscape. 

The following are general landscape design guidelines: 

1. Maintain the aesthetic landscape qualities that identify SeaWorld as a landmark 111 San 
Diego. 

2. Maintain the wide variety of plant species that enhance Sea World as a botanical garden. 

3. Preserve mature trees and relocate mature trees within Sea World where possible. 

4. Continue to plant drought tolerant species, particularly in perimeter landscapes. 

5. Continue to plant species that are compatible with the natural habitats of Mission Bay. 

6. A void introduction of species or horticultural practices that may be harmful to the Mission 
Bay ecosystem. 

7. Utilize dense plantings of shrubs and trees to screen utility areas, where feasible. 
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8. Utilize tall trees to provide partial screening and soften views of tall structures, where 
feasible. 

9. Utilize trees, shrubs, vmes and groundcovers to enhance and soften the appearance of 
buildings and fences. 

Landscape Design Zones 

Six distinct landscape design zones are identified and described by the guidelines (Figure 3.4-3). 
Each of these landscape zones has unique characteristics that are not only an integral part of the 
Sea World experience, but contribute to the landmark status of Sea World in San Diego. Each of 
the zones has special functions that require specific design treatment. The landscape zones are: 

• Sea World Drive and South Shores Road Landscape 
• Mission Bay Drive, Perez Cove Way and Ingraham Street Landscape 
• Bayside Landscape 
• Inner Park Edge 
• Parking Lots 
• Theme Park 

Sea World Drive and South Shores Road Landscape 

The design concept for Sea World Drive and South Shores Road is to create a vibrant scenic 
drive landscape that screens the Sea World parking lot from public view. Sea World designed and 
implemented the north side of the Sea World Drive landscape in 1992. To date, at approximately 
12 feet in height, the landscape provides dense screening. The landscape design consists of a 20-
foot-wide parkway with a two-foot-four-inch-high berm (Figure 3.4-4). The bermed landform 
adds interest to the otherwise flat landscape and adds height for optimum screening of parked 
cars and headlights. The dense planting includes shrubs and groundcovers to provide texture and 
color at varying heights. Torrey pines were selected as the theme street tree for several reasons: 
they are a theme tree within the environs of Sea World, a drought-tolerant San Diego native, their 
open form provides partial, but not dense, screening from distant views, they provide a shade 
canopy over the pedestrian/bike trail at the edge of the parkway, and they are complementary to 
the river landscape. The Torrey pines in the landscape will reach approximately 15 to 20 feet 
within the next 10 years and 40 to 60 feet at maturity, in approximately 30 years. In addition to 
the area at the perimeter of its leasehold, Sea World maintains the median planting in Sea World 
Drive between the southwest park entrance and Friars Road to the east. 

The landscape plan for South Shores Road would continue the design theme of Sea World Drive. 
The west side of the South Shores Road landscape is scheduled for implementation in 2001-
2002. 
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Mission Bay Drive, Perez Cove Way and Ingraham Street Landscape 

The Mission Bay Drive, Perez Cove Way and Ingraham Street landscape consists of lawns, 
shrubs and mature trees that contribute to the scenic qualities of Mission Bay Park. Public views 
towards SeaWorld from the west are quite limited due to the topography of the Ingraham 
Street/Mission Bay Drive cloverleaf interchange. There are some public views towards 
SeaWorld from Ingraham Street; however, existing mature landscaping screens most of the 
views. 

The existing mature landscape consists of bermed areas planted with lawns, groundcovers and 
shrubs, and Torrey pines as the theme tree with groves of Washingtonia palms in accent areas. 
The landscape will continue to be maintained by SeaWorld in its present design. Future 
development in Master Plan Area 5 may necessitate modification of the landscape. Future 
modifications would maintain mature trees to the extent possible and improve and enhance the 
park-like atmosphere of the area. 

Bayside Landscape 

The bayside area on the north perimeter of SeaWorld is visible from various areas within 
Mission Bay Park. With the exception of views from Fiesta Island and the water, most of the 
views are from a distance that minimizes the visual details of this area. Two distinct landscapes 
occur along the bayside: the Perez Cove shoreline and the shoreline between the Waterfront 
Stadium and South Shores Road. 

Perez Cove Shoreline 

In the northern portion of Perez Cove near the Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute, the shoreline 
consists of naturalistic landscaping with mature trees, shrubs and groundcovers. A portion of 
this area is planned as a future hotel site with a boat-landing pier. Future development would 
maintain the existing mature landscaping to the extent possible and add new improvements. 
Pedestrian paths would be maintained along the shoreline to enhance the waterfront experience 
for hotel guests and the general public. 

The Sea World Marina landscape consists of boats, docks, a launching crane, dry boat storage, 
restroom and lounge facilities for marina guests. On the east side of the marina is an intake 
facility that provides seawater for SeaWorld's marine animals. The marina landscape is a 
significant element in the makeup of Mission Bay Park as an aquatic recreation area. The 
functional aspects of the boating and water intake facilities necessitate their locations on the 
water's edge. Existing landscaping in this area consists primarily of mature trees in parking 
areas that serve as a backdrop to the marina. Future development is not expected to alter the 
bayside views, however, if landscape areas should become available in this area, they would be 
planted in accordance with the design concepts established for the northern portion of Perez 
Cove. 

Sea World's Waterfront Stadium is located to the east of the Sea World Marina. The "stage" area, 
a dark metal grid structure, is located on a small island in the cove and partially screens views of 
the expanse of stadium seating inside. The island and perimeter areas visible from the bay are 
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are necessary to add screening. A dense mass of tall trees should be avoided in order to preserve 
long-distance views to the water from surrounding higher elevation neighborhoods. 

Parking Lots 

Parking lots at Sea World are screened from public view by perimeter landscaping along 
surrounding streets as described previously. Trees planted in the parking lots also improve 
public views towards SeaWorld and provide shade, reduce glare and soften views of large 
expanses of pavement for guests. In order to accommodate traffic flow in the parking lots, large 
landscape islands consisting of trees, shrubs and groundcovers are located to define the travel 
ways. 

The parking lots for the Hubbs-Sea World Research facility and Sea World Marina contain fairly 
mature Rustyleaf Fig trees located in curbed planter areas. Future development in this area 
would maintain the existing design concept and, where feasible, existing trees would be 
maintained or relocated on site. 

The Sea World guest parking lot is planted with Alders, Italian Stone Pines, Southern Live Oaks 
and New Zealand Christmas trees. Parking lot trees are located in curbed planters between 
parking spaces and in larger planters that form the driveways within the parking lots. The 
eastern parking, expansion scheduled for 2001-2002, would be similarly planted and use Catalina 
Ironwood as the parking lot theme tree. 

Theme Park 

These design guidelines provide direction for perimeter landscapes that are visible from outside 
Sea World. The guidelines do not apply to the overall interior landscapes of the Sea World theme 
park, which are not within public view. Sea World strives to maintain a high quality _of design 
and maintenance for the interior landscapes, which are fundamental to the theme park 
atmosphere. However, interior landscape that is intended to screen and mitigate views of tall 
structures is subject to City design review. 

It is expected that the existing perimeter landscaping would provide most of the necessary 
screening. Proposed buildings and special attractions would be reviewed to determine if they 
would be visible from public areas outside of Sea World and if landscaping is needed to enhance 
or screen public views. If it is determined that interior landscaping is necessary to provide 
screening, such landscaping would be subject to City design review. Typical screening measures 
would be the addition of tall trees in strategic locations either in perimeter landscape areas or 
within the park adjacent to proposed tall structures. Dense groves of trees should be avoided to 
preserve long-range views to Mission Bay Park. 

Landscape Management 

Landscape management practices within SeaWorld are in conformance with the City of San 
Diego, California Coastal Commission and Regional Water Quality Control Board landscape 
requirements. Sea World employs Best Management Practices (BMPs) for maintenance of the 
landscape. 
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Future lighting in Sea World would continue to meet or exceed the municipal code regulations on 
lighting and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. However, SeaWorld's nighttime 
functions require a unique approach to lighting that is not addressed by the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update. Additional guidelines are provided to describe special lighting that would 
enhance function, safety and aesthetics within the parking and activity areas of Sea World: While 
adequate lighting is necessary in SeaWorld, it would be balanced with considerations for 
sensitive habitats in Mission Bay and neighboring park and community uses. The following 
guidelines would be followed for Sea World lighting: 

1. Lighting shall provide a desirable level of illumination to promote safety for pedestrians and 
vehicles . . 

2. Lighting should be directed to use areas and not spill over into areas adjacent to Sea World. 

3. Parking lot lighting shall be directed downwards and designed in conformance with City 
standards. 

4. Lighting shall be used to accentuate architectural features and landscaping and provide 
ambient lighting for pedestrian areas. 

5. Accent lighting of buildings and structures over 30 feet in height shall be located to minimize 
spillover outside the leasehold. 

6. Accent and decorative lighting shall avoid excessive illumination and use of multiple colors. 

7. Theme park attraction and ride lighting may be used to enhance the design theme and 
accentuate the sculptural aspects of the structure. Garish, "carnival" style lighting with 
excessive illumination, colors and motion ( chaser lighting) is not permitted. 

8. Holiday seasonal lighting is permitted in conformance with City standards. 

9. The use of searchlights, lasers and other moving lighting shall be limited to special events 
and used in conformance with City standards. 

10. All lighting should be of type that conserves energy in conformance with City standards. 
Where feasible, functional and aesthetic lighting shall be combined to reduce energy costs 
and avoid over-illumination. 

11. Sign lighting shall be illuminated from the exterior and on the sign face only. 

Signs 

A goal of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update design guidelines is to better integrate the . 
design of commercial, informational, interpretive and regulatory signs into a coordinated system 
unique to the park. Existing Mission Bay Park signs associated with Sea World include Mission 
Bay Park directional signs located on surrounding streets. The SeaWorld parking lot entry gate 
is the only area of the park where signs may be visible to the public outside the park. This area 
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a theme park and utilizes authentic architectural styles and images, based on classical design, to 
enhance the aquatic environment and create a festive atmosphere. 

The functional aspects of the theme park area of Sea World require design flexibility that allows 
for on-going renovations of exhibits and attractions to keep the park interesting for visitors. In 
order to provide design flexibility, buildings and attractions within the theme park that are not 
visible from outside the SeaWorld leasehold are not regulated by these design guidelines. 
Proposed projects that would be regulated by these design guidelines are those which may be 
visible from outside the Sea World leasehold. 

Building Design 

Proposed new buildings that may be visible from outside the park, such as the hotel and parking 
garage, will adhere to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update architectural design guidelines. 
The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update provides architectural guidelines for building height 
and massing, roof design and materials, fai;ade treatments and ornamentation. The following 
guidelines should also be applied: 

1. Large expanses of strong or bright colors on exterior building walls shall be avoided. 

2. Large expanses of highly reflective materials on exterior building walls shall be avoided. 

3. Use of thematic elements shall be used with discretion near the perimeter of the theme park 
where they may be visible from outside the park. 

4. Although the majority of the bayside perimeter should be screened by landscaping, 
interesting and appropriate architectural elements such as bay-view restaurants, patios or 
decks with trellises, building fai;ade treatments, banners and awnings may be used to create a 
sense of openness and connection to the Bay. Signs, logos or elements that may be perceived 
as advertising are not permitted in this area. 

5. Mechanical equipment and storage areas shall be screened from public view by elements 
such as architectural treatments, fencing and landscaping. 

6. New mechanical equipment and storage areas should be located away from the leasehold 
perimeter where feasible, to avoid public views towards unsightly utilitarian areas. 

Theme Park Attractions 

Proposed theme park attractions that may be visible from outside the park would adhere to the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update allowances for height, mass and transparency. The following 
guidelines would apply to theme park attractions that are visible from outside the park: 

1. Theme park attractions and rides shall use light or neutral colors for large mass areas and 
reserve bright colors and reflective surfaces for accents. 
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Tier 1 Projects 

Tier 1 conceptual development sites are shown in Figure 3.4-1. The specific locations of each 
individual development site may vary(+/- 100 feet) as actual development is implemented. The 
following provides a brief description of each of the four Tier 1 projects shown for Area 1 in the 
Plan. 

Site A-1: Splashdown Ride 

Existing Use 

This site is located on 4.5 acres of land on the northeast corner of Area 1 (See Figure 3 .4-1 ). 
Existing uses on the site include a landscape nursery and associated storage areas, trash 
compactor, and recycling facilities. The eastern portion of the site is undeveloped. 

Description 

Prior to development, the existing uses on the site would be relocated to the eastern part of the 
Sea World leasehold. The Splashdown ride would be a water flume and tracked ride attraction. 
The attraction would include guest services (e.g., gift shop, snack bar, etc.) along with structures 
to support the rail and flume elements of the ride. Three tower elements would comprise the 
major components of the ride, which would be connected by the water flumes and track (Figure 
3.4-5). The largest tower would be approximately 95 feet high and 50 feet in diameter, while the 
second tower (nearest the tallest tower) would be approximately 83 feet high and 35 feet in 
diameter, and the third tower would be 89 feet high and 24 feet in diameter (Figure 3.4-6). The 
combined footprint of the towers would be approximately 3,400 square feet while the overall 
building footprint would be approximately 11,000 square feet Figure 3 .4-7). The Splashdown 
ride would be built in conformance with the guidelines set forth in the Development Criteria as 
well as the following specific criteria. 

1. Limit total height of structure to 95 feet. 

2. Limit structural bulk and mass above the 40-foot level. 

3. Provide extensive tree plantings particularly on the north and east sides to soften the visual 
impact of the structure from adjacent land and water areas of Mission Bay Park (Figure 3.4-
8). Selected species should have the potential to provide dense year round foliage and attain 
heights in excess of 60 feet at maturity. 

4. Low-level lighting may be used to highlight sculptural details of the structures. Harsh 
lighting or glare directed toward the Bay or upward into the night sky shall not be allowed. 
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SeaWorld Master Plan Update Project Description 

facility would contain a ballroom, catering facilities, and meeting rooms). The 1.5-acre site is 
accessible from the adjacent guest parking area without the need to enter the theme park. 

Description 

Under the proposed Master Plan Update, the unbuilt Special Events Center would be expanded 
to approximately double the size of the facility immediately east of the approved center (Figures 
3.4-15 and 3.4-16). The Plan calls for two design guidelines for this Tier 1 Project: 1) the bulk 
of structural addition should be 30 feet in height with an allowance for roof articulation to a 
height of 40 feet to avoid the flat roof effect, and 2) that one icon structure would be permitted to 
a maximum height of 60 feet above ground level. The landscape plan for the special events 
center expansion is shown on Figure 3 .4-17). 

Tier 2 Projects 

Tier 2 projects may include but are not limited to: 

• aquariums; • playgrounds; 
• special-effects theaters; • wildlife performance venues; 
• land-based adventure rides; • boat rides; 
• pelagic fish exhibits (large fish tanks); • historic reenactment presentations; 
• water play attractions; • research facilities; 
• themed track or water rides; • live performance venues; and 
• special format projection attractions; • and wildlife exhibits. 

In some cases, an existing attraction may be renovated, or expanded. The Plan provides three 
general categories for development in Tier 2 areas. These are: 1) exhibit, 2) ride, and 3) show. 
Area 1 has eight Tier 2 areas where development or redevelopment could occur (See Figure 3 .4-
1 ). Each of the eight sites is briefly discussed below. 

Site E-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

One of the park' s oldest sites, this 2.9-acre shoreline site contains the Harbor Side Cafe. Due to 
the condition of the building, the restaurant has been closed. Surrounding the restaurant is a 
small holding area for seals and sea lions, a seldom used special events/picnic area; the Skyride 
barn; and the Caribbean flamingos exhibit. 

Site F-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This unique 2.6-acre shoreline site is developed with the Waterfront Stadium. The site overlooks 
a small open water area within the leasehold boundary. Over the years, a variety of aquatic
oriented shows and educational seminars have been performed at this location and various set 
changes have been required. In its current configuration, however, the stadium has not 
completely fulfilled its potential and various alternative uses are being studied for this site. 
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SeaWorld Master Plan Update Project Description 

Site G-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This 1.5-acre site contains the Nautilus Pavilion special events facility and picnic area which 
hosts hundreds of day and night parties for mid- to large-sized groups each year. Demand for the 
Nautilus Pavilion is expected to decline, however, as the new state-of-the-art special events 
center plam1ed for the front of the park is constructed as one of the Tier 1 projects. 

Site H-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This 2.1-acre site contains a 4,500-seat, multi-use stadium, which currently supports bird and 
animal related shows. The facility is also used as a summer season venue for ice skating and 
acrobatic shows. The shape of this facility does not offer premiere viewing from all bleacher 
locations. Several options are under consideration to improve the attraction including complete 
redevelopment of the site. 

Site I-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This 8.0-acre site is located on the eastern boundary of the leasehold. The central and western 
portions of the site are paved and used for bus and guest parking. The eastern portion is 
unimproved and is used on rare occasions as a guest parking overflow lot. 

Site J-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This 1.7-acre site is developed with the Cascades food service complex, gift shops, and exhibit 
· support facilities. These facilities are among the oldest in the park. Various options, including 
upgrading the adjacent sea lion facilities into a multi-species attraction, are under study. 

Site K-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This 1.8-acre site contains the Penguin Encounter exhibit. Alternatives under consideration 
include renovation and expansion of the existing exhibit as well as redevelopment options. 

Site L-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

This site contains the Shamu's Happy Harbor children's playground area. The playground 
attractions are periodically updated to maintain their vitality and provide new experiences for the 
children. 

Special Projects 

Special Projects are conceptual development proposals that have been identified for sites within 
Areas 2, 4, and 5. Like Tier 2 projects, these are not proposed to be built for many years. Unlike 
Tier 2 projects, specific uses have been identified for each of these sites. 

Parking Garage 

Within Area 2, the proposed Plan indicates that a future parking garage is a proposed long-term 
Special Project. This parking garage would be located in the western part of the existing parking 
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lot, between the Main Entrance and the Front Gate (See Figure 3.4-1). The parking garage 
would be up to four levels in height, with half of the first level approximately six feet below 
grade. The parking garage would not be needed until many of the park attractions in the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update are built and park attendance justifies the additional parking 
capacity. Based on a projected compounded attendance growth rate of 1.3 percent per year, the 
total available visitor parking that now exists would reach capacity in about 2011. However, 
timing for construction of the proposed parking garage will depend on whether the attendance 
increases at the projected rate, as well as several other factors including, future vehicle 
occupancy rates, use of the existing overflow parking area, expansion of the park into the 
existing parking area, and encroachment of the planned hotel onto the employee parking area. 
Therefore, construction of the parking garage will depend on when the demand for parking 
would exceed supply. As a result, a monitoring program that would take these variables into 
account would be part of the project to determine when the parking garage should be 
constructed. The design guidelines for the parking garage would limit the overall height to 45 
feet above finished grade. The edges of the building would be softened with landscape features 
such as screen trees, a roof top trellis or hanging vines. 

Transit Station 

In addition to the Parking Garage, the Plan indicates a location for a future Metropolitan Transit 
Development Board (MTDB) transit station in the northeast corner of the parking garage, near 
the Front Gate (Figure 3.4-1). MTDB is currently studying a transit route in this area as part of 
the North Bay and Beach Area Guideway Study. This route would provide a guideway transit 
link from inland San Diego (most likely the Old Town Station) to the beach and bay activity 
centers. The study currently envisions the use of automated people mover (APM) technology for 
this project. APM includes a variety of automated guideway technologies ranging from small
vehicle people movers to large monorails. Two aligm11ents are presently under consideration, 
with the goal of serving several key activity centers, including Sea World, Sports Arena 
redevelopment, Belmont Park, Mission Bay Park, Quivira Basin, proposed Mission Bay 
Amphitheater, Mission Valley and downtown hotels, and the beach communities. 

The proposed design guidelines relative to the transit station are outlined below. 

1. Coordinate the design of the parking garage to accommodate the transit station, if feasible; 

2. Enhance the Transit Station exterior treatments to integrate with the Sea World theme; 

3. Provide vertical circulation, including elevators and stairs, to accommodate the pedestrian 
volumes at the Transit Station; 

4. Provide a pedestrian link from the Transit Station/Parking Structure directly to the front gate 
of Sea World; and 

5. Limit the Transit Station and guideway height to 60 feet. 
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Sea World Marina Expansion 

Within Area 4, the proposed Master Plan Update identifies a long-term Special Project that 
would increase the number of boat slips to 315, adding 115 slips to the 200 slips, which exist 
today. This proposed expansion is 85 less boat slips than allowed in the existing approved 
Master Plan. The expansion would entail the extension of the three existing docks and adding a 
fourth dock to the west (Figure 3.4-18). These slips could be used for the storage of private 
boats or for storage of boats or personal watercraft for rent. The characteristics of such an 
operation are discussed below under Boat Leasing Operations. 

Boat Leasing Operations 

Although Sea World has not and does not currently operate a personal watercraft (PWC) 
(commonly known as "jet skis") rental concession at the Marina, it could under its existing lease, 
operate such a facility. To provide a basis to analyze such an operation, a survey was conducted 
of existing PWC rental operations on Mission and San Diego Bays. The results of this survey 
are presented below in Table 3.4-2. The average number of PWCs at these rental operations is 
currently six. Based on this it is assumed that future PWC rental operations at Sea World would 
include six PW Cs, which would require two boat slips of the 315-boat slip total. 

Hotel Expansion 

Within Area 5, the existing 300-room hotel entitlement provided in the 1985 Master Plan is 
proposed to be increased to 650 rooms. This long-term Special Project concept includes a 
ballroom, meeting rooms, surface parking, and a parking structure (Figure 3 .4-19). A small 
landing dock, for hotel guests, would be built on the Perez Cove Shoreline adjacent to the hotel. 
According to the proposed Plan, prior to project review, Sea World would provide an economic 
feasibility analysis assessing the need for another hotel in Mission Bay Park. The design 
guidelines for the hotel indicate that the maximum height would be 90 feet. If the hotel is 
developed, a minimum 10-foot wide public (vertical) accessway from Perez Cove Way to the 
shoreline would be provided generally in an east/west direction in the mid-site area. The 
accessway would be located and designed to facilitate connection with the existing bikeway and 
pedestrian path along Perez Cove Way. Additionally, a public shoreline walkway (lateral 
shoreline access) along the waterfront would be incorporated into the hotel design. 

3.4.3 Typical Construction Activities 
Construction of Tier 1, 2 or long-term Special Projects would vary with the type of project. 
However, they would follow similar procedures. The first step would involve site preparation 
that depending on the location may entail demolition of existing facilities. Once the site has 
been cleared, grading operations would be conducted to provide a suitable foundation for the 
structure. The grading operation would vary with the building and structure(s) to be built. For a 
heavy structure, such as a parking garage, towers or rides, piles would likely be installed with a 
pile driver. Other buildings, that are not as heavy, would require the excavation of existing soils, 
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PWC Rental Company 

Seaforth 
Downtown 
Mission Bay 
Coronado 

----

TABLE 3.4-2 
Existing Personal Watercraft 

Rental Operation Characteristics 

I Location 

I Between Marriott and Seaport Village 

I 1641 Quivira Road 

! 1715 Strand Way 

Project Description 

I No. of PWCs 

I 
I 

6 I 
I 

12 
6 

---· 
6 Mission_Bay_Sportcenter i 1010 Santa Clara Place j 

--·------·-···----·--------·--·--··-------!----------·------·------·----·-··---··------·----•-----····--·---·--------·------·----· 
Resort Watersports I I 

2 Bahia Hotel I 998 We~t ~ission Bay Drive I 
Catamaran Hotel i 3999 M1ss1011 Blvd. . 4 

------·- ---1 . 

CP Watersports, Inc. ! 

I Hilton Hotel ! 1775 East Mission Bay Drive 9 ! 

AVERAGE i I 6 
i 

Source: PDC, July 18, 2000. 

and varying site preparation depending on the structure. For relatively light structures, such as 
small single-story buildings (restrooms, retail buildings, etc.), excavated soils would be replaced 
with a mat of uniformly compacted fill dirt five to eight feet thick. For these buildings, site 
preparation would be expected to extend about ten to 15 feet beyond the structure perimeter. In 
some locations on the leasehold, this effort may not be necessary, with only compaction of 
existing soils or special foundations required. 

For the parking structure, excavation is expected to extend to just above the groundwater table, 
and would require the installation of a rock mat/pore pressure dissipation blanket. For this 
facility site preparation would include the area about 20 feet outside the perimeter of the 
structure. The structure would be supported by a pile foundation. 

For construction of the Marina Expansion in Perez Cove, construction would entail jet or driven 
piles to retain the docks in position. The docks would be constructed offsite and installed 
subsequent to the completion of the pile system. 

Where a future pool would be constructed, dirt would be excavated and transported offsite for 
disposal. The quantity of dirt would depend on the size of the pool. Depending on the depth of 
the pool, the excavated area may require dewatering. The excavation for the pool bowls may 
have 1: 1 to 1.5: 1 side slopes depending on the location. Where existing buildings, utilities, or 
sensitive areas exist nearby, sheet piling may be necessary. Pools may also have foundation 
anchors, depending on whether their depth extends below the water table. This is because when 
a pool is emptied for maintenance it could pop-out of the ground due to hydrostatic pressure. 
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For all projects, the construction would conform with approved engineering and safety 
guidelines. Any soils removed from the site or deposited onsite would be required to adhere to 
all City and State regulations. 

3.4.4 Attendance Projection 
Sea World attendance projections were developed through a review of the past ten years of 
Sea World's attendance history; existing and proposed regional competitors; and plans for future 
attractions. Sea World's attendance history and characteristics, as well as existing regional 
competitors were discussed earlier in this section. 

SeaWorld plans on introducing new attractions about every three years, which is anticipated to 
result in an attendance increase of 150,000 visitors per year. Furthermore, the attendance 
projections assume that the competitive environment will continue to affect Sea World as it has in 
the past decade. A future competitor is the proposed Disney California Adventure, which 
opened in Anaheim in February 2001. The introduction of this new theme park in the southern 
California region is expected to have a negative effect on Sea World attendance. Accounting for 
all of these factors, Sea World forecasts an annual growth rate of 1.3 percent. Therefore, 
Sea World is anticipated to reach 4.4 million annual attendees by the year 2020 (Figure 3.4- 20). 
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In addition to the annual forecast, Sea World has developed 2020 attendance forecasts for a peak 
and average conditions (Table 3.4-3). These include: peak holiday weekend (July 4th); average 
(mean) summer weekend; and average summer weekday. 

TABLE 3.4-3 
Sea World Attendance Projections Summary 

Attendance Projection 

Total Attendance 2001 3,400,000 

Total Attendance 2020 (CAG 1.3%) 4,400,000 

Summer holiday weekend 2020 (41
h of July) 47,000 

Summer weekend 2020 (mean) 28,000 

Summer weekday 2020 (mean) 25,000 

Source: Sea World, 2000. 

3.5 Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
Amendment 

Amendments to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update are proposed as part of the project to 
implement the voter approved Proposition D, which allows an increase in development height on 
the Sea World leasehold up to 160 feet. However, the 30-foot height limit may be exceeded only 
on a limited percentage of the leasehold and in accordance with height allocation formulas set 
forth in the Sea World Master Plan Update. The following text provides the specific revisions 
proposed to the Plan. 

Add the following paragraph to the Executive Summary/Key Recommendations/viii. 
Aesthetics and Design (page 16) of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update: 

In order to allow greater flexibility in designing new facilities within the Sea World 
leasehold, the City of San Diego's Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone was amended by 
public vote in November 1998. The amendment allows development to a maximum 
height of 160 feet within the Sea World property. Specific criteria governing the height, 
scale, massing, and visual impacts of all Sea World developinent shall be governed by the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update, which is incorporated by reference into the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update and LCP Land Use Plan. 

Add the following sentence to item 27, (page 26) of Appendix G, Design Guidelines 
of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update: 

27. Low Rise Emphasis: Mission Bay is an expansive area with wide and open views of 
the ocean from the surrounding hillsides. Low-scale buildings reinforce the open quality 
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of the bay while minimally obstructing views to the sky and distant landforms. For this 
reason, and in recognition of the public mandate for a 30-foot height limit within the 
City's coastal areas (Municipal Code 101.0451), the Park buildings should continue to be 
low rise, except in the Sea World leasehold where the voter approved amendment to the 
City's Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone (Proposition D, 1998) allows building heights 
to a maximum of 160 feet. Because of the special character and unique commercial 
requirements of the Sea World theme park, development height within the leasehold shall 
be governed by the Sea World Master Plan Update. 

Delete the entire recommendation for the South Shores Commercial Parcel (page 
SO) of the Land Use Component of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update: 

21. South Shores Commercial Parcel: Because of its limited water access and isolation 
from other areas of the Park, this 16.5 acre site is considered more suitable for 
commercial recreation purposes. The parcel has been configured such that its northern 
half lies outside the limits of the South Shores landfill while capturing a wide stretch of 
waterfront facing Pacific Passage. This allows a number of possible conunercial uses to 
be considered, including the expansion of Sea'Norld attractions, a 2.00 room motel , or a 
water oriented entertainment center. 

The underlying objecti\1e is that this parcel is "best use" as commercial recreation or 
visitor serving commercial support facilities . In accordance 1,vith the public consensus on 
this issue, "best use" should not mean permanent and exclusive commercially supporting 
parking. Any new and permanent parking should be of such quantity and proportion as 
would be required to serve whatever commercial use may be proposed. 

Delete the entire recommendation for the South Shores Commercial Parcel (page 
125) of the South Shores and Fiesta Island Component of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update: 

113. Commercial Parcel: The proposed 16.5+/ acre 'best use" commercial parcel is 
configured to take maximum advantage of the 1.vaterfront while still allowing the 
relocation of the Ski Club to the planned embayment. Its configuration also permits th@ 
retention of the existing restrooms. The actual boundary of th@ l@ase parcel should d@pend 
on the Ski Club area and shore public access requirements, but should not be less than 
300 feet; this depth is the minimum nec@ssary for a guest housing, motel type 
dev@lopm@nt as an optional comm@rcial us@. 

Add the following section to replace recommendation 21 (starting on page SO) of the 
Land Use Component of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update: 

21. Sea World: Sea World is a special visitor-serving attraction which provides a focal 
point for Mission Bay Park and serves an important role in San Diego ' s local economy. 
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3.6 

3.6.1 

In 1998, the City of San Diego's voters approved an amendment to the Coastal Height 
Limitation Overlay Zone allowing SeaWorld greater flexibility to develop future park 
attractions. In keeping with the intent of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update to 
preserve existing viewsheds and visual corridors, the additional height available to 
SeaWorld should be used judiciously. Therefore, the development criteria for the 
Sea World leasehold shall be governed by the Sea World Master Plan ( also known as the 
lease development plan) which is incorporated by reference into the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update and LCP Land Use Plan. 

Add the following to recommendation 47 (page 70) of the Water Use Component of 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update: 

47. Additional Wet Slips: The recreational and navigational use of the Bay water are 
valued substantially more than the dedication of water areas for wet slips and anchorage. 
Accordingly, no new slip or mooring areas are recommended, with the following 
exceptions: 

Current wet slip expansions proposed by the Bahia Hotel ( 41 slips), the Princess Resort 
(58 slips), the Mission Bay Yacht Club (27 slips), and SeaWorld (115 slips), should 
proceed. These are limited expansions that do not impact the recreational or navigational 
use of their immediate water areas. The new slips proposed by the Princess Resort and 
Sea World would be within the current leasehold area. 

Discretionary Actions 

Project Review Process 
Both the City of San Diego and the California Coastal Commission would review future 
individual Sea World projects. The City would determine whether a proposed project conforms 
with the SeaWorld Master Plan Update, while the Coastal Commission, which retains original 
jurisdiction over the Sea World site, would determine whether the proposed projects would be 
consistent with the Coastal Development Act. 

The proposed Master Plan Update indicates that Sea World would first submit projects for formal 
public review to the City. They would be processed through one of two different processes, 
which are called Level 1 and Level 2. The City review process would take place before a project 
application would be submitted to the Coastal Commission. The relevant City body, whether the 
City Council or the Park and Recreation Board, would submit the application to the Coastal 
Commission to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the Coastal Development Permit. The 
City approval body also would make findings as to whether the project substantially conforms to 
the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. The City's finding, recommendations, comments and 
proposed conditions would be submitted to the Coastal Commission concurrently with the 
SeaWorld Coastal Development Permit application. Proj ects would not be submitted to the 
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Coastal Commission unless the City finds that they substantially conform to the Sea World 
Master Plan Update. The two City review processes are briefly described below. 

Level 1 
Level 1 is identical to the current process for project review within Mission Bay Park. Projects 
within the Sea World leasehold would require a determination of consistency with the Sea World 
Master Plan Update by the Real Estate Assets Department in consultation with the Park and 
Recreation Department, and the Development Services Department. An environmental review, 
conducted by the Environmental Analysis Section, to determine consistency with the Master 
Plan EIR may be requested. In accordance with existing administrative guidelines, projects may 
either be referred to the Mission Bay Park C01m11ittee as an information item or, alternatively, 
considered as an action item. Where appropriate, projects would be referred to the Design 
Review Committee and the Park and Recreation Board. Approved projects would then be 
submitted to the Coastal Commission for approval or denial of a Coastal Development Permit. 

Level 2 
Level 2 requires review and recommendation by the Mission Bay Park Committee, review by the 
Design Review Committee of the Park and Recreation Board, and public hearings before the 
Park and Recreation Board and the City Council. An environmental review, conducted by the 
Environmental Analysis Section to determine consistency with the Master Plan EIR would also 
be performed prior to the public hearing at City Council. The recommendations of those bodies 
would then be submitted to the Coastal Commission for approval or denial of a Coastal 
Development Permit. 

The choice of which of the two City levels of review would occur would be based on whether a 
project would exceed a particular height threshold. Table 3 .6-1 shows the height threshold 
criteria for each of the two levels of review. 

Table 3.6-1 
Height Thresholds for Determining Project Review Level 

Leasehold Area 
Level of Review 

Levell Leve12 
Area I - Theme Park 0- 90 feet 90+ feet 
Area 2 - Guest Parking 0 - 45 feet 45+ feet 
Area 3 - Adm in. & Support 0-45 feet 45+ feet 
Area 4 - Sea World Marina 0 - 30 feet 30+ feet 
Area 5 - Perez Cove Shoreline 0-30feet 30+ feet 

In addition to the height threshold, an interior renovation or replacement of an existing structure 
within the same footprint, height and building envelope as the original structure would require a 
Level 1 review. 
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A Level 2 review would be required, regardless of height, where a project involves any of the 
following: 

1. A change to a use other than the theme park, parking, administration, support, marina, hotel 
and other uses described in the Sea World Master Plan Update; 

2. A modification of the shoreline; and/or 

3. A change in a sub-area boundary ( e.g. expansion of the theme park [ Area 1] into the existing 
guest parking lot [Area 2]). 

A diagram of the Project Review Process is shown in Figure 3 .6-1. All reviews and public 
hearings would be intended to assist the Real Estate Assets Department in determining a 
project's consistency with the SeaWorld Master Plan. Additionally, recommendations would be 
forwarded to the Coastal Commission with the Local Agency Review Form for the project. 

3.6.2 Discretionary Actions 
Approval of the Sea World Master Plan Update would require the approval of a number of 
discretionary actions. The following list indicates the various discretionary actions that would be 
required to implement the proposed project Sea World Master Plan Update. 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update - City of San Diego 
Approval of the Sea World Master Plan Update- City of San Diego 
California Coastal Development Permit - California Coastal Commission 

In addition, depending on the nature of the proposed development, the following permits may be 
required. 

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit - Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Section 404 Permit- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act- U.S . Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement - California Department of Fish and Game 
California Coastal Development Permits - California Coastal Commission 
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CHAPTER4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Land Use 

The fo llowing Environmental Analysis chapter provides information relative to thirteen 
environmental topics as it pertains to each component of the proposed project. Each topical 
section describes existing conditions; the impact significance criteria used to determine whether 
an impact would be significant; impact analysis; significance of impacts; and mitigation 
monitoring and reporting measures for significant impacts. The Lead Agency will require that 
the mitigation measures identified in this EIR be implemented by the project proponent except in 
the following cases: 

1. Either the proponent offers alternative mitigation that reduces the significant impact to a 
similar level as would be achieved by the mitigation identified in the EIR; or, 

2. The proponent presents substantial evidence that the required mitigation measure is 
infeasible and that there is no feasible mitigation measure or alternative. In this case, the 
Lead Agency must balance the benefits of the proposed project against the unavoidable 
significant environmental impacts to determine whether the unmitigated significant impacts 
are acceptable in view of specific overriding economic, social or other considerations (CEQA 
Guidelines Sec. 15093). 

The topics addressed in Chapter 4.0 are the following: 

• Land Use • Geology/Soils 

• Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics • Air Quality 

• Light, Glare and Shading • Recreational Resources 

• Transportation/Circulation • Human Health/Public Safety 

• Water Quality • Energy 

• Biological Resources • Water Conservation 

• Noise 
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4.1 Land Use 

4.1.1 Existing Conditions 

Onsite Uses 

Land Use 

The Sea World Master Plan Update covers a 189.4-acre leasehold within Mission Bay Park. The 
leasehold consists of 172.4 acres of land and 17 acres of open water. The major uses of the site 
are the Sea World Adventure Park (theme park, administrative support area, guest and employee 
parking lot), an auxiliary employee parking lot, the Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute, and the 
SeaWorld Marina at Perez Cove. Please refer to Project Description, Section 3.3.1, Existing 
Facilities and Master Plan for a more detailed description of the onsite uses. 

Surrounding Land Uses 
Sea World is located on the south side of Mission Bay Park just north of the San Diego River 
Flood Control Chaimel, approximately halfway between the Pacific Ocean and I-5 (Figure 4.1-
1 ). The site has well defined edges including a northern shoreline boundary with Mission Bay, a 
western boundary with Perez Cove Way and Ingraham Street, a southern boundary with Sea 
World Drive, and an eastern boundary with the Shore Shores area of Mission Bay Park. The 
immediate surrounding uses are representative of the diverse recreational, environmental, and 
commercial uses of Mission Bay Park. Bordering Mission Bay Park and extending from the 
Pacific Ocean into the nearby hillsides are the communities of Mission Beach, Pacific Beach, 
Clairemont Mesa, Linda Vista, Midway, Peninsula, and Ocean Beach. Following the general 
compass directions, a more detailed description of the surrounding land uses located within one
half mile from the Sea World site is provided below. 

North 

To the north of Sea World is the Pacific Passage channel of Mission Bay. This area is a regulated 
"no wake area" characterized by light aquatic activities such as low speed power boating, 
kayaking, rowing, and sailing. Further north, across the channel, is Fiesta Island. The interior of 
the island is largely undeveloped with most recreational activities occurring along the eastern, 
western, and southeastern shoreline areas. At present, the sparsely landscaped spaciousness of 
the island and the ability to park recreational vehicles close to the shoreline creates a unique 
recreational experience. The shoreline and surrounding water areas are used for a variety of 
activities including beach sports, personal watercraft (jet skis), swimming and fishing. Fiesta 
Island also has a11 equestrian area, youth camping facility and is the site of San Diego's Over
the-Line tournament. The southern portions of the island, across the channel from the Sea World 
site, were formerly used as sludge drying beds and are presently undeveloped. Presently, these 
areas, including the south shoreline, are not accessible by vehicles and are used by relatively few 
people. However, the Fiesta Island Concept Plan of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
recommends that the southern portions of the Island be more intensively developed with 
"islands" of turfed parkland, playgrounds, open beaches, swimming areas, pedestrian and 
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bicycle/skating paths, and parking areas. A California least tern preserve is located at Stony 
Point at the southwest tip of Fiesta Island. 

West 

To the northwest of the Sea World site, the Pacific Passage cha1mel joins with the Mission Bay 
Channel. Across from the Mission Bay Channel is Vacation Isle. The eastern and southern 
portions of Vacation Isle, closest to Sea World, are developed primarily with turfed parkland and 
parking lots. The area known as Ski Beach is located along the east shoreline of the Vacation 
Isle, and is a popular launching spot for personal watercraft. Fiesta Bay, the largest body of 
water within Mission Bay, is located to the east between Vacation Isle and Fiesta Island. Fiesta 
Bay is used intensively for personal watercraft, power boating, and some water skiing. Fiesta 
Bay is also the site of Thunderboat Racing and the San Diego Crew Classic. The northwest 
portion of the island contains the Princess Resort Hotel. 

The area to the west of Sea World between Ingraham Street, Mission Bay Drive and the shoreline 
is characterized by a mix of visitor-serving commercial uses and developed parkland. Uses 
include the Dana Marina small boat facility, Dana Landing public boat launching ramp, the Dana 
Inn Motor Hotel , Red Hen Restaurant and Sunset Point Park. 

To the southwest of Sea World, between Mission Bay Drive, Ingraham Street, Sunset Cliffs 
Boulevard, and the entrance cha1mel to Mission Bay, is the Hyatt Islandia Hotel and Marina and 
the Quivira Basin commercial center designed primarily for sport fishing, ocean-oriented boating 
activities, marinas, and conference facilities. Hospitality Point, the primary landform within 
Quivira Basin, is the location of the City's Park and Recreation Department, Mission Bay Park 
headquarters. It also houses the Lifeguard Services Division and San Diego Police Department's 
Harbor Unit. Existing uses in the Quivira Basin commercial center include Seaforth 
Sportfishing, Sportsmen's Seafood fish processing site and restaurant, Marina Village 
commercial site and marina, Mission Bay Marina, and Driscoll Mission Bay LLC boatyard. 
Marina Village currently uses most of its space for meeting rooms or special event facilities. A 
redevelopment proposal for Quivira Basin including, an upgrade of existing facilities, new hotel 
rooms and an improved roadway access is currently being reviewed by the City. 

South 

To the south of Sea World, opposite the Sea World Drive/Sunset Cliffs Boulevard transition, are 
three upland parcels described in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update as salt pan habitat. 
Two of the parcels, the Ingraham Street "cloverleaf' and the adjacent parcel to the east, are 
California least tern preserves. Immediately south of these parcels is the San Diego River Flood 
Control Channel. The channel is designated as wetland habitat and is protected as part of the 
Southern Wildlife Preserve. The channel is lined on both sides by rip-rap. On top of the rip-rap 
are combined pedestrian/bike paths connecting to the Mission Bay Park and City of San Diego 
regional trail system. The pathway along the north rim (closest to SeaWorld) is actually a two
lane, divided roadway that can accommodate vehicular use as well as bikes and pedestrians. 
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Along the south side of the San Diego River Flood Control Channel is Interstate 8. Further 
south, the area between 1-8 and West Point Loma Boulevard is characterized by multifamily 
residential development with a neighborhood shopping complex at the northwest corner of West 
Point Loma and Midway Drive. Major residential developments in the area include Loma 
Riviera Apartments, East Orleans, Rue D'Orleans, Westview and Mariner's Cove. The area to 
the southeast, between 1-8 and Sports Arena Boulevard is characterized by a mix of commercial, 
light industrial, office, and residential. The Orchard Senior Apartments are located between 
Sports Area Drive and Channel way, just south ofl-8. 

East 

To the east of Sea World is the South Shores area of Mission Bay Park. Portions of the park 
adjacent to the Sea World property have been developed with a boat ramp, restrooms, and boat 
trailer parking. The area to the east of the boat trailer parking is undeveloped. 

Beneath the ground surface of the South Shores area and extending westward into the southeast 
corner of the Sea World site is an old landfill. The landfill is stable but adds certain constraints to 
development. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update recommends that the South Shores area be further 
developed with turf parkland, active play areas, sand courts, a public amphitheater, waterfront 
promenade and shoreline modifications to create improved beach areas. 

Relevant Plans and Policies 
Several City of San Diego plans and policies have been adopted which address the site or 
potentially affected surrounding environs of the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update. The 
plans and policies governing the development in the site of the Master Plan are discussed in the 
following narrative. 

Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan is a comprehensive long-term plan for the 
physical development of the City presenting overall policies for the entire City. The General Plan 
designates Mission Bay Park as pubic and semi-public open space, and a resource-based park. As 
stated in the Open Space Element, public and semi-public Open Space consists primarily of the 
many resource-based parks that are located throughout the City. These unique parks contain 
features that not only distinguish the open space system but also add significantly to the overall 
image and quality of life typical of San Diego. Resource-based parks are further defined in the 
Recreation Element as parks that serve users from the entire City and elsewhere, and are located at 
or centered around some natural or man-made features. Mission Bay Park is sited as a prime 
example of a resource-based park. 

Overall, the Progress Guide and General Plan provides regional goals and policies which are more 
relevant to the development of community plans than in guiding specific development proposals. 
Appropriately, the General Plan includes a series of community plans that define the General Plan 
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goals for individual conununities providing more project-specific guidance for development in San 
Diego. The Sea World Master Plan Update is located in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
(MBPMP), which furictions as the community plan for the area within the boundaries of Mission 
Bay Park. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update is discussed in detail in the following section. 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 

The major policies and objectives related directly to future development in Mission Bay Park are 
outlined in the City of San Diego's Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. The Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update implements the City's Progress Guide and General Plan for Mission 
Bay Park and serves as the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan for the Mission Bay 
area. 

The fundamental goal of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update is to "chart a course for 
continuing development of the Mission Bay Park which will sustain the diversity and quality of 
recreation, and protect and enhance the Bay's environment for future generations to come". A 
notable feature of the Plan is the "Parks within a Park" concept which depends in part on the 
congregation of compatible uses in distinctive regions around the Park so as to gain multiple 
benefits from any given land and water area. 

Components of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update that are relevant to the Sea World 
Master Plan Update include Land Use, Water Use, Environment, Access and Circulation, South 
Shores/Fiesta Island and Design Guidelines. Each component contains one or more general 
goals and a series of policy recommendations. The general goals are summarized in the 
following paragraphs while key policy recommendations are sununarized in Table 4.1-1. 

Land Use 

While more than half of the Mission Bay Park area is open water, a majority of park visitors 
engage the water as a setting for land-based recreation, such as walking, jogging, bicycling, and 
picnicking. Meeting the demand on the Park's resources brought on by an increase in the 
population, while retaining the inherent amenity of the Park's aquatic setting, is the principal aim 
of the land use component of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. Within the framework 
of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, the land use component identifies three guiding 
principles: 

1. Mission Bay Park should be an aquatic-oriented park which provides a diversity of public, 
commercial, and natural land uses for the enjoyment and benefit of all the citizens of San 
Diego and visitors from outside communities; 

2. Mission Bay Park should be a park in which land uses are located and managed so as to 
maximize their recreation and environmental functions, minimize adverse impacts on 
adjacent areas, facilitate public access and circulation, and capture the distinctive aesthetic 
quality of each area of the Bay; and 
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TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Plan 
MBPMP Recommendation/Designation SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation I Element/Section . 

la11d Use 
Aquatic Orientation A 300-foot wide public waterfront zone, is established to give priority to The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with any public water 

passive recreation uses or uses compatible with the water setting and to front zone identified in the MBPMP as the SeaWorld project is 
discourage uses which restrict public access and enjoyment of the shore. expl icitly exempted in the Plan from this criteria. 
The public waterfront zone is not applicable to Sea World's property. 

Regional Parkland Designated regional parkland areas are shown on Figure 9, page 39 of the The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with any existing or 
MBPMP. These areas consist mostly of sandy beaches backed by potential regional parkland areas identified in the MBPMP. 
ornamental turf, vegetation, and support parking. No regional parkland 
areas are designated on Sea World property. 

Natural Areas Designated natural areas are shown on Figure IO, page 41 of the The Sea World Master Plan would not conflict with the maintenance or 
MBPMP. "Natural" areas in the context of Mission Bay Park include enhancement of any natural recreation areas identified in the MBPMP 
open beach areas backed by coastal strand vegetation, upland areas as no natural areas are located within the Sea World leasehold . 
vegetated by coastal sage scrub species, and wetland area. None of the 
"natural" areas lie within the SeaWorld Master Plan area. No natural 
recreation areas are des ignated on Sea World property. 

Dedicated Lease South Shores Commercial Parcel (MBPMP, page 50). The Consistent with the recommendation in the MBPMP, the South Shores 
Areas recommendation for the South Shores commercial parcel allows a parcel was added to the Sea World leasehold in 1998. The northern half 

number of possible commercial uses, including the expansion of of the site includes portions of two conceptual development sites 
Sea World attractions, a 200-room motel, or a water-oriented contained in the Sea World Master Plan. The northernmost site (A-1 , 
entertainment center. Figure 3.4-1) would be developed with a combination water flume and 

track ride (Splashdown Ride) . The conceptual development site to the 
south (1 -2, Figure 3 .4- 1) is designated for long term development as an 
exhibit, ride, or show. The southern half of the former South Shores 
parcel would be used for parking. Implementation of this 
recommendation would be reflected by the proposed amendment to the 
MBPMP. .. 

Active Recreation Designated active recreation areas are shown on Figure 16, page 57 of The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with any active 
the MBPMP. Active recreation areas include playing fields, play areas, recreation areas identified in the MBPMP as no active recreation areas 
sand areas, and potential joint use areas for a variety of recreational are located on or near the Sea World leasehold. 
pursuits. No active recreation areas are designated on SeaWorld ' s 
property. 
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TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

I MBPMP Plan 
MBPMP Recommendation/Designation SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation I Element/Section 

Water Use 
Wet Slips and The plan states that the demand for more marinas must be weighed The existi ng Sea World 1985 Master Plan entitlement includes a 200 
Anchorage against the recreational and navigational value of the limited water areas wet slip expansion. The amendment to the MBPMP plan would clarify 

(MBPMP, page 70). No new wet slips are recommended for Mission Bay SeaWorld ' s proposed expansion of 115 wet-slips within the existing 
Park with the exception of current expansions proposed by the Bahia water lease area. As the proposed project would not create more slips 
Hotel , Princess Resort, and the Mission Bay Yacht Club. Up to 24 wet- than allowed under the 1985 Master plan it wou ld not conflict with this 
slips may be provided for day-use only, as part of new docks for the Ski recommendation . 
Club. 

Swimming Designated swimming areas are shown on Figure 4.1 -4 in this Draft EIR. The Sea World Master Plan would not conflict with any swimming area 
A proposed swimming area is designated on the south side of Fiesta identified in the MBPMP. No existing or proposed swimming areas are 
Island, across the channel from Sea World. designated along the SeaWorld shoreline. The proposed project would 

be compatib le with swimming activities on the South side of Fiesta 
Island. 

Shoreline Treatment Designated shoreline treatment areas are shown on Figure 4.1-5. The SeaWorld Master plan would not conflict with any shoreline 
SeaWorld's entire shoreline is designated as Jetty (rip-rap revetment). treatment area identified in the MBPMP. No shoreline modifications 
The MBPMP does not propose any shoreline modifications or dredge or are proposed in the Sea World Master Plan Update. 
fill areas for the Sea World site. 

£11viro11me11t 
Improving Water The MBPMP outlines a multi-faceted approach to improve the Bay 's Sea World has instituted a comprehensive Water Qua lity/Best 
Quality water quality at both the Park and watershed scale (MBPMP, pages 85- Management Practices (BMPs) Program for its operation including 

87). Recommendations app ly broadly to the City of San Diego, both storm water runoff and aquaria activities. SeaWorld is also a 
busi.nesses and non-profit organizations within the park, as well as supporter of the "Think Blue" public awareness campaign to curb the 
businesses and residents within the 57 square mile Mission Bay Park contamination of public waters. Sea World's water treatment system is 
water shed. regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The treated 

water SeaWorld discharges into the Bay is as clean or cleaner than 
upon intake. Altogether, SeaWorld' s water quality program is in full 
compliance with the MBPMP. Existing water treatment capacity is 
expected to be adequate to handle any increased needs generated by 
attractions anticipated in the Sea World Master Plan. 

Wetland Habitat Designated wetland habitat areas are shown on Figure 4.6-6 in this Draft The Sea World Master Plan would not conflict with any wetland habitat 
EIR. No existing or proposed wetland habitat areas are shown anywhere identified in the MBPMP as the nearest wetland habitat is located at 
on or adjacent to the Sea World site. The nearest wetland area is located least 300 feet from the Sea World leasehold. 
in the San Diego River Channel to the south of SeaWorld site. The 
channel is buffered from the SeaWorld site by Sea World Drive and a 
paved pedestrian/bicycle path along the top of the northern river 
embankment. 
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TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation I 
Designated Benthic Habitat areas are shown on Figure 23, page 93 of the The proposed marina expansion would result in a significant loss of 
MBPMP. Eelgrass beds are identified in Perez Cove in the vicinity of the eelgrass habitat in Perez Cove due to shading. However, 
SeaWorld Marina expansion and all along the SeaWorld shore line of implementation of the mitigation measures contained in Sections 4.3 
Pacific Passage. and 4.6 would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance. 
Designated Upland Habitats are shown on Figure 24, page 95 of the The development allowed by the SeaWorld Master Plan, including the 
MBPMP. Within the general vicinity of Sea World (but not on site) least two Tier 2 projects (E-2 and F-2) in closest proximity to the Stony 
tern preserves are identified on the north shore of the San Diego River Point least tern preserve, would not have a significant impact on the 
Channel near Sea World Drive, by the Ingraham Street "clover leaf' and least terns due to noise or potential predator perching sites. 
at Stony Point (the southwestern tip of Fiesta Island). Only the river 
channel site is currently being used by least terns. The plan proposes that 
the Stony Point and Cloverleaf site be abandoned and replaced at other 
locations. 
Designated Environmental Education sites are shown on Figure 25, page While the SeaWorld Master Plan does not contain a reference to a 
97 of the MBPMP. The Plan recommends that a nature center be built in nature center at the Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute such a use 
the vicinity of the Nor1hern Wildlife Preserve and also discusses Hubbs- would not conflict with the plan for this site and would not be 
SeaWorld Research Institutes ' interest in expanding the ir facil ities to precluded by the proposed Master Plan Update. 
include educational programs and displays that would enhance publ ic 
awareness about the Bay and the regions ' coastal environment. The plan 
targets the Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute as a more significant 
venue for interpretive displays and educational programs should the 
Northern Wildlife preserve nature center be pre-empted by the need to 
expand wetland areas west of Rose Creek. 

Designated Primary Regional Recreation and Freeway Access points are The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with the primary 
shown on Figure 26, page IO I of the MBPMP. While Sea World and the regional recreation areas identified in the MBPMP as no portion of the 
identified primary regional recreation areas share proximity to the same Se_aWorld leasehold is designated or suitable for regional recreation. 
freeway access points, no portion of the Sea World site is identified as a 
regional recreation area, as these lands are primarily developed 
parklands. The Plan encourages optimum use of these areas, with good 
freeway access, to minimize vehicular circulation through the Park and 
adjacent neighborhoods . 
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TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation 

Recommendations pertaining to public parking areas including overflow 
parking, parking for persons with disabilities, recreational vehicles, 
curbside parking, and drop-off and loading are provided on pages I 04-
108 of the MBPMP. In general the parking recommendations are directed 
to the southeast areas of the park-primarily South Shores and Fiesta 
Island and are not applicable to the Sea World site. 
A possible tram service looping around the Park through Pacific Beach 
with a stop at the Morena Boulevard Trolley Station and SeaWorld is 
identified as a transit option (MBPMP, page 110). The Plan states that 
additional feasibility studies are required. 

The Proposed Roadway System is shown on Figure 28, page I 13 of the 
MBPMP. Specific improvements are identified on pages 111-114. Some 
of the recommendations such as the widening of Sea World Drive, and 
the provision of signalized pedestrian crossings at the intersections of 
SeaWorld Drive with Friars Road and Pacific Highway have already 
been implemented. A park road separate from SeaWorld Drive in South 
Shores has been implemented on the west side however the link to Friars 
Road remains to be completed. The Plan also recommends completion of 
the two remaining interchange ramps between Interstates 5 and 8 to 
remove congestion from local streets and reduce the level of commuter 
traffic from Park roads . 
The Proposed Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Improvement Plan is shown on 
Figure 4.1 -8 of this Draft EIR. The Plan shows a proposed 
pedestrian/bicycle path along Sea World Drive from SeaWorld 's eastern 
boundary to the SeaWorld exit road. To the east, the path, which is now 
complete, meanders through the South Shores area connecting with the 
pedestrian/bike path on the east side of Mission Bay Park. To the west of 
the SeaWorld exit road, the Plan shows a roadside bicycle lane (also 
complete) which follows Perez Cove Way around the Sea World property 
where it connects with the Ingraham Street Bridge (to Pacific Beach) and 
an existing pedestrian/bicycle path underneath the bridge (to Mission 
Beach). The Plan also identifies the need for a grade-separated pathway 
spanning SeaWorld's exit roadway. The Plan recommends that in 
general, contiguous public access, either improved or unimproved, shall 
be provided around the entire waterfront of Mission Bay. However, the 

Sea World Master Plan Consistency Evaluation 

The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with the parking 
recommendations of the MBPMP as these are directed primarily to the 
developing South Shores and Fiesta Island areas of Mission Bay Park .. 

The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with the Tram option . 
The SeaWorld Master Plan identifies a transit stop for MTDB's 
proposed Automated People Mover system, which is currently under 
study. The guideway and station would be integrated into the 
Sea World parking garage. 
The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with any roadway 
improvement identified in the MBPMP as future development within 
the leasehold would not preclude any improvement option. 
Additionally, SeaWorld will make fair share contributions towards 
specific roadway improvements and other traffic mitigations identified 
in Section 4.4. Such mitigations would be based on attendance and 
sequenced in accordance with the traffic monitoring program set forth 
in Section 4.4. 

Although the proposed Master Plan Update does not include measures 
to provide shoreline access to the Bay, such access is not considered 
reasonable or feasible for the following reasons. 
I. The existing bicycle/pedestrian accessway along SeaWorld' s 

southern and western perimeter already completes the link needed 
to provide contiguous public access around the Bay with 
connection to the regional system of recreational paths. 

2. Access to Sea World must be limited to the front gate. A public use 
area along the shoreline side of the park would require the addition 
of a fence or other type of barrier to prevent unauthorized entry. 
Such a barrier would interfere with SeaWorld's unique physical 
connection with the Bay now enjoyed by park guests . 
Additionally, water-dependent facilities such as the seawater 



TABLE 4.1 -1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Plan 
Element/Section 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation 

Sea World lease area is identified as a current exception site along with 
eight other locations. Regarding these exceptions the plan states that 
where such access does not now exist, as leases or uses come up for 
renegotiation or changes, the issue of public shoreline access will be re
examined consistent with security, safety, and specific public 

Sea World Master Plan Consistency Evaluation 

intake and discharge areas that are vital to the animal life support 
system would have to remain in the public use area. In general , 
bays ide access would increase SeaWorld ' s security risks to an 
unacceptable level. 

~ 

aquatic/recreational needs and requirements. 3 . Existing structures such as the Waterfront Stadium and the water 
filtration facility wou ld have to relocated or a lternatively the 
public accessway area would need to be routed around these 
facilities through the interior of the park. The latter alternative 
would however compromise the basic intent of the shore li ne 
accessway. Either way, the so lutions would require substantial 
capital improvements while SeaWorld would lose the use of a 
significant amount of land area and would have to accept greater 
design constraints in the siting of future attractions. 

South Shores and Fiesta Island 
South Shores I The MBPMP recommends that as a " landscape overture," South Shores 

t: 
I 

;::; 

should afford wide and open views of the Park from the entrance 
roadways - namely Tecolote Road , Pacific Highway, Friars Road, and 
Sea World Drive (MBPMP, page 121 ). 

4 . The low levels of public usage of the South Shores shoreline 
immediately to the east suggest that a public accessway along 
SeaWorld 's shoreline would be underutilized. The entire shoreline 
consists of rip-rap revetment with no opportunity for beach usage. 

Development allowed by the Sea World Master Plan would not alter the 
wide open foreground views (blue water views) of the Bay from any of 
the entrance roadways identified in the MBPMP. The proposed 
Splashdown Ride (Tier I) and Tier 2 future projects would impact the 
visual character of Mission Bay Park as seen from the identi fied 
entrance roadways . The extent of the impact and proposed mitigation 
measures are discussed in Section 4.2, Neighborhood 
Character/Aesthetics of the EIR 
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TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Plan 
Element/Section 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation 

Design Guidelines Appendix G 
Overview I The MBPMP Design Guidelines provide m1111mum standards, where 

necessary, along with specific statements of design intent to help 
designers generate creative and innovative solutions for all Mission Bay 
Park improvements. In the relatively unimproved areas of Mission Bay 
Park (such as South Shores and Fiesta Island) the Guidelines are intended 
to be applied fully as new park improvements are contemplated . In 
established areas of the Park, the Guidelines should be rel axed where 
overriding existing conditions preempt their implementation. In such 
cases, the provisions of the Guidelines should be pursued "to the greatest 

SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation 

Future projects wou ld be reviewed for consistency with the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Design Guidelines and the site-specific design 
guidelines of the Sea World Master Plan. The Sea World Master Plan 
Design guidelines would address landscape, lighting, signs and 
architecture. 

I 

extent possible," as conditions permit. 
Views and Access I The MB PM P Design Gu idel i n~e_s_i_d_e-nt-if_y_ a_n_u_n_1 b_e_r_o_f_ p_u b- l-ic_ ro_a_d_w_a_y_s_, __ T_h_e _S_p-la_s_h_d_o_w_n_ R-id_e_ (T- 1-· e_r _I_)_, -T-ie_r_2_ fi_u-tu_r_e _p_r_OJ-. e-c-ts-, _a_n_d_t_h_e_fi_u-tu_r_e , 1 

from which Mission Bay Park is highly visible: southbound lanes of 1-5 hotel project would impact the visual character of Mission Bay Park 
between Grand A venue and Clairemont Drive; the westbound lanes of I- from a number of the identified vantage points. The extent of the 
8; the Friars Road, Pacific Highway, and Mission Bay Drive entrances; impact and proposed mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.2, 
the Midway Drive, Ingraham Street and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard bridges; Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics of the EIR. 
and Clairemont Drive as it descends from the Clairemont hills (Design 
Guidelines, page 3). The park area from any one of these vantage points 
is called a viewshed. The Design Guidelines state that: to ensure as 
unencumbered and amenable a view of tlie bay environment as possible, 
no structure, earth form , or landscape feature shou ld be constructed 
within the major public view corridors, or viewsheds, so as to impede, 
diminish of negatively affect the view of the Bay's environment. 

Parkland I The MBPMP Design Guidelines define parkland as the turfed areas The SeaWorld Master Plan would not conflict with any Parkland 
recommendation including the 300-foot water influence zone as it has 
been exempted from this designation. 

.... 
'i 
;::;:; 

adjacent to the Park's beach and water areas (MBPMP Design 
Guidelines, page 6). An important gu ideline for the parkland areas is the 
300-foot water influence zone. The SeaWorld Master Plan lies entirely 
outside designated Parkland areas . 



MBPMP Plan 
Element/Section 

Shoreline Access 

Roads and Parking 

Lighting 

Furnishings and 
Fences 
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'i 
A'. 

TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation 

The MBPMP Design Guidelines state that as a water-oriented recreation 
area, the Park 's shore should remain accessible for public use throughout 
its length (Design Guidelines, page 7). Within leasehold areas, a 50-foot 
minimum public use zone should be maintained measured from the top 
of the bulkhead or rip-rap. The Park 's combined bicycle and pedestrian 
path should be sited within the public use zone. Additionally, buildings 
should be set back an average of 25 feet from the public use zone. The 
guideline assumes that the 50-foot public use zone would be located 
between the top of the rip-rap and the leasehold property line. 
SeaWorld's property line, however, extends to the shoreline. A 
substantial amount of development exists within 50 feet of the shoreline. 

The MBPMP Design Guidelines state that roads and parking areas shou ld 
be conveniently sited to serve the recreation areas of the Park, but 
without detracting from the landscape, the views, and the physical space 
required for recreation (Design Guidelines, page I 0). The Design 
Guidelines also contains commercial parking standards for hotels, 
banquet rooms, meeting or conference fac ilities, scientific research and 
development, and amusement/theme park (Design Guidelines, page 12) 
which are applicable to the Sea World leasehold. 
The MBPMP Design Guidelines conta ins specific standards for lighting 
including height of light fixtures , level of illumination and average 
unifonnity ratios (Design Guidelines, page 15). 
The MBPMP Design Guidelines state that utility or security fe nces 
between public areas and private leaseholds should be as inconspicuous 
as possible and be screened by landscaping (Design Guidelines, page 15). 
The furnishing standards are for public use areas and are not app licable 
to the interior areas of Sea World. 

SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation 

As previously discussed, Sea World is identified as a current exception 
site with respect to continuous waterfront access (see 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Path above). Additionally, as shown in Figure 4.1-
2, no portion of the Sea World site is included in the primary zone of 
water influence where public access is most critical. A 50-foot 
minimum public use zone, as described in the MBPMP Design 
Guidelines, could not be created on the SeaWorld site without 
remov ing or altering many existing structures, including the marina 
support building, Waterfront Stadium , Pirates 40 Theater, Shark 
Encounter and the Beached Animal Exhibit. It should be noted, 
however, that continuous public access through and around the 
Sea World site, in accordance with the bicycle/pedestrian path shown in 
Figure 4.1-8, is currently available. The existing path links to the 
Mission Bay Park and regional system of recreational paths. 
The existing parking supply of 8,471 paved spaces and a total paved 
and unpaved supply of 9,971 spaces is adequate to fulfill current 
parking demand. The SeaWorld Master Plan provides for a future 
parking garage that would add guest parking to accommodate 
increased visitor demand over the next 20 years. Based on growth 
forecasts , it is estimated that the existing supply of visitor parking 
would reach capacity is about 20 IO (Section 4.4). 

The SeaWorld Master Plan Design Gu idelines contains site-specific 
lighting standards that are consistent with the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Design Guidelines. 
The SeaWorld Master Plan Design Guidelines contains site-specific 
standards for furnishings, fences, and landscaping that are designed to 
improve the overall appearance of the Sea World theme park including 
the Bayside edge between the Shark Encounter Exhibit and South 
Shores Road . 

I 



MBPMP Plan 
Element/Section 

Landscape 

Architecture 

Building Height and 
Massing 
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TABLE 4.1:..1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation 

The MBPMP Design Guidelines identify four broad landscape types to 
help define Mission Bay Park as a special recreation resource and to 
reinforce the overall land use pattern proposed for the Park. The 
guidelines state that the Mediterranean landscape is associated with the 
resort hotels, theme park, and other commercial and non-profit lease 
areas in Mission Bay. The typical Mediterranean plantscape list is 
included on page 12 of the Design Guidelines. Invasive exotics (e .g. , 
giant reed and pampas grass) are prohibited. 

The architectural guidelines encourage buildings, whether public or 
private, to contribute significantly to the image of Mission Bay as a 
water-oriented recreation environment (MBPMP Design Guidelines, 
page 25). Through the manipulation of building form, details, materials 
and color, the Park 's architecture should aim to capture and express the 
special marine quality of the Bay. 

The MBPMP Design Guidelines recommend low-scale buildings to 
reinforce the open quality of the bay while minimally obstructing views 
to the sky and distant shore (Design Guidelines, page 26). The 30-foot 
height limit within the City 's Coastal areas is recognized as a public 
mandate to continue low-rise development. The Design Guidelines also 
point out that under the 30-foot height limit only a flat roof profile is 
possible for 3-story buildings. The Guidelines recommend that a I 0-foot 
"roofscape variance" should be pursued for the Park buildings to promote 
the design of more interesting and graceful roof profiles. Therefore, the 
maximum height should be 40 feet. The Design Guidelines also 
recommend that buildings in Mission Bay Park should stand in contrast 
to and accentuate the Bay' s inherent horizontal visual character. Building 
massing should be broken at suitable interval to establish consistent 
vertical planes, recessed, openings or projections that can act as 
counterpoints to the landscape. 

SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation 

The Sea World Master Plan Design contains site-specific landscaping 
standards for areas visible around the perimeter of the park, from 
public parklands and roadways within Mission Bay Park. The 
landscaping would be consistent with the Mediterranean landscape 
identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Design Guidelines. 
Greater landscaping flexibility is reserved for the interior of the park, 
which features botanical exhibits and exotic landscapes to achieve 
theming objectives or create dramatic special effects. However, as 
these areas would not be highly visible from surrounding areas, they 
would not conflict with this recommendation . Invasive exotics would 
be prohibited. 
SeaWorld's buildings exhibit a contemporary architecture, which is 
highly compatible with the surrounding aquatic environment. The 
Educational Center, Splashdown Ride, Special Events Center and 
Front Gate Renovation would continue this tradition. The SeaWorld 
Master Plan Design Guidelines contains site-specific architectural 
standards for buildings visible from public parklands and roadways 
within Miss ion Bay Park. 
The accompanying amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
changes this specific guideline to allow heights up to 160 feet on the 
SeaWorld Prope1ty as approved by voters under Proposition D. The 
Sea World Master Plan, however, restricts the use of heights above 30 
feet to 25% of the leasehold. Within the theme park (Area I), further 
limits are placed on heights above 60 feet, I 00 feet, and 130 feet. The 
SeaWorld Master Plan allows additional height to accommodate 
certain attractions that would not be possible under the 30-foot height 
limit such as the proposed Splashdown Ride. The additional height 
would also allow greater design flexibility for many lower profile 
attractions and facilities such as the Front Gate Renovation, 
Educational Facility, and Special Events Center Expansion. In these 
cases, the increased height would be used to provide more interesting 
roof articulation and/or visual icons that support the aquatic theme of 
Mission Bay Park. 

l 
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TABLE 4.1-1 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan/Policy Consistency Summary 

MBPMP Recommendation/Designation 

The MBPMP Design Guidelines state that the "emblematic" value of 
Mission Bay Park is the water, the sky, the shore, and all of the marine 
components. To this end, building materials, their form , and assemblage 
should be perceived to accommodate the marine environment, both in 
function and empathy (Design Guidelines, page 28). In summary the 
guidelines provide that: 
I. Through appropriate use of materials, building facades should 

appear increasingly " lighter" (in visual weight) as they rise from the 
ground ; 

2. Roof materials should reinforce the fac;;ade treatments intent. 
Preferred roof materials should be flat, smooth and light tone tiles, 
standing seam panels, corrugated metal sheets, fiberglass or wood 
shingles; 

3. Superfluous or excessive ornamentation and finishes should be 
avoided. Materials should remain natural or be painted and sta ined to 
retain their natural textures whenever possible; and 

4. Painted exteriors should be light in hue and of varying shades to 
afford a variety of reflections of atmospheric light-except pure 
white, which can be highly contrasting. Bright, more playful colors 
should be restricted to the detail of the object, not its overall mass. 

The MBPMP Design Guidelines recommend that a comprehensive and 
detailed design program should be undertaken for Mission Bay Park with 
the aim of integrating commercial , informational, interpretive and 
regulatory signs into a coordinated system unique to the Park (page 31 ). 
For commercial signs, the guidelines provide that freestanding 
commercial signs should be low, close to the ground, shall not exceed 
eight feet in height and shall be placed in a landscaped setting. An 
exception may be granted for large resort hotels, to accommodate sign 
designs or site identification within other architectural features such as 
entry walls or gatehouses. Roof signs are specifically prohibited. 
Commercial signage which is visible from public areas of the Park 
should be restricted to those which directly serves the public interest as 
related to the Park's primary mission as an aquatic recreation and resort 
area. This would include directional and entrance signs for the leaseholds 
(Design Guidelines, page 33) . 

SeaWorld Master Plan Consistency Evaluation 

The SeaWorld Master Plan Design Guidelines contains site-specific 
gu idelines for building materials and colors focusing on structures that 
may be visible from public areas outside the theme park. The standards 
are consistent with the materials and fac;;ade guidelines in the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Design Guidelines. The 50% transparency 
requirements for portions of structures exceeding l 00 feet in height 
responds directly to the principle that buildings appear increasingly 
lighter as they ri se from the ground. 

~ 

The SeaWorld Master Plan contains site-specific sign standards to 
limit the visual impact of signs from public parklands and roadways 
within Mission Bay Park. Additionally, the City's Land Development 
Code for the Coastal Zone areas limits freestanding monument signs to 
eight feet in height and prohibits roof signs. The proposed front gate 
and special event center icons would be located well into the interior of 
the leasehold and would not be classifiable as monument or roof signs. 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Land Use 

3. Mission Bay Park should also enhance the viability and use of other connected open space 
areas to promote the creation of a comprehensive, integrated open space system into and out 
of Mission Bay. 

Dedicated lease areas on Mission Bay Park, comprised of both non-profit and commercial leases, 
contribute to the revenues of the City while providing a variety of recreation opportunities to 
Park visitors. Of the nearly 472 allowable acres dedicated for lease areas in the Park, about 85 
percent are currently in use. The Sea World site is identified in the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update as "dedicated lease area". The relevant objectives for dedicated lease areas as listed 
in the Plan include: 

1. Existing commercial leases should be intensified to the greatest extent possible, so as to 
minimize the taking of public land to expand or create new commercial leases elsewhere in 
the Park; 

2. Commercial leases should provide a variety of recreational opportunities, i.e., high, as well as 
moderately-priced guest housing accommodations, recreational vehicle camping, and sites 
for primitive tent camping; and 

3. Within the preceding objectives, commercial lease areas should render maximum revenue 
utility to the City. 

Water Use 

Mission Bay Park provides an arena for a wide variety of water sport uses including water skis, 
rowboats, paddle boats, canoes and kayaks, jet skis, fishing, power boats, sail boats, and 
swimming. Organized sport activities range from sailing regattas and sculling to speedboat and 
thunderboat racing. This component of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update contains key 
water-use management recommendations, including water-use space and time allocations, and 
water access limitations. This component identifies one guiding principle: 

1. Mission Bay Park's water areas should be allocated and maintained to support the diverse 
aquatic interests of those visiting Mission Bay, ensuring adequate access to, and the safety 
and enjoyment of, the Park's aquatic resources. In the interest of sustaining a desired level of 
recreation, the Park waters shall be so used as to preserve an appropriate level of biological 
quality, benefiting both human activities and the interests of wildlife. 

Environment 

Mission Bay is a human-crafted aquatic embayment satisfying a wide range of recreation 
demands. In shaping the Park to satisfy these recreation demands, mostly through dredging, 
much of its biological and ecological health has been lost. The Northern Wildlife Preserve, a 31 -
acre wetland, constitutes the only natural remnant of what once was a 4,000-acre habitat serving 
the Pacific flyway. Over the years, values have shifted. Today's environmental values demand a 
higher awareness of the potential impacts of development upon natural resources - and adequate 
action to protect and enhance them. The environmental component of the Mission Bay Park 
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Sea World Master Plan Update Land Use 

Master Plan Update is, in effect, a reflection of these new values. This component identifies a 
single guiding principle: 

1. Mission Bay Park should be planned, designed, and managed for long-term environmental 
health. The highest water quality; sustained biodiversity; ongoing education and research; 
and the reduction of traffic, noise, and air pollution should all be priorities. The Park's 
natural resources should be conserved and enhanced not only to reflect environmental values, 
but also for aesthetic and recreational benefits. 

Access and Circulation 

As one of San Diego's preferred recreation destinations, during the peak tourist season, Mission 
Bay Park is subject to considerable motorist, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic. Contributing to the 
traffic problems is a significant volume of commuter traffic on Ingraham Street and Sea World 
Drive, which are major roadways serving Mission Bay Park. Through land use planning, 
parking, and access controls, the provision of convenient public transit, and enhanced bikeways 
and paths, this component of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan aims to address the traffic 
problems facing the Mission Bay Park and further enhance its mission as a regional recreation 
attraction. The guiding principle of the access and circulation component of the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update is: 

1. Mission Bay Park should provide safe, efficient and enjoyable access to all of its recreation 
areas, minimizing circulation and parking impacts on adjacent residential areas. Traffic and 
parking should support, but not overwhelm, the Park's recreation areas, the regional parkland 
areas in particular. Bicycle and pedestrian paths should reach all areas of the Park and 
extend to adjacent open space corridors in as safe and enjoyable a manner as possible. 

South Shores/Fiesta Island 

Encompassing over 600 acres of land, South Shores and Fiesta Island represent a significant part 
of the future of Mission Bay Park. Consistent with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, 
the Sea World Master Plan Update area now includes the 16.5-acre "best use" commercial area 
located along the western boundary of the South Shores concept plan. Fiesta Island lies directly 
north of the Sea World leasehold, separated by the Pacific Passage. The guiding principles for 
the South Shores/Fiesta Island component of the of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
are: 

1. South Shores should be an intensively used park area that attracts visitors to a variety of 
public and commercial recreation venues yielding, in aggregate, a summary view of the 
Park's grand aquatic identity; and 

2. For its part, Fiesta Island should remain essentially open yet supportive of a diversity of 
regional-serving public and low-key, for-profit recreation and natural enhancement functions. 
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Design Guidelines 

The Design Guidelines, found in Appendix G of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, 
address functional and aesthetic issues in the following areas: site design; landscape; 
architecture; and signage. By necessity, the Guidelines are general in nature, not site specific. 
They provide minimum standards, where necessary, along with specific statements of design 
intent to help designers generate creative and innovative solutions for all Park improvements. In 
relatively unimproved areas of the Park, such as South Shores, the Guidelines are to be applied 
fully as · new park improvements are contemplated. In established areas of the Park, the 
Guidelines should be relaxed where overriding existing conditions preempt their implementation. 
In such areas, the provisions of the guidelines should be pursued "to the greatest extent 
possible," as conditions permit. 

Site Design 

Site design guidelines relate to the overall control of views, the organization of public recreation 
areas, roads, parking, and paths, and the types of furnishings required to support recreational 
activity. The general intent of the Site Design Guidelines is to ensure optimum, secure, and 
comfortable visual and physical access to the shore areas and water bodies of Mission Bay. 

Landscape 

The general aim of the Park's landscaping is to help define Mission Bay Park as a special 
recreation resource, uniquely different from other City parks in form and character, and attuned 
to the Bay's coastal setting. Another objective is to reduce the consumption of water for 
irrigation by emphasizing the use of drought-tolerant plants wherever not in conflict with the 
Park's recreation and land use functions. To meet these objectives, and to ensure that the Park's 
landscape efficiently accommodates the various planned recreation activities, four broad 
landscape types are recommended: Beach/Coastal Strand; Coastal Sage Scrub; Mediterranean; 
and Parkland. These landscape types reinforce the overall land use pattern proposed for the Park 
as defined in the Master Plan. 

Architecture 

The architectural guidelines apply to the design of new facilities, as well as to the 
renovation/rehabilitation of existing ones. The overall intent of these guidelines is to preclude 
from Mission Bay Park a "theme park" architecture. Through the manipulation of building form, 
details, materials, and colors, the Park architecture should aim to capture and express the special 
marine quality of the Bay. 

Signage 

Signage is an integral and necessary component of the Bay's landscape. Signage is generally of 
four types: commercial, informational, interpretive, and regulatory. The aim of this component 
is to integrate commercial, informational, interpretive, and regulatory signs into a coordinated 
system unique to the Park. 
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City of San Diego Land Development Code 

Property within Mission Bay Park is not zoned. The Real Estates Assets Department administers 
the project review process for Mission Bay Park, which focuses on consistency with the lease, 
the "lease development plan" (currently the 1985 SeaWorld Master Plan), and the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update. The SeaWorld Master Plan Update would become the new "lease 
development plan" for the Sea World site and, by reference, part of the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update. Additionally, the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update contains specific 
recommendations and policy guidelines for architecture, landscaping, signage, parking and other 
aspects of project design. However, city-wide provisions of the Land Development Code, such 
as sign, parking and landscape regulations, would be applicable to the SeaWorld site for "major 
projects". In such cases, the Park and Recreation Department and Development Services 
Department staff forward their recommendations to the Real Estate Assets Department for a final 
ministerial action. The Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) provisions of the Land 
Development Code are not currently applicable to Mission Bay Park as the entire Park is located 
within the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. The Coastal Zone Height Limit 
Overlay Zone, which is part of the Land Development Code, does apply to all property in 
Mission Bay Park and is referenced in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. The Coastal 
Zone Height Limit Overlay Zone was amended by initiative in 1998 to allow heights up to 160 
feet on the Sea World leasehold. 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan 

The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan (MBPNRMP) recognizes the 
presence of natural resources in Mission Bay Park and provides guidelines and programs for 
the protection, enhancement, and management of these resources. The Plan objectives are to: 

1. Establish management practices to preserve and protect biological resources while providing 
for future recreational development, maintenance, and land use in Mission Bay Park; 

2. Provide a framework for mitigation acceptable to the City and resource permitting agencies; 

3. Provide opportunities for i1movative resource enhancement in Mission Bay Park; and 

4. Establish a foundation for increased educational and research opportunities in the Park. 

Many of the goals and objectives of the MBPNRMP are reflected in the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update as the entire MBPNRMP has been added to the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan as an appendix. 

The MBPNRMP contains a comprehensive inventory of marine, wetland, and terrestrial. 
resources within Mission Bay Park, and outlines development guidelines and mitigation options 
to preserve or enhance the various types of habitat. 

According to the MBPNRMP, eelgrass habitat occurs in the Perez Cove water lease area and all 
along the Sea World shoreline. No other resources are identified on or adjacent to the Sea World 
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site, however, three California least tern habitat areas occur within the general proximity to the 
Sea World site. 

City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The Multiple Species Conversation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan is a comprehensive habitat 
conservation planning program for southwestern San Diego County. The plan is designed to 
preserve native vegetation and meet the habitat needs of multiple species, rather than focusing 
preservation efforts on one species at a time. The MSCP targets specific areas within the City 
which should be preserved to assure viable biological resources remain in the City. These are 
identified as Multi-Habitat Preserve Areas (MHPA). Two MHPA areas have been identified in 
Mission Bay Park: 1) the Northern Wildlife Preserve near the mouth of Rose Creek, and 2) the 
Southern Wildlife Preserve in the San Diego River Channel. Neither area is located on or 
adjacent to the Sea World property. 

4.1.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City and/or CEQA tlu·esholds, land use impacts would be significant if the proposed 
project: 

1. Is substantially inconsistent or conflicts with the goals, objectives, regulations and/or policies of 
goverrunental agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed project; 

2. Is incompatible with adjacent land uses and smrnunding densities. 

4.1.3 Environmental Impacts 

Issue 1: Would the project result in a conflict with the goals, objectives and 
recommendations of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update? Would the 
project conflict with adopted environmental plans for the area? 

Tier 1 Projects 
Tier 1 projects consist of the Educational Facility, Splashdown Ride, Special Events Center 
Expansion and Front Gate Renovation proposed for Area 1 of the Sea World Master Plan Update. 
Area 1 includes the main theme park area containing Sea World's primary attractions and support 
facilities . 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

The most applicable provision of the General Plan relates to the general land use designation. As 
discussed above, the entire Sea World site is designated as "resource-based parkland". 
Development allowed within resource based parkland is determined by the specific resource 
involved, expected use, available land, and location. In Mission Bay Park, resource-based 
parkland is further defined by the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. Visitor-serving 
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commercial uses are specifically allowed at various locations throughout Mission Bay Park 
including the Sea World site. 

All Tier 1 projects are compatible with existing land uses within the SeaWorld theme park and 
representative of Sea World's program of renovation, renewal, and periodic provision of new 
attractions. The Splashdown Ride is a new ride/attraction that is expected to generate high levels 
of excitement comparable to the existing Shipwreck Rapids ride or the simulator portion of Wild 
Arctic Adventure. The ride would be significantly taller than those attractions built between 
1972 and 1998 under the original coastal zone height initiative, although two attractions built 
prior to 1972 would be taller than the proposed Splashdown Ride (95 feet high) . The proposed 
Front Gate Renovation is designed to enhance the entry experience for SeaWorld's guests. The 
proposed Educational Facility is designed to support Sea World's existing education program 
replacing obsolete and inadequate facilities. The proposed Special Events Center Expansion 
would approximately double the capacity of a currently proposed (but not yet ~uilt) special 
events center. The Tier 1 projects would, therefore, be compatible with the goals of the Progress 
Guide and General Plan for regional parkland within Mission Bay Park. 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update contains goals and policies which apply park-wide or 
to specific Park regions. Few recommendations, however, apply specifically to the Sea World 
site. A consistency evaluation between the Sea World Master Plan Update and the key policies of 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update is provided in Table 4.1 -1. 

The following discussion focuses on the compatibility of the proposed Tier 1 projects with the 
goals and key policy recommendations of Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. Portions of the 
discussion describing specific recommendations of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
may have general applicability to the entire leasehold including the future Tier 2 and Special 
Projects. 

Land Use 

The proposed Tier 1 projects would not significantly impact Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update goals to promote the aquatic orientation of Mission Bay Park. The Tier 1 projects 
generally continue the existing uses and pattern of development within the Sea World theme park. 
As theme park attractions, the Splashdown Ride and Front Gate Renovation would be 
complementary to the aquatic environment of Mission Bay Park. The proposed Splashdown 
Ride would contain three primary water elements: 1) a flume in which the boats are transported 
through the ride, 2) a pool into which the primary and secondary drops are made and 3) an 
aquarium built into the guest services areas. The Front Gate Renovation would contain a large 
pool designed to resemble a small seaport with scale model ships_ and a lighthouse. 

The Educational Facility would house and support Sea World's educational program which offers 
many unique activities involving the marine environment. The Special Events Center Expansion 
like other banquet rooms, meeting rooms, or catering facilities in Mission Bay Park is enhanced 
by its proximity to the Sea World theme park and Mission Bay. 
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The key policy recommendation in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update to promote the 
aquatic orientation of the Mission Bay Park is the establishment of a 300-foot wide public water 
front zone (Figure 4.1-2) . Within this zone, priority is to be given to passive recreation uses or 
uses compatible with the water setting. The entire Sea World site, which includes all of the Tier 
1 and 2 future project sites, is located outside of the 300-foot public water front zone. 

The proposed Tier 1 projects would be consistent with Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
goals to maximize the recreational and environmental functions of various land uses within 
Mission Bay Park. Sea World offers a unique type of commercial-oriented recreation which 
supports the "maximum sustainable benefit" concept set forth in the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update. The Splashdown Ride would add a new attraction to SeaWorld's existing 
commercial recreation offerings. The Front Gate Renovation would upgrade an existing facility 
thereby enhancing the recreational experience of Sea World's guests. The Educational Facility 
would allow Sea World to expand its day camp, resident camp, teacher education, adult education 
and other educational programs. The Special Events Center Expansion would extend 
Sea World's capabilities in serving the catering and special event segment of the visitor and 
tourist market. While commercial recreational opportunities would be intensified on the site, 
none of the proposed Tier 1 projects would impact environmentally-sensitive areas in Mission 
Bay Park. 

The proposed Tier 1 projects would be consistent with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
goals to intensify existing commercial leases to the greatest extent possible, to provide a variety 
of recreational opportunities, and to render maximum revenue to the City. The Splashdown Ride 
would make use of a currently vacant commercial parcel. The Front Gate Renovation would 
revitalize an underutilized area of the park. The Educational Facility would enhance Sea World's 
existing educational program and free up land within the interior of Sea World for future 
attractions. The proposed Special Events Center Expansion would add new meeting and catering 
capacity to Sea World ' s existing operations. Together, the Tier 1 projects would intensify the use 
of the Sea World property improving the commercial viability of the site. 

The Dedicated Lease Areas section of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Land Use 
Component identifies all commercial and non-profit lease areas within Mission Bay Park and 
provides site-specific recommendations for certain leases. The SeaWorld site is identified as a 
dedicated lease area to remain (Figure 4.1-3). No lease recommendations are provided for any 
area within the Sea World Master Plan Update with the exception of the 16.5-acre South Shores 
commercial parcel added to the Sea World leasehold in 1998. 

The MBPMP recommendation for the South Shores commercial parcel is as follows: 

South Shores Commercial Parcel: Because of its limited water access and isolation 
from other areas of the Park, this 16.5-acre site is considered more suitable for 
commercial recreation purposes. The parcel has been configured such that its northern 
half lies outside the limits of the South Shores landfill while capturing a wide stretch of 
waterfront facing Pacific Passage. This allows a number of possible commercial uses to 
be considered, including the expansion of Sea World attractions, a 200-room motel, or a 
water-oriented entertainment center. 
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The Sea World Master Plan Update fulfills this recommendation of the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update by designating the South Shores commercial parcel for the expansion of Sea World 
attractions. The northern half of the site would be developed with theme park attractions (both 
Tier 1 and Tier 2) while the southern half would be used parking. The proposed amendment to 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update would remove all Plan references to this parcel as it 
has already been integrated into the Sea World site. 

Should Sea World be required to widen Sea World Drive to six lanes, this action would not have 
significant land use impact on Mission Bay Park because this roadway is already classified as a 
six-lane facility in the Mission Bay Master Plan Update and, thus, would be an anticipated 
improvement. 

Water Use 

The proposed Tier 1 projects would not significantly impact goals to: 1) support the diverse 
aquatic interests of visitors to Mission Bay Park and 2) ensure adequate access to the Park's 
aquatic resources. None of the four projects involve shoreline alterations or structures that 
would impair existing access to the water areas of Mission Bay Park. Due to similarities in 
location, the discussion of the Tier 1 projects in regard to the Water Use goals of the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update also applies to the Tier 2 projects. A more focused discussion of 
the shoreline access issues relating to the Tier 2 future projects and the Sea World Master Plan 
Update in general is provided in the Access and Circulation section which follows. 

Key policy recommendations regarding existing and potential swimming areas, and proposed 
shoreline modifications to create new water use and beach areas are identified in the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update (Figures 4.1 -4 and 4.1-5 ). Sea World's entire shoreline is lined 
with a rip-rap revetment which is generally unsuitable for swimming. As a reflection of this fact, 
the MBPMP designates no swimming areas or proposed shoreline modifications on, or adjacent 
to, the Sea World site. Thus, the proposed project would not conflict with existing or planned 
sw1mmmg areas. 

Environment 

The proposed Tier 1 projects would not significantly impact goals to provide for the long-term 
health of Mission Bay Park. As noted in the Plan, Mission Bay is virtually a human-crafted, 
aquatic embayment satisfying a wide range of recreation demands. 

The Educational Facility, Front Gate Renovation, and Special Events Center would be located in 
the interior of the SeaWorld property on areas that have been previously developed. The 
Splashdown Ride would be located on land which is partially within the existing theme park and 
partially within the former South Shores commercial parcel. Approximately two acres of the site 
are undeveloped and have been previously graded. No significant biological resources are 
present on the site. 
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The Splashdown Ride will contain a 120,000-gallon marine animal exhibit. The water for the 
exhibit will be processed through the existing water treatment system. Additionally, when the 
Splashdown Ride is built, the storm water runoff for the site (which presently drains into the city 
storm system) would be collected and processed through the existing water treatment system. 

The storm water runoff for all other Tier 1 project sites would also be processed through the 
existing water treatment system. All Tier 1 projects would therefore be consistent with the water 
quality goals for Mission Bay Park. 

No existing or proposed wetland habitat areas are shown in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update on or adjacent to the Sea World site (Figure 4.1-6). The Tier 1 projects therefore would 
not conflict with Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals for the protection of identified 
wetland habitat areas. 

Eelgrass, which is sensitive to shading, occurs in abundance, along the shoreline adjacent to the 
Splashdown Ride site. A shadow analysis of the Splashdown Ride indicates no significant 
impact to the eelgrass beds would result due to shading from the ride (Section 4.3 , Light Glare 
and Shading and Section 4.6, Biological Resources). 

Designated Upland Habitats within the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update are identified in 
Figure 4.1 -7. Within the vicinity of Sea World (but not on site) California least tern preserves are 
identified on the north shore of the San Diego River chmmel near Sea World Drive, by the 
Ingraham Street "clover leaf' and at Stony Point at the southwestern tip of Fiesta Island. As 
discussed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, development of the Tier 1 future project sites 
would not result in any significant impacts to the least tern preserves . . 

Access and Circulation 

The proposed Tier 1 projects are part of an ongoing program to update the Sea World theme park 
through renovations and new attractions. Therefore, the Tier 1 projects are anticipated to result 
in an increase in visitor attendance and additional trips to the Educational Facility and Special 
Events Center Expansion. The traffic associated with the attendance for the overall project 
would result in significant but mitigable impacts to Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals 
to ameliorate the traffic problems facing the Mission Bay Park including the provision of safe, 
efficient and enjoyable access to all of its recreations areas. A discussion of the transportation 
and circulation impacts of the overall project is provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circulation. A discussion of circulation impacts to recreational resources is discussed in Section 
4.10 of this EIR. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update recommends that, in general, contiguous public 
access, either improved or unimproved, shall be provided around the entire waterfront of Mission 
Bay. However, the Sea World lease area is identified as a current exception site along with eight 
other locations in Mission Bay Park. Continuous public access along the shoreline in this area is 
not considered reasonable or feasible for the following reasons: 1) An existing bicycle 
pedestrian accessway along Sea World ' s southern and western perimeter already completes the 
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link needed to provide contiguous public access around the Bay with co1mection to the regional 
system of recreational paths. The existing path conforms to the Proposed Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Path Improvement Plan shown in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update (Figure 4.1-8). 
None of the Tier 1 projects would interfere with the existing pedestrian/bicycle path. 2) Access 
to Sea World must be limited to the front gate. A public use area along the shoreline side of the 
park would require the addition of a fence or other type of barrier to prevent unauthorized entry. 
Such a barrier would interfere with Sea World's unique physical and connection with the Bay 
now enjoyed by park guests. Additionally, water-dependent facilities such as the seawater intake 
and discharge areas that are vital to the animal life support system would have to remain in the 
public use area. In general , bayside access would increase Sea World's security risks to an 
unacceptable level. 3) Existing structures such as the Waterfront Stadium and the water filtration 
facility would have to relocated or alternatively the public accessway area would need to be 
routed around these facilities through the interior of the park. The latter alternative would 
however compromise the basic intent of the shoreline accessway. Either way, the solutions 
would require substantial capital improvements while Sea World would lose the use of a 
significant amount of land area and would have to accept greater design constraints in the siting 
of future attractions. 4) The low levels of public usage of the South Shores shoreline 
immediately to the east suggest that a public access way along Sea World's shoreline would be 
underutilized. The entire shoreline consists of rip-rap revetment with no opportunity for beach 
usage. 

Design Guidelines 

Elements of the Tier 1 projects would not be consistent with the current 30-foot height 
limitations contained in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines. However, 
the Coastal Zone Height Overlay Zone has been amended to allow heights of up to 160 feet on 
the Sea World leasehold and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines would 
be amended accordingly as part of the proposed project. 

The Splashdown Ride would consist of three towers of 95 feet, 89 feet, and 83 feet, respectively, 
connected by a combination of water flumes and steel track. The structure will alter the visual 
character of Mission Bay Park to some degree but will not block any existing views. 

The Educational Facility would have a height of 45 feet. Given the building's location it would 
not be visible from outside the site. The existing trees within the SeaWorld site would provide 
screening up to 70 feet on the west side of the park. The perimeter parking lot landscaping 
would also provide effective screening from Sea World Drive. 

The Front Gate Renovation would largely consist of low scale development less than 40 feet in 
height with a lighthouse tower (icon structure) up to 90 feet in height. The Front Gate 
Renovation would not be visible from outside the leasehold, except for the tower. The 20-foot 
wide tower would have a maritime theme which would be visually compatible with the aquatic 
character of Mission Bay Park. 
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The Special Events Center Expansion will have an articulated roofline up to 40 feet in height 
with an allowance for one icon structure within the project site up to 60 feet in height. The 
Special Events Center Expansion may be visible from some vantage points outside the leasehold, 
but the building would be consistent with the predominantly low-profile scale of development 
within Sea World and throughout Mission Bay Park. 

The visual impacts of the Tier 1 projects are further discussed in Section 4.2, Neighborhood 
Character/ Aesthetics. 

As discussed above, the Tier 1 projects would be compatible with the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update Design Guidelines for lighting, landscaping, materials and fac;:ade treatments 
(including exterior colors), and signage. These guidelines are further articulated in the Sea World 
Master Plan Update Design Guidelines in a manner which specifically addresses the needs of the 
Sea World site. The following discussion of the visual compatibility of the Tier 2 sites with the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design guidelines is also applicable to the Tier 1 sites. 

City of San Diego Land Development Code 

The Tier 1 projects would be consistent with the Coastal Zone Height Limit Overlay zone which 
allows heights up to 160 feet on the SeaWorld property. None of the Tier 1 projects would 
approach this height level. The maximum heights for each of the Tier 1 projects as set forth in 
the design criteria are: Splashdown Ride (95 feet), Front Gate Renovation (90 feet), Educational 
Center (45 feet), and Special Events Center Expansion (60 feet). 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan (MBPNRMP) 

The Tier 1 projects would have no significant impact on the goals and objectives of the 
MBPNRMP. None of the marine, wetland, or terrestrial resources within Mission Bay Park 
identified in the MBPNRMP would be significantly affected by the Tier 1 projects. A discussion 
of the potential shading impacts of the Splashdown Ride on the offshore eelgrass beds is 
provided in Section 4.3, Light Glare and Shading and Section 4.6 Biological Resources. 

City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea 
Plan 

The proposed Tier 1 projects would have no significant impact on the goals and objectives of the 
MSCP. The Tier 1 projects are located at least 1,000 feet from the Southern Wildlife Preserve 
located in the San Diego River Flood Control Channel. The Southern Wildlife Preserve is the 
closest MHP A to the Sea World leasehold. 

Tier 2 Projects and Plan Development Parameters 
Tier 2 projects are long-range potential development or redevelopment projects that may occur in 
any of the eight sites identified in Area 1. The three basic types of Tier 2 future projects are: 
exhibits, rides, and shows (See Section 3.3.4, Proposed Master Plan Update Characteristics, for 
further description of Tier 2 projects). The following analysis assumes a maximum utilization of 

May 31, 2001 4 .1-34 



Sea World Master Plan Update Land Use 

the height allocation as defined in the Development Criteria. Further, the analysis assumes that 
the four sites permitted to have structural development exceeding 100 feet in height would be 
located in the most enviromnentally-sensitive locations relative to the resource or impact under 
consideration. In general, the Tier 2 future projects differ from Tier 1 projects only in timing, 
specificity, and the potential to use height allocations not previously realized. Because the plan 
offers general guidance for the development of the Tier 2 sites, the analysis of the Tier 2 future 
projects implicitly evaluates the impacts of the general development parameters contained in the 
Sea World Master Plan Update. 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

The SeaWorld theme park (Area 1) is an established visitor-serving commercial use within 
Mission Bay Park providing a variety of attractions (exhibits, rides, and shows) and guest 
support services centered on entertaimnent and educational themes. The Tier 2 future projects 
would continue Sea World ' s established program of periodic renovation and provision of new 
attractions. The attractions anticipated within the Tier 2 future project sites would be compatible 
with the present uses of the Sea World theme park, varying only in height and the use of available 
technology. Therefore, the Tier 2 future projects would be consistent with the resource-based 
parkland designation of the City' s Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 

The following discussion focuses on the compatibility of the proposed Tier 2 future projects (as 
defined through the Sea World Master Plan Development Criteria) with the goals and policy 
recommendations of Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. 

Land Use 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update recognizes SeaWorld as an existing theme park and 
tourist attraction which is compatible with the commercial recreational component of the Plan. 
Recent concerns, identified in the planning process for the Sea World Master Plan Update, have 
questioned the compatibility of certain types of SeaWorld attractions (specifically attractions 
offering high levels of excitement or thrills) with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. 
Existing Sea World attractions with "thrill" components include Shipwreck Rapids and Wild 
Arctic. Other attractions, such as the Shamu show and Waterfront Stadium, are designed, in part, 
to generate excitement. Additionally, numerous recreational activities in Mission Bay Park, such 
as the use of personal watercraft, water skiing, and thunderboat racing, are endorsed by the Plan 
and offer similar levels of thrills and excitement. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
contains no goals or policy recommendations that would specifically limit the type of theme park 
uses or attractions permitted on the SeaWorld site. Absent specific guidance in the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update regarding this issue, it may be concluded that "thrill-rides" and other 
excitement generating attractions are acceptable uses within the context of the Sea World theme 
park. 

The Tier 2 future projects would not significantly impact goals to promote the aquatic orientation 
of Mission Bay Park. The gradual development of new exhibits, rides, or shows continue the 
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existing land use and pattern of development within the Sea World theme park. Sea World's 
existing exhibits, rides, and shows center around a marine animal/ocean theme which 
compliments the aquatic orientation of Mission Bay Park. Like many of Sea World's existing 
attractions such as Manatee Rescue ( exhibit), Shipwreck Rapids (ride), and Dolphin Stadium 
(show) many of the Tier 2 future projects would contain water elements that are complimentary 
to the aquatic environment of Mission Bay Park. 

The Tier 2 future projects would be compatible with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
goals to maximize the recreational and environmental functions of various land uses within 
Mission Bay Park. In its discussion of the "maximum sustainable benefit" concept the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update recommends that the Park should be organized according to 
"regions" of compatible uses. The Sea World site is designated in the Plan as most suitable for 
commercial-oriented recreation. SeaWorld offers a special type of commercial-oriented 
recreation which suppo1ts the "maximum sustainable benefit" concept. All of the Tier 2 future 
projects would be compatible with the existing commercial recreational uses of the Sea World 
site. Collectively, the future exhibits, rides, and shows that comprise the Tier 2 projects would 
enhance the variety and maintain the quality of commercial recreation oppmtunities at the 
Sea World site. 

The proposed Tier 2 future projects would be consistent with Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update goals to intensify existing commercial leases to the greatest extent possible, to provide a 
variety of recreational opportunities, and to maintain an important economic role in San Diego's 
economy. The gradual development of the eight Tier 2 future projects with exhibits, rides, and 
shows would provide SeaWorld the opportunity to maintain and enhance its unique commercial 
recreation offerings well into the future. As one of San Diego's major tourist attractions, 
Sea World has an important role in San Diego's economy. Out of town visitors to Sea World 
support the local hotel industry and bring "new" money into the local economy. Sea World's 
continued growth would have a positive fiscal impact to the City of San Diego through increased 
lease revenue and the potential expansion of Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenues. 

Water Use 

The proposed Tier 2 future projects would not significantly impact goals to: 1) support the 
diverse aquatic interests of visitors to Mission Bay Park, and 2) ensure adequate access to the 
Park' s aquatic resources. The proposed project would not reduce public access to the Bay as 
none exists now nor is recommended by the MBPMP. Furthermore, none of the eight future 
projects involve shoreline alterations or structures that would impair existing access to the water 
areas of Mission Bay Park. 

Environment 

The proposed Tier 2 future projects would not significantly impact Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update goals to provide for the long-term health of Mission Bay Park. 

Seven of the Tier 2 future project sites, E-2, F-2, G-2, H-2, L-2, and J-2, (Figure 3.3-8) would be 
located on land that has been previously developed with structures, landscaping, pedestrian 
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pathways, or parking. The I-2 future project site is located partially on land used for parking and 
partially on undeveloped land. The undeveloped portion, which is part of the South Shores 
parcel, has no identified biological resources. 

Four of the Tier 2 future project sites, E-2, F-2, G-2 and K-2, (Figure 3 .3-8) are located on, or in 
close proximity to, the shoreline. Eelgrass, which is highly sensitive to shading impacts, occurs 
in abundance along Sea World's entire shoreline. A shadow analysis of a maximum concentration 
of height (up to 160 feet) in these four sites and subject to the bulk plane setback, indicates a 
significant but mitigable shading impact to the eelgrass (See Section 4.3, Light, Glare and 
Shading and Section 4.6 Biological Resources). 

Tier 2 future project sites are in close enough proximity to the existing least tern preserve at 
Stony Point ( on the southwest tip of Fiesta Island) to be evaluated for their potential effects on 
least tern nesting. Under certain conditions, tall structures may disturb least terns if such 
structures provide or are perceived as viable predator perching sites. As discussed in Section 4.6, 
Biological Resources, it has been concluded that future development of Tier 2 sites may provide 
predator perching opportunities if there is a clear line-of-sight from the new structure to the 
Preserve. This potential impact is identified as significant and mitigable through appropriate 
design features . 

The Tier 2 future project site F-2, which is presently occupied by the existing Waterfront
Stadium, is unique in that it includes approximately two acres of open water area. The design 
criteria for the F-2 site would not allow any development or filling in the open water area of the 
site, including expansion of the existing island. Therefore, any potential impact to the eelgrass 
beds in this area from encroachment into the water area would be avoided. 

The Tier 2 projects would be consistent with the goals of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update to improve water quality . The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update contains a key 
policy recommendation which outlines a multi-faceted approach to improve the Bay's water 
quality at both the Park and watershed scale. These recommendations apply broadly to the City 
of San Diego, businesses and non-profit organizations within the Park as well as businesses and 
residents within the 57-square-mile, Mission Bay Park watershed. As described in Section 3.3, 
Existing Operations, Sea World operates a water treatment system to treat the marine animal 
water as well as a portion of the surface storm water runoff. Ninety-six percent of the stormwater 
runoff in Area 1 is treated in this manner. Additionally, SeaWorld employs a comprehensive 
"Best Management Practices" (BMP) program that requires regular sweeping of the grounds to 
remove potential pollutants and restricts the use of pesticides and fertilizers. All of the Tier 2 
future projects sites would be included in the existing programs. 

All Tier 2 future projects have the potential to include marine life. The water treatment system 
utilizes water from Mission Bay, treats it for marine life use, circulates it through the aquaria 
facilities (including exhibits, rides, and shows) and treats it again for discharge back into Mission 
Bay. The development of Tier 2 future projects containing marine life elements are, therefore, 
limited to the available capacity of the water treatment system and/or the discharge limitations 
covered under Sea World's NPDES permit. As discussed in Section 4.5, Water Quality, the 
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NPDES permit, which is issued and enforced by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (CRWQCB), contains strict discharge standards. These standards are well above what is 
required for human contact. Additionally, most Tier 2 future projects would be located in the 
interior of the theme park (Area 1) where the storm water runoff is currently collected and 
processed though the water treatment system (See discussion of "existing condition" described in 
Section 4.2, Project Description). Therefore, all Tier 2 future projects would be compatible with 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals to improve the Bay's water quality. 

No existing or proposed wetland habitat areas are shown in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update on or adjacent to the SeaWorld site (Figure 4.1-6). The Tier 2 future projects, therefore, 
would not conflict with Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals for the protection of 
identified wetland habitat areas. 

Designated Upland Habitats within the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update are identified in 
(Figure 4.1-7). Within the vicinity of Sea World (but not on site) California least tern preserves 
are identified on the north shore of the San Diego River Flood Control Channel near Sea World 
Drive, by the Ingraham Street "clover leaf' and at Stony Point at the southwestern tip of Fiesta 
Island. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update proposes that the Stony Point and Cloverleaf 
site be abandoned and replaced at other locations. As discussed in Section 4.6, Biological 
Resources, development of the Tier 2 future project sites would not result in any significant 
impacts to the least tern preserves. 

Access and Circulation 

The proposed Tier 2 future projects are part of a program of periodic upgrading of the Sea World 
theme park, which is anticipated to result in a gradual increase in visitor attendance. In Section 
4.4, Transportation/Circulation, traffic impacts are evaluated for significance under both the near 
term (2005) condition and the buildout (2020) condition. The additional traffic associated with 
the attendance increase would have significant impacts on several roadway segments and 
intersections under both the near term and buildout conditions. While traffic mitigation 
measures identified in Section 4.4 would mitigate many of the impacts, impacts of the project's 
traffic on several primary roadway segments and freeway interchanges may not be reduced to 
below a level of significance due the potential lack of full funding to accomplish the 
improvements to which Sea World will be required to make a fair share contribution. In light of 
the fact that congestion on these primary roadway segments will occur with or without Sea 
World, the impact of the project would not significantly conflict with the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update goals to ameliorate the traffic problems facing the Park including the 
provision of safe, efficient and enjoyable access to all of its recreation areas. In fact, the fair 
share contributions would help implement improvements which are already needed. A 
discussion of the transportation and circulation impacts of the overall project and proposed 
mitigation is provided in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation. 

The Tier 2 future projects would not interfere with the existing pedestrian bicycle path, which 
conforms to the Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Improvement Plan of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update (Figure 4.1 -8). 
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Vertical access to the shoreline would remain available from South Shores Road on the east side 
of Sea World and at Perez Cove on the west side. 

South Shores/Fiesta Island 

As noted in the Tier 1 discussion for the South Shores area, the proposed expansion of the Tier 1 
and Tier 2 sites into the South Shores commercial parcel would fulfill the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update recommendations for this area. The remaining portions of the South Shores 
area lie immediately to the east of Sea World. 

A primary recommendation of the South Shores concept plan is to preserve wide open views of 
Mission Bay Park from the entrance roadways - specifically Tecolote Road, Pacific Highway, 
Friars Road, and Sea World Drive. All eight Tier 2 future projects could have structures up to 
100 feet in height and four of the sites ( at any location) could have structures up to 160 feet in 
height. While a maximum buildout of all Tier 2 future project sites would not block any views 
of Mission Bay Park from the South Shores entrance roadways, this scenario would have a 
significant impact on the visual character of Mission Bay Park from these and other public 
vantage points. For a more detailed assessment of the visual impacts, see Section 4.2, 
Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics. 

Design Guidelines 

The Tier 2 future projects, due to their potential height, would not be consistent with the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines for building height and massing which 
recommends low-scale buildings to reinforce the open quality of the bay while minimally 
obstructing views to the sky and distant shore. However, the Coastal Zone Height Overlay Zone 
has been amended to allow heights of up to 160 feet on the Sea World leasehold and the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines would be amended accordingly as part of the 
proposed project. 

The visual impacts posed by the introduction of taller structures on the SeaWorld site are 
addressed by several components of the plan including the Development Criteria, and the Design 
Guidelines of the Sea World Master Plan Update. First, the Sea World Master Plan Update limits 
the amount of area that can be built to heights above 30 feet. Second, the number of 
development sites that may have structures exceeding 100 feet in height is limited to four. Third, 
structural elements above 100 feet in height must have a 50% transparency. Fourth, the plan 
contains architectural and landscaping guidelines that are designed to soften the visual impact of 
the taller structures to the extent feasible. These guidelines are intended to prevent an 
"exaggerated theme park architecture" that would negatively impact the built environment of 
Mission Bay Park. Nevertheless, as discussed in Section 4.2, several of the Tier 2 developments 
may be highly visible from beyond the Sea World leasehold and would significantly alter the 
visual character of Mission Bay Park. 

The future Tier 2 projects would be generally compatible with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update Design Guidelines for landscaping, lighting, materials and fa9ade treatments, exterior 
colors, and signage. The Sea World Master Plan Update Design Guidelines specifically address 
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these topics and provide site-specific interpretations for the unique needs of the Sea World site. 
Carnival-style lighting with excessive illumination colors and motion would not be permitted. 
Horizontal cut-offs and limitations on light spilling into adjacent areas are also required. 
Exterior colors for all Tier 2 attractions would be limited to light or neutral colors for large mass 
areas; bright colors and reflective surfaces would be reserved for accents. Signs incorporated 
into new park attractions would be designed to blend with the architecture rather than appearing 
as a billboard. Landscaping requirements for theme park attractions would be applied on a 
situational basis to soften visual impacts to the extent feasible. 

City of San Diego Land Development Code 

The Tier 2 future projects will be consistent with the Coastal Zone Height Limit Overlay zone 
which allows heights up to 160 feet on the Sea World property with the passage of Proposition D. 
The SeaWorld Master Plan Update limits heights of 160 feet to 1% of the theme park area (Area 
1). All Tier 2 future projects are subject to the 1 % provision. No other environmental aspects of 
the Land Development Code apply directly to the Sea World property. 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan 

The Tier 2 future projects would have no significant impact on the goals and objectives of the 
Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan (MBPNRMP). None of the marine, 
wetland, or terrestrial resources within Mission Bay Park identified in the MBPNRMP would be 
significantly affected by the Tier 2 projects. A discussion of the potential shading impacts of the 
Tier 2 future projects on the offshore eelgrass beds is provided in Section 4.3, Light Glare and 
Shading and Section 4.6 Biological Resources. As discussed in Section 4.6, Biological 
Resources, Tier 2 projects would not interfere with nearby least tern nesting preserves. 

City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea 
Plan 

The proposed Tier 2 future projects would have no significant impact on the goals and objectives 
of the MSCP. The Tier 2 future projects are located at least 1,000 feet from the Southern 
Wildlife Preserve located in the San Diego River Flood Control Channel. The Southern Wildlife 
Preserve is the closest MHP A to the Sea World leasehold. 

Special Projects 
Special projects are specific long-range development projects identified in Areas 2, 4 and 5 of 
the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. The four projects identified in the plan are the parking 
garage, transit station, marina expansion and hotel. The ultimate heights of each of these future 
projects are specified in the individual project design criteria and are not a part of the Area 1 
height allowance. 

City of San Diego San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

As previously discussed, the General Plan land use designation for the Sea World leasehold is 
"resource-based parkland". The Special Projects would be consistent with the resource-based 
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parkland designation of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan, as defined by the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update. The future parking garage and transit station would support an 
established visitor serving use (SeaWorld) and improve traffic circulation within Mission Bay 
Park. The future hotel use would provide additional guest housing opportunities within Mission 
Bay Park. The future marina expansion would intensify an existing aquatic use within the Park. 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 

Land Use 

The future marina expansion and hotel would further Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
goals to promote the aquatic orientation of Mission Bay Park. The marina expansion will 
enhance the use and viability of the existing aquatic facility. The hotel would provide additional 
guest housing within Mission Bay Park and convenient access to Sea World and the marina. 

The future parking garage, transit station, and future hotel would be compatible with Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update goals to maximize the recreational and environmental functions of 
various land uses within Mission Bay Park. The future parking garage would permit SeaWorld 
to continue park renovation and expansion plans without impacting public parking areas at other 
locations within Mission Bay Park. The incorporation of the transit station would improve 
public access to Mission Bay Park and may potentially reduce the number of vehicle trips using 
local roads to reach the Sea World theme park. The future hotel would provide new guest 
housing in close proximity to Sea World and may also reduce the number of vehicles trips using 
local roads to reach Sea World. Together, these facilities help maximize the existing commercial 
recreation functions of the Sea World leasehold. 

The future parking garage, transit station, marina expansion, and hotel would be consistent with 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals to intensify existing commercial leases to the 
greatest extent possible, to provide a variety of recreational opportunities, and to render 
maximum revenue to the City. The future parking structure would free up land presently 
devoted to existing surface parking for more theme park attractions and special facilities. The 
future transit station would promote overall access to Mission Bay Park and beach areas and 
would offer convenient transit access to the Sea World theme park from other hotels and 
convention facilities in Mission Bay Park, Mission Valley and downtown San Diego. The future 
marina expansion would provide additional recreational boating opportunities. The future 650-
room hotel would provide new guest housing with views and access to the Bay. 

Enhancements to Sea World would also translate into increased revenues to the City of San Diego 
through sales and transient occupancy tax (TOT) revenues. SeaWorld presently receives 
between 3.5 and 4 million annual visitors of which more than 60% are from outside San Diego 
County. Construction of the hotel would provide a new source of TOT revenues. Increased 
attendance would result in increased sales tax revenue. 

As previously mentioned the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update does not provide specific 
recommendations for the SeaWorld site. However, the SeaWorld Master Plan Update, as 
referenced in the proposed amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, does 
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provide conceptual development recommendations for the Sea World site. Such 
recommendations include a 650-room hotel. 

Water Use 

The future parking garage, transit station and hotel would not significantly impact goals to: 1) 
support the diverse aquatic interests of visitors to Mission Bay Park and 2) ensure adequate 
access to the Park's aquatic resources. The parking garage would not be located near the water 
and would not impair existing access to the water areas of Mission Bay Park. 

The future marina expansion would support the aquatic interests of visitors to Mission Bay Park 
through the provision of 115 new boat slips. A policy recommendation of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update states that no new wet slips are recommended for Mission Bay Park with the 
exception of current expansions proposed by the Bahia Hotel, Princess Resort, and the Mission 
Bay Yacht Club and that up to 24 wet-slips may be provided for day-use only, as part of new 
docks for the Ski Club. However, the 1985 Sea World Master Plan and lease agreement entitles 
the Sea World Marina to 200 additional boat slips. The proposed amendment to the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan Update therefore would update Sea World ' s existing entitlement to reflect the 
proposed 115 wet-slip expansion. The marina expansion would take place entirely within 
SeaWorld ' s existing water lease area and would enhance recreational boating opportunities in 
Mission Bay Park. 

The future hotel would be compatible with Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals to 
support visitor access to aquatic resources within Mission Bay Park, as the hotel will be located 
adjacent to the existing SeaWorld Marina. The SeaWorld Master Plan Update development 
criteria for the future hotel site require a 25-foot setback between the hotel facilities and the top 
of the rip-rap revetment. The setback area would be developed with a public walkway providing 
public access along the Perez Cove shoreline. 

Environment 

The future parking garage, transit station and hotel would not significantly impact goals to 
provide for the long-term health of Mission Bay Park. The parking garage and transit station 
would be located in the interior of the Sea World property on areas that have been previously 
developed with existing surface parking. The hotel would also be developed on land that is 
presently used for parking. No significant biological resources are present on either site. 

Stormwater runoff from these sites drains into the existing City storm water system. The 
stormwater is carried into Mission Bay and discharged at the Perez Cove outfall. Because these 
areas are presently covered with impervious surfaces (mostly asphalt), future development of the 
parking structure, transit station and the hotel would not increase runoff above the "existing 
condition" described in Section 3 .3 .1, Project Description. 

The proposed marina expansion has some potential to increase water pollution due to the 
handling of oils and fuels needed for powerboats and personal watercraft, bacteria from sanitary 
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waste spills, heavy metals from antifouling paints, and litter. A discussion of these potential 
impacts and proposed mitigation is provided in Section 4.5, Water Quality. 

In summary, the development of the Special Projects would not significantly impact the water 
quality goals for Mission Bay Park. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update identifies extensive eelgrass beds in Perez Cove. Due 
to shading caused by the expansion of the marina docks and new berthing areas, significant 
impacts to the eelgrass would result. A discussion of the eelgrass impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.3, Light, Glare and Shading and Section 4.6, 
Biological Resources. 

None of the future Special Projects would be located close enough to existing California least 
tern preserves to have any potential impact. 

Access and Circulation 

The future parking garage would be consistent with Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals 
to assure appropriate levels of onsite parking for commercial recreation uses within Mission Bay 
Park. The inclusion of the transit center is also consistent with Mission Bay Plan Update goals to 
ameliorate the traffic problems facing the park, as it provides an alternative to the automobile. 
The proposed marina would not result in significant traffic increases. The additional parking 
spaces needed for the 115-slip marina expansion would be provided by expanding the existing 
marina parking into surplus spaces from the adjacent employee parking lot. Additional 
reconfiguration of the marina parking may be necessary to accommodate future plans for the 
hotel. 

The additional traffic associated with the future hotel would contribute to the overall traffic for 
the project (Sea World Master Plan Update), which would have significant but mitigable impacts 
to Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals to ameliorate the traffic problems in Mission Bay 
Park. A discussion of the transportation and circulation impacts of the overall project is provided 
in Section 4.4, Transportation/Circulation. 

The future parking garage, transit station, marina expansion and hotel projects would not impact 
the existing pedestrian bicycle path, which _conforms to the Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Improvement 
Plan of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update (Figure 4.1-8). In accordance with the 
leasehold development criteria, the future hotel building and hotel parking garage would be 
located at least 25 feet from the top of the existing shoreline revetment. The design criteria for 
the future hotel require the development of a pedestrian accessway along the waterfront and a 
minimum 10-foot wide vertical accessway through the site to the waterfront. The vertical 
accessway would be designed to facilitate connection with the existing bikeway and pedestrian 
path along Perez Cove Way. 
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Design Guidelines 

The future parking garage, transit station, and hotel projects would not be consistent with the 
current height requirements contained in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design 
Guidelines which emphasizes low rise development under 30 feet in height. However, as 
previously discussed, the Coastal Zone Height Overlay Zone has been amended to allow heights 
up to 160 feet on the Sea World leasehold and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design 
Guidelines are proposed to be amended accordingly. 

The future parking garage would have a maximum height of 45 feet. Located in the southwest 
corner of the Sea World site, the parking garage would generally not be visible from other areas 
in Mission Bay Park. The future parking garage may be intermittently visible from the West 
Mission Bay Drive Bridge crossing the San Diego River and from Sea World Drive. Consistent 
with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines, the future parking garage 
would not block any views of the bay or encroach into the views of distant hillsides. The future 
transit station, which would be integrated into the parking garage, would not add any additional 
height or potential visual impacts to the parking garage. The guideway leading to the transit 
station is not a part of the Sea World Master Plan Update and would be evaluated for consistency 
with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines as a separate project. 

The future hotel would have a maximum height of 90 feet and would be most visible from the 
eastern portions of Mission Bay Park ( east of Ingraham Street). The tall trees between Ingraham 
Street and Perez Cove Way (up to 70 feet in height) would help -screen the hotel from the western 
portions of Mission Bay Park and provide a visual backdrop to lessen visual impacts when 
viewed from the east. The trees would also soften the visual impacts from elevated vantage 
points such as the Pacific Beach, Clairemont Mesa and Point Loma hillsides. However, even 
with the landscape screening the hotel would have a significant impact on the visual character of 
Mission Bay Park. Additionally, the hotel and associated parking garage would partially block 
an intermittent view of Mission Bay (Perez Cove and Fiesta Bay) from Ingraham Street and 
Perez Cove Way. The visual impacts of the future parking garage, transit station, and hotel 
projects are further discussed in Section 4.2 Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics. 

The future marina expansion would not involve any structures above ten feet in height and would 
be fully consistent with the visual impact goals of Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design 
Guidelines. 

The future parking garage, transit station, marina expansion and hotel projects would be 
compatible with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines for lighting, 
landscaping, materials and fa9ade treatments, and signage. These guidelines are further 
articulated in the SeaWorld Master Plan Update Design Guidelines in a manner, which 
specifically addresses the i.1eeds of the Sea World site. The architecture for the parking garage 
and hotel would follow the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Guidelines for horizontal 
forms, varied roof lines and building massing. Landscaping would be used to screen the parking 
areas and soften the visual impact of the parking garage. Lighting for the parking garage and 
hotel would not be allowed to spill over into adjacent areas of Mission Bay Park. 
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City of San Diego Land Development Code 

The future parking garage, transit station, marina expansion, and hotel projects will be consistent 
with the Coastal Zone Height Limit Overlay zone which allows heights up to 160 feet on the 
Sea World property. The maximum height for the future parking garage and transit station would 
be 45 feet. The future marina expansion would remain well under 30 feet, which is the 
maximum height for this area. The future hotel would not exceed 90 feet. 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan (MBPNRMP) 

The future parking garage, transit station, and hotel projects would have no significant impact on 
the goals and objectives of the MBPNRMP. None of the marine, wetland, or terrestrial resources 
within Mission Bay Park identified in the MBPNRMP would be significantly affected by these 
projects. The future marina expansion, however, could have a significant impact on the eelgrass 
beds identified in the MBPNRMP. A discussion of the shading impacts of the marina expansion 
and proposed mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.3 , Light Glare and Shading and 
Section 4.6 Biological Resources. 

City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea 
Plan 

The future parking garage, transit station, marina expansion and hotel projects would have no 
significant impact on the goals and objectives of the MSCP. The closest MHPA area is the 
Southern Wildlife Preserve located in the San Diego River Channel. The Southern Wildlife 
Preserve is located approximately 300 feet from the future parking garage site and is buffered by 
Sea World Drive, undeveloped salt pan habitat, and the pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle accessway 
along the top of the river channel embankment. 

4.1.4 Significance of Impact 
The proposed Tier 1 projects, Tier 2 future projects, and the future hotel project would have a 
significant impact on the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update goals to ameliorate the traffic 
problems facing the Park. 

The proposed height and scale of the Splashdown Ride (Tier 1) and future hotel project, and the 
potential height and scale of all Tier 2 future projects, would have a significant visual impact on 
the character of Mission Bay Park and, therefore, would significantly impact the vistas from the 
South Shores entry roadways identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. 

The proposed height and scale of the Splashdown Ride (Tier 1 project) and future hotel project, 
and the potential height and scale of all Tier 2 future projects would represent a significant 
inconsistency with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines for building 
height and massing. While the proposed amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update would resolve the height inconsistency, collectively the projects have the potential to 
significantly alter the existing visual character of Mission Bay Park in ways not anticipated by 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines. 
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The future marina expansion would significantly impact the eelgrass beds in Perez Cove creating 
a conflict with the environmental goals of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and the 
Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan. 

4.1.5 Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Reduction of land use compatibility and policy impacts would be achieved through 
implementation of activity-specific mitigation measures associated with transportation/ 
circulation, biological resources, and neighborhood characteristics/aesthetics and described in 
Sections 4.2, 4.4 and 4.6. In addition, approval of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 
Amendment and Sea World Master Plan Update which are proposed as part of this project would 
avoid the impacts related to inconsistencies with adopted plans and policies or reduce them to 
below a level of significance. 
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4.2 

4.2.1 

Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics 

Existing Conditions 

Topography and Landform 
The project site is located in a low-lying area where the land area topographic elevations range 
from ten to 20 feet above mean sea level. The Sea World leasehold upland area is relatively flat, 
with the water level in the leasehold portion of the leasehold fluctuating with the tides. 
Topography surrounding the project site is also relatively flat in the Mission Bay Park area. 
Hillside areas are located beyond the Mission Bay Park boundaries to the south as part of the 
Ocean Beach Community; to the east in the Bay Park area; to the southeast in the Presidio Park 
area; and to the north in the northern part of Pacific Beach. To the west are Mission Beach, 
which is relatively flat, and the Pacific Ocean. 

Visual Environment 
The visual environment surrow1ding SeaWorld contains both land and water elements. The 
water component is made up by Mission Bay, and contains marinas and boating activities. The 
land component, for the most part, is developed as a park with low level (under 30 feet) 
structures. There are a few notable exceptions. These include the Hilton (eight stories) and 
Hyatt Islandia (17 stories) hotels, as well as the Ingraham and West Mission Bay Drive bridges 
in the Park. In addition, the Sea World leasehold includes the 320-foot-high Sky Tower and two 
approximately 100-foot-high pylons that support the Skyway. 

The Mission Bay Park landscaping is characterized by a variety of plant materials, however most 
of the Park is landscaped with lawn, with numerous tree areas. The tree areas near Sea World 
include a grove of eucalyptus along the eastern half of the southern leasehold boundary and a 
grove of pine trees along most of the western leasehold boundary (See Figure 4.1-1 ). These trees 
are typically about 60 feet in height. There is also a grove of mostly pine trees within the ramp 
interchange area southwest and northeast of the Sea World/Ingraham Street intersection (See 
Figure 4.1-1 ). 

Visual Policies 
The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update also provides design guidelines that relate to the 
appearance of future development in the Park. These include varied roof profiles and an average 
building setback of 25 feet from public use zones. The Plan also states that "To ensure as 
unencumbered and amenable a view of the bay environment as possible, no structure, earthform, 
or landscape feature should be constructed within the major public view corridors, or viewsheds, 
so as to impede, diminish or negatively affect the view of the Bay's environment." More detail 
on adopted land use policies related to visual resources can be found in Section 4 .1, Land Use. 
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Key Vantage Points 
Important viewsheds that include the Sea World leasehold have been identified as key vantage 
points (KVP). These KVPs are typically public viewing areas, and include road viewsheds, 
public viewpoints and parks. Since the Mission Bay Park surrounds the SeaWorld leasehold, 
most of the KVPs are within this Park. In addition, KVPs were identified outside Mission Bay 
Park to provide a description of the visual environment from the surrounding community. 

The KVPs were determined through a number of sources, including extensive fieldwork, a 
review of adopted plans and policies, viewpoint locations identified during the public forums, 
and concerns of the California Coastal Commission. Among the most important sources for 
determining KVPs is the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, which includes Design 
Guidelines (Appendix G of the Master Plan), which indicate that "Mission Bay Park is highly 
visible from a number of public roadways. These include the southbound lanes of 1-5 between 
Grand A venue and Clairemont Drive; the westbound lanes of 1-8; the Friars Road, Pacific 
Highway, and Mission Bay Drive entrances; the Midway Drive, Ingraham Street and Sunset 
Cliffs Boulevard bridges; and Clairemont Drive as it descends from the Clairemont hills, among 
several surrounding roadways." 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines also identify viewsheds at the 
perimeter of the Park (Figure 4.2-1 ). Major views into the Park are again discussed in the South 
Shores and Fiesta Island section of the Park Master Plan. This section of the Mission Bay 
Master Plan Update indicates that" ... South Shores should afford wide and open views of the 
Park from entrance roadways - namely Tecolote Road, Pacific Highway, Friars Road and Sea 
World Drive." 

Participants in the various public forum workshops that were held as part of the SeaWorld 
Master Plan Update identified potential impacts to views and viewsheds due to increased height 
of buildings and attractions as a key issue. During these workshops key viewpoints were 
identified by the participants and were cited in the Plan Update. These viewpoints are also 
included in this analysis. 

The California Coastal Commission staff concurred with the viewpoints identified in the Mission 
Bay Master Plan Update and added one at the south end of Fiesta Island to provide an analysis of 
view impact to future recreational uses planned for this part of the Park. 

A map of the KVPs is shown on Figure 4.2-2. This map also indicates which KVPs are 
identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, by Sea World Master Plan Update public 
forum participants, community planning groups and by Coastal Commission staff. A brief 
description of each KVP follows, which are keyed to the location map. 

KVP 1: This northeasterly view from Robb Field toward SeaWorld includes the San Diego 
River in the foreground (Figure 4.2-3). In the midground is a dense tree area that obscures 
Sea World, with the exception of the Sea World tower, which is visible as part of the midground 
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view. The community of Bay Park is only visible in the southern part of the view because the 
trees in the foreground block most of Bay Park. 

KVP 2: The KVP 2 view towards Sea World is from the northbound lanes on the Sunset Cliffs 
Boulevard Bridge, where it crosses the San Diego River. The foreground part of this view 
includes San Diego River, and the palm and other trees on the north side of the riverbank (Figure 
4.2-4). The dense tree area in the foreground, with the exception of the Sea World tower, 
obscures Sea World. The tree area also screens the Sea World parking lot and the background 
view of the Bay Park hillsides. 

KVP 3: KVP 3 is located on the West Mission Bay Drive Bridge, where it crosses the San 
Diego River. This KVP provides a view of Sea World from the northbound traffic lanes. A 
photograph of this view illustrates the San Diego River in the foreground with the Sea World 
theme park in the midground, approximately 0.4 mile from the viewpoint (Figure 4.2-5). The 
SeaWorld parking lot is obscured by existing trees and landscaping along Sea World Drive. In 
the background are the northern Pacific Beach hillsides. 

KVP 4: The northwesterly view from westbound Interstate 8, in the vicinity of the Sports 
Arena, includes Sea World as shown on the photograph in Figure 4.2-6. The San Diego River 
and the associated wetlands are in foreground, with the landscaping along Sea World Drive in the 
midground. The Sea World tower is a major feature in the landscape at almost a mile from this 
KVP. 

KVP 5: KVP 5 is taken from the northbound lanes of Interstate 5, just south of its intersection 
with Interstate 8. The northwesterly view from this location includes the Sea World tower as part 
of the background view (Figure 4.2-7). No other part of Sea World is visible from this location. 
The foreground and midground parts of the view include freeway, freeway signs and scattered 
trees, mostly within the Interstate rights-of-way. 

KVP 6: The view from Presidio Park towards Sea World includes the intersection of Interstates 
5 and 8 in the foreground/midground area, which is a dominant element in this viewshed (Figure 
4.2-8). At approximately 1.75 miles, Sea World is part of the background view. The Sea World 
Tower is a prominent element in the background view because it is "skylined." The southern 
part of Fiesta Island and the Passage part of Mission Bay are also visible in this view. 

KVP 7: KVP 7 is a Mission Bay Park gateway view at the SeaWorld Drive/Interstate 5 park 
entry. In the foreground part of the view are low trees and shrubs as well as the southern part of 
Fiesta Island (Figure 4.2-9). The tree landscaping associated with SeaWorld and the South 
Shores Park is part of the background view at about 0.9 mile from this location. However, given 
the height of Sea World tower, it is a prominent element in this landscape view. 

KVP 8: KVP 8 is a Mission Bay Park gateway view near the park entry on Pacific Highway 
where it intersects with Sea World Drive. From this location the Mission Bay Pacific Passage 
and the South Shores Park are visible in the foreground and midground (Figure 4.2-10). 
SeaWorld is approximately 0.75 mile from this location and is in the midground to background 
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View from Robb Field (KVP 1) Figure 4.2-3 
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View from Sunset Cliffs Boulevard Bridge (KVP 2) Figure 4.2-4 
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View from West Mission Bay Drive Bridge (KVP 3) Figure 4.2-5 
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View from Westbound Interstate 8 (KVP 4) Figure 4.2-6 
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View from Northbound Interstate 5 (KVP 5) Figure 4.2-7 
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Source: Project Design Consultants. 2000 

View from Presidio Park (KVP 6) Figure 4.2-8 
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Source: Project Design Consultants. 2000 

View from Sea World Drive/Interstate 5 Park Entry (KVP 7) Figure 4.2-9 
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View from Pacific Highway Park Entry (KVP 8) Figure 4.2-10 
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part of the view. Some of the Sea World buildings are visible as well as the tree landscaping 
associated with the SeaWorld leasehold. However, perimeter landscaping screens the SeaWorld 
parking lot. 

KVP 9: From the intersection of SeaWorld Drive and Friars Road, this Mission Bay Park 
gateway view includes the undeveloped and recently developed South Shores area in the 
foreground and midground (Figure 4.2-11). The SeaWorld tower is approximately one mile 
from this location in the background part of this view. However, the existing SeaWorld 
development'is barely visible. 

KVP 10: This view of Sea World is from Sea World Drive, however most of Sea World is not 
visible due to the landscaped berm next to the north side of SeaWorld Drive (Figure 4.2-12). 
Also, the Sea World parking lot is obscured by the roadside berm and associated landscaping. 
However, the Sea World tower is visible as part of the midground view. 

KVP 11: At the intersection of Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way, the view towards 
SeaWorld is mostly obscured by existing trees along Ingraham Street. In addition, a variety of 
trees exist on the Sea World leasehold in this area that also obscures the Sea World theme park 
area. However, the Sea World tower is very visible as part of the midground view (Figure 4.2-
13). 

KVP 12: The view from the Ingraham Street Bridge is elevated above the surrounding parkland, 
and provides an open vantage point to Sea World (Figure 4.2-14). The foreground view from the 
eastern pedestrian walkway is of Mission Bay, the Sea World Marina and the Skyway, as well as 
parts of the Hubbs Research facility, which is screened by trees. Waterfront Stadium and other 
Sea World structures are also visible in this location along with tree landscaping. The midground 
view includes the Sea World tower, while other, more eastern parts of the theme park, including 
the Sea World parking lot are not visible due to the structures in the foreground. 

KVP 13: This KVP is located on Ski Beach, just east of Ingraham Street. The southeasterly 
view from this location includes Mission Bay in the foreground (Figure 4.2-15). The Sea World 
Marina, Sky Tram, Waterfront Stadium and the SeaWorld tower are visible midground features 
on the SeaWorld leasehold from this viewpoint. The view of SeaWorld also includes a 
significant amount of trees in the landscape. 

KVP 14: This view, from the southern end of Fiesta Island, is approximately 0.2 mile from the 
northern Sea World leasehold boundary. Pacific Passage of Mission Bay as well as the northern 
part of SeaWorld is in the foreground view from this KVP (Figure 4.2-16). The various 
SeaWorld structures are very visible from this location. The background view includes the 
hillsides associated with the Ocean Beach/Loma! Portal area. 

KVP 15: This KVP is also located at the southern end of Fiesta Island; however it is east of the 
Sea World leasehold, across Pacific Passage from the South Shores boat launch. The westerly 
view of Sea World from this location includes Pacific Passage and the eastern half of Sea World 
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in the foreground view (Figure 4.2-17). This includes the various Sea World structures as well as 
the trees on the leasehold. The midground view includes the SeaWorld tower, while the 
background view includes the Sky Tram and the Ingraham Street Bridge. 

KVP 16: This KVP is associated with Clairemont Drive, about 2.1 miles to the northeast of 
Sea World. This viewpoint is elevated above Mission Bay, and provides an open view westward. 
However the view towards SeaWorld is somewhat obscured by intervening homes and 
landscaping (Figure 4.2-18). The SeaWorld tower is a noticeable element in the view, in part 
because it protrudes above the background topography. 

KVP 17: Sea World is approximately 2.3 miles from the Interstate 5 between Grand Avenue and 
Clairemont Drive KVP. At this location, Sea World is part of an intermittent background view 
(Figure 4.2-19). 

KVP 18: This northeast gateway to Mission Bay Park in the DeAnza Cove area provides a 
background view of Sea World through the DeAnza Mobile Home Park and the approximately 
40-foot-high palm trees in the mobile home park (Figure 4.2-20). Only the Sea World tower is 
barely visible from this location. The remaining part of the park is hidden by the mobile homes. 

KVP 19: Located in Kate 0. Sessions Memorial Park this viewpoint is more than three miles 
from Sea World. Sea World is a part of the background view from this KVP and is back dropped 
by development in the Ocean Beach, Peninsula and Midway Communities (Figure 4.1-21). 

KVP 20: This KVP is located just to the east of the Ingraham Street/Crown Point Drive 
intersection. The view from this location includes SeaWorld as a background element at almost 
one mile from this KVP (Figure 4.2-22). In the foreground is the Ski Beach part of Vacation 
Isle. The midground view includes Fiesta Island. 

KVP 21: This KVP is located at Mission Point in Mission Bay Park in· the South Mission Beach 
community. The view from this location to the east includes Mission Bay Channel in the 
foreground, Quivira Basin in the midground and Sea World tower in the background at more than 
one mile from this viewpoint · (Figure 4.2-23). From this location the only feature on the 
SeaWorld leasehold that is visible is the SeaWorld tower. All other features on SeaWorld on 
screened by intervening vegetation. 

KVP 22: This KVP is located at the south end of Nipoma Place in the northerly hillsides of 
Point Loma. From this elevated location Sea World is situated in the midground/background 
part of the view (Figure 4.2-24). The Sea World tower is the most prominent feature in this view 
(about one mile from this KVP), which is mostly backdropped by the Pacific Beach hillsides. 
Other structures on the middle and eastern part of the Sea World leasehold are visible, while most 
structures in the western part of the leasehold are screened by trees. From this elevated location 
the project site is backdropped by the Pacific Beach and Bay Park hillsides. 
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View from Sea World Drive/Friars Road Park Entry (KVP 9) Figure 4.2- 11 
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Source: Project Design Consultants, 2000 

View from Sea World Drive near Seaworld (KVP 10) Figure 4.2-12 
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View from Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way (KVP 11) Figure 4.2-13 
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View from Ingraham Street Bridge (KVP 12) Figure 4.2-14 
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View from Ski Beach (KVP 13) Figure 4.2-15 
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View from the Southern end of Fiesta Island (KVP 14) Figure 4.2- 16 
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Source: Project Design Consultants. 2000 

View from the Southeast part of Fiesta Island (KVP 15) Figure 4.2- 17 
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View from Clairemont Drive (KVP 16) Figure 4.2-18 
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Source: Project Design Consultonrs, 2000 

View from Southbound Interstate 5 near Clairemont Drive (KVP 17) Figure 4.2-19 
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View from Mission Bay Park Northeast Gateway (KVP 18) Figure 4.2-20 
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Source: Project Design Consultants, 2000 

View from Kate 0. Sessions Park (KVP 19) Figure 4.2-21 
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Source: Project Design Consultants, 2000 

View from Ingraham Street/Crown Point Drive (KVP 20) Figure 4.2-22 
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View from Mission Point (KVP 21) Figure 4.2-23 
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Source: Project Design Consultants. 2000 

View from Nipoma Place (KVP 22) Figure 4 .2-24 
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KVP 23: Located in the Bay Park community, this KVP is situated in an elevated position on 
Illion Street in a church parking lot, about 1.9 miles from the SeaWorld tower. From this 
elevated location, the entire Sea World leasehold is in the background view (Figure 4.2-25). In 
addition, because of the elevated position of this KVP, the development on the leasehold, with 
the exception of the Sea World tower, is backdropped by topography and vegetation. 

4.2.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City of San Diego's thresholds, visual quality impacts relative to change m site 
character and views of the site would be significant if the proposed project would: 

1. Exceed the allowed height or bulk regulations causing unnecessary view blockages; 

2. Substantially conflict with the natural topography or visual character of the area by creating 
an architectural style that is in stark contrast with the surrounding environment through 
excessive bulk, signage or architectural features. 

4.2.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in the obstruction of any vista or scenic views from a 

public viewing area? 

Issue 2: Would the proposal result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? 

Issue 3: Would the project include bulk, scale, materials or style, which would be 
incompatible with surrounding development? 

Issue 4: Would the project result in substantial alteration to the existing character of the 
area? 

Photosimulation Criteria 
The four issue questions listed above are addressed in one impact analysis discussion because of 
the interrelationship among the issue questions. The visual impact analysis will focus on six 
KVPs for which photosimulations were performed. However, the potential impact to each KVP 
is also addressed. The photosimulation locations were selected to provide a representative visual 
impact analysis from different directions at different distances. The photosimulation locations 
selected are KVPs 3, 6, 8, 13, 22, and 23. 

Of the four Tier 1 projects, two were considered to have project elements that would be high 
enough to result in a noticeable change in the visual environment outside of the Sea World 
leasehold. The first is the Splashdown Ride with its major visual elements consisting of the three 
towers, which range in height from 83 to 95 feet. The 95-foot high tower would be 50 feet in 
diameter; the 83-foot tower would be 35 feet diameter; and the 89-foot high tower would be 24 
feet wide. The second is the lighthouse element in the Front Gate renovation project, which 
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could be up to 90 feet high and 20 feet in diameter. The other parts of the Front Gate project, as 
well as the other Tier 1 projects would not be high enough to constitute a noticeable visual effect 
beyond the Sea World leasehold because of intervening topography and trees. 

Tier 2 projects visual analysis is based on a worst-case scenario, or maximum development, 
within the limitations imposed by the Sea World Master Plan Update. A massing model of the 
development envelopes created for the photosimulations was based on the Master Plan area and 
height criteria, taking into account that development within four of the eight Tier 2 project areas 
could be 160 feet in height, with the other four development areas limited to a height of 100 feet. 
The Plan Update requires that the development above 100 feet shall be a minimum of 50 percent 
transparent. Therefore, two representative geometric shapes (cylinders and pyramids) were used 
to illustrate the transparency requirement. 

The photosimulations also include two of the three Special Projects since they would be high 
enough to potentially be noticeable visible outside the Sea World leasehold. These are the Future 
Hotel, which can be up to 90 feet in height, and the Parking Garage, which can be up to 45 feet 
in height. The Future Hotel development envelope was based on the footprint of the conceptual 
hotel site plan shown in the Sea World Master Plan Update. 

Tier 1 Projects 

A-1 Splashdown Ride 

Photosimulations that include the Splashdown Ride are illustrated in Figures 4.2-26, 27, 28, 29, 
30 and 31. The visual impact of the Splashdown Ride is evaluated separately here and in 
combination with other Tier 1, Tier 2 and Special Projects in the latter part of this analysis under 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update. The Splashdown Ride would be similar in height to the two 
existing pylons that support the Skyway in the western part of the leasehold. It would also be 
one-third the height of the existing Sea World tower. In addition, it would be similar in height to 
the Hilton hotel located about one mile to the northeast and about one-half the height of the 
Hyatt Islandia, located about one mile to the west. The three Splashdown Ride towers vary in 
height, are arranged in a staggered location, and although each separately would be somewhat 
slender, the three towers would combine visually to create a larger visual mass. It therefore, 
would result in a new visual element within Mission Bay Park that would be consistent with the 
higher structures in Mission Bay Park. 

In the photosimulation from the West Mission Bay Bridge over San Diego River (KVP 3), the 
Splashdown Ride would be a noticeable new visual element in the northeast 
foreground/midground view. The Ride would be "backdropped" by the hillsides associated with 
Bay Park, just east of Interstate 5. From Presidio Park (KVP 6) the Splashdown Ride would be 
in the background westerly view. From this location, the Ride would not be as noticeable in the 
view because the observer would be elevated and 1.8 miles away, and the Splashdown Ride 
towers would be "backdropped" by existing trees in the area of the West Mission Bay 
Drive/Ingraham intersection. From the Pacific Highway park gateway (KVP 8), the Splashdown 
Ride would be a very prominent element in the foreground view given the relatively flat 
topography between the KVP and the Ride. The photosimulation from the Ski Beach area (KVP 
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View from South Illion Place (KVP 23) Figure 4.2-25 
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13) also illustrates a clear view of the Splashdown Ride in the foreground/midground view. The 
photosimulation from KVP 22 (Nipoma Place) shows the proposed Splashdown Ride 
backdropped by Fiesta Island and the Bay Park/Clairemont Hills. The Splashdown Ride would 
be visible from this location, however it would be a small visual element in an expansive view. 
From Illion Street (KVP 23), the proposed Splashdown Ride would be in the background view 
and would also be backdropped by development in the Midway/Ocean Beach area. From this 
location the Splashdown Ride would also be a small part of this southwesterly view. 

The Splashdown Ride would be a major foreground/midground visual element in the views from 
KVP's 1, 2, 4, 14 and 15. Views of the Splashdown Ride would be obscured from motorists 
traveling on SeaWorld Drive and Interstate 5 due to landscaping (trees) and/or berms. From the 
remaining KVPs, the Splashdown Ride would be in small part of a background view. 

Based on the Splashdown Ride visual mass and prominence from many KVPs in the foreground 
view, this Tier 1 project would result in a significant visual quality impact. 

C-1 Front Gate Renovation 

The Front Gate Renovation Tier 1 project could have a lighthouse element with a height of up to 
90 feet and 20 feet in diameter. This feature would be visible from some locations in the 
Mission Bay Park and the vicinity. Six photosimulations were developed which illustrate the 
lighthouse element of the Front Gate Renovation project (See Figures 4.2-26, 27, 28, 29, 30 and 
31). In the photosimulation from the West Mission Bay Bridge over San Diego River (KVP 3), 
the lighthouse would be a noticeable new visual element in the northeast foreground/midground 
view. The lower elevations (approximately 40 feet) of the lighthouse would be screened by 
existing trees along the perimeter and within the SeaWorld leasehold. The middle and higher 
elevations of the lighthouse would be "backdropped" by the hillsides associated with Bay Park, 
just east of Interstate 5. From Presidio Park (KVP 6) the lighthouse would be a hardly noticeable 
narrow vertical visual feature in a background view 1.8 miles from the observer. Furthermore, 
the observer would be elevated and the lighthouse would be "backdropped" by existing trees in 
the area of the West Mission Bay Drive/Ingraham intersection. From the Pacific Highway park 
gateway (KVP 8), the lighthouse would be a minor visual element in the midground view with 
the lower elevations screened by trees in the leasehold and backdropped by trees in the West 
Mission Bay Drive/Ingraham intersection. The photosimulation from the Ski Beach area (KVP 
13) also illustrates a view where trees in the Theme Park ·would screen the lower portions of the 
lighthouse and the upper elevations would be barely noticeable because they would be 
backdropped by the hills in the Loma! Portal community. From KVP 22 on Nipoma Place, the 
proposed lighthouse would be a very minor backdropped element in a large expansive view. 
Although located to the northeast of the proposed lighthouse, the view from KVP 23 on Illion 
Street would be similar to KVP 22, i.e., the tower would be a very minor backdropped element in 
a large expansive view. Therefore, because of existing tree screening, topographic backdrop and 
the slender 20-foot-wide lighthouse, the visual impact from this Front Gate Renovation project 
component would be less than significant. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update 
Tier 1, Tier 2 and Special Projects are included in this part of the analysis to evaluate the visual 
quality impacts of "buildout" of the Master Plan. The visual characteristics, i.e., height, mass 
and transparency development envelope requirements that were used in developing the 
photosimulations were described above at the beginning of Section 4.2.3, Impact, 
Photosimulation Criteria. The visual representation of the worst-case development envelopes 
allowed by the Sea World Master Plan Update are shown in Figures 4.2-32, 33, 34, 35, 36 and 37. 

Figure 4.2-32 illustrates a photosimulation of the Master Plan Update from the West Mission 
Bay Bridge (KVP 3). It shows that the Parking Garage and Marina Expansion would not be 
visible from this location due to screening by existing trees. The top, approximately 25 feet of 
the Future Hotel, would be visible from this location, with the lower approximately 65 feet of the 
hotel screened by the existing trees near the Sea World Drive/West Mission Bay Drive 
intersection. The Tier 2 project maximum potential development envelopes would be very 
prominent in the foreground/midground part of the view. These elements would represent a 
major visual change in the landscape and would dominate the visual landscape from this 
location. For this reason the Tier 2 projects would result in a significant visual impact from this 
key vantage point. 

Figure 4.2-33 illustrates the photosimulation of the Master Plan Update development envelopes 
from Presidio Park (KVP 6). From this location the panoramic view to the west includes the 
narrow north/south width of the Sea World leasehold. This key vantage point would therefore 
provide a view of Tier l and Tier 2 projects as well as the Future Hotel where they would be 
viewed one in front of the other. This illustrates the building envelopes of new theme park 
development in the background view approximately 1.75 miles from SeaWorld. The major 
visual elements of the Tier 2 projects and the Splashdown Ride located at the east end of the 
Theme Park (Area 1) would be most visible from this location, with other Tier 2 project areas, 
such as L-2 and J-2, partially blocked by development near the eastern part of the Theme Park. 
Both existing and future development in the Theme Park would also obscure most of the Future 
Hotel, with only the upper elevations of this structure somewhat visible. The view of Sea World 
from this location would provide a view of future SeaWorld development that would be a 
smaller part of ·the overall panoramic view. However, because the Tier 2 and Tier 1 projects 
would visually "stack-up", the visual mass would be greater, reducing the transparency in the 
upper 60 feet of four Tier 2 project areas. For these reasons the visual impact of the proposed 
Master Plan Update would result in a significant visual impact. 

The Mission Bay Park westerly gateway view from the intersection of Pacific Highway and 
Friars Road (KVP 8) is about 0.75 mile from the eastern SeaWorld leasehold boundary. The 
photosimulation of the development envelopes for buildout of the Master Plan Update illustrates 
that future development in the eastern portion of Area 1 would mostly obscure future 
development west of this area, including other Tier 2 development areas and most of the Future 
Hotel (Figure 4.2-34). The photosimulation provides a foreground to midground view of the 
Master Plan Update with the higher, above 60 feet, elevations of future projects prominently 
visible. Lower elevations of future Tier 2 projects and the Parking Garage would not be visible 
from this gateway location due primarily to trees within the Sea World leasehold. 
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The photosimulation illustrating buildout of the Master Plan Update from the Ski Beach area of 
Vacation Isle (Figure 4.2-35, KVP 13) provides a foreground to midground view of the project. 
The immediate foreground includes Mission Bay with Perez Cove and the SeaWorld Marina as 
part of the water view. The lower, approximately 45 feet of future development associated with 
buildout of the Sea World Master Plan Update would, for most paii, be screened by existing trees 
and theme park development. The lower elevations (about 60 feet) of the Future Hotel would 
also be screened by the Hubbs Research facility and tall pine trees. However, the upper 
elevations of the Future Hotel, as well as future Tier 2 projects would be very prominent visual 
elements in the view due primarily to their height above 60 feet. 

Figure 4.2-36 illustrates KVP 22 located at Nipoma Place, which from this location, shows that 
the potential building envelopes associated with the Master Plan Update would introduce a major 
visual element in the midground/background part of the view. However all of the building 
envelopes would be backdropped by existing development on the northerly Pacific Beach and 
westerly Clairemont hillsides. Within the proposed Master Plan Update only the upper 
approximately 30 feet of the future hotel (90 feet high) and Site F-2 (100 feet high) would be 
visible due to screening by existing trees, while in the central and eastern parts of the leasehold 
the building envelopes would be more visible, since there are less trees to screen the lower parts 
of the building envelopes, and also in this area portions of the building envelopes are 160 feet 
high. 

KVP 23, located on Illian Street (See Figure 4.2-37), depicts a southwesterly view, where the 
building envelopes of the Master Plan Update would be a major new visual element in the 
background view from this location. Nearly all of the building envelopes would be backdropped, 
however the very upper portions (from about 130 to 160 feet) of four building envelopes would 
be silhouetted against the sky. From this location, existing trees would screen the lower half of 
the future hotel, while only the very lowest parts of some of the Theme Park building envelopes 
would be screened by existing trees from this location. 

Finally to provide an understanding of how the SeaWorld Master Plan Update building 
envelopes relate to future development projects, a photosimulation is included which illustrates 
the building envelope for the Splashdown Ride and beneath it the Splashdown Ride 
photosimulation, with an outline of the building envelope around it (Figure 4.2-38). This 
photosimulation shows that, in this case, the proposed Splashdown Ride has used very little of 
the building envelope. Therefore, the maximum potential building mass associated with the 
Splashdown Ride building envelope illustrates a much greater visual impact than the proposed 
project. While the photosimulations for the Tier 2 projects building envelopes have been 
illustrated as a worst-case analysis, the illustration showing the comparison of the Splashdown 
Ride to its building envelope is the more likely case for future project development of Tier 2 
projects. 
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Conclusions 
In conclusion, the project would result in the partial obstruction of public viewing areas within 
Mission Bay Park. The project would also introduce new taller structural elements in Mission 
Bay Park that are somewhat similar to some taller elements in Mission Bay Park, however, the 
future development would be regulated by the SeaWorld Master Plan Update Design Guidelines 
which would require landscaping, color and light design. Although Mission Bay Park includes 
structures that are tall and bulky, the buildout of the Master Plan would result in additional 
structures that could be bulky, large-scale and a style that would generally be incompatible with 
surrounding park uses. Finally, with buildout of the Master Plan Update, the project would result 
in substantial alteration of the existing visual character of the southern part of Mission Bay Park. 

4.2.4 Significance of Impacts 

Tier 1 Projects 
The Splashdown Ride would result in a significant visual impact based on the 95 height of the 
tallest structure and the combined visual mass of thee tower components. 

Sea World Master Plan Update 
The proposed Master Plan Update Tier 1, Tier 2 and Special projects would result in a significant 
visual quality impact because the potential extensive visual mass and visibility of future 
development above 60 feet in height in Mission Bay Park. 

4.2.5 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Tier 1 Pro i ects 
The Splashdown Ride would result in a significant visual impact, which would be lessened by 
the following measures that are proposed by the applicant. These measures include: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1: Prior to development the applicant will prepare and implement a site 
plan for the project, which complies with the Master Plan Update landscape buffer and 
bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere to the Master Plan Update Design Guidelines 
that pertain to landscaping, lighting, signs and architectural guidelines, which are generally 
described in the Section 3.4.1, Master Plan Policies and Regulations. 

The above measure would lessen but not fully mitigate the visual impact associated with the 
Splashdown Ride. Reducing the height of the Splashdown Ride would be the only measure, 
which would reduce the visual quality impact to below a level of significance. This measure is 
addressed as a project alternative in the Chapter 9, Project Alternatives. 
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Sea World Master Plan Update 
Buildout of the Sea World Master would result in a significant visual quality impact, which 
would be lessened by the following mitigation measures that are proposed by the applicant. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-2: Prior to each future development, the applicant will prepare and 
implement a site plan for the project, which complies with the Master Plan Update landscape 
buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere to the Master Plan Update Design 
Guidelines that pertain to landscaping, lighting, signs and architectural guidelines, which are 
generally described in the Section 3 .4.1, Master Plan Policies and Regulations. 

The above measure would lessen but not fully mitigate the visual impact associated with buildout 
of the Master Plan. Reducing the height of Tier 2 projects and the Future Hotel would be the 
only measure, which would reduce the visual quality impact to below a level of significance. 
This measure is addressed as a project alternative in the Chapter 9, Project Alternatives. 
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4.3 

4.3.1 

Light, Glare and Shading 

Existing Conditions 

Definitions 

Light, Glare and Shading 

Light and glare levels are normally measured in units known as foot-candles. For reference 
purposes, Table 4.3-1 presents examples of different lighting levels to serve as a point of 
reference for the following discussion. Light levels cover a relatively wide range due to the 
variation typically associated with the activities. 

TABLE 4.3-1 
Typical Light Levels 

Light Source Luminance (horizontal foot-candles) 

Full Moon 0.05 to 0.10 

Typical Downtown Parking Lot 0.25 to 2.00 

Street Lights - Urban 0.25 to 3.00 

Street Lights - Residential Neighborhoods 0.00 to 0.25 

Office/Classroom 30 to 75 

Professional Baseball Field 250 to 300 

Sunny Day 3,000 to 10,000 

In addition, the dispersion of light into the surrounding area is commonly referred to as light 
pollution which can be further separated into spill light and glare. Impacts from spill light are 
normally related to interruption of sleep but may also interfere with other light-sensitive uses 
such as driving or theater performances. Glare results from a direct line of sight to a light source 
and the reflection from a light source. Glare can be disabling to motorists and patrons walking in 
and near Sea World. The effect of light is often determined by the contrast posed with the 
immediate background. Spill light can be a nuisance and glare can be disabling. 

Current Lighting Conditions 
Lighting in the Sea World leasehold and the surrounding area typically comes from three sources: 
street lights, building security lights, and decorative building lights. The standard streetlight in 
the area is approximately 12 feet tall and uses a 150-watt, high-pressure sodium (HPS) lamp in a 
decorative globe without shielding. Building security lights are mounted on buildings to provide 
security lighting and parking lot lighting in the form of floodlights. 
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Lighting Regulations 
Lighting associated with Sea World is controlled by the City of San Diego ' s Light Pollution Law 
(Sections 101.1300 - 101.1309 of the Municipal Code) and guided by the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update Design Guidelines and the Sea World Design Guidelines. 

City of San Diego Municipal Code Light Pollution Law 

The City's Light Pollution Law is intended to protect surrounding land uses as well as 
astronomical activities at the Palomar and Mt. Laguna observatories from excessive light 
generated by new development. The Light Pollution Law requires that outdoor light fixtures 
associated with new commercial, industrial or multi-family development comply with the 
following: 

1. Where color rendition is required for commercial and industrial purposes, such as in sales, 
assembly and repair areas, the outdoor lighting fixtures shall be shielded, be equipped with 
automatic timing devices and utilize only the minimum amount of light necessary; 

2. Where used for security purposes or to illuminate walkways, roadways, equipment yards and 
parking lots, only shielded low-pressure sodium outdoor light fixtures shall be utilized; 

3. Where used for on or off premises signs or for decorative effects or recreation facilities, such 
as for building, landscape or ballfield illumination, the outdoor light fixtures shall be 
equipped with automatic timing devices and where feasible, be shielded and/or focused 
(aimed) to minimize light pollution; 

4. All outdoor light fixtures , existing or hereafter installed and maintained on private property 
within commercial, industrial and multi-family zones, shall be turned off between 11 :00 PM 
and sunrise except when used for: 

commercial and industrial uses, such as in sales, assembly and repair areas, where 
such use continues after 11 :00 PM but only for so long as such use continues; 

security purposes or to illuminate walkways, roadways, equipment yards and 
parking lots; and 

recreation use that continues after 11 :00 PM but only for so long as such use 
continues. 

5. All illuminated on premises signs and search lighting for advertising purposes shall be turned 
off between 11 :00 PM and sunrise, except that on premises signs may be illuminated while 
the business facility on the premises is open to the public. All illuminated off premises signs 
shall be turned off between 12:00 midnight and sunrise. 
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Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines address Parking and Path Lighting 
and Lighting Standards. The Guidelines state, "Lighting in the Park serves two functions, 
security and nighttime use." The Plan states that both parking areas and Park paths should 
receive continuous nighttime lighting for security and nighttime use. However, parking area 
lighting should be limited to that area closest to the water to provide residual illumination into 
parkland or beach areas. The Lighting Standards indicate that the lighting should be provided by 
cut-off, non-glare fixtures. The height of light fixtures shall be 12 to 15 feet above the adjacent 
path surface. Where a path fronts residential and/or resort hotel areas, bollard lighting 2.5 to 3 .5 
feet in height should be used so as not to affect the nighttime view of the Bay from residences 
and guest rooms. The minimum level of illumination should be one-half foot-candle at the 
ground surface and the uniformity ratio should be no greater than four to one within the paved 
area. Lastly, the Guidelines state that ambient light supplied by surrounding buildings should be 
considered when determining the lighting requirements for the Park. 

Shading 
Shading from structures is a function of the location and dimensions of structures, the 
presentation of the earth' s surface to the sun relative to the earth's axis, and the sun's position in 
the sky as perceived from the earth. The sun' s position in the sky changes as the seasons 
progress from summer to winter in both the northern and southern hemisphere. These factors 
influence the length and position of shadows. During any season, the sun is in its most nearly 
vertical position, relative to the earth's surface, at approximately 12 o'clock noon. This is when 
shadows are the shortest. 

On June 21 in the northern hemisphere (summer solstice), the sun appears to be highest in the 
sky and shadows are the shortest. As winter approaches, the sun's angle relative to the earth' s 
horizon changes and shadow lengths become longer. On December 21 in the northern 
hemisphere (winter solstice), the sun appears to be lowest in the sky, and shadows are greatest. 
Sun and shadow conditions for the project during the summer and winter solstices are as follows: 

Sunrise: June 21 28 degrees north of due east 
Sunset: June 21 28 degrees north of due west 

Sunrise: December 21 28 degrees south of due east 
Sunset: December 21 28 degrees south of due west 

At noon on June 21 , the sun is 81 degrees above the south horizon. At noon on December 21, 
the sun is 34 degrees above the south horizon. 

Shadows can also be affected by local topography (i.e. , slope of the land). On the west coast in 
the northern hemisphere, the sun casts its rays from the southern sky. Consequently, land which 
slopes downward away from the sun (i.e. , land sloping to the north) has the effect of lengthening 
the shadows of objects to the south, compared to level terrain. Land which slopes to the south 
has the opposite effect, shortening shadows. 
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4.3.2 Significance Criteria 
For purposes of this EIR, light, glare, and shading impacts would be significant if the proposed 
project would: 

1. Substantially increase glare on nearby roadways or intersections; 

2. Substantially impact astronomical operations at regional observatories, 

3. Create excessive light and glare impacts to offsite viewers, including motorists, or 

4. Shade more than 50 percent of a park or open space area for more than one hour between 11 
AM and 2 PM 

4.3.3 Im pact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in substantial light, glare, or shading? 

Light 

Sea World Design Guidelines 

In addition to conforming with the Municipal Code and Mission Bay Master Plan, the Sea World 
Master Plan Update includes design guidelines which were created to enhance function, safety, 
and aesthetics within the parking and activity areas of Sea World. These guidelines indicate that 
adequate lighting is necessary in Sea World, however it would be balanced with considerations 
for sensitive habitats in Mission Bay and neighboring park and community uses. The Sea World 
Master Plan states that all outdoor light fixtures associated with new development must adhere to 
the following guidelines: 

1. Lighting shall provide a desirable level of illumination to promote safety for pedestrians and 
vehicles; 

2. Lighting should be directed to use areas and not spill over into areas adjacent to Sea World; 

3. Parking lot lighting shall be directed downwards and designed in conformance with City 
standards; 

4. Lighting shall be used to accentuate architectural features and landscaping and provide 
ambient lighting for pedestrian areas; 

5. Accent lighting of buildings and structures over 30 feet in height shall be located to minimize 
glare and spillover outside the leasehold; 

6. Accent and decorative lighting shall avoid excessive illumination and use of multiple colors; 
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7. Theme park attraction and ride lighting may be used to enhance the design theme and 
accentuate the sculptural aspects of the structure. "Carnival" style lighting with excessive 
illumination, colors and motion is not permitted; 

8. Holiday seasonal lighting is permitted in conformance with City Standards; 

9. The use of search lights, lasers and moving lighting shall be limited to special events and 
used in conformance with City Standards; 

10. All lighting should be of type that conserves energy. Where feasible, functional and aesthetic 
lighting shall be combined to reduce energy costs and avoid over-illumination; and 

11. Sign lighting shall be illuminated from the exterior and on the sign face only. 

Tier 1 Projects 

All Tier 1 Projects would incorporate lighting that would adhere to the City of San Diego 
Municipal Code, the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines, and the 
Sea World Design Guidelines. The lighting design guidelines indicate that future Sea World 
development projects would not be designed to attract public attention outside of the Sea World 
leasehold. The proposed Splashdown Ride attraction would include low-level lighting that 
would enhance and accentuate the design of the attraction. Consistent with the Sea World Design 
Guidelines, "carnival" style lighting consisting of excessive illumination, colors, or motion 
would not be permitted. Furthermore, search lights, lasers and moving lighting would only be 
allowed for special events, which demonstrates that as part of SeaWorlds regular operation, 
lighting would not be used to attract public attention outside the leasehold. Lighting associated 
with the proposed Educational Facility and Special Events Center Expansion, would be designed 
to accentuate architectural features and provide adequate ambient lighting while minimizing 
spillover and glare. In addition, these buildings at a maximum height of 45 feet would not be 
high enough to be noticeable visible outside the SeaWorld leasehold. See Section 4.2, 
Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics for more information regarding the visibility of these Tier 1 
projects. The Front Gate Renovation would incorporate lighting that would provide a desirable 
level of illumination to promote pedestrian and vehicular safety without the use of excessive 
illumination. It could however, include a lighthouse that would be up to 90 feet in height. 
Lighting of this structure would follow the design guidelines using only uplighting. Therefore 
lighting and glare associated with Tier 1 projects would not result in a significant impact. 

Tier 2 Projects 

As with the Tier 1 Projects, Tier 2 projects would incorporate lighting in conformance with the 
Municipal Code, the Mission Bay Park Design Guidelines, and SeaWorld Design Guidelines. 
Adherence to these standards would ensure significant light impacts would not occur. 

Special Projects 

The Future Hotel, Parking Garage, and Marina Expansion projects would all adhere to the 
applicable standards and guidelines regulating lighting. The upper level of the parking garage 
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could potentially create lighting, which would illuminate surrounding areas. However, lighting 
criteria specified in the Sea World Design Guidelines require the use of directional lighting to 
minimize spillover into surrounding areas. Lighting along pathways adjacent to the proposed 
Future Hotel could potentially affect nighttime views of Mission Bay from guest rooms. This is 
highly unlikely, as lighting standards in the Mission Bay Master Plan Update require the use of 
bollard lights along Park pathways fronting hotels. Similarly, any lighting associated with the 
proposed Marina Expansion would incorporate specific lighting criteria as to not affect Perez 
Cove. Adherence to the lighting design guidelines would ensure that the proposed Special 
Projects would not result in significant impacts associated with lighting. 

Glare 
The glare impacts on surrounding roadways resulting from the reflection of natural or artificial 
light off structural fa9ades could represent a significant safety impact to persons operating motor 
vehicles. Similarly, pedestrians in and around Sea World as well as bicyclists could potentially 
be impacted. However, potential glare impacts to offsite motorists and pedestrians in and around 
SeaWorld would be highly unlikely as non-glare building materials and directional lighting in 
accordance with the Sea World Design Guidelines would be incorporated into the design of any 
new development within SeaWorld. As with lighting, glare would be minimized through 
implementation of glare control techniques required by the Municipal Code, Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update Design Guidelines, and Sea World Design Guidelines. Tier 1, Tier 2, and 
Special Projects would comply with the standards and guidelines set forth in the aforementioned 
guidelines to ensure significant glare impacts to Mission Bay, the surrounding road network, and 
other adjacent uses would not occur. 

Shading 
A shadow analysis was conducted for the Tier 1, Tier 2 and Special Projects that could result in a 
shadow either on Mission Bay, including Perez Cove, South Pacific Passage and the Waterfront 
Stadium Lagoon, or on adjacent uses including South Shores Park. The concern with respect to 
shadows on Mission Bay is potential impacts to eelgrass beds, while the concern for adjacent 
uses is a shadow impact on a public park. The proposed Splashdown Ride is the only Tier 1 
project that could potentially create a shadow impact on Mission Bay or South Shores Park. Of 
the eight Tier 2 project areas, only sites F-2, E-2, G-2, K-2, and 1-2 could potentially create a 
shadow impact on the Bay or South Shores Park. Lastly, the Marina Expansion and Future Hotel 
Special Projects could potentially create similar shadow impacts. Other Tier 1, Tier 2, and 
Special Projects would cast shadows within the SeaWorld leasehold and therefore, were not 
analyzed. 

To assess the shadow effect of the proposed project on adjacent areas, shadow lengths were 
determined through the use of the 3D Studio MAX, Release 3 computer program. The shadows 
were developed for the dates listed below, which include the summer and winter solstices. For 
each date, the shadow was determined for 10:00 AM, 1 :00 PM, and 4:00 PM 
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• April 15; 
• June 21, Summer Solstice; 
• August 15; 
• October 15; and 
• December 21, Winter Solstice. 

The results of the shadow analysis are displayed in Figures 4.3-1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. The results of 
the shadow effect on eelgrass are discussed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, which 
identified significant shading impacts to this marine biological resource. 

Tier 1 Projects 

The shadow analysis was conducted by first determining the shape of the various project 
elements. As mentioned earlier, the Splashdown Ride is the only Tier 1 project with the 
potential to create shadow impacts on adjacent areas. For the Splashdown ride, the shadow 
analysis used the three tower elements since they might cast a shadow on Mission Bay or South 
Shores Park. As shown on Figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-5, the analysis concluded that shadows 
associated with the Splashdown Ride would not extend either onto Mission Bay or South Shores 
Park. Thus, no significant shadow impacts would occur resulting from Splashdown Ride and 
other Tier 1 projects. 

Tier 2 Projects 

Tier 2 project areas were evaluated based on a maximum development envelope that would be 
allowed by the Sea World Master Plan Update. The maximum development envelopes took into 
account the bulk plane setback, shoreline setback and the landscape buffer, as well as the height 
limitations on future development within Tier 2 project areas. Sites F-2, E-2, G-2, and K-2 are 
the Tier 2 project areas closest to Mission Bay, which could potentially create shadow impacts 
on Mission Bay. These shadows were developed to assist with the biological analysis of 
potential shadow effects on eelgrass. The results of the analysis concerning impacts on eelgrass 
are discussed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources. 

Due to its proximity to South Shores Park, a shadow analysis was determined for site 1-2 to 
determine the potential for shadow impacts on adjacent parkland. As shown on Figures 4.3-1 
through 4.3-5, during late afternoon (from 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM) shadows would extend beyond 
the Sea World leasehold onto a portion of South Shores Park. However, the affected portion of 
South Shores Park consists of a surface parking lot associated with a boat launch ramp. Passive 
parklands would not be affected by shadows from the development envelope on site 1-2. 
Moreover, the affected area of South Shores Park would be minimal, occurring only during mid
afternoon to late afternoon in the summertime as shown for the shadows on April 15, June 21 
and August 15th. In the fall and wintertime these afternoon shadows would extend further into 
the parking lot area, a time of the year when there are less visitors to Mission Bay Park. Finally, 
the shadow on the parking lot would not exceed more than 50 percent of the park area between 
11 :00 AM and 2:00 PM Therefore, no significant shadow impacts would occur resulting from 
Tier 2 projects. 
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Special Projects 

The proposed Marina Expansion and Future Hotel are the only Special projects that could 
potentially create shadow impacts on adjacent areas. For the Marina Expansion, the shadow area 
was based on the proposed docks and slips, which assumed that all slips would house boats all 
the time. The Future Hotel assumed a maximum height of 90 feet for the development footprint 
shown on the Hotel Conceptual Plan and 14 feet for the one-level parking garage that is part of 
the Hotel project. The landing dock, which is also a part of the Future Hotel, was included as a 
shadow producing structure; while no shadow for boats tied up to this dock was determined, 
because of the transient nature of boats using this facility. As illustrated in Figures 4.3-1 through 
4.3-5, the Future Hotel would cast a shadow onto the adjacent roadway, Perez Cove Way during 
the morning hours, and onto Perez Cove during the late afternoon hours. Shading onto Perez 
Cove Way would not result in significant impacts. Impacts associated with shading onto Perez 
Cove from the Marina Expansion and Future Hotel are discussed in Section 4.6, Biological 
Resources, which identified significant shading impacts to eelgrass. 

4.3.4 Significance of Impact 
Implementation of the design guidelines contained in the Sea World Master Plan Update Design 
Guidelines and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines as well as the Light 
Pollution Law within the San Diego Municipal Code would result in less than significant impacts 
resulting from lighting and glare. A shadow analysis was performed to evaluate shading 
impacts. The analysis concluded that shading impacts would result in less than significant 
impacts on human activities within SeaWorld and adjacent areas within Mission Bay Park. 
However significant shading impacts to eelgrass beds are identified in Section 4.6, Biological 
Resources. 

4.3.5 Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Because no significant light, glare or shading impacts were identified no mitigation measures are 
recommended. 
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4.4 Transportation and Circulation 
A traffic study, Traffic Impact Analysis, SeaWorld Master Plan Update, was prepared by 
Linscott, Law, and Greenspan, and is included in this EIR as Appendix B. In this study, traffic 
conditions were analyzed for the following scenarios: 

1. Existing Conditions (weekday and weekend day); 

2. Near Term (2005) with cumulative projects and without project (weekday only); 

3. Near Term (2005) with cumulative projects and with project (weekday only); 

4. Buildout (2020) without project (weekday only); and 

5. Buildout (2020) with project (weekday only). 

4.4.1 Existing Conditions 

Methodology for Determining Level of Service 
Roadway system and intersection operating conditions are typically described in terms of "Level 
of Service" (LOS). LOS is a qualitative measure of a roadway ' s or an intersection's operating 
performance and the motorists ' perception of roadway performance. LOS is expressed as a letter 
designation from A to F, with A representing the best operating conditions, and F the worst 
(Figure 4.4-1 ). LOS C is generally considered the acceptable operating condition in newly 
developing communities; however, LOS D is considered an acceptable operating condition in a 
more urbanized environment. The City of San Diego considers LOS D an acceptable operating 
condition in the project vicinity. LOS C is characterized by stable flow and the point at which 
maneuverability and speed, motorist comfort, and convenience begin to decline noticeably. LOS 
D is an unstable flow condition, wherein delays become extensive and the effects of congestion 
on speed and maneuverability become more noticeable. LOS for roadway segments is based on 
the ratio of the traffic volume to the capacity of the roadway [volume/capacity (V/C)]. 

While roadway LOS based on daily traffic volumes is useful in describing traffic operating 
conditions, roadway performance is most often controlled by the performance of intersections, 
and more specifically, intersection performance during peak traffic periods. Intersection 
performance is important because traffic control at intersections · interrupts traffic flow, which 
would otherwise be relatively unimpeded except for the influences of on-street parking, access to 
adjacent uses or other factors, which result in interaction among vehicles between controlled 
intersections. 
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Level of Service A is the highest quality of service a particular class of 
highway can provide. It is a condition of free flow in which there is little 
or no restriction of speed or maneuverability caused by the presence of 
other vehicles. Operating speed is in the highest range and density is 
low. 

Level of Service B is a zone of stable flow. However, operating 
speed is beginning to be restricted by other traffic. Under freeway 
conditions the density is low, restriction on maneuverability is 
negligible, and there is a little probability of major reduction in speed 
or flow rate. This level of service approximates typical design 
volumes for high type rural highways including freeways. 

Level of Service C is still a zone of stable flow but at this volume and 
density level, most drivers are becoming restricted in their freedom to 
select speed, change lanes, or pass. Operating speeds are still in the 
range of 213 to 3/4 maximum. Density is from 30 to 35 vehicles per 
lane mile on freeways. This service level is generally selected as being 
an appropriate criterion for design purposes, particularly for urban 
freeways where the cost of providing the higher service levels during 
peak periods may be prohibitive. 

Level of Service D approaches unstable flow. Tolerable average 
operating speeds are maintained but are subject to considerable 
sudden variation. Freedom to maneuver and driving comfort are low 
because lane density has increased to between 45 and 50 vpm, and 
the probability of accidents has increased. Most drivers would 
probably consider this service level unsatisfactory. 

The upper limit of Level of Service E is the capacity of the facility. 
Operation in this zone is unstable, speeds and flow rates fluctuate, and 
there is little independence of speed selection or ability to maneuver. 
Since headways are short and operating speeds subject to rapid 
fluctuation, driving comfort is low and accident potential high. Although 
circumstances may make operation of facilities under these conditions 
necessary, it is clearly undesirable and should be avoided wherever 
feasible. 

Source: BRG 

Level of Service F describes forced low operations after density has 
exceeded optimum which is normally in the range of 70 to 75 vpm on 
the free flowing facilities. Speed and rate of flow are below the levels 
attained in the zone E and may, for short time periods, drop to zero. 

LOS for Roadway Segments ___________ Figure 4.4-1 
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The City of San Diego traffic study guidelines require that intersections be analyzed using the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies for signalized intersections. The measure of 
effectiveness for signalized intersections is the average stopped delay in seconds per vehicle. 
Delay values correspond to LOS A through F. The level of service table from the 1994 HCM for 
signalized intersections is shown on Table 4.4-1. 

TABLE 4.4-1 
HCM Signalized Intersection 

Level of Service and Stopped Delay Criteria 

Signalized Intersection 

Level of Service Stopped Delay per Vehicle (SEC) 

A :o;5.0 

B >5.0 and :o; t5.0 

C > 15 .0 and $25.0 

D >25.0 and :o;40.0 

E >40.0 and :o;60.0 

F >60.0 

Source : Highway Capacity Manual (October 1994) 
Note: Delay is expressed in terms of seconds and represents the average delay for all vehicles entering an intersection during the peak hour. 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) Compliance 
The San Diego County Congestion Management Program (CMP) was developed in response to 
California Proposition 111 , approved in June 1990, and is intended to directly link land use, 
transportation, and air quality. Among the elements of the CMP is a land use analysis program, 
which established an "enhanced CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) review process" 
implemented by October 1992. This enhanced CEQA process applies to all discretionary 
projects that would be expected to generate 2,400 or more daily trips or 200 or more peak hour 
trips upon completion, and requires a more detailed analysis of regional impacts to state 
highways and significant regional arterial roadways. The CMP identifies a 687-mile CMP 
System, which includes those highways that provide the highest level of regional traffic service, 
serve major regional facilities, and provide significant inter-community traffic service and 
freeway congestion relief. The proposed project would generate approximately 15,300 weekday 
daily trips, including 799 trips in the morning peak hour and 1,088 trips in the afternoon peak 
hour. These traffic volumes would trigger the requirement for a CMP analysis. The CMP has 
established a minimum level of service standard of LOS E, or LOS F if the 1990 base year is 
LOSF. 

May 3 1, 2001 4.4-3 



Sea World Master Plan Update Transportation and Circulation 

Street Segments 
Figure 4.4-2 shows the existing street system and intersections in the project area, while Figure 
4.4-3 shows existing weekday traffic volumes. The following paragraphs describe the six major 
roadways. 

Sea World Drive 

Sea World Drive is classified as a four-lane primary arterial from Interstate 5 (I-5) to West 
Mission Bay Drive, and continues to be a four-lane primary arterial as it connects to Sunset 
Cliffs Boulevard. It generally provides two lanes in each direction with a raised median. 
Parking is prohibited and bike lanes are provided. Signals are located at the I-5 ramps, Pacific 
Highway, Friars Road, and Sea World Way. Sea World Drive, between Pacific Highway and I-5 
operates at an LOSE with a volume of 35,300 vehicles per day. The portion of Sea World Drive 
between Friars Road and Pacific Highway operates at an LOS E with a volume of 36,420 
vehicles per day. The section of Sea World Drive between Sea World Way and Friars Road 
operates at an LOSE with a volume of 37,750 vehicles per day. Sea World Drive, between Sea 
World Way and West Mission Bay Drive operates at an LOSE with a volume of 37,900 vehicles 
per day. Sea World Drive serves Mission Bay Park and provides a commuter link from Mission 
Beach and Ocean Beach to I-5. 

West Mission Bay Drive 

West Mission Bay Drive is classified as a four-lane primary arterial within the project area. It 
provides two travel lanes in each direction. On-street parking is prohibited and bike lanes are 
provided. West Mission Bay Drive, between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing Road operates 
at an LOSE with a volume of 37,200 vehicles per day. The portion of West Mission Bay Drive 
between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street operates at an LOS F with a volume of 72,400 
vehicles per day. The section of West Mission Bay Drive between Interstate 8 (I-8) and Sea 
World Drive operates at an LOS F with a volume of 56,400 vehicles per day. West Mission Bay 
Drive, between 1-8 and Sports Arena Boulevard operates at an LOS E with a volume of 35,200 
vehicles per day. West Mission Bay Drive serves Mission Bay Park as well as a commuter link 
from Mission Beach to 1-8 and I-5 . 

Ingraham Street 

Ingraham Street is classified as a four-lane primary arterial within the project area. It is 
signalized at its intersection with Perez Cove Way and on-street parking is prohibited. Ingraham 
Street, between Vacation Road and Crown Point Drive operates at an LOS F with a volume of 
40,170 vehicles per day. The portion of Ingraham Street between Perez Cove Way and Vacation 
Road operates at an LOS F with a volume of 43,110 vehicles per day. Ingraham Street, between 
Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive operates at an LOS F with a volume of 50,300 
vehicles per day. 
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Perez Cove Way 

Perez Cove Way is within the SeaWorld leasehold and is an unclassified roadway and providing 
access to SeaWorld's main entrance. Perez Cove Way is signalized at its intersection with 
Ingraham Street. A bike path is located on the southwest side of Perez Cove Way. Perez Cove 
Way, between Ingraham Street and SeaWorld's main entrance operates at an LOS C with a 
volume of 8,430 vehicles per day. 

Perez Cove Way, between Sea World's main entrance and Sea World Drive operates at an LOS A 
with a volume of 3,140 vehicles per day. 

Friars Road 

Friars Road is classified as a four-lane major street within the project area. Parking is prohibited 
and a bike path is provided on the south side of Friars Road. Friars Road is signalized at Sea 
World Way. Friars Road, between Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway operates at an LOS A 
with a volume of 11 ,900 vehicles per day. 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard is classified as a four-lane prime arterial, with two lanes in each 
direction in the project vicinity. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard, between 1-8 and West Mission Bay 
Drive, operates at an LOS E with a volume of 35 ,590 vehicles per day. The portion of Sunset 
Cliffs Boulevard between Nimitz and 1-8 operates at an LOS F with a volume of 40,390 vehicles 
per day. 

Street Segments Analysis 
Table 4.4-2 lists the existing street segments and provides an analysis of the operations on these 
street segments based on the roadway ADT. As indicated in Table 4.4-2, a majority of the 
roadway segments in the vicinity of the proposed project currently operate at LOSE or F. These 
segments include: 

1. Sea World Drive, between Pacific Highway and 1-5 (LOSE); 

2. Sea World Drive, between Pacific Highway and Friars Road (LOSE); 

3. Sea World Drive, between Friars Road and Sea World Way (LOSE); 

4. Sea World Drive, between Sea World Way and West Mission Bay Drive (LOSE); 

5. West Mission Bay Drive, between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing Road (LOSE); 

6. West Mission Bay Drive, between Ingraham Street and Sea World Drive (LOS F); 

7. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and 1-8 (LOS F); 

May 31, 2001 4.4-7 
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TABLE 4.4-2 
Existing Weekday Street Segment Conditions 

Street Segment 

Sea World Drive 
Between Pacific Highway and 1-5 
Between Friars Road and Pacific Highway 
Between Sea World Way and Friars Road 
Between Sea World Way and West Mission Bay Drive 

Friars Road 
Between Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway 

West Mission Bay Drive 
Between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing Road 
Between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street 
Between 1-8 and Sea World Drive 
Between 1-8 and Sports Arena Boulevard 

Perez Cove Way 
Between Ingraham Street and Sea World's Main Entrance 
Between Sea World's Main Entrance and West Mission Bay Drive 

Ingraham Street 
Between Vacation Road and Crown Point Drive 
Between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road 
Between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 
Between 1-8 and West Mission Bay Drive 
Between Nimitz Boulevard and 1-8 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 200 I. 

·1 

Bold: 
Southland Car Counters June 19, 2000. 
Does not meet City standard of LOS Dor better. 

Total 
Direction Classification Number 

of Lanes 

EB/WB Prime Arterial 4 
EB/WB Prime Arterial 4 
EB/WB Prime Arterial 4 
EB/WB Prime Arterial 4 

EB/WB Major Street 4 

NB/SB Prime Arterial 4 
NB/SB Prime Arterial 6 
NB/SB Prime Arterial 4 
NB/SB Prime Arterial 4 

NB/SB Collector 3 
NB Collector 3 

NB/SB Major Arterial 4 
NB/SB Major Arterial 4 
NB/SB Major Arterial 4 

EB/WB 
NB/SB 

Prime Arterial 4 
Prime Arterial 4 

Capacity at 24-Hour 
Volume LOS LOSE 
(ADn1 

40,000 35,300 E 
40,000 36,420 E 
40,000 37,750 E 
40,000 37,900 E 

40,000 11,900 A 

40,000 37,200 E 
60,000 72,400 F 
40,000 56,400 F 
40,000 35,200 E 

15,000 8,430 C 
15,000 3,140 A 

40,000 40,170 F 
40,000 43,110 F 
40,000 50,300 F 

40,000 35,950 E 
40,000 40,390 F 
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8. West Mission Bay Drive, between I-8 and Sports Arena Boulevard (LOSE); 

9. Ingraham Street, between Vacation Road and Crown Point Drive (LOS F); 

10. Ingraham Street, between Vacation Road and Perez Cove Way (LOS F); 

11. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive (LOS F); 

12. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard, between I-8 and West Mission Bay Drive (LOSE); and 

13. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard, between I-8 and Nimitz Boulevard (LOS F). 

Key Intersections 
Existing peak hour operating conditions were evaluated at key intersections in the project area. 
Signalized intersections were analyzed during summer weekday and summer holiday and non
holiday weekend peak hours to evaluate both weekday commuter traffic and weekend visitor 
traffic, and to determine which resulted in more traffic impacts. Intersection levels of service 
were analyzed using the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual methodologies. 

Weekday Peak Hours 

Table 4.4-3 shows the levels of service and delay during the summer weekday peak hours for 
twelve intersections analyzed for the proposed project. As indicated in the table, summer 
weekday intersection operations were calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better during 
both the AM and PM peak hours with the exception of five intersections. These intersections 
include: 

1. Sea World Drive and I-5 northbound ramps (LOSE, PM peak); 

2. Ingraham Street and Crown Point Drive (LOS E, PM peak); 

3. West Mission Bay Drive and I-8 westbound offramp (LOS F, PM peak); 

4. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and I-8 westbound offramp (LOS F, PM peak); and 

5. Nimitz Boulevard and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard (LOS F, AM and PM peaks). 

Weekend Peak Hours 

Weekend intersection counts were collected to evaluate summer holiday and non-holiday 
weekend conditions. Summertime is defined as beginning on Memorial Day (late May) and 
ending on Labor Day (early September). Based on attendance history, Memorial Day, Fourth of 
July, and Labor Day weekends typically draw the highest daily Sea World attendance. Although 
these periods are seasonal and occur only a limited number of days, traffic counts were 
conducted on these holiday weekends to characterize worst-case weekend operating conditions. 
In addition, weekend counts were collected on a summer non-holiday weekend to typify summer 
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TABLE 4.4-3 
Existing Weekday Intersection Operations 

Intersection 

Sea World Drive/I-5 Northbound Ramps 

Sea World Drive/1-5 Southbound Ramps 

Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway 

Sea World Drive/Friars Road 

Sea World Drive/Sea World Way 

Ingraham Street/Crown Point Drive 

Ingraham Street/Vacation Road 

Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way 

West Mission Bay Drive/1-8 Westbound Offramp 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard/I-8 Westbound Offramp 

Nimitz Boulevard/1-8 Eastbound Onramp 

Nimitz Boulevard/Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 

Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, 200 I. 

Delay: Measured in seconds per vehicle 
LOS: Level of Service 
Bold: Docs not meet City standard of LOS D or better 

Period 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Delay 
31.4 

58 .9 

29.1 

25.3 

Existing 
LOS 

C 
E 

C 
C 

AM 18.4 B 
----·-·····-·--··-··----------------------··--· .. -·---···-···-·-·-····-··----·-

PM 32.1 C 
AM 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

14.6 

18.0 

7.0 
13.2 

22.3 
61.0 

B 

B 
A 
B 

C 
E 

AM 11.3 B 
·-·---·-·-···-·-··---------····- ·--------·-·---·-- ---------·-·-·-----------·-

PM 33.7 C 
AM 

PM 

AM 
PM 
AM 

PM 
AM 

PM 
AM 

PM 

17.9 B 
............ _______________ .. _________ ----··-·-··- ·····-·······-·--···-····----······ 

40.0 D 
23.2 C 

91.4 

30.6 
128.9 

20.5 
24 .6 

93 .0 

136.9 

F 
C 
F 

C 

C 

F 

F 

weekend conditions. The levels of service and delay during weekend peak hours were evaluated 
for six key intersections near the project area. Based on traffic counts and Sea World attendance 
history, weekend peak hours were defined between 10:00 AM and 12:00 PM in the morning and 
between 5:00 PM and 7:00 PM in the evening. The analysis concluded that all study 
intersections were calculated to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak hour 
with the exception of Sea World Drive and Interstate 5 northbound ramps, which were calculated 
to operate at LOSE during the PM peak hour on July 4, 1999. 

A comparison between weekday and weekend traffic conditions shows that more intersections 
operate under lower levels of service during weekdays. The absence of commuter traffic from 
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surrow1ding areas accounts for this disparity. Thus, under existing operating conditions, summer 
weekday traffic during peak hours results in the worst-case traffic conditions. 

Freeway Ramp Meters 
Analysis of freeway operations included an evaluation ofl-5 ramp meters and freeway segments 
on 1-5 and 1-8. Ramp meter analysis estimates the peak hour queues and delays at freeway ramps 
by comparing existing and projected traffic volumes to the meter rate for a given location. 
Where the demand significantly exceeds the meter rate, long queues and delays occur at affected 
onramps. Table 4.4-4 provides a summary of the freeway ramp meter delays expected based on 
analysis for existing weekday conditions. As indicated in the table, the theoretical demand on 
the 1-5 northbound onramp from Sea World Drive during the AM peak hour exceeds the meter 
rate by 221 vehicles per hour, resulting in a delay of 13 minutes. The average queue length with 
this delay would be approximately 6,409 feet. This does not compare well with field 
observations, which indicated a delay of five minutes and a queue of 1,300 feet. The PM peak 
hour for this omamp would not exceed the meter rate, resulting in no delay or queue. 

TABLE 4.4-4 
Existing Weekday Onramp Meter Analysis 

Location 
Peak 

I 
Peak Hour I FlowF 

Excess Delay 
Queue 

Hour Demand D Demand E (min) 

Observed Conditions 

Sea World Drive/NB 1-5 AM I 1279 i N/A ! N/A I 5 1300 
PM ! 1296 I N/A 1 N/A 1 0 0 

Sea World Drive/SB 1-5 (SOY (I) AM i 464 i N/ A ! N/ A i 2 I- 150 
---------------. -··--····-·----··-- ,·-·······-··-···---------<--------------!------·--··--·--· ----------

PM i O 1 NI A I N/ A i O 1 0 

West Mission Bay Drive/EB I-8 
AM ! 0 i NIA i N/A ! 0 0 

--- PM·----r-· 1490 ___ i ___ N1A ·--·1-·---- N/A ·----r·-- 5 ···--·-··--. 800 

Theoretical Analysis 

AM ; 1279 1058 221 i 13 6409 
Sea World Drive/NB I-5 1 

PM I 1296 ! 1372 i 0 I 0 0 
AM 

; 

464 ! 313 I 151 I 29 4379 
SeaWorld Drive/SB 1-5 (SOY) 1 i 

PM ! NIA I NIA I 0 0 0 i 

AM I NIA i NIA 0 0 0 
West Mission Bay Drive/EB I-8 I 

PM I 1490 I 1058 432 I 24 12528 ! 

Assuming A 15-Minute Maximum Delay 

Sea World Drive/NB 1-5 
AM I 1279 I 1058 221 I 13 6409 

I 

PM I 1296 I 1372 0 0 0 
I 

AM ! 464 I 371 93 15 2691 
SeaWorld Drive/SB 1-5 (SOY (1) I 

PM I 0 I 0 0 0 0 

West Mission Bay Drive/EB I-8 
AM I 0 I 0 0 0 0 
PM I 1,490 I 1,192 298 15 8,642 ! 

Source: Linscott, Law and Greenspan, 200 I. 

SOY demand at 90% of total demand and SOV ramp meter rate as specified by Caltrans. 
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The I-5 southbound onramp from Sea World Drive during the AM peak hour would result in a 
theoretical demand that would exceed the meter rate by 151 vehicles per hour, resulting in a 
delay of 29 minutes and a queue of 4,379 feet, approximately three quarters of a mile. This also 
does not compare well with field observations, which indicated a delay of two minutes and a 
queue of 150 feet. The PM peak hour would not exceed the meter rate and thus, would not result 
in delays or queues. 

The I-8 eastbound onramp from West Mission Bay Drive during the PM peak hour would result 
in a theoretical demand that would exceed the meter rate by 432 vehicles per hour, resulting in a 
delay of 24 minutes and a queue of 12,528 feet. As with the other freeway ramps, this does not 
compare well with field operations which indicated a delay of five minutes and a queue of 800 
feet. The AM peak hour would not exceed the meter rate and therefore, would not result in 
delays or queues. 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

The CMP arterial operating conditions were determined using a peak hour arterial analysis 
conducted in conformance with the requirements of the San Diego Regional Congestion 
Management Program. Table 4.4-5 presents the existing weekday arterial level of service. 

Sea World Drive is the only identified CMP Arterial that would likely be affected by traffic 
generated by the proposed project study area. Between Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and I-5, Sea 
World Drive currently operates at LOS B during the morning peak period for the westbound 
direction and LOS C during the morning for eastbound direction as well as the afternoon peak 
hours for both the westbound and eastbound direction. 

TABLE 4.4-5 
Existing Weekday CMP Arterial Operations 

Arterial Peak Period Direction 
Existing 

Speed (mph) LOS 

AM 
EB 25.4 C 

Sea World Drive WB 32.1 B 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard to 1-5 EB 22.3 C 
PM 

WB 28.0 C 

Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, 2000. 

LOS: Level of Service 
EB: . Eastbound, etc. 

CMP Freeway Segments 

Interstate 5 is an eight to ten-lane freeway running in a nmih-south direction east of the project 
site. I-5 has onramp and offramp intersections for all directions at Sea World Drive. Interstate 8 
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is located south of the project and has a westbound offramp and an eastbound onramp at West 
Mission Bay Drive. 

Key CMP freeway segments, including four segments of I-5 and two segments of I-8 were 
evaluated during weekday AM and PM peak hours in compliance with CMP requirements. As 
shown in Table 4.4-6, four segments currently operate below LOS D. These segments include: 

1. Southbound I-5 north of Sea World Drive (LOSE, PM peak); 

2. Northbound I-5 south of Sea World Drive (LOSE, PM peak); 

3. Southbound I-5 south of Sea World Drive (LOSE, AM peak); and 

4. Eastbound I-8 east of West Mission Bay Drive (LOS F, PM peak). 

4.4.2 Significance Criteria 
The City of San Diego guidelines provide significance thresholds that are used to determine 
whether a project would contribute enough traffic to a street segment or intersection to require 
mitigation measures. Table 4.4-7 lists these significance thresholds for allowable increases in 
delay, volume-to-capacity ratio, and speed at intersections and roadway sections. The guidelines 
state that if a project exceeds the thresholds shown in the table, the impacts are considered 
significant, and improvements would be required to mitigate the project's impact to the level of 
service of the facility prior to the project's traffic impacts. 

The City's current policy for ramp metering impacts indicates that delays of 15 minutes are 
unacceptable. For any ramp meter where the delay is in excess of 15 minutes, project increases 
of more than two minutes would be considered direct significant impacts under short-term future 
conditions. Under long-term future conditions, if the delay without the proposed project is in 
excess of 15 minutes and the project increases the delay by more than two minutes, the impact 
would be considered a significant cumulative impact. 

For purposes of this EIR, the project would create a direct significant impact on circulation if its 
traffic would: 

1. Cause a delay of two or more seconds at an intersection which is operating at LOS D, E or F; 

2. Result in an increase in the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio of 0.02 or greater on a freeway or 
roadway segment which is operating at LOS D, E or F; 

3. Increase the wait time of two minutes at a freeway ramp which is already experiencing 
delays in excess of 15 minutes; 

4. Decrease the speed (MPH) by more than 1 mph for CMP arterials operating at LOS D, E, or 
F; more than 2 mph at LOS C; and more than 3 MPH at LOS B; or 

5. Result in significant operational congestion based on observed conditions. 
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TABLE 4.4-6 
Existing Weekday CMP Freeway Segment Operations 

Freeway Link 

Interstate 5 
North of Sea World Drive (NB) 
North of Sea World Drive (SB) 
South of Sea World Drive (NB) 
South of Sea World Drive (SB) 

Interstate 8 
East of West Mission Boulevard (EB) 
East of West Mission Boulevard (WB) 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 2001. 

Notes: 

No. of 
Lanes 

5 
5 
5 
5 

4 
4 

Freeway Link Capacity (ideal conditions)= 2,200 PCPHPL 
V/C = Volume (PCPHPL)/Capacity (PCPHPL) 

Total 
Capacity 
(PCPH) VPH 

11,000 7,249 
. 11,000 8,648 

11,000 8,108 
11,000 8,749 

8,800 6,929 
8,800 6,67 1 

Vehicles per Hour /4.6477325 = Passenger Cars Per hour Per Lane (PCPHPL) 5 Lanes 
Vehicles per Hour /3 .718186 = Passenger Cars Per hour Per Lane (PCPHPL) 4 Lanes 
Data source from Caltrans counts 
PCPHPL = Passenger Car Per Hour Per Lane 
VPH = Vehicles Per Hour 
LOS= Level of Service 

AM Peak Hour 

(PCPHPL) VIC LOS VPH 

1,560 0.71 D 8,178 
1,861 0.85 D 9,504 
1,745 0.79 D 8,956 
1,882 0.86 E 8,450 

1,864 0.85 D 9,200 
1,794 0.82 D 6,244 

PM Peak Hour 

(PCPHPL) VIC LOS 

1,760 0.80 D 
2,045 0.93 E 
1,927 0.88 E 
1,818 0.83 D 

2,474 1.12 F 
1,679 0.76 D 
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TABLE 4.4-7 
Transportation Impact Significance Thresholds 

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts 1 

Level of Service 
with Project Intersections Delay (Sec.) 

Roadway Sections 

VIC Speed (MPH) 

A NIA 0.10 5 

B 6 0.06 3 

C 4 0.04 2 

02 2 0.02 I 

E2 2 0.02 I 

F2 2 0.02 I 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 200 l 

Delay : Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds. 
V/C: Volume to capacity ratio (capacity al LOSE should be used). 
Speed: arterial speed measured in miles per hour. 
NIA: Not Applicable 

If a proposed project's traffic impacts exceeds the values shown in the table , then the impacts are deemed "significant". The project 
applicant shall provide "feas ible mitigations", to bring the facility back to the level prev iously held by the facility prior to the projects 
traffic impacts. 
The acceptab le Level of Service (LOS) standard for roadways and intersections in San Diego is LOS D. However, for undeveloped 
locations , the goal is to achieve a LOS C. 

4.4.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in an increase in projected traffic, which is substantial 

in relation to the capacity of the street system? 

Issue 2: Would the proposal result in substantial impacts upon existing or planned 
transportation systems? 

The above two issues have been grouped together because they are interrelated and therefore are 
discussed concurrently. 

New Attractions Influence on Attendance and Traffic 
Sea World has experienced a net decrease in attendance over the past decade. During this time, 
new rides and attractions have been implemented and yet, attendance figures remained relatively 
consistent. Although the implementation of new rides or attractions may initially. result in an 
attendance increase, historical trends show that they do not cause a sustained increase in 
attendance. Therefore, the introduction of a specific ride or attraction does not have a direct 
correlation to increases in attendance. Please refer to the discussion of attendance history m 
Section 3.3.2 for further information on the influence of new attractions on attendance. 
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Accordingly, if the introduction of new attractions does not result in sustained increases in 
attendance, then new attractions at Sea World would not increase Sea World traffic. If an 
attendance increase were sustained, Sea World traffic would increase, but not as a result of a 
specific ride or attraction. Therefore, proposed Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects would not generate 
increased traffic and do not have documented City of San Diego traffic generation rates. The 
Future Hotel and Marina Expansion Special Projects would cause a sustained traffic increase and 
thus, have traffic generation rates. Consequently, the traffic analysis is based on traffic increases 
resulting from attendance increases and proposed traffic-generating projects (hotel and marina). 

Project Trip Generation and Distribution 

Trip Generation 

The number of trips estimated to be generated by the proposed project was based on existing 
ADT counts and on driveway generation rates published by the City of San Diego (September 
1998). The ADT counts were used to calculate the overall growth of Sea World, while City 
driveway counts were used to calculate the trips for the planned hotel and marina expansion. 
Both weekday and weekend day proj ect trips were calculated to evaluate the respective impacts 
on summer weekdays and summer weekend days. Although some reduction in the number of 
automobile trips may occur with implementation of the plaimed North Bay and Beach Area 
Guideway system, the system is insufficiently defined at this time to make any estimate of the 
number of Sea World patrons which may decide to use this system to reach facility. Therefore 
the influence of this system on ultimate trip generation was not taken into account in the trip 
generation calculations performed by the project traffic engineer. 

Weekday Project Generation 

The weekday project generation was used to assess daily and peak hour impacts for the near term 
(2005) and buildout (2020) analyses. The year 2005 weekday project generation consisted of 
SeaWorld growth only (2,000 ADT) while the year 2020 weekday total project generation 
consisted of Sea World growth, the plaimed hotel, and the marina expansion. Traffic generation 
associated with Sea World growth was determined by establishing the existing traffic generation 
and subtracting that amount from the forecasted 2020 weekday traffic generation. The existing 
weekday traffic generation was determined to be 15,000 ADT, and the 2020 weekday traffic 
generation was determined to be 23 ,000 ADT (without the planned hotel and marina expansion). 
Consequently, the growth for the SeaWorld theme park over the next twenty years would result 
in a calculated increase of 8,000 ADT during summer weekdays. The weekday hotel traffic 
generation was calculated at 6,500 ADT with 390 morning peak trips and 520 afternoon peak 
trips. The weekday marina expansion traffic generation was calculated at 800 ADT with 24 
morning peak trips and 56 afternoon peak trips. Both the hotel and marina trip generations were 
calculated using the City of San Diego driveway rates. Combining trip generations from 
SeaWorld growth (8,000 ADT), the planned hotel (6,500 ADT), and the marina expansion (800 
ADT), the project would generate 15,300 ADT with 799 morning peak trips and 1,088 afternoon 
peak trips. Morning peak hours occur between 7 and 9 AM, while afternoon peak hours occur 
between four and six PM 
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Weekend Project Generation 

The weekend project generation was used to evaluate intersection operations on weekends as 
well as to quantify the impact of 40,000 SeaWorld visitors on a weekend day. The weekend 
traffic generation was calculated from the average of eight weekend days during 1999 including 
Memorial Day weekend, Fourth of July weekend, Labor Day weekend, and a non-holiday 
summer weekend. Holiday and non-holiday summer weekends were evaluated to produce 
worst-case conditions, as Sea World attendance is the highest during these seasonal periods. The 
weekend traffic generation was calculated to be 15,592 ADT with 1,681 morning peak trips and 
1,310 afternoon peak trips (without the planned hotel and marina expansion). The weekend hotel 
traffic generation was calculated at 6,175 ADT with 527 morning peak trips and 527 afternoon 
peak trips. The weekend marina expansion traffic generation was calculated at 960 ADT with 54 
morning peak trips and 54 afternoon peak trips. Combining 1999 trip generations from 
Sea World growth (15 ,592 ADT), the plaimed hotel (6,175 ADT), and the marina expansion (960 
ADT), the project would generate 22,727 ADT with 2,262 morning peak trips and 1,891 
afternoon peak trips. Morning weekend peak hours occur between 10 and 11 AM, while 
afternoon weekend peak hours occurred between 6 and 7 PM. As discussed above, the traffic 
analysis conducted for the project did not evaluate the weekend condition since the weekday PM 
peak hour is the worst-case condition. 

Trip Distribution 

The distribution of project generated traffic by the City of San Diego Series 9 traffic model was 
reviewed for accuracy. The Select Zone Assignment (SZA) within the traffic model did not 
provide a reasonable distribution; therefore, the model-generated SZA percentages were 
modified to more accurately represent the expected distribution of project trips. The modified 
percentages were determined through a review of the existing peak hour ingress and egress 
patterns and source of visitor residency, which was provided by Sea World. Distributions were 
determined for a weekday and weekend with adjustments for peak hour and 24-hour 
distributions. 

The peak hour counts also indicate the Sea World. traffic patterns as they ingress and egress the 
project site, with the daily and peak hour percentages varying due to driver behavior. Figure 4.4-
4 shows the SeaWorld distribution percentages. The ADT percentages are primarily derived 
from the model, while the peak hour percentages are from existing counts. Figure 4.4-4 shows 
that about 30 percent of Sea World traffic comes to and from the north via the Sea World Drive/I-
5 interchange and about 20 percent from the south on 1-5. The remaining 50 percent use 1-8 and 
the nearby local streets such as Ingraham Street, Mission Bay Drive, Friars Road and Pacific 
Highway. 

Near Term (2005) with Cumulative Projects and without Project 
As discussed earlier, the traffic analysis for existing conditions concluded that summer weekdays 
presented the worst-case operating conditions. Thus, the 2005 analysis was based on summer 
weekday traffic. The near term (2005) traffic volumes were developed using the City of San 
Diego Series 9 Traffic Model. The buildout (2020) model was completed first and subsequently 
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factored downward to produce the 2005 ADTs without the proposed project. As part of the 
Series 9 Model, Traffic Analysis Zone (T AZ) updates were developed, which included the 
forecasted Sea World growth, two identified cumulative proposed projects (Quivira Basin 
Redevelopment Project and the Dana Point Inn Landing and Hotel Expansion), and other major 
proposed and approved projects (North Bay Redevelopment, Marine Corps Recruit Depot Reuse, 
Naval Training Center Reuse, De Anza Cove, and a new Lindbergh Field airport terminal on 
Pacific Highway). Last, no changes in the roadway network were assumed for the year 2005 
analysis. 

Street Segments 

Figure 4.4-5 presents the projected daily traffic volumes for the year 2005 without the proposed 
project. The associated levels of service without the proposed project indicated in Table 4.4-8 
conclude that a majority of the street segments were calculated to operate below LOS D on a 
daily basis. These segments include: 

1. Sea World Drive between Pacific Highway and 1-5 (LOSE); 

2. Sea World Drive from Friars Road to Pacific Highway (LOSE); 

3. Sea World Drive between Sea World Way and Friars Road (LOS F); 

4. Sea World Drive between Sea World Way and West Mission Bay Drive (LOSE); 

5. West Mission Bay Drive between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing Road (LOSE); 

6. West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street (LOS F); 

7. West Mission Bay Drive between 1-8 and Sea World Drive (LOSE); 

8. Ingraham Street from Vacation Road to Crown Point Drive (LOS F); 

9. Ingraham Street between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road (LOS F); 

10. Ingraham Street between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive (LOS F); 

11. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard between I-8 and West Mission Bay Drive (LOSE); and 

12. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard between Nimitz Boulevard and 1-8 (LOS F). 
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Street Segment 

Sea World Drive at 4-Lanes 
Between Pacific Highway and 1-5 
Between Friars Road and Pacific Highway 
Between Sea World Way and Friars Road 
Between Sea World Way and W. Mission Bay Dr. 

Sea World Drive at 6-Lanes 
Between Pacific Highway and 1-5 
Between Friars Road and Pacific Highway 
Between Sea World Way and Friars Road 

Friars Road 
Between Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway 

W. Mission Bay Drive 
Between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing 
Between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street 
Between 1-8 and Sea World Drive 
Between 1-8 Sports Arena Boulevard 

Ingraham Street 
Between Vacation Road and Crown Point Drive 
Between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road 
Between Perez Cove Way and W. Mission Bay Dr. 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 
Between 1-8 and W. Mission Bay Dr. 
Between Nimitz and 1-8 

Source: Linscott, Law and Greenspan, 200 I. 

/!,.: Change in V /C due to project 
N/A: Not applicable 
Bold: Does not meet City standard of LOS Dor better 
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TABLE 4.4-8 
2005 Weekday Street Segment Operations 

Direction Classification 
Capacity Without Project 
at LOSE ADT VIC LOS 

EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 36,700 0.92 E 
EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 37,610 0.94 E 
EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 43,000 1.08 F 
EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 38,560 0.96 E 

EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 36,700 0.61 C 
EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 37,610 0.63 C 
EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 43,000 0.72 C 

EB/WB 4 Lane Major Street 40,000 12,680 0.32 A 

NB/SB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 38,260 0.96 E 
NB/SB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 75,060 1.25 F 
NB/SB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 59,1 60 1.48 E 
NB/SB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 36,900 0.62 C 

NB/SB 4 Lane Major Arterial 40,000 40,820 1.02 F 
NB/SB 4 Lane Major Arterial 40,000 43,640 1.09 F 
NB/SB 4 Lane Major Arterial 40,000 52,120 1.30 F 

EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 38,560 0.97 E 
NB/SB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 42,890 1.07 F 

With Project 

ADT VIC LOS A Sig? 

37,840 0.95 E 0.029 Yes 
38,810 0.97 E 0.030 Yes 
44,360 I.I I F 0.034 Yes 
38,620 0.97 F 0.002 No 

37,840 0.63 C 0.019 No 
38,810 0.65 C 0.020 No 
44,360 0.74 C 0.023 No 

12,840 0.32 A 0.004 No 

38,300 0.96 F 0.001 No 
75,580 1.26 F 0.009 No 
59,620 1.49 F 0.012 No 
36,960 0.62 C 0.001 No 

40,900 1.02 F 0.002 No 
43,720 1.09 F 0.002 No 
52,680 1.32 F 0.014 No 

38,620 0.97 E 0.002 No 
42,950 1.07 F 0.002 No 
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Key Intersections 

As indicated in Table 4.4-9, for the without project scenario, all intersections would operate at 
LOS D or better except the following five intersections: 

1. Sea World Drive and 1-5 northbound ramp (LOSE, PM); 

2. Ingraham Street and Crown Point Drive (LOS F, PM); 

3. West MissionBay Drive and I-8 westbound offramp (LOS F, PM); 

4. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and 1-8 westbound offramp (LOS F, PM); and 

5. Nimitz Boulevard and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard (LOS F, AM and PM). 

Freeway Ramps 

Under this scenario, three ramps would experience substantial delays. As indicated in Table 4.4-
10, the 1101ihbound 1-5 onramp at Sea World Drive would result in a theoretical delay of 17 
minutes and the southbound 1-5 onramp at Sea World Drive would result in a theoretical delay of 
35 minutes during the morning peak hour. The eastbound 1-8 onramp at West Mission Bay 
Drive would result in a theoretical delay of 17 minutes during the morning peak hour and 27 
minutes during the afternoon peak hour. 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

As presented in Table 4.4-11, the CMP peak hour arterial analysis indicates that Sea World 
Drive, between Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and 1-5, eastbound traffic would operate at an LOS C 
during both morning and evening peak hours. Westbound traffic would operate at an LOS B 
during both morning and evening peak hours. 

CMP Freeway Segments 

As indicated in Table 4.4-12, while segments of 1-8 would operate at LOS C, three segments of 
1-5 would operate below LOS D. These segments include: 

1. Southbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive (LOSE, PM); 

2. Northbound 1-5, south of Sea World Drive (LOSE, PM); and 

3. Southbound 1-5, south of Sea World Drive (LOSE, PM). 
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TABLE 4.4-9 
2005 Weekday Intersection Operations 

Peak Existing Without Project 
Intersection 

Hour LOS Delay LOS Delay 

AM 31.4 C 38.4 D 
Sea World Drive/I-5 NB Ramps 

PM 58.9 E 71.4 E 

AM 29.1 C 30.3 C 
Sea World Drive/I-5 SB Ramps 

PM 25.3 C 26.5 C 

AM 18.4 B 24.0 C 
Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway 

PM 32.1 C 34.0 C 

AM 14.6 B 16.8 B 
Sea World Drive/Friars Road PM 18.0 B 18.5 B 

AM 3.2 A 8.3 A 
Sea World Drive/Sea World Way 

PM 13.5 B 13.5 B 

AM 22.3 C 31.5 C 
Ingraham Street/Crown Point Drive 

PM 31.0 E 108.7 F 

AM 11.3 B 11.5 B 
Ingraham Street/Vacation Road 

PM 33.7 C 36.1 D 

AM 24.7 C 24.8 B 
Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way 

PM 40.6 D 44.0 D 

AM 23.2 C 25.0 C 
W. Mission Bay Drive/I-8 WB Offramp 

PM 91.4 F 98.9 F 

AM 30.6 C 34.9 C 
Sunset Cliffs Boulevard/I-8 WB Offramp 

PM 128.9 F 164.1 F 

AM 20.5 D 23.1 C 
Nimitz Boulevard/I-8 EB Onrarnp 

PM 24.6 C 26.2 C 

AM 93.0 F 126.0 F 
Nimitz Boulevard/Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 

PM 136.9 F 164.2 F 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 2000. 

LOS: Level of Service based on 1997 Highway Capacity Manual 
A: Change in delay due to project 
Delay: Seconds per vehicle 

With Project 

Delay LOS A Significant 

39.0 D 0.6 No 
72.8 E 1.4 No 

30.3 C 0.0 No 
26.8 C 0.3 No 

24.5 C 0.5 No 
34.3 C 0.3 No 

16.8 B 0.0 No 
18.6 B 0.1 No 

8.6 A 0.3 No 
15.0 B 1.5 No 

32.2 C 0.7 No 
109.8 F 1.1 No 

11.5 B 0.0 No 
36.8 D 0.7 No 

25.5 C 0.7 No 
46.8 D 2.8 No 

25.2 C 0.2 No 
99.9 F 1.0 No 

34.9 C 0.0 No 
164.9 F 0.8 No 

23.1 C 0.0 No 
26.2 C 0.0 No 

126.0 F 0.0 No 
164.6 F 0.4 No 



TABLE 4.4-10 
2005 Weekday Onramp Meter Analysis 

Without Project With Project 

Peak Peak 
Excess 

Peak 
Excess Location 

Hour Hour Flow Delay Queue Hour Flow 
Demand 

Delay Queue 
Demand F2 Demand 

(min) (ft) Demand F2 (min) (ft) 
E D E 

D 

Theoretical Analysis 
AM 1364 1058 306 17 8874 1373 1058 315 18 9135 Sea World Drive/NB 1-5 
PM 1358 1372 0 0 0 1392 1372 20 1 580 
AM 495 313 182 35 5278 499 313 186 36 5394 Sea World Drive/SB 1-5 (SOV)1 

PM 664 614 50 5 1450 674 614 60 6 1740 
AM 1751 1357 394 17 11426 1756 1357 399 18 11571 West Mission Bay Drive/EB 1-8 PM 1539 1058 481 27 13949 1554 1058 496 28 14384 

Assuming a 15-minute Maximum Delay 
AM 1364 1091 273 15 7911 1373 1098 275 15 7963 Sea World Drive/NB 1-5 PM 1358 1372 0 0 0 1392 1372 20 1 580 
AM 495 396 99 15 2871 499 399 100 15 2894 Sea World Drive/SB 1-5 (SOV)1 

PM 664 614 50 5 1450 674 614 60 6 1740 
AM 1751 1401 350 15 10156 1756 1405 351 15 10185 West Mission Bay Drive/EB 1-8 
PM 1539 1231 308 15 8926 1554 1243 311 15 9013 

Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, 200 l . 

SOY demand at 90% of total demand and SOY ramp meter rate as specified by Caltrans. 
Ifa Caltrans rate was not available, then 1999 ramp volumes were used as the flow rate. The ramp volumes were obtained from the Caltrans ' 1987-1999 "Traffic Volumes" book . 

..,. 
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I ,.., .... 

Project 
Inc. 

(min) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
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Arterial 
Peak 

Period 

AM 
Sea World Drive 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard to I-5 
PM 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 2001. 

EB Eastbound, etc. 
t:,. Change in mph due to SeaWorld traffic 

TABLE 4.4-11 
2005 Weekday CMP Arterial Operations 

Direction 
2005 Without Project 2005 With Project 

Speed (mph) LOS Speed (mph) LOS A Significant 

EB 25.3 C 24.8 C (0.5) No 

WB 31.8 B 31.6 B (0.2) No 

EB 23 .6 C 23.5 C (0.1) No 

WB 28.5 B. 28.3 C (0.2) No 



TABLE 4.4-12 
2005 Weekday CMP Freeway Segment Operations 

# of Total 
Freeway Link 

Lanes Capacity 
(PCPH) 

Interstate 5 

North of Sea World Drive (NB) 5 11,000 

North of Sea World Drive (SB) 5 11,000 

South of Sea World Drive (NB) 5 11,000 

South of Sea World Drive (SB) 5 11,000 

Interstate 8 

East of W. Mission Blvd. (EB) 4 8,800 

East of W. Mission Blvd. (WB) 4 8,800 

Source: Lincostt Law and Greenspan, 200 I. 

Notes: 
Freeway Link Capacity (ideal conditions) = 2,200 PCPHPL 
V/C = Volume (PCPHPL)/Capacity (PCPHPL) 

Peak 
Hour 

AM 

PM 
AM 

PM 
AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Vehicles per Hour/4.6477325 = Passenger Cars Per Hour Per Lane (PCPHPL) 5 Lanes 
Vehicles per Hour/3 .718186 = Passenger Cars Per Hour Per Lane (PCPHPL) 4 Lanes 
Data source from Caltrans counts · 
PCPHPL = Passenger Car Per Hour Per Lane 
VPH = Vehicles Per Hour 
LOS = Level of Service 
Sig?= Significant 
ti. Change in delay due to project 
Bold Does not meet City standards of LOS D or better 

.... .... 
I ,_, 

""· 

Without Project 

VPH PCPPHPL VIC 

5,856 1,260 0.573 
7,320 1,575 0.716 

7,680 1,652 0.751 
9,600 2,066 0.939 
7,816 1,682 0.764 

9,770 2,102 0.956 

7,912 1,702 0.774 

9,890 2,128 0.967 

3,848 1,035 0.470 
4,810 1,294 0.588 
3,296 886 0.403 

4,120 1,108 0.504 

LOS 

C 

D 

D 

E 
D 

E 
D 

E 

C 

C 

B 

C 

VPH 

5,880 

7,350 

7,704 

9,630 

7,832 

9,790 

7,928 

9,910 

3,864 

4,830 

3,312 
4,140 

LOS 
A 
8 
C 
D 
E 
F 

With Project 

PCPPHPL VIC LOS A Sig.? 

1,265 0.575 C 0.002 No 
1,581 0.719 D 0.003 No 
1,658 0.753 D 0.002 No 
2,072 0.942 E 0.003 No 
1,685 0.766 D 0.001 No 
2,106 0.957 E 0.001 No 
1,706 0.775 D 0.001 No 
2,132 0.969 E 0.002 No 

1,039 0.472 C 0.002 No 
1,299 0.590 C 0.002 No 
891 0.405 B 0.002 No 

I, 113 0.506 C 0.002 No 

FREE FLOW SPEED= 65 MPH 

MPH (PCPHPL) 
65 .0 0.283 
65 .0 0.452 
64.5 0.673 
61.0 0.849 
53.0 1.00 
VAR VAR 
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Near Term (2005) with Cumulative Projects and Project 

Street Segments 

Figure 4.4-6 presents the project-generated daily traffic volumes for the year 2005, while Figure 
4.4-7 shows the street segment traffic volumes with the project. Impacts are considered 
significant when the change in volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds the significance thresholds 
defined in the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual as shown on Table 4.4-7. 
According to Table 4.4-8, the proposed project would significantly impact the following street 
segments: 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and I-5; 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; and 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road. 

Key Intersections 

Figure 4.4-7 illustrates 2005 key intersections traffic volumes with the project. As indicated in 
Table 4.4-9, the proposed project would not cause a significant traffic impact at any intersections 
for the 2005 analysis. Although several intersections operate at LOS E or F, they are not 
considered significant impacts. Impacts are considered significant when the project increases the 
delay by more than two seconds for intersections that would operate at LOS D, E, or F without 
the project. 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

As shown in . Table 4.4-11, the proposed project would increase delays by one minute at each 
onramp. Impacts to freeway onramps are considered significant when delay times exceed 15 
minutes or are increased by two or more minutes as a result of the project where there is an 
existing delay of 15 minutes or more. Therefore, no significant impacts to freeway onramps 
would occur under this scenario as a result of the proposed project. 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

As indicated in Table 4.4-11 , the proposed project would not significantly impact the portion of 
Sea World Drive between Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and I-5 during the AM or PM peak hours. 
Impacts are not considered significant unless the change in speed due to Sea World traffic 
decreases by more than 2 MPH for segments that would operate at LOS C and more than 3 MPH 
for segments that would operate at LOS B. 
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CMP Freeway Segments 

As indicated in Table 4.4-12, no significant impacts to segments ofl-5 would occur as a result of 
the proposed project in the near term (2005). Impacts am considered significant on freeway 
segments \Vhen the project increases the volume to capacity ratio by 0.02. or morn for segments 
that operate at LOS D, E, or F. These segments include: 

I.Northbound I 5, north of Sea World Drive (PM peak hour); and 

2,Southbound I 5, north of Sea World Drive (PM peak hour). 

Buildout (2020) without Project 
As mentioned previously, the 2020 traffic volumes were developed using the City of San Diego 
Series 9 Traffic Model. 

Street Segments 

Street conditions were updated in the 2020 analysis to reflect improvements planned in the City 
of San Diego Circulation Element. Sea World Drive was modeled as both as four and six lanes 
between I-5 and West Mission Bay Drive. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard was modeled as four lanes 
over the San Diego River Floodway. West Mission Bay Drive was modeled as six lanes over the 
San Diego River Floodway [Capitol Improvement Projects (CIP) 52-643]. The Barnett Avenue 
extension between Pacific Highway and 1-5 Old Town Avenue interchange was included in the 
2020 analysis. Additionally, Sports Arena Boulevard was modeled as six lanes between Midway 
Drive and Rosecrans Street (CIP 52-503). 

Figure 4.4-8 presents the future daily traffic volumes for the year 2020 without the proposed 
project. The associated levels of service indicated in Table 4.4-13 conclude that a majority of the 
street segments were calculated to operate below LOS D on a daily basis. These segments 
include: 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes) between Pacific Highway and 1-5 (LOSE); 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes) between Sea World Way and Friars Road (LOS F); 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes) between Sea World Way and West Mission Bay Drive (LOS F); 

4. West Mission Bay Drive between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing Road (LOS F); 

5. West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street (LOS F); 

6. West Mission Bay Drive between 1-8 and Sea World Drive (LOS F); 

7. Ingraham Street between Vacation Road and Crown Point Drive (LOS F); 

8. Ingraham Street between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road (LOS F); 
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TABLE 4.4-13 
2020 Weekday Street Segment Operations 

Street Segment Direction Classification 
Capacity 2020 Without Project 
at LOSE ADT VIC LOS ADT 

Sea World Drive at 4-Lanes 
Between Pacific Highway and 1-5 EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 36,850 0.92 E 43,500 
Between Friars Road and Pacific Highway EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 31 ,630 0.79 D 38,600 
Between Sea World Way and Friars Road EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 45,290 1.13 F 52,900 
Between Sea World Way and W. Mission Bay Dr. EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 46,190 1.15 F 46,840 

Sea World Drive at 6-Lanes 
Between Pacific Highway and 1-5 EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 39,320 0.65 C 45,970 
Between Friars Road and Pacific Highway EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 34,200 0.57 B 41 ,170 
Between Sea World Way and Friars Road EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 47,460 0.79 C 55,070 
Between Sea World Way and W. Mission Bay Dr. EB/WB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 46,190 0.77 C 46,840 

Friars Road 
Between Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway EB/WB 4 Lane Major Street 40,000 14,360 0.36 A 15,000 

W. Mission Bay Drive (without bridge widening) 
Between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing NB/SB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 40,600 1.02 F 41,450 
Between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street NB/SB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 76,1 20 0.95 F 83,040 
Between 1-8 and Sea World Drive NB/SB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 62,270 1.56 F 67,420 
Between 1-8 Sports Arena Boulevard NB/SB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 48,070 0.08 B 49,060 

W. Mission Bay Drive (with bridge widening) 
Between 1-8 and Sea World Drive NB/SB 6 Lane Prime Arterial 60,000 62,270 1.04 F 67,420 

Ingraham Street 
Between Vacation Road and Crown Point Drive NB/SB 4 Lane Major Arterial 40,000 41,770 1.04 F 42,740 
Between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road NB/SB 4 Lane Major Arterial 40,000 44,190 1.10 F 45,240 
Between Perez Cove Way and W. Mission Bay Dr. NB/SB 4 Lane Major Arterial 40,000 49,610 1.24 F 55,370 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 
Between 1-8 and W. Mission Bay Dr. EB/WB 4 Lane Prime Arterial 40,000 46,190 1.15 F 46,840 
Between Nimitz and 1-8 NB/SB 4 Lane Prime Arterila 40,000 42,660 1.07 F 43,230 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 2001 

This segment is not considered signi ficant, as the recommended mitigation is to widen to 6-lanes as shown in this table; however, the 4-lane version is included for completeness. 
This segment is not considered significant, as the intersection and arterial calculations show acceptable LOS. 

Bold: Does not meet City standard of LOS Dor better 
A Change in V/C 
Sig? Significant 

~ .... 
~ 
N 

2020 With Project 

VIC LOS A Sig? 

1.09 F 0.166 Yes1 

0.97 E 0.174 Yes1 

1.32 F 0.190 Yes1 

1.17 F 0.016 No 

0.77 C 0.111 No 
0.69 C 0.116 No 
0.92 E 0.127 Yes2 
0.78 C 0.011 No 

0.37 A 0.0 1 No 

1.04 F 0.014 No 
1.04 F 0.086 Yes2 

1.69 F 0.128 Yes 
0.82 B 0.017 No 

1.12 F 0.086 Yes2 

1.07 F 0.024 No 
1.13 F 0.026 Yes2 

1.38 F 0.144 Yes2 

1.1 7 F 0.016 No 
1.08 F 0.014 No 
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9. Ingraham Street between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive (LOS F); 

10. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard between I-8 and West Mission Bay Drive (LOS F); and 

11. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard between Nimitz and I-8 (LOS F). 

Key Intersections 

As indicated in Table 4.4-14, the following five intersections would operate below LOS D during 
peak hours without the proposed project: 

1. Sea World Drive and I-5 northbound ramps (LOSE, AM; LOS F, PM); 

2. Ingraham Street and Crown Point Drive (LOS F, PM); 

3. West Mission Bay Drive and I-8 westbound offramp (LOS F, PM); 

4. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and 1-8 westbound offramp (LOSE, AM; LOS F, PM); and 

5. Nimitz Boulevard and Sunset Cliffs Boulevard (LOS F, AM and PM). 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

The theoretical analysis indicates that the 2020 without project scenario, three ramps would 
experience substantial delays. As indicated in Table 4.4-15, the northbound I-5 onramp at Sea 
World Drive was calculated at a 32-minute delay and the southbound 1-5 onramp at Sea World 
Drive was calculated at a 53-minute delay during the morning peak hour. The eastbound I-8 
onramp at West Mission Bay Drive was calculated at a 24-minute delay during the morning peak 
hour and a 33-minute delay during the afternoon peak hour. 

Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

As presented in Table 4.4-16, the CMP peak hour arterial analysis indicates that Sea World 
Drive, between Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and I-5, eastbound traffic would operate at LOS C and 
westbound traffic would operate at LOS B during the morning peak hour. During the PM peak 
hour, eastbound traffic would operate at LOS D while westbound traffic would operate at LOS 
C. 
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TABLE 4.4-14 
2020 Intersection Operations 

Peak 
Intersection 

Hour 

AM 
Sea World Drive/I-5 NB Ramps 

PM 

AM 
Sea World Drive/I-5 SB Ramps 

PM 

AM 
Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway 

PM 

AM 
Sea World Drive/Friars Road 

PM 

AM 
Sea World Drive/Sea World Way 

PM 

AM 
Ingraham Street/Crown Point Drive 

PM 

AM 
Ingraham Street/Vacation Road 

PM 

AM 
Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way 

PM 

AM 
W. Mission Bay Drive/1-8 WB Offramp 

PM 

AM 
Sunset Cliffs Boulevard/1-8 WB Offramp 

PM 

AM 
Nimitz Boulevard/1-8 EB Onramp 

PM 

AM 
Nimitz Boulevard/Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 

PM 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 200 I . 

LOS:Level of Service based on 1997 Highway Capacity Manual. 
&: Change in delay due to project. 
Delay: Seconds per veh icle . 

May 31, 200 1 

Without 
Project 

Delay LOS Delay 

57.9 E 66.7 
105.1 F 129.9 

39.0 D 41.3 
30.9 C 36.1 

28 .3 C 29.0 
52.7 D 66.4 

17.7 B 17.9 
22.8 C 23 .7 

9.8 A 10.9 
13 .5 B 17.8 

31.9 C 31.9 
123.0 F 123.9 

12.2 B 12.3 
39.2 D 40.1 

26.4 C 29. 1 
49.6 D 59.9 

32.3 C 35.9 
149.7 F 153 .8 

60.5 E 61.3 
266.9 F 267.0 

26.0 C 26.3 
28.1 C 28.1 

157.5 F 158.1 
174.1 F 175.8 

Transportation and Circulation 

With Project 

LOS A Significant 

E 8.8 Yes 
F 24.8 Yes 

D 2.3 No 
D 5.2 No 

C 0.7 No 
E 13.7 Yes 

B 0.2 No 
C 0.9 No 

A I.I No 
C 4.3 No 

C 0.0 No 
F 0.9 No 

B 0.1 No 
D 0.9 No 

C 2.7 No 
E 10.0 Yes 

D 3.6 No 
F 4.1 Yes 

E 0.8 No 
F 0.1 No 

C 0.3 No 
C 0.0 No 

F 0.6 No 
F 1.7 No 
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TABLE 4.4-15 
2020 Weekday Onramp Meter Analysis 

Without Project With Project 

Location 
Peak Peak 

Excess 
Peak 

Excess 
Hour · Hour 

FlowF2 Demand 
Delay Queue Hour 

Flow F2 Demand 
Delay 

Demand 
E 

(min) (ft) Demand 
E 

(min) 
D D 

T/reoretical Analysis 

Sea World Drive/NB 1-5 AM 1615 1058 557 32 16153 1692 1058 634 36 
PM 1492 1372 120 5 3480 1684 1372 312 14 

Sea World Drive/SB 1-5 (SOV)1 AM 588 313 275 53 7975 608 313 295 57 
PM 764 614 150 15 4350 814 614 200 20 

West Mission Bay Drive/EB 1-8 
AM 1910 1357 553 24 16037 1992 1357 635 28 
PM 1634 1058 576 33 16704 1775 1058 717 41 

Assuming a 15-minute Maximum Delay 

Sea World Drive/NB 1-5 AM 1615 1292 323 15 9367 1692 1354 338 15 
PM 1492 1372 120 5 3480 1684 1372 312 14 

Sea World Drive/SB 1-5 (SOV)1 AM 588 470 118 15 3410 608 486 122 15 
PM 764 614 150 15 4350 814 651 163 15 

West Mission Bay Drive/EB 1-8 AM 1910 1528 382 15 11078 1992 1594 398 15 
PM 1634 1307 327 15 9477 1775 1420 355 15 

Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, 2001. 

SOV demand at 90% of total demand and SOV ramp meter rate as specified by Caltrans. 
Ifa Caltrans rate was not available, then 1999 ramp volumes were used as the flow rate. The ramp volumes were obtained from the Caltrans' 1987-1999 "Traffic Volumes" book . 

.... .... 
~ 

Project 
Queue 

Inc. 
(ft) 

(min) 

18386 4 
9048 8 
8555 4 
5800 5 
18415 4 
20793 8 

9814 0 
9048 8 
3526 0 
4721 0 
11554 0 
10295 0 



.. 
:... 
~ 

Arterial 

Sea World Drive 
Sunset Cliffs Boulevard to I-5 

W. Mission Bay Drive1 

I-8 to Ingraham 

Ingraham Street1 

W. Mission Bay Dr. to Vacation Rd. 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 200 I. 

With existing lane geometry 
LOS Level of Service 
EB Eastbound, etc. 
t:,. Change in mph due to SeaWorld traffic 

TABLE 4.4-16 
2020 Weekday CMP Arterial Operations 

Peak 
Direction 

2005 Without Project 
Period Speed (mph) LOS Speed (mph) 

EB 23.6 C 23.4 
AM 

WB 31.1 B 30.8 

EB 20.2 D 20.1 
PM 

WB 24.7 C 24.1 

NB 39.1 A 39.1 
AM 

SB 22.0 C 21.9 

NB 39.3 A 38.7 
PM 

SB 23.3 C 17.4 

NB 35.2 A 35 .1 
AM 

SB 30.4 B 24.8 

NB 22.0 D 20.2 
PM 

SB 25.8 C 22.8 

2005 With Project 

LOS A (mph) Significant 

C (0.2) No 

B (0.3) No 

D (0.1) No 

C (0.6) No 

A (0.0) No 

D (0.1) No 

A (0.6) No 

D (5.9) No 

A (0.1) No 

C (5.6) No 

D (1.8) No 

C (3.0) No 
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CMP Freeway Segments 

As indicated in Table 4.4-17, while segments of I-8 would operate at LOS D or better, all four 
freeway segments ofl-5 would operate at an unacceptable LOSE or F either in the AM, PM, or 
both peak hour periods in the vicinity of Sea World Drive without the proposed project. These 
segments include: 

1. Northbound I-5, north of Sea World Drive (LOSE, AM; LOS F, PM); 

2. Southbound I-5, north of Sea World Drive (LOS F, PM); 

3. Northbound I-5, south of Sea World Drive (LOS F, PM); and 

4. Southbound I-5, south of Sea World Drive (LOSE, AM; LOS F, PM). 

Buildout (2020) with Project 

Street Segments 

Figure 4.4-9 illustrates the project-generated daily traffic volumes for the year 2020, while 
Figure 4.4-10 shows 2020 traffic volumes with the proposed project. Impacts to street segments 
are considered significant when the project increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 
0.02 for segments that would operate at LOS D, E, or F. As shown in Table 4.4-13, the proposed 
project would significantly impact the following street segments at buildout: 

1. Sea World Drive ( 4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and I-5; 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

4. Sea World Drive (6 lanes); between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

5. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street; 

6. West Mission Bay Drive; between I-8 and Sea World Drive; 

7. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road; and 

8. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive. 
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TABLE 4.4-17 
2020 Weekday CMP Freeway Segment Operations 

#of 
Freeway Link 

Lanes 

Interstate 5 

North of Sea World Drive (NB) 5 

North of Sea World Drive (SB) 5 

South of Sea World Drive (NB) 5 

South of Sea World Drive (SB) 5 

Interstate 8 

East ofW. Mission Blvd. (EB) 4 

East ofW. Mission Blvd. (WB) 4 

Source: Lincostt Law and Greenspan, 2001. 

Notes: 

Total 
Capacity 
(PCPH) 

11,000 

11,000 

11,000 

11,000 

8,800 

8,800 

Freeway Link Capacity (ideal conditions) = 2,200 PCPHPL 
V/C = Volume (PCPHPL)/Capacity (PCPHPL) 

Peak 
Hour 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Vehicles per Hour/4.6477325 = Passenger Cars Per Hour Per Lane (PCPHPL) 5 Lanes 
Vehicles per Hour/3.718 186 = Passenger Cars Per Hour Per Lane (PCPHPL) 4 Lanes 
Data source from Caltrans counts 
PCPHPL = Passenger Car Per Hour Per Lane 
VPH = Vehicles Per Hour 
LOS = Level of Service 
Sig? = Significant 
/!,. Change in delay due to project 
Bold Dose not meet City standards of LOS D or better 

.... .... 
I 

c% 

Without Project 

VPH PCPPHPL VIC 

9,780 2,104 0.956 

12,080 2,599 1.181 

8,200 1,764 0.802 

10,390 2,235 1.016 

8,480 1,825 0.829 

11,340 2,440 1.109 

9,150 1,969 0.895 

10,700 2,302 1.046 

4,125 1,109 0.504 

4,250 1,143 0.520 

4,285 1,152 0.524 

6,260 1,684 0.765 

LOS 

E 

F 
D 

F 

D 

F 

E 

F 

C 

C 

C 

D 

VPH 

10,060 

12,300 

8,260 

10,590 

8,560 

11,440 

9,230 

10,790 

4,290 

4,420 

4,450 

6,510 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

With Project 

PCPPHPL VIC LOS A Sig.? 

2,164 

2,646 

1,777 

2,279 

1,842 

2,461 

1,986 

2,322 

1,154 

1,189 

1,197 

1,751 

0.984 E 0.028 Yes 

1.203 F 0.022 Yes 

0.808 D 0.006 No 

1.036 F 0.020 Yes 

0.837 D 0.008 No 

1.119 F 0.010 No 

0.903 E 0.008 No 

1.055 F 0.009 No 

0.524 C 0.020 No 

0.540 C 0.020 No 

0.544 C 0.020 No 

0.796 D 0.031 No 

FREE FLOW SPEED = 65 MPH 

MPH (PCPHPL) 
0.283 
0.452 
0.673 
0.849 
1.00 
VAR 

65.0 
65.0 
64.5 
61.0 
53 .0 
VAR 
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Key Intersections 

Table 4.4-14 shows that the project would cause significant traffic impacts at the following 
intersections during the morning and afternoon peak hours at buildout: 

1. Sea World Drive and I-5 northbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak hour); 

3. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hour); and 

4. West Mission Bay Drive and I-8 westbound offramp (PM peak hour). 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

As indicated in Table 4.4-15, substantial delays would occur at all ramps during one or both peak 
hours. Project traffic would add to delays at locations already experiencing delays in excess of 
15 minutes. Thus, project traffic would result in a significant 2020 buildout impact at the 
following freeway ramp meters: 

1. Sea World Drive and northbound I-5 (AM peak hour); 

2. Sea World Drive and southbound I-5 (AM and PM peak hours); and 

3. West Mission Bay Drive and eastbound I-8 (AM and PM peak hours). 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

As indicated Table 4.4-16, CMP arterials would operate at LOS D or better in both directions 
during both the morning and afternoon peak hours. The addition of project traffic would not 
create a significant impact on CMP arterials. 

CMP Freeway Segments 

Table 4.4-17 shows that the project would increase the volume to capacity ratio by more than 
0.02 on segments ofl-5 and I g that operate at LOSE or F. These segments include: 

1. Northbound I-5, north of Sea World Drive (AM and PM peak hours); and 

2. Southbound I-5, north of Sea World Drive (PM peak hour). 

Transit 
MTDB is currently studying a transit route in the project area as part of the North Bay and Beach 
Area Guideway Study. This route would provide a guideway transit link from inland San Diego 
(most likely the Old Town Station) to the beach and bay activity centers. The Guideway Study 
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currently envisions the use of automated people mover (APM) technology for this project. APM 
includes a variety of automated guideway technologies ranging from small-vehicle people 
movers to large monorails. Two aligrunents are presently under consideration, with the goal of 
serving several key activity centers, including Sea World, Sports Arena redevelopment, Belmont 
Park, Mission Bay Park, Quivira Basin, proposed Mission Bay Amphitheater, Mission Valley 
and downtown hotels, and the beach communities. A future station is planned at Sea World. 
More specifically, the station would be located in the northeast corner of the planned parking 
garage, near the entrance to Sea World. 

Entry - Exit Operations 
As discussed in the 1993 Sea World Traffic Study, queues were observed during various summer 
holidays at the entrance (toll plaza) and exit (Sea World Way) during the AM inbound and PM 
outbound peaks. Queue counts were also conducted during the eight days of traffic counts in 
1999. These counts were conducted 10:00 AM- 12:00 NOON at the entrance and 5:00 PM to 
7:00 PM at the exit. Queue counts were recorded every five minutes. The maximum queues per 
day ranged from 6 to 25 vehicles in the longest lane. The maximum queues observed at the 
entrance were predominately at the tollgate nearest the curb lane ( extreme right). Maximum 
queues at the exit were observed to back up about 16 vehicles (about 400 feet) from the Sea 
World Way/Sea World Drive intersection. It should be noted that this queue was observed at the 
#2 southbound left-turn lane. 

Knowing the average queue and entering volumes, an average service rate of 120 
vehicles/hour/gate is calculated at the entrance. Observations and calculations shows that the 
current entry-exit system can adequately handle the existing summer holiday weekend traffic 
with queues not anticipated to reach Sea World Drive. 

4.4.4 Significance of Impact 

Roadway Segments 
Based on the City's threshold criteria for significance of impact, the proposed project 
contribution to traffic on roadway segments would exceed the acceptable V /C threshold of 
significance on three segments under the near term (2005) condition and eight segments under 
the buildout (2020) condition with the proposed project. 

The proposed project would have a significant impact on the following roadway segments under 
the near term (2005) condition: 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and I-5; 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; and 

3. Sea World Drive ( 4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road. 
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The proposed project would have a significant impact on the following roadway segments in the 
buildout (2020) condition: 

1. Sea World Drive (6 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

2. West Mission Bay Drive, between Ingraham Street and Sea World Drive; 

3. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and 1-8; and 

4. Ingraham Street, between Vacation Road and West Mission Bay Drive. 

Key Intersections 
The project will not generate a significant direct impact on intersections under the near term 
(2005) condition. 

The project would have a significant impact on the following intersections under the buildout 
(2020) condition: 

1. Sea World Drive and 1-5 northbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak hour); 

3. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hour); and 

4. West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound offramp (PM peak hour). 

Freeway Ramps 
The project will not generate a significant direct impact on freeway ramps under the near term 
(2005) condition. However, under the buildout (2020) condition, project traffic would result in a 
significant cumulative impact at three freeway ramps already expected to experience delays in 
excess of 15 minutes, which include: 

1. Sea World Drive northbound 1-5 on.ramp (AM and PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive southbound 1-5 on.ramp (AM and PM peak hours); and 

3. West Mission Bay Drive eastbound I-8 on.ramp (AM and PM peak hours). 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

The contribution of traffic from the proposed project would not exceed the significance 
thresholds on CMP arterials. Thus, no significant project impacts would occur. 
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CMP Freeway Segments 

The project would have a significant impact on the following freeway segments under the near 
term (2005) condition: 

1. Northbound I-5, north of Sea World Drive; and 

2. Southbound I-5 , north of Sea World Drive. 

The project would have a significant impact on the following freeway segments under the 
buildout (2020) condition: 

1. Northbound I-5 , north of Sea World Drive; and 

2. Southbound I-5 , north of Sea World Drive. 

Weekend Significant Impacts 
Significant busy weekend day intersection calculated impacts occur at the Sea World Drive/I-5 
NB Ramp. In addition, busy weekend day significant impacts occur at the Sea World entrance. 

4.4.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
The analyses with and without the project in 2005 and 2020 indicate that there are significant 
impacts which require mitigation. With the exception of those improvements where Sea World 
must only make a fair share contribution toward the cost of improvements needed to solve 
congestion which will occur with or without the proposed expansion plans, the mitigation 
measures presented below would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Impacts to the 
roadway segments or intersections which require fair share contributions are considered 
potentially unmitigated because inadequate assurances exist that the necessary Capital 
Improvement Projects (CIP) would be approved by the City and/or sufficiently funded to 
complete the needed improvements. The recommended mitigation measures are listed below 
with a measure of effectiveness summary provided in Table 4.4-18. 

Monitoring Program 
Even though the significant impacts and respective mitigation measures were calculated for years 
2005 and 2020, it is recommended that those mitigation measures not be tied to a specific year. 
Those years were for analysis purposes only. Rather, a monitoring program can better indicate 
when an improvement is necessary and who the major contributors are. For example, Sea World 
is anticipating 4,000,000 visitors in 2012; however, if the attendance does not materialize, then 
SeaWorld's impacts would be less than anticipated. Conversely, if there is an attendance 
increase greater than forecasted , then the mitigation measures should be implemented sooner. 
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Intersection 

TABLE 4.4-18 
Weekday Intersection Mitigation 

2020 With Project 
Peak Existing Without With 
Hour Mitigation Mitigation 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

AM 31.4 C 66.7 E 58.3 E1 
Sea World Drive/1-5 Northbound Ramps 

PM 58.9 E 129.9 F 75.5 E1 

AM 18.4 B 29.0 C 28.3 c2 
Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway 

PM 32.1 C 66.4 E 45.0 02 

AM 24.7 C 29.1 C 29.3 CJ 
Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way 

PM 40.6 D 59.9 E 54 .7 03 

AM 23.2 C 35.9 D 20 .9 c4 
W. Mission Bay Drive/1-8 Westbound Ramp 

PM 91.4 F 153.8 F 41.0 04 

Source: Linscott Law and Greenspan, 2001. 

A westbound right-turn lane and northbound dual left-turn lanes at the northbound ra111ps. Pre-project LOS E i111prove111ent to LOS D to 
be deter111ined by planned 1-5 Interchange CIP. 
Six lanes on Sea World Drive fro111 just south of Pacific Highway to the 1-5 southbound ra111ps. 
Remove east/west split signal phasing and re-program signal. Re-striping for eastbound and westbound approaches. 
A third westbound right-turn lane to be added for a final configuration of dual westbound left-turn and triple westbound right-turn lanes 
in addition to improvements associated with CIP 52-643. 

Timing for project related roadway mitigation measures would be tied to a monitoring program 
due to the relative uncertainty of future SeaWorld visitors based on the previous ten-year flat 
attendance record. It is recommended that the monitoring program be part of a Mitigation 
Monitoring Report Program (MMRP) and commence one year after approval of the Sea World 
Master Plan Update approval by the California Coastal Commission. Sea World Adventure Park 
agrees to a Roadway and Parking MMRP as outlined below. The monitoring program would 
involve the following major elements. 

1. Sea World will conduct annual 24-hour tube counts (ADT' s) at all Sea World leasehold access 
points to determine whether there has been an increase in traffic generation. The counts 
would be done on a Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday for two separate non-holiday 
summer weeks in July or August. The six days of counts should then be averaged to provide 
documentation of the daily variation and the average peak hour segment and daily volumes. 
This traffic generation level would be compared to 2000 counts to determine whether there 
had been an increase in traffic. If no increase in traffic generation has occurred then no 
mitigation measures would be implemented. Conversely, if a traffic generation increase has 
occurred then intersection counts would be conducted for key intersections identified in the 
following measure and the appropriate level of mitigation would be implemented. 
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2. SeaWorld will conduct 24-hour tube counts (ADT's) on Sea World Drive at two locations 
(between 1-5 and Pacific Highway and between Friars Road and Sea World Way). The 
counts would be done on a Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday for two separate non-holiday 
summer weeks in July or August. The six days of counts should then be averaged to provide 
documentation of the daily variation and the average peak hour segment and daily volumes. 

3. SeaWorld will conduct peak hour intersection counts at Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way, 
Sea World Drive/I-5 NB Ramp, Sea World Drive/1-5 SB Ramp, Sea World Drive/Pacific 
Highway, and at Sea World Drive/Friars Road. The counts should be done for one day on a 
Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday in July or August, during the period that the tube counts 
are conducted. These volumes should be used for analysis purposes. 

4. Intersections as identified in 3. above, which are operating at LOS E or LOS F will be 
analyzed to detem1ine if a significant impact is caused by Sea World traffic based on the City 
of San Diego criteria (delay increase of 2.0 seconds or more at LOS E or F). If the analysis 
determines that Sea World traffic causes a significant impact, Sea World will be responsible 
for mitigating such significant impact. Since improvements should be completed 
concurrently with impacts, Sea World will construct the improvements under a City public 
improvement permit with bond within one year of identification of the impact unless they are 
a part of a City of San Diego Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 

All analyses in 1. through 4. above must be completed and turned into the City's Transportation 
Development Section by September 1 of each year. A list of mitigation measures that would 
achieve a reduction in impact is listed below. 

Weekday Project Mitigation 
The following project mitigation measures would reduce the impacts of the proposed project on 
weekday traffic at impacted surface street roadway segments and intersections. However, in 
some cases, the mitigation may not be adequately assured to conclude that the impact would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. In these cases, the mitigation measure includes an 
identifying statement. The mitigation measures would be implemented based on the amount of 
Sea World's increase in traffic generation and in accordance with the monitoring program. 

Near-term (2005) Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is necessary, 
one of the following measures shall be undertaken by Sea World. 

1. Sea World shall widen Sea World Drive to six lanes between 1-5 and Sea World Way; or 

2. If the City has formed a CIP for the combined improvements to Sea World Drive and its 
interchange with 1-5, Sea World shall contribute to the CIP an amount which is equivalent 
to 44 percent of the estimated cost of widening Sea World Drive to six lanes between 1-5 
and Sea World Way. In the event this alternative form of mitigation is selected, the short-

May31,2001 4.4-46 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Transportation and Circulation 

term impacts of Sea World on Sea World Drive may not be fully mitigated due to the fact 
that full funding for the CIP may be delayed or never achieved. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: SeaWorld will install signal coordination on Sea World Drive from 
Friars Road to 1-5 NB Ramp and construct a 400-foot extension of the eastbound right-turn lane 
on Sea World Drive at the SB 1-5 SB onramp. Sea World's cost paiiicipation shall be 100 
percent. 

Buildout (2020) Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is necessary, 
SeaWorld will reconfigure the Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way intersection to remove the split 
east/west signal phasing, by combining the westbound thru movement with the right-turn 
movement to create dual left-turn lanes and a shared thru/right-turn lane. The only pedestrian 
crossing across Ingraham Street should remain on the north leg (north side of the intersection). 
Sea World's fair share for this improvement is 100 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is necessary, 
Sea World shall make fair share contributions for the following interchange improvements at the 
specified percentages. 

Intersection 

1. Dual northbound to westbound left-turn lanes on the northbound 1-5 offramp and a 
separate right-turn lane on westbound SeaWorld Drive to the northbound I-5 onramp 
(29 percent). 

Ramps 

2. Additional storage lane, or the equivalent, on the southbound 1-5 onramp (27 
percent). 

3. Additional storage lane, or the equivalent, on the northbound I-5 onramp (50 percent). 

As these improvements are expected to be a part of a CIP project which may or may not be fully 
funded, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the Sea World Drive/1-5 interchange are 
considered unmitigated. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-5: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is necessary, 
reconstruct the Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway intersection to provide six lanes of thru traffic 
on Sea World Drive. The southbound right-turn movement from Sea World Drive to Fiesta 
Island Road (Pacific Highway) would be shared with the thru lane by converting the existing 
southbound right-turn lane on Sea World Drive to provide three southbound thru lanes and one 
southbound right turn lane. Sea World Drive south of Pacific Highway shall be widened for 
about 300 feet plus a 600-feet taper. Sea World' s fair share of the cost of these improvements 
shall be 36 percent. As Sea World is only obligated to pay for a portion of the improvement and 
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no funding source exists for the balance of the cost, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the 
Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway intersection are considered umnitigated. 

The northbound lane addition shall be carried through the intersection to the Sea World Drive/I-5 
SB onramp intersection by widening Sea World Drive to provide a third northbound (eastbound) 
lane that starts about 300-foot south of (west of) Pacific Highway and traps (ends) as a right-tum 
lane at the southbound I-5 onramps. Both curb lanes on Sea World Drive at Pacific Highway 
shall be 20 feet wide to accommodate right-tum sneakers. This measure is 100 percent 
Sea World's responsibility. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is necessary, a 
third, westbound right-tum lane shall be added to the westbound I-8 offramp to West Mission 
Bay Drive intersection to create a configuration which will consist of dual, westbound left-tum 
and triple, westbound right-tum lanes. SeaWorld' s fair share estimate shall be 28 percent. This 
improvement will only be required in the event the West Mission Bay Drive bridge is widened to 
six lanes. As these improvements would only be constructed if CIP 52-643 is implemented and 
fully funded, the long-term impacts of Sea World on the westbound I-8 offramp to West Mission 
Bay Drive are considered unmitigated. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7: At the time the monitoring program indicates that it is necessary, 
widen the West Mission Bay Drive bridge to six lanes and widen southbound West Mission Bay 
Drive to three lanes between the bridge and the eastbound I-8 onramp. These improvements 
would be included in the City's CIP No. 52-643. SeaWorld's fair share contribution to the cost 
of widening the bridge and creating three southbound lanes between the bridge and the 
eastbound onramp to I-8 shall be 47 percent of the City's cost of these improvements. The 
City's cost is 20 percent of the total cost. In light of the fact that this CIP may not be sufficiently 
funded or implemented coincident with SeaWorld's needs, SeaWorld's long-term impact on 
West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and I-8 as well as the I-8 eastbound onramp 
would be umnitigated because it is infeasible for SeaWorld to bear the full cost of these 
improvements. 

Weekend Project Mitigation 
The following project mitigation would reduce project impacts on a busy weekend day to below 
a level of significance and would be implemented when determined necessary by the monitoring 
program. More specifically, these measures would mitigate the calculated failure of Sea World 
Drive/I-5 NB Ramp during the 4th of July weekend in 1999, and observed entrance circulation 
issues. These measures would be implemented in the summer following approval of the 
Sea World Master Plan Update by the California Coastal Commission. 

Near-term (2005) Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-8: Provide traffic event officers from the San Diego Police Department 
at the I-5/Sea World Drive interchange during busy days to override the traffic signals and 
respond to traffic conditions, if Cal trans concurs. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-9: Improve lane management at the entrance gates to maximize vehicle 
storage as well as help visitors waiting in line to determine which lanes are open or shorter. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-10: Distribute promotional material to employees and repeat patrons 
that would promote 1-8 or Ingraham Street as alternative routes to Sea World. 

Significant Unmitigated Impacts 
Significant impacts on West Mission Bay Drive between 1-8 and Sea World Drive as well as the 
1-8 eastbound onramp and westbound offramp at West Mission Bay Drive would be unmitigable 
if CIP 52-643 is not implemented by the City because it would be economically infeasible for 
Sea World to pay for widening of the West Mission Bay Drive bridge. 

Impacts on Sea World Drive between Sea World Way and 1-5 would be unmitigated if a fair 
share contribution is made for impacts to Sea World Drive rather than direct widening of this 
segment to the planned six-lane configuration. This conclusion is based on the potential for the 
necessary CIP to not be approved by the City and/or sufficient funding not be available to fully 
implement the CIP. Impacts to the Sea World Drive/I-5 interchange are also considered 
potentially unmitigated due to the potential for the necessary CIP to not be approved by the City 
and/or sufficient funding not be available to fully implement the CIP. Similarly, impacts to the 
Pacific Highway/Sea World Drive intersection are considered unmitigable as no source of 
funding is available to complete the improvements to which Sea World would make a fair share 
contribution. 

Significant project impacts were calculated at the mainline freeway segment of 1-5 north and 
south of Sea World Drive. These significant impacts are considered unmitigable due the 
excessive costs to widen 1-5. 

4.4.6 Impact 
Issue 3: Would the proposal result in an increase demand in offsite parking? 

Existing Parking Supply 
The total Sea World leasehold area provides parking for guests and others ( employees, vendors, 
and the SeaWorld Marina and Shoreline). The guest parking area (Area 2) covers 63.5 acres 
along the south side of the leasehold between the Sea World Theme Park (Area 1) and Sea World 
Drive. Access to the parking area is through the main vehicular entryway located in the 
southwest comer of the guest parking area. The guest-parking exit is in the central southern part 
of Area 2 at the Sea World Way/Sea World Drive intersection. A total of 7,614 guest parking 
spaces are provided in Area 2 and the eastern portions of Area 1, although approximately 450 
spaces in the northwest portion of Area 2 are typically used for employee parking. This leaves a 
total of 7,164 guest spaces available. Additionally, an unpaved guest overflow parking area of 
approximately 1,500 spaces exists within the southwest corner of Area 2 shown as the parking 

May 31, 2001 4.4-49 



Sea World Master Plan Update Transportation and Circulation 

lot relocation. Thus, the total available (paved and unpaved) guest parking equals approximately 
8,664 spaces. The other parking areas for administration, support, employee overflow, Hubbs
SeaWorld Research Institute and the SeaWorld Marina are provided in Areas 3, 4, and 5 with 
1,307 spaces. Access to these areas is through Perez Cove Way. This results in a total paved 
parking supply of 8,471 spaces and a total paved and unpaved supply of 9,971 spaces. 

Future Guest Parking Demand 
The future guest parking demand is determined by 1) calculating the usable parking supply, 2) 
assuming a design parking supply, and 3) forecasting the visitor demand over the next twenty 
years. 

The usable parking supply is determined to be 95 percent of the available guest spaces in Areas 1 
and 2. This is because on busy days, vehicles are directed to the southeast corner and directed to 
park in sequence to best fill the parking area. However, after the lot is filled , remaining vehicles 
must circulate the entire facility in search of the last few spaces or spaces that have become 
available. To account for this phenomenon, the parking area is considered "full" at 95 percent 
occupancy. As a result 95 percent of the 7,164 paved guest parking spaces is about 6,800 
spaces. In 1999 there were 3 to 4 days when vehicles were required to park in an adjacent dirt 
overflow lot (located on the southeast corner of the visitor parking area). Use of the overflow lot 
was verified by analyzing parking demand data obtained from the Sea World vehicle tollbooth. 
In 1999, the Area 1 and 2 visitor parking demand exceeded the paved usable (95%) parking 
supply of 6,800 spaces during three days, but was well within the total available supply of about 
8,200 spaces (95% of 8,664 total paved and unpaved guest parking area). 

Future visitor parking demand was calculated to account for about 100 percent of the demand. 
The parking demand for Sea World has a distinct weekday trend with peaks occurring mostly on 
weekends. Additionally, all but 15 weekend days show a demand for less than 5,000 spaces. 
The current number of spaces required to account for 100 percent of the demand is estimated to 
be about 7,100 spaces. This number is determined by estimating how much demand exceeded 
the usable supply, which equals about 150 spaces. 

If the visitor vehicle occupancy remains relatively constant over the next twenty years, then the 
future visitor parking demand can be forecasted by projecting the current demand by a 
compounded annual growth rate of 1.3 percent as provided by SeaWorld. Assuming a visitor 
parking demand for 100 percent usable occupancy and an annual growth rate of 1.3 percent, the 
future parking demand in 20 years is forecasted to be about a total of 9,200 spaces. 

The exact point in time when additional visitor parking would be necessary depends on several 
factors including future vehicle occupancy rates, use of the existing overflow parking area, 
expansion of the park into the existing parking area, encroachment of the planned hotel onto the 
employee parking area, and the schedule of the proposed parking structure. Assuming that the 
vehicle occupancy remains the same and that the overflow parking of about 1,500 spaces 
remains available, then the total available visitor parking of about 8,200 spaces (95% of 8,664) 
would reach capacity in about 2011. 
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Parking Garage 
Within Area 2, the Proposed Plan indicates that a future parking garage is a long-term Special 
Project. This parking garage would be located in the western part of the existing parking lot, 
between the Main Entrance and the Front Gate. The parking garage would be up to four levels in 
height, with half of the first level approximately six feet below grade. The parking garage would 
not be needed until park attendance justifies the additional parking capacity. The parking garage 
would meet the additional demand for parking when parking demand would require it. 
Therefore, the project would not result in a significant impact to the offsite parking supply. 

4.4.7 Significance of Impact 
For year 2005 , the minimum parking requirements were forecasted at approximately 7,600 
spaces. The current usable supply is about 8,000 spaces; therefore, no significant impacts would 
occur in the near term (2005). For year 2020, the minimum parking requirements were 
forecasted at approximately 9,200 spaces, which would exceed the current usable supply. As 
discussed previously, the existing usable supply is forecasted to reach capacity in about 2010. 
Because the exact number of parking spaces that the planned parking structure would provide is 
not known, significant impacts may occur beyond the year 2010. 

4.4.8 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

Monitoring Program 
Timing for project-related parking mitigation measures would be tied to a monitoring program 
due to the relative uncertainty of future Sea World visitors based on the previous ten-year flat 
attendance record. It is recommended that the monitoring program be part of a Mitigation 
Monitoring Report Program (MMRP), and commence one year after project approval by the 
California Coastal Commission. The monitoring program would involve the following major 
elements. 

1. Generate an annual summer parking demand report using Sea World's vehicular toll booth 
and patron data. The report should include the overall, peak, and overflow parking demands; 

2. Identify the encroachment impacts of all planned park attractions upon the existing parking 
supply. The timing for each planned attraction has not been identified at this time; therefore, 
the timing will be determined by the parking monitoring program; 

3. Identify the parking-design-day when the demand for the available 8,000 parking spaces 
(paved and unpaved) is exceeded during most summer weekends; 

4. Identify the parking structure supply; 

5. Identify the parking demand thresholds to trigger the paving of the adjacent overflow lot, 
provision of alternative/satellite parking, and/or the construction of the parking structure; 
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6. Explore and implement alternative/satellite parking locations and shuttle/MTDB transit 
operations as appropriate to meet the parking demand; and 

7. Building permits may be withheld if it has been established that additional parking must be 
provided, and Sea World has not provided the needed parking. 

Project Mitigation 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce parking impacts to below a 
level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-11: At the time the parking monitoring program indicates that it is 
necessary, complete one or more of the following improvements, as dictated by the monitoring 
program: (1) pave the existing unpaved guest overflow parking area located in the southwest 
corner of Area 2; (2) implement offsite parking or shuttle/MTDB transit options; and/or (3) 
construct the planned parking structure. 

4.4.9 Impact 
Issue 4: Would the proposal result in traffic generation in excess of specific/community 

plan allocation? 

The major policies and objectives related directly to future development in Mission Bay Park are 
outlined in the City of San Diego ' s Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, which is administered 
by the Park and Recreation Department and functions as the community plan for the Park. As such, 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan does not identify a specific allocation of traffic generation for 
SeaWorld. Furthermore the SeaWorld Master Plan Update is consistent with the land use 
designations in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. Please refer to Section 4.1, Land Use, 
for a discussion of these regulatory plans. 

4.4.10 Significance of Impact 
The Mission Bay Park Master Plan does not allocate specific traffic generation figures for 
Sea World and the Sea World Master Plan Update land use designations are consistent with the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update; therefore, no significant impact would occur to a 
Community Plan traffic generation allocation. 

4.4.11 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impact is identified, no mitigation measures are recommended. 

May 31 , 2001 4.4-52 



Sea World Master Plan Update Transportation and Circulation 

4.4.12 Impact 
Issue 5: Would the proposal result in a discouragement to other Mission Bay Park users? 

Circulation System 
Inadequate functioning of the circulation system in Mission Bay Park may discourage use of the 
Park. The proposed project may result in significant impacts to the circulation system in the 
vicinity of SeaWorld. However, these impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance as described above. As a result, the proposed project would not result in a 
significant impact to the Mission Bay Park circulation system, and therefore would not 
discourage park users from frequenting the park. 

Access 
The entrance at Perez Cove Way and the exit at Sea World Way were observed on Memorial 
Day weekend, Fourth of July weekend, Labor Day weekend, and a non-holiday summer 
weekend during 1999 to determine the operating conditions. Queue counts were conducted 
between 10 AM and 12 PM at the entrance and between 5 and 7 PM at the exit. The maximum 
daily queues ranged from 6 to 25 vehicles with an average queue of 5 vehicles per hour per gate 
for the entrance and 2 vehicles per lane per hour at the exit. Based on these counts, the 
calculated service rate of 120 vehicles per hour per gate was determined as acceptable operating 
conditions. 

Because ingress and egress to SeaWorld is adequate, the proposed project would not cause a 
significant impact to traffic conditions that would discourage other Mission Bay Park users from 
frequenting the Park. 

Parking 
As discussed earlier, the existing parking supply is sufficient for current Sea World attendance. 
Additionally, a parking garage is plaimed as a Special Project to be constructed when attendance 
warrants the additional capacity. Therefore, there is no demand for offsite parking. The 
proposed project would not affect the offsite parking supply, which is generally provided for 
other Mission Bay Park patrons. 

4.4.13 Significance of Impact 
The proposed project would not result in adverse traffic conditions or a parking deficit that 
would discourage Mission Bay Park users from visiting the Park. Therefore, the project would 
not result in any significant impacts relative to Park usage. 

4.4.14 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impact is identified, no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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4.4.15 Impact 
Issue 6: Would the proposal result in an increase in hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, 

or pedestrians? 

The proposed Tier 1, Tier 2, and Special Projects would be designed according to current safety 
standards and would not put motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians at risk. Furthermore, the 
project would not affect the operational characteristics of existing bicycle or pedestrian pathways 
in Mission Bay Park. 

4.4.16 Significance of Impact 
No significant impact with respect to an increase in hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians would occur from the proposed project. 

4.4.17 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impact is identified, no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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4.5 Water Quality 
A report entitled Water Quality Best Management Practices Plan Update was prepared by URS 
in September 2000 to describe the existing water quality of Mission Bay and the potential 
impacts associated with the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update. The report is presented in 
its entirety in Appendix C. This report incorporates the Water Quality/Best Management 
Practices Program for Sea World of San Diego, which was prepared in April 1998 in response to 
Condition 2 of the January 14, 1998 California Coastal Commission's Notice of Intent to Issue 
Permit for Sea World of California - San Diego (Permit No. 6-97-121). The BMPs provided in 
this document are described below under the section entitled Existing Urban Runoff Control 
Program. Within this section, the subsections Aquaria Water Treatment, Surface Runoff 
Controls, Spill Prevention and Control, Material Storage and Use Controls, Vehicle Maintenance 
Controls, Waste Management and Recycling, and Landscape Management provide the 
description of the BMPs put into operation at Sea World in compliance with the Coastal 
Commission's Notice oflntent to Issue Permit. 

4.5.1 Existing Conditions 

Mission Bay Water Quality 
Mission Bay is located along the coast of San Diego, just north of the mouth of the San Diego 
River. It is tidally influenced and receives freshwater input from Rose Creek, Tecolote Creek, 
and numerous storm drains. 

Recently, the water quality in Mission Bay has diminished as a result of urban runoff generated 
from development within the watershed of the tributary creeks. This urban stormwater runoff 
contains a variety of pollutants, including oil and grease, heavy metals, sediment, and bacteria. 
Of these sources, bacteria, atrophic (nutrients that stimulate algae growth) and lead have been the 
primary problems. From 1996 through 1998, there were more than ~3 78 beach and bay 
closures and advisories issued for Mission Bay. The majority of the closurnsOf this number, 61 
were the result of sewer spills and overflows; none were attributable to Sea World operations. 

Urban pollutants transported to the Bay via storm drains are also a major contributor to water 
quality problems. The urban pollutants are largely caused by residential uses and paved surfaces. 
Low flow and dry weather flows through storm drains are particularly a problem because the 
volume of water is not able to dilute the urban pollutants. Initial rainfall events are also a 
problem because they create a "first flush" effect caused by the accumulation of urban pollutants 
between rainfall events which is picked up and transported in the early stages of a rain storm to 
the storm drain system. 

In order to help reduce the impact of urban pollutants on Mission Bay, the majority of the storm 
drain facilities as well as the two creeks have been fitted with low-flow interceptors to direct 
non-storm water flows to the sanitary sewer. Low flows generally contain the highest 
concentration of urban pollutants. During storm events, the low-flow interceptors are bypassed, 
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allowing storm flows to directly enter the Bay. High storm water flows reduce the impact of 
urban pollutants by diluting the pollutants with the higher water volumes. 

Of these components, bacterial indicators (total coliform, fecal coliform and Enterococcus) have 
been of greatest concern due to the associated public health risk. In fact, these sources are the 
primary source of water quality impacts in the immediate vicinity of Sea World; lead and 
eutrophication problems are generally found in other parts of the Bay. 

The City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department has performed extensive 
monitoring of bacterial indicators over the past 15 years at 21 locations throughout the Bay on a 
weekly basis. Thus, at times, the densities of bacteria observed in Mission Bay exceed the 
standards for water-contact recreation (REC-1 ). These incidents have led to postings of portions 
of Mission Bay, providing health warnings to people using the Bay. 

Data from the City of San Diego's Metropolitan Wastewater Department measurements indicate 
widespread presence of total coliform, fecal coliform and Enteroccocus throughout most portions 
of Mission Bay. Results from the City's Wastewater Department show that the concentrations of 
these indicator bacteria range from less than two Most Probable Number (MPN)/100 ml to 
several thousands MPN/100 ml. 

Total coliform, fecal coliform and Enterococcus measurements have also been taken by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Preliminary results from May 2000 indicate 
that total coliform was present in most of the samples, ranging from less than 2 to 13,000 
MPN/100ml. Fecal coliform was also identified in many samples at levels ranging from less 
than 2 to 5,200 MPN/100 ml. Enterococcus was analyzed at a subset of locations and ranged 
from less than 2 to 1,400 MPN ml. 

The standards established for these three bacterial components are set in terms of most probable 
numbers per 100 ml (MPN/100 ml). The applicable standards for Mission Bay are aimed at 
maintaining safe levels for contact recreation ( e.g. swimming). These standards, collectively 
referred to as REC-1 , are as follows: total coliform (10,000 MPN/100 ml), fecal coliform ( 400 
MPN/100 ml), and Enterococcus (104 MPN/100 ml). 

In addition to bacterial sampling, the RWQCB has conducted sampling at 47 locations within 
Mission Bay to test for ambient levels of other potential pollutants. These samples were 
analyzed with respect to the following constituents: 

• Total coliform; • Dissolved oxygen; 

• Fecal coliform; • Salinity; 

• Enterococcus; • pH; 

• Nutrients; • Total suspended solids; 
• Ammonia; • Copper; 

• Biological oxygen demand (BOD); • Silver; 

• Gasoline; • Pesticides; and 
• Oil and grease; • Chlorine residual. 

• MTBE/BTEX; 
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Methyl tert-Butyl Ether (MtBE) was detected in several of the samples. MtBE is the chemical 
oxygenate most added to gasoline. BTEX, which refers to a group of compounds comprised of 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene isomers which are also found in gasoline and other 
fuels, were also identified. Both of these compounds are also highly soluble in water and easily 
transported in surface and ground water. MtBE was reported for two of the samples in 
concentrations of 8.8 and 18 µg/1. 

The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department also conducts ongoing sampling in 
the general vicinity of SeaWorld. These measures are taken at the Pacific Passage area of 
Mission Bay and in the San Diego River near the Mission Bay Landfill. These samples have 
been analyzed once or twice a year since 1993. Surface water samples are analyzed for pH, 
ammonia, nitrate nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, total dissolved solids, fluoride, chloride, 
sulfate, sulfide, oil and grease, bicarbonate, conductivity, a suite of metals, and a variety of 
volatile and semivolatile organic compounds. The results of this monitoring is presented in 
Table 4.5-1. It should be noted, however, that the levels identified in these measurements tend to 
be higher than other areas of the Bay due to the influence of the San Diego River and the 
Mission Bay Landfill. 

Water Quality Regulations 
A number of local and state regulations govern proposed development with respect to water 
quality. A brief description of these regulations is provided below. 

City of San Diego Municipal Code 

Grading and Erosion Control 

The City of San Diego sets forth requirements for grading and land development, including 
specifications for grading permits, in Municipal Code Sections 62.0401 through 62.0423. In 
accordance with these requirements, the City must review and approve grading plans as well as a 
revegetation plans. Grading plans must include procedures to control erosion and minimize 
sediment runoff draining from land undergoing development. 

Reduction of Pollutants in Storm water 

The City of San Diego also sets forth requirements for the reduction of pollutants in stormwater 
in Municipal Code Section 43.0308. This section outlines requirements related to business 
activities such as preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and a Hazardous 
Materials Release Response and Inventory Plan, as required under Chapter 6.95 of the California 
Health and Safety Code. Section 43.0308 of the Municipal Code also requires project 
compliance with NPDES permitting for stormwater discharges and General Construction 
Activities; regular cleaning or sweeping of parking lots and impervious areas; and compliance 
with stormwater best management practices (BMPs). 
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Constituent 

pH (SU) 

Ammonia (mg/L) 

Nitrate-N (mg/L) 

Nitrate- Nitrite (mg/L) 

TDS (mg/L) 

Fluoride (mg/L) 

Chloride (mg/L) 

Sulfate (mg/L) 

Sulfide (mg/L) 

Oil & Grease (mg/L) 

Bicarbonate (mg/L) 

Conductivity (umhos/cm) 

Antimony2 

Arsenic2 

Barium2 

Beryllium2 

Cadmium2 

Chromium2 

Cobalt2 

TABLE 4.5-1 
Concentrations of Constituents in Mission Bay 

and The San Diego River Near City Landfill Location 

Sampling Locations 

MBSW-1 MBSW-2 MBSW-3 MBSW-4 SDRSW-5 SDRSW-6 

7.71-8.47 7.90-8.32 7.22-8.36 7.80-8.37 7.31-8.20 6.95-8.61 

<0.1-0.23 <0.1-0.93 0.13-12.9 <0.1-0.98 <0.1 -0.38 <0.1-3.15 

0.50-147 <0.05-11 7 0.08-117 <0.02-104 <0.02-14.7 <0.02-108 

n/a o.?1 <0.5 1 n/a 0.28 1 n/a 

33,500- 33,400- 31,900- 34,400-
1,810-9,030 

24,200-
40,300 52,900 43,700 40,300 35,300 

0.90-1.70 0.95-1.90 0.95-4.40 0.85-2.20 0.54-0.82 0.75-2.00 

1,450-26,200 1,000-25,500 850-27,900 1,300-29,900 1,000-3,050 1, 750-19,500 

2,430-3,070 1,150-3,000 1,230-2,880 2,400-3 ,050 129-1,910 1,830-2,920 

<0.01-0.10 <0.01 -0.08 <0.01-0.08 <0.01 -<0.05 <0.0 1-0.11 <0.01-<0.05 

<1.0-0.60 <1.0-2 <1.0-1.7 <1.0-14.3 <1.0-2 <1.0-1 

108-2,000 40-1,750 100-1,750 104-1 ,800 216-900 152-1,900 

31,900- 29,400- 32,700- 29,100-
1,810-9,750 

29,500-
51,100 50,500 52,300 50,900 44,300 

<0.03-0.04 <0.03-0.09 <0.03-0.1 4 <0.03-0.07 <0.03-0. 11 <0.03-0.06 

<0.002-0.081 <0.002-0.014 <0.002-0.01 <0.002-0.031 <0.002-0.041 <0.002-0.040 

<0.005-0.073 <0.005-0.011 <0.005-0.07 <0.005-0.020 <0.005-0.09 <0.005-0.09 

<0.001-0.003 <0.001-0.002 
<0.001- <0.001- <0.001- <0.001-
<0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 

<0.005-0.015 <0.005-0.032 <0.005-0.009 <0.005-0.0 11 <0.005-0.010 <0.005-0.011 

<0.01-0.03 <0.01 -0.04 <0.01-0.03 <0.01-0.02 <0.005-0.02 <0.0 1-0.02 

<0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.0 1 <0.01 

SDRSW-7 SDRSW-8 

6.84-8.25 n/a 

<0.1 -3.9 n/a 

<0.02-102 n/a 

n/a n/a 

21,300-
n/a 

34,700 

0.75* n/a 

16,000-
n/a 

18,200 

1,630-2,790 n/a 

<0.01 -0.01 n/a 

<l.0-1 n/a 

148- 1,350 n/a 

32,800-
n/a 

47,100 

<0.03-0.10 <0.03-0.13 

<0.002-0.007 <0.002-0.006 

<0.005-0.08 <0.005-0.05 

<0.001-
<0.001 

<0.005 

<0.005-0.009 <0.005-0.012 

<0.01 -0.03 <0.0 1-0.02 

<0.01 <0.01 
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UI 

Constituent 

Copper 

Iron2 

Lead2 

Mercury2 

Molybdenum2 

Nickef 

Selenium2 

Silver 

Thalium2 

Vanadium2 

Zinc2 

Source: URS, 2000. 

One data point only 
All metals measured in mg/L . 

TABLE 4.5-1 
Concentrations of Constituents in Mission Bay 

and The San Diego River Near City Landfill Location 

Sampling Locations 

MBSW-1 MBSW-2 MBSW-3 MBSW-4 SDRSW-5 SDRSW-6 

<0.01-0.06 <0.01 -0.06 <0.01-0.06 <0.01 -0.006 <0.01 <0.01 

0.30-19 <0.1-1.7 1.2-11 0.22-1.3 0.19-0.29 0.2-5.5 

<0.001-0.01 <0.001-0.009 <0.001-0.014 <0.001-0.082 <0.002-0.006 <0.002-0.015 

<0.001-0.011 <0.001-0.12 <0.001-0.002 <0.001-0.011 <0.001 <0.001 

<0.01-0.03 <0.01-0.05 <0.01-0.04 <0.01-0.03 <0.01 -0.03 <0.01 -0.04 

<0.01 -0. 11 <0.01-0.23 <0.01-0.15 <0.01-0.31 <0.01-0.01 <0.01-0.38 

<0.003-0.11 <0.003-0.089 <0.003-0.069 <0.003-0.071 
<0.003-

<0.003-0.069 
<0.005 

<0.01 <0.01-0.03 <0.01 -0.23 <0.01-<0.02 <0.01-0.05 <0.01 -0.02 

<0.005-0.010 <0.005-0.011 <0.005-0.16 <0.005-0.084 
<0.005-

<0.005-0.007 
<0.055 

<0.01 -0.07 <0.01 -0.03 <0.01-0.04 <0.01-0.01 <0.01-0.02 <0.01-0.02 

<0.01-0.12 <0.05-0.13 <0.01-0.10 <0.01 -0.12 <0.01-0.08 <0.01-0.10 

SDRSW-7 SDRSW-8 

<0.01-0.01 <0.01 

0.8-30 0.47-6.5 

<0.001-0.024 <0.001-0.015 

<0.001 -0.030 <0.001 

<0.01-0.04 0.02 

<0.01-0.19 <0.01 

<0.003-0.069 <0.003 

<0.01-0.01 <0.01 -0.03 

<0.005-0.005 <0.005-0.006 

<0.01-0.04 <0.01-0.03 

<0.01-0.63 <0.01-0.14 
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Storage of Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous material storage is regulated by the City of San Diego Fire Code (City of San Diego 
Municipal Code Sections 55.0101 through 55.9201). The San Diego Fire Code has adopted 
provisions of the Uniform Fire Code with respect to storage requirements for hazardous 
materials. In accordance with Section 8003 of the UFC (1994), secondary containment is 
required for the storage of solid and liquid hazardous materials. 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Surface, ground and coastal water quality are regulated by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) under the 
authority of the federal Clean Water Act and the State of California Porter-Cologne Act. All 
construction and subsequent drainage improvements that disturb five acres or more are subject to 
NPDES regulations under statewide permits issued by the SWRCB. 

City of San Diego Stormwater Permit 

The City of San Diego is covered under a municipal NPDES storm water permit for discharges of 
stormwater runoff (RWQCB Order 90-42 and Monitoring and Reporting Order 95-76). In 
accordance with the provisions of this permit, the City of San Diego participates in a 
Comprehensive Stormwater and Urban Runoff Management Program. 

The Comprehensive Program includes a number of programs which are implemented by the 
City. Education is an impo1iant part of the overall program. Education programs are aimed at 
promoting proper disposal of hazardous materials, managing pesticide application and storage, 
conservation of irrigation water to minimize runoff, catch-basin stenciling to discourage illegal 
discharge to storm water systems, and programs to encourage public reporting of illicit 
connections and illegal discharges . In addition, specific construction period measures are 
identified including temporary erosion control measures (e.g. drain inlet protection, sandbags, 
etc.), and revegetation. Long-term programs encourage onsite containment of urban runoff 
contaminants, hazardous materials storage procedures, and street sweeping. 

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit 

Construction activities resulting in the disturbance of more than five acres also need an NPDES 
general permit for stormwater discharge associated with construction activity. Based on current 
regulations, a Notice of Intent (NOi) must be submitted to the SWRCB for consideration under a 
General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. This permit requires applicants to develop, 
implement and monitor a Storm water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) consisting of BMPs to 
eliminate or reduce pollutants in nonpoint source stormwater discharges. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Basin Plan 

The San Diego RWQCB Basin Plan sets forth water quality objectives for constituents which 
could potentially cause an adverse effect or impact on the beneficial uses of water. The 
following beneficial uses are designated for Mission Bay in the San Diego R WQCB Basin Plan: 
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Industrial Service Supply (IND); 
Contact Water Recreation (REC-1); 
Non-contact Water Recreation (REC-2); 
Commercial and Sport Fishing (COMM); 
Estuarine Habitat (EST); 

Construction Dewatering 

Wildlife Habitat (WILD); 
Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL); 
Marine Habitat (MAR); 

Water Quality 

Migration of Aquatic Systems (MIGR); and 
Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 
(RARE). 

Construction dewatering discharges must be permitted either by the San Diego R WQCB under 
an NPDES general permit for construction dewatering discharge to surface waters or by the City 
of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department for discharge to the city sanitary sewer under 
the Industrial Waste Pretreatment Program. Discharge via either of these mechanisms must meet 
applicable water quality objectives, constituent limitations, and pre-treatment requirements. 

Existing Sea World Water Quality Conditions 
This discussion identifies the sources of pollutants associated with ongoing Sea World activities 
and describes the water quality control program currently carried out by Sea World to serve as a 
baseline for evaluating potential impacts associated with the proposed Master Plan Update. 

Existing Pollutant Sources 

Ongoing activities within Sea World generate materials which, if not properly controlled, would 
adversely affect water quality in Mission Bay. These activities include: 

1. Animal waste generated from aquaria displays and shows; 

2. Litter and automobile by-products (e.g. gasoline, oil and brake linings) accumulating on 
parking lots; 

3. Fertilizers and pesticides used on landscaping; 

4. Use of water to wash down the grounds; and 

5. Food waste and litter within the theme park. 

Aquaria-based exhibits and shows are an integral part of Sea World activities. These exhibits 
rely on seawater drawn from the Bay to support the aquatic organisms in these exhibits and 
shows. Seawater is circulated through the exhibits and shows, treated, and then returned to the 
Bay. The primary potential source of water quality impact associated with this process is 
potential bacterial components related to warm-blooded animal waste which are contained in the 
seawater. 

The large asphalt parking lots represent a major potential source of automobile by-products. Oil, 
gas, and antifreeze dripping from parked cars accumulates on the surface. Stop and go traffic in 
the parking lots would also result in deposition of copper which is a component of brake linings. 
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If uncontrolled, rainfall would pick up these automobile by-products as well as general litter and 
transport them to the Bay. 

General maintenance of the landscape areas within the theme park involve application of 
fertilizers and pesticides. If improperly administered, these products would adversely impact 
water quality in the Bay by being transported in irrigation water as well as stormwater runoff. 
Trace amounts of herbicides and pesticides could be toxic to marine organisms. In addition, 
nitrogen and phosphorous compounds found in fertilizers would stimulate algae growth which 
would deplete oxygen levels in the bay water and contribute to eutrophication. 

Wash water associated with hosing down the grounds contains litter and food substances which 
could enter the surface water and significantly impact the Bay if not properly contained onsite. 
Litter would serve as a substrate for algae growth as well as insects. Food materials would 
undergo bacterial decomposition in the Bay which would contribute to eutrophication and 
promote growth of coliforms, pathogens and viruses. Any detergents used in the cleaning 
process could have high levels of nitrogen and phosphorous which would impact water quality, 
as described earlier. 

Improper storage of hazardous materials within Sea World and improper disposal of waste 
materials generated by equipment servicing could significantly impact the Bay by introducing 
additional toxic substances. 

Existing Urban Runoff Control Program 

Sea World has a comprehensive program for controlling potential sources of water pollution 
including: ' 

1. Aquaria water treatment; 

2. Theme Park surface runoff collection and treatment; 

3. Spill prevention and control; and 

4. Parking area sweeping; 

Aquaria Water Treatment 

Sea World has developed a formal Interoffice Memorandum entitled "Prohibition of Discharges 
of Aquarium Waters to Mission Bay" to ensure compliance with the facility's NPDES discharge 
permit. Specifically, the Memorandum states that there shall be no direct discharges of aquaria 
waters to Mission Bay without treatment; and that aquaria and pool draining operations are 
prohibited upon the commencement of a storm event in order to minimize the use of storm water 
bypasses at the east and west outfalls. 

The salt water used to provide habitat for aquatic animals is collected and transported to one of 
two treatment plants within Sea World which are referred to as the East and West Wastewater 
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Treatment Plants (WWTP). Initially, the solids are screened from the salt water. The recovered 
solids are hauled away to a suitable disposal site. The water is then transferred from diverter 
basins into chlorine contact chambers where the water is disinfected by injecting sodium 
hypochlorite. After an extended contact period, during which water is moved through a series of 
contact chambers, residual chlorine 1s neutralized with sodium bisulfite before being discharged 
to the Bay. Residual chlorine levels are measured to assure that the desired residual chlorine 
level of 0.0 mg/L is achieved. The plant is designed to operate automatically, but can be 
operated semi-automatically or manually if the need arises. 

Discharges from the WWTPs are covered under SeaWorld's National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit No. CA0107336, "Waste Discharge Requirements for SeaWorld of 
California, San Diego County" as revised by Order No. 2000-25. This permit requires 
monitoring of the discharge to Mission Bay at the East and West WWTP outfalls. The NPDES 
permit covers the treatment plant discharge of continuous flows from the aquarium pools, 
intermittent flows from pool draining, facility irrigation and wash down waters, and stormwater 
discharges. Maximum permissible discharges under the permit are 3.24 million gallons per day 
for the East WWTP and 6.12 million gallons per day for the West WWTP. At this time, 
Sea World has excess capacity in the collection and treatment system, except during periods of 
high rainfall (major storm events). During major storm events, which occurs between four and 
six times per year), the capacity of Sea Worlds stormdrain collection system is exceeded and the 
storm runoff flows directly into Mission Bay. During these periods pollutant loads in the runoff 
are very low due to the BMP measures implemented by Sea World to eliminate pollutants before 
they reach the storm water collection system, and the high dilution levels associated with the 
high runoff volume. The average combined total flow during dry weather is less than 6 million 
gallons per day. Sea World is required to monitor the water quality of the effluent from its 
outfalls. The monitoring includes an analysis of flow quantity, total coliform, fecal coliform, 
Enterococcus, copper, silver, settleable solids, suspended solids, turbidity, oil and grease, pH, 
turbidity, ammonia, total residual chlorine, halomethanes, and acute and chronic toxicity (Table 
4.5-2). 

The standards for total coliform and fecal coliform are based on rolling 30-day average values. 
The standards are stringent and are designed to protect shellfish harvesting. For fecal coliform, 
the concentration shall not exceed ,the log mean of 200 MPN/100 ml based on at least five 
samples in any 30-day period, and no more than 10 percent of the samples in any given 30-day 
period shall exceed 400 MPN/100 ml. For total coliform, the median concentration shall not 
exceed 70 MPN/100 ml in any 30-day period, and no more than 10 percent of the samples in any 
given 30-day period shall exceed 230 MPN/100 ml (five-tube test) or 330 MPN/100 ml (3-tube 
test). To assure compliance, Sea World collects and tests samples of its discharge on a weekly 
basis, at a minimum. Testing is accomplished for following sixteen parameters: acute toxicity, 
chronic toxicity, ammonia, chlorine residual, halomethanes, copper, silver, oil/grease, pH, 
settable solids, suspended solids, enterococcus, fecal coliform, total coliform, turbidity, and 
maximum flow. 

May 3 1,2001 4.5-9 



Sea World Master Plan Update Water Quality 

TABLE 4.5-2 
NPDES Discharge Limitations 

Constituent Unit 
6-Month Monthly Daily Maximum at 
Median Average Maximum any Time 

Acute Toxicity TUa -- 1.5 -- 2.5 
Chronic Toxicity TUc -- -- 22 --
Ammonia mg/L -- -- -- 0.55 
Chlorine mg/L -- 0.2 1 -- 0.42 
Residual 
Ha lorn ethanes ug/L -- 2,900 -- --
Copper ug/L 24 -- 220 620 
Silver ug/L 6.5 -- 36 96 
Oil & Grease mg/L -- 25 -- 75 
PH pH units 7.0 -9.0 7.0 -9.0 7.0 -9.0 7.0 - 9.0 
Settleable Solids mL/L -- 1.0 -- 3.0 
Suspended mg/L -- 10 15 --
Solids 
Enterococcus CFU/ 100 mL -- -- -- 104 
Fecal Coliform MPN/ 100 mL Narrative Narrative Narrative Narrative 
Total Coliform MPN/100 mL Narrative Narrative Narrative Narrative 
Turbidity NTU -- 75 -- 225 

Source: Regional Water Quality Control Board , 1998. 

As part of its compliance with the NPDES permit, SeaWorld has developed a work plan to 
conduct an eutrophication study in Mission Bay. Eutrophication is caused by the oversupply of 
inorganic nutrients, primarily nitrogen and phosphorus, which promote algal growth. Increased 
algal growth can reduce the amount of light available to other plants, reduce oxygen levels, and 
may be toxic to fish and other vertebrates. The study will examine inputs of nitrates and 
phosphates into the Mission Bay system and measure the levels of dissolved oxygen and 
phytoplankton (algae). This study will provide current information regarding nutrient loading 
and nutrient levels in the Bay. 

Surface Runoff Controls 

Surface runoff within the Theme Park area is collected and transported to one of the two 
WWTPs for treatment before being discharged into the Bay. Each of the two treatment facilities 
is designed with a diversion weir to collect storm water flows when system capacity is exceeded 
due to stormwater discharges. This weir functions as a high-flow bypass; therefore, treatment of 
"first flush" storm water is provided even during large storm events. The East and West 
WWTPs effluent is discharge into the Bay. 

In addition, Sea World implements an aggressive sweeping program. Parking lots, walkways, 
and internal streets are swept on a daily basis to remove litter, oils and grease, and particulate 
matter. Sea World owns and operates two full -size sweepers. Vacuum sweepers are used instead 
of mechanical brush sweepers because they are more effective in removing fine particulate 
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matter. In addition, Sea World has developed a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for 
pavement sweeping and cleaning. The SOP emphasizes the use of dry cleanup methods. 

Trashcans are located throughout the parking lot and along walkways throughout the park. 
Sea World conducts daily trash pickup. In addition, employees continually police walkways and 
parking areas to pick up stray litter. 

SeaWorld has written and implemented a streamlined Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). Specifically, the SWPPP lists the training; maintenance, inspection, and repair; and 
program implementation efforts undertaken at SeaWorld that are specific to storm water quality 
control. The SWPPP contains appendices that include an informational brochure on storm water 
quality developed by the City of San Diego, a Storm Water Bulletin prepared by PSA, and a 
copy of SeaWorld ' s Policy Memo (No. 4.1-1-001) entitled Surface Water Runoff and Storm 
Drain Discharges. This memo states that there shall be no discharge or disposal to the storm 
drain system of the following: 

1. Any hazardous material or hazardous waste; 

2. Cleaning compounds or detergents - biodegradable or otherwise; 

3. Cleaning operations of food containment vessels or transport devices; 

4. Unauthorized debris washdown/washoff that contains organic matter either mamnade or 
natural; 

5. Liquid food products such as syrup, soft drinks, and grease; 

6. Painting materials and paint cleaning operations; and 

7. Anything else that is of a questionable nature. 

Spill Prevention and Control 

SeaWorld has prepared a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan). The 
SPCC Plan was developed to be used as a guideline for the prevention of oil and chemical spills 
and as a guide for controlling and ultimately cleaning up a spill. The SPCC Plan lists all known 
bulk storage tanks and storage areas located throughout the facility. For each storage tank or 
area, the plan provides details regarding the location; delivery, storage capacity, and type of 
material stored; estimated quantity of material potentially discharged; possible spill pathway; 
spill prevention measures; spill controls; and spill countermeasures. 

Facility oversight is provided by operations, maintenance, or security personnel 24 hours per 
day, seven days per week. The facility grounds are surrounded by a security fence and routinely 
patrolled. Park access is limited to the main entrances and controlled through a guarded gate. 
Designated areas for the receiving and handling of oil and chemicals are restricted to the public. 
Delivery of chemicals to areas that require entrance and egress through public areas of the park 
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are limited to hours during which the park is closed. Storage areas are adequately lighted to 
provide for the discovery of leaks during darkness. Lighting is checked routinely. 

The SPCC Plan specifies the names and 24-hour telephone numbers and pages for key personnel 
who are responsible for responding to spills. It also specifies procedures for internal notification, 
agency notification, corporate notification, written reports, external reports, and internal written 
reports in the event of a spill. The SPCC Plan outlines a training program to be given to 
appropriate employees when they are hired at the park. It includes an amrnal refresher for 
appropriate personnel. Copies of the SPCC Plan are kept at three locations within the theme 
park: Environmental Coordinator's office, water quality offices, and maintenance offices. 

In addition to the SPCC Plan, Sea World has developed an SOP for chemical spill response 
procedures. The purpose of this SOP is to ensure that all chemical spills are managed and 
handled properly by trained personnel. 

Material Storage and Use Controls 

Sea World has established a material storage and use control program for the management of 
materials with a potential to contaminate storm water. This program is described in more detail 
in Section 4.11 Human Health and Public Safety. 

1. All hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are stored in a separate roofed, secondary
contained, locked storage area. This area drains to a blind sump that can be pumped out in 
the event of a spill. All drums within the storage area are properly labeled as to their 
contents. Waste materials are segregated from unused products. 

2. Bulk chemical storage tanks have concrete containn1ent dikes with adequate capacity to 
provide secondary contaimnent in the event of a failure. 

3. Flammable materials are stored within approved storage lockers that have adequate 
ventilation and proper labeling. 

4. Fueling areas and bulk storage areas are equipped with spill cleanup kits. There is also an 
emergency fuel shut-off switch located at the boat fueling area. Sea World has developed an 
SOP for proper filling of the underground fuel storage tank. 

5. Restaurant wash areas and outdoor drains discharge to the sanitary sewer. Grease is 
collected in special containers and disposed offsite by an outside vendor. Restaurant 
operators clean up routine spills and maintain outside areas using dry cleanup methods that 
minimize the use of water. 

6. Most shipping and receiving areas have covered loading docks (awnings over the doors). 

Vehicle Maintenance Controls 

SeaWorld implements vehicle maintenance controls to minimize contact of storm water with 
materials and activities that potentially contain pollutants. This program includes the following: 
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1. Vehicle maintenance is conducted indoors inside a clean maintenance shop. Drip pans are 
placed under the vehicles during maintenance activities to catch potential oil and vehicle 
fluids. 

2. Vehicle washing and engine steam-cleaning is conducted at a specially-constructed wash 
rack that drains into a blind sump. The sump is pumped out periodically and the 
accumulated water is discharged to the sanitary sewer. 

3. Sea World uses electric carts. The forklift is powered by liquid petroleum gas (LPG) 
powered. 

Waste Management and Recycling 

Sea World conducts daily trash and litter collection and offsite disposal. Trash receptacles are 
located throughout the park, along walkways, adjacent to exhibits, and throughout the parking 
lot. These receptacles are emptied into larger waste dumpsters located in the non-public areas of 
the park. 

Sea World has implemented a comprehensive recycling program with dumpsters located 
throughout the theme park. In addition, Sea World implements the following practices related to 
waste management and recycling: 

1. Trash compactors in the northeast area of the facility are located on a concrete pad that drains 
to the sanitary sewer. 

2. Most waste and recycling collection dumpsters are covered or are stored within a roofed 
storage area. 

Landscape Management 

Sea World's landscape serves as a type of surface water runoff pollution control media by 
providing erosion control, filtration and vegetative uptake of pollutants. These areas also serve 
as a buffer zone between the northern boundary of the park and Mission Bay. Sea World 
implements herbicide/pesticide and fertilizer management practices designed to minimize 
stormwater contaminants from landscaping applications. Pesticides are applied in the minimum 
quantity possible by licensed applicators and only when needed. Irrigation rates are set to levels 
less than the soil absorption capacity using evapotranspiration rate technology and equipment. 
SeaWorld has installed computer-controlled leak detection equipment that automatically pages 
operators when a leak is detected and shuts off the water. Any breaks in the system are repaired 
promptly. The intentional disposal of landscape debris into a storm drain or receiving water, as 
well as the discharge of any other types of pollutants, such as motor oil or antifreeze, into a storm 
drain or receiving water is prohibited as an identified BMP that is implemented as a company 
policy Compliance with this policy is ensured through active policing by Sea World staff. This 
policy is part of Sea Worlds BMP program and was implemented in early 1992 .. 
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4.5.2 Significance Criteria 
Water Quality impacts would be significant if the proposed project: 

1. Would result in substantial pollution or contamination of surface or groundwater; and/or 

2. Would result in substantial erosion and subsequent sedimentation of water bodies. 

4.5.3 Impacts 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in a discharge into surface or ground waters or in any 

alteration of surface or groundwater quality, including, but not limited to 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, gas, 
oil, or other noxious chemicals? 

Tier 1 Projects 
Development of new rides, exhibits or shows would not result in a substantial increase in the 
potential for SeaWorld activities to adversely impact water quality. As indicated in the 
discussion of existing water quality conditions, Sea World already includes rides, exhibits and 
shows which have the potential to impact water quality. Ongoing water quality control measures 
combined with adherence to local and state regulations regarding construction and operational 
aspects of Tier 1 projects would be sufficient to accommodate the additional sources of potential 
water quality impacts associated with Tier 1 projects. 

Short-term Construction Effects 

As with any construction process, the activities associated with implementing the Tier 1 projects 
could have short-term impacts on water quality. However, adherence to NPDES requirements 
and implementation of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) mandated by these 
requirements would provide adequate controls for potential construction impacts. 

High periods of rainfall during the grading operations could result in the transport of sediment 
into the Bay. Excessive erosion and sedimentation would affect marine organisms in the Bay by 
increasing levels of turbidity and total dissolved solids. Erosion control would be implemented 
in accordance with the SWPPP. Typical controls would include the use of sand bags, siltation 
basins, and silt fences. 

In addition to causing erosion · and sedimentation, rainfall coming in contact with construction 
materials could also adversely impact the Bay. Water quality concerns associated with 
construction materials would include hydrocarbon products related to operation and servicing of 
construction equipment as well as hazardous materials associated with building construction and 
demolition including paint, concrete wash, and asphalt. Hydrocarbon products (e.g., fuel , oil, 
and grease) would reduce oxygen levels in the Bay and increase eutrophication. Construction 
materials could be toxic to marine organisms. 
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Temporary dewatering during construction poses another risk to water quality. Groundwater 
lying beneath Sea World may contain contaminants as well as being high in sediment 
concentrations. Significant impacts to the Bay could result if untreated groundwater is 
discharged directly to the Bay. As discussed earlier, hydrocarbons and contaminants would 
adversely affect marine organisms and overall water quality in the Bay. 

Long-term Operation 

A-1 Splashdown Ride 

Operation of the ride cars/boats and associated elevator lift would require the use of lubricants, 
solvents, paints, and other organic compounds. The splashdown ride would use large amounts of 
water. Water overspray may mobilize pollutants on paved surfaces and on the cars/boats moving 
along the track and ultimately be picked up in the storm drain system. Bacteria and viruses may 
be introduced by human body contact with the water and from animals in the aquarium 
associated with the facility . Landscape maintenance may also introduce sediments, nutrients, 
and organic compounds (pesticides and herbicides). 

Other Tier 1 Projects 

The Educational Facility (B-1) and the Special Events Center Expansion (D-1) would be 
buildings where all activities would occur indoors and would, therefore, not represent a potential 
source of water pollution. The Front Gate Renovation (C-1) would likely entail a large pond and 
outdoor activities. Sources of water quality impacts would not be substantially different than 
what exists currently because the area is already serving as an entrance where landscape 
maintenance and trash already represent potential water quality impacts . 

Tier 2 Projects 
Tier 2 projects are future projects that have not undergone extensive planning and design. This 
section of the water quality analysis considers each of the planned expansion areas and evaluates 
them under three possible scenarios of exhibit, ride, or show. All of the Tier 2 sites, with the 
exception of I-2, are redevelopment sites that would involve demolition of the existing land use 
and construction of new facilities and would involve the same potential short-term construction 
impacts as discussed for Tier 1 projects. Therefore, this discussion focuses on potential 
operational impacts. 

Future Exhibits 

Exhibits tend to. focus on fish, aquatic life, and other animals including wildlife exhibits. It is 
likely that future exhibits would include aquariums and other water areas, research facilities, and 
fenced or otherwise controlled areas for animals. These areas would also include landscaped 
areas, pathways, and supporting facilities such as snack stands and restrooms. 

The main sources of water quality impacts from exhibits would include aquarium water, hose 
down of animal areas, landscaping, and pedestrian traffic. Bacteria and viruses may be 
introduced by animal contact with the water in the aquarium, or by washing activities in animal 
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areas. Landscape maintenance may introduce sediments, nutrients, and organic chemicals from 
the use of pesticides and herbicides. In summary, the types of water quality pollutants expected 
to be present from future exhibits include: 

1. Sediment; 

2. Oil, grease, and other lubricants; 

3. Organic compounds (paint, solvents, pesticides, herbicides, etc.); 

4. Fecal coliform, other bacteria, and viruses; 

5. Nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous, from landscape maintenance); and 

6. Litter. 

Future Ride Attractions 

Future rides may range from full water-contact rides and non-water contact boat rides to land
based dry rides and playgrounds. 

Depending on the nature of the ride attraction, the water quality impacts may vary. For rides that 
include a track, cars, or other mechanical apparatus, operation and maintenance would likely 
require the use of lubricants, solvents, paints, and other organic compounds. For rides with a 
significant water element, water overspray may mobilize pollutants on paved surfaces and other 
areas. Bacteria and viruses may be introduced by human body contact with the water and from 
animals in the aquarium associated with the facility. In summary, the types of water quality 
pollutants expected to be present from future operation of rides include: 

1. Sediment; 

2. Oil, grease, and other lubricants; 

3. Organic compounds (paint, solvents, pesticides, herbicides, etc.); 

4. Fecal coliform, other bacteria, and viruses; 

5. Nutrients (e.g. , nitrogen and phosphorous) from landscape maintenance; and 

6. Trash. 

Future Shows 

Future show attractions may include a variety of venues, from indoor, media-oriented theatre 
presentations and stage acting to outdoor performances featuring animals. The water quality 
impacts would depend upon the specific nature of the show. In general, indoor activities would 
tend to have less potential for water quality impacts than outdoor or open-air facilities. 
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Depending on the nature of the show, the water quality impacts may vary. Indoor shows would 
have minimal water quality impacts, mainly associated with parking and landscaping, and 
pedestrian traffic. Bacteria and viruses may be introduced by animal contact with the water in 
the aquarium, or by washing activities in animal areas (if the show includes animal 
participation). The types of water quality pollutants expected to be present from operation of the 
future shows may include: 

1. Oil, grease, and other lubricants; 

2. Organic chemicals from paint, solvents, pesticides, herbicides, etc.; 

3. Fecal coliform, other bacteria, and viruses; 

4. Nutrients (e.g., nitrogen and phosphorous) from landscape maintenance; 

5. Sediment; and 

6. Litter. 

Special Projects 
The Special Projects outlined in the Sea World Master Plan are long-term projects associated 
with improving the infrastructure of the park rather than building new attractions. They include 
a four-story parking garage with possible MTDB transit link, Sea World Marina expansion, and a 
Future Hotel. As with Tier 2, construction impacts could occur from all of the Special Projects 
so the emphasis here is placed on potential long-term water quality effects. 

Parking Garage and Transit Link Development 

The types of water quality pollutants expected to be present from operation of the parking 
structure include: 

1. Oil, grease, and other lubricants (from vehicle leaks in the parking structure and operation 
and maintenance of transit station facilities); 

2. Nutrients (e.g., nitrogen and phosphorous) from landscape maintenance; and 

3. Sediment. 

Sea World Marina Expansion 

The Sea World Marina Expansion includes extending the three existing docks and adding a fourth 
dock at the existing marina. Sea World may also consider future rentals of a small number of jet 
skis. 

In addition to the potential construction impacts associated with land development, the marina 
expansion would involve work in Mission Bay. Construction in the Bay would pose additional 
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sedimentation and turbidity concerns due to the disturbance of bottom sediments during the 
expansion of the boat docks. This sediment material is composed of fine-grained material which 
would be easily suspended when disturbed. 

The types of water quality impacts associated with the operation of the expanded facility would 
be the same types as under the current operation. Since most uses of this facility occur directly 
in or adjacent to the Bay, the potential for direct discharge into the Bay is higher than for other 
Sea World uses. Potential pollutants expected from the operation of the marina include: 

1. Fuel, oil, and grease (from boats and boat fueling); 

2. Bacteria (from sanitary waste discharges/spills); 

3. Heavy metals, particularly copper (from boat antifouling paints); and 

4. Litter. 

Hotel Development 

Because most of the human activity associated with the future hotel would occur indoors, the 
majority of potential water quality impacts would be associated with parking, landscaping 
around the new facility, and use of the boat landing dock. The types of water quality pollutants 
expected to be present from operation of this facility include: 

1. Fuel, oil, grease, and other· lubricants (from vehicle leaks in the parking lot and leakage from 
boats at the landing dock); 

2. Nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous, from landscape maintenance); 

3. Sediment; and 

4. Litter. 

4.5.4 Significance of Impact 
The proposed project consists primarily of redevelopment and reuse of the site, with uses similar 
to the existing uses, and therefore would not result in significant direct impacts on water quality. 
However, due to the current degree of water quality problems in Mission Bay, the additional 
surface water pollutants generated by the redevelopment activities would result in significant 
cumulative impact on Mission Bay. Potential sources of these cumulative impacts are identified 
in Table 4.5-3. 
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Parameter 

Sediment 

TABLE 4.5-3 
Significant Water Quality Impacts 

Impacts from Construction 

X 

Fuel, oil, grease, and other lubricants X 

Organic chemicals Paints, solvents, etc. 

Nutrients X 

Concrete wastes X 

Fecal coliform, other bacteria and viruses 

Trash X 

Litter 

Operational Impacts 

X 

X 

Paints, solvents, pesticides, 
herbicides, etc. 

X 

X 

X 

4.5.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Application of the ongoing water quality control program currently being implemented by 
SeaWorld to new projects would reduce operational impacts associated with development under 
the proposed Master Plan Update. In addition to these measures, the following measures, in 
combination with the ongoing controls, would reduce cumulative operational impacts on water 
quality to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: Future expansion activities at SeaWorld Marina shall include the 
following: 

1. Install an automatic shutoff on the fuel pump; 

2. Regular inspection of the sanitary pumpout on a routine basis; 

3. Prohibit boat hull paint removal and repainting in the marina area; and 

4. Prohibit in-water hull scraping to remove marine growth, and collect and properly dispose of 
any marine material removed from hulls. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2: Within two years of the approval of the SeaWorld Master Plan 
Update by the Coastal Commission, install catch basin inserts such as a Fossil Filter, or 
equivalent, to capture oil and grease in runoff at the point where it enters the storm drain system 
from parking lots and fueling areas. 

In order to reduce cumulative water quality impacts related to construction to below a level of 
significance, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: A Master Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be 
prepared and approved by the City Engineer and Regional Water Quality Control Board. This 
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Master SWPPP shall include general as well as specific measures which will be implemented to 
control water pollution related to construction. At a minimum, the Master SWPPP shall include 
the following provisions or their equivalent. 

Erosion and Sediment Controls 

1. Surface runoff shall be directed to the Sea World surface runoff treatment collection system 
except during times of high rainfall; 

2. Perimeter and shoreline controls (e.g., straw bales, silt fences) shall be used; 

3. Street sweeping and dry cleanup shall be completed daily; 

4. Stockpiles shall be covered; 

5. Gravel construction entrances and/or tire washes shall be used; and 

6. Temporary landscaping shall be used when prolonged exposure may occur. 

Oil, Grease, and Lubricants 

1. Conduct maintenance, fueling, and washing offsite; 

2. Properly maintain vehicles and equipment; 

3. Repair leaks promptly; 

4. Place drip pans under vehicles or equipment that is parked or stored for long periods; 
I, 

5. Have spill control kits on the site; and 

6. Store fuels , oils, and lubricants in contained storage areas. 

Concrete 

1. Wash out concrete trucks into earthen pits and remove/dispose of the hardened material; 

2. Fill concrete trucks with water and wash them offsite; and 

3. Dry and dispose of concrete saw-cut slurry as solid waste. 
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4.6 Biological Resources 
Four biological reports were prepared for this project. Merkel & Associates, Inc., prepared three, 
with one prepared by Ann Bowles, Senior Research Biologist, with Hubbs-Sea World Research 
Institute. An independent evaluation of Ms. Bowles' research was conducted by Kathleen Keane 
with Keane Biological. The studies which were completed include a Terrestrial Assessment and 
Eelgrass Survey for the SeaWorld of California Master Plan Update, a California least tern 
(Sterna antillarum browni) foraging survey, a California least tern Nesting Site Assessment 
(1978-1999) for San Diego County and Noise Effects on California Least Tern Nesting Behavior. 
Complete copies of these reports are included in Appendix D. 

4.6.1 Existing Conditions 

Terrestrial Resources 
A terrestrial survey was conducted on the entire upland portion of the Sea World leasehold. 
These upland areas are previously filled wetlands created by the dredging of Mission Bay in the 
1950s and 1960s. Native vegetation was nonexistent on the entire upland portion. No sensitive 
or threatened and endangered species were observed. Notable landscaped plants included 
several Torrey pines (Pinus torreyana) located in the northern tip of Area 5, near and around the 
Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute. Also, numerous pairs of great blue herons (Ardea herodias) 
have been observed nesting within these trees over a period of years. 

Birds 

Bird communities represented within the project area consist of a typical mix of coastal marine 
species and urban associates. Human tolerant species such as (rock doves) domestic pigeons, 
mourning doves, European starlings, house finches, and house sparrows reside in the area. 
Gulls, herons, and California brown pelicans were typical birds found in the vicinity on docks, 
boats, and along other shoreline areas. 

California Least Tern 

The California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni) is one of three least tern subspecies breeding 
in North America. It nests from April through August at coastal sites from San Francisco Bay to 
lower Baja California. The wintering range remains unknown, but they are thought to migrate to 
Central America or northern South America. Because their preferred nesting habitat is beach 
sand, they have experienced a large reduction in available breeding habitat due to development 
and human encroachment. This loss of undisturbed habitat has resulted in severe population 
declines. The subspecies was listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act on 
October 13, 1970 and by the California Endangered Species Act on June 27, 1971. 

The majority of the California least tern (hereafter 'least tern') population nests in southern 
California, which supports one of the highest human populations in North America. High human 
populations support high populations of several species of predators adapted to human 
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environments. The least tern is under heavy pressure from a number of these species, including 
both non-native species (red fox, feral cats, rats) and native species (coyotes, skunks, possums 
and American kestrels). Human disturbance of least tern nesting sites is also an occasional 
problem, but because most nesting sites are fenced, direct human disturbance, aside from 
temporary disturbance by researchers, is probably not common. Thus, destruction of traditional 
nesting habitat and the type and level of predation have been the primary human-related factors 
affecting reproductive success of the least tern. They almost certainly explain the failure of the 
population to recover. 

The population in Mission Bay is an important one. Three least tern nesting sites are located in 
Mission Bay: Mariner's Point, FAA Island, and North Fiesta Island (refer to Figure 4.1-7). Two 
other Mission Bay sites have been used in past years by nesting terns. These are at: Stony Point 
(north of Sea World, across from Perez Cove, and unused for 5-8 years, the Flood Control 
Channel (along the San Diego River channel directly opposite to the Sea World main entrance 
and unused for 10 years). 

Nesting Sites 

From 1978 through 2000, a total of twenty-one California least tern nesting locations were 
documented in San Diego County. In 2000, nineteen of these nesting locations were utilized by 
the species. Four of these nesting sites were documented in Mission Bay from 1995 through 
2000; however, only three of the Mission Bay sites are currently actively used by the species. 
The following discussion of nesting activity is presented in terms of productive rates, which is 
the number of fledglings per pair (Figure 4.6-1 ). 

Mission Bay FAA Island 

The Mission Bay FAA Island site was the most productive Mission Bay nesting site from 1979 
to 1989 (See Figure 4.6-1 ). From 1990 through 1999 FAA Island was second in production to 
the Mariner's Point nesting site, while in 2000 FAA Island had the highest production rate. 
Within that time frame the FAA Island site's production rate has paralleled the trend of the 
Mariner's Point site. With the exception of 1996 and 1999 the FAA Island site has showed a 
steady increase in its production rate since 1992. 

Within the last five years the number of pairs and nests greatly decreased from 200 pairs and 236 
nests in 1995 to 20 pairs and 28 nests in 1997. Both the number of pairs and nests slightly 
increased from 1997 to 1999. The number of fledglings decreased from 60 fledglings in 1995 to 
three fledglings in 1996, increased to 25 fledglings in 1998,greatly declined again to two 
fledglings in 1999 and greatly increased to 200 fledglings in 2000. 

Mission Bay Mariner's Point 

The Mission Bay Mariner's Point site became a productive nesting site in Mission Bay in 1990, 
only one year after California least terns were first observed nesting there in 1989. Since 1990 
Mariner's Point has been the most prolific and productive nesting site in Mission Bay. 
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Within the last five years there has been an observed increase in overall nest productivity from 
1995 to 1998, but a decrease in nest productivity occurred in 1999. The number of pairs and 
nests increased from 210 pairs and 270 nests in 1995 to 562 pairs and 620 nests in 1999, 
however the number of pairs dropped to 345. The number of fledglings increased from 125 
fledglings in 1995 to 596 fledglings in 1998, but greatly decreased to 60 fledglings in 1999. 
However, in 2000 the fledglings produced rebounded to 176. 

Mission Bay North Fiesta Island 

The Mission Bay North Fiesta Island site was the most productive site in Mission Bay in 1978, 
1982, and 1986. Not until 1992 was North Fiesta Island again a productive nesting site. And 
from that time forward to 1999 its production rate closely followed that of FAA Island, with the 
exception of 1994 when FAA Island had a very high production rate of over 2.0, and in 1996 
when FAA Island had a production rate of almost 0. Along with FAA Island and Mariner's 
Point, North Fiesta Island had a much lower than normal production rate in 1999, which 
rebounded in 2000, and exceeded FAA Island and Mariners Point by a more than double rate. 

Within the last five years there has been an increase in overall nest productivity from 1995 to 
1998, but a decrease in nest productivity occurred in 1997 and 1999. In 2000 nest productivity 
increased similar to the 1996 level. The number of pairs and nests greatly increased from 12 
pairs and 12 nests in 1995 to 76 pairs and 82 nests in 1997, but decreased in 1998 to 21 pairs and 
23 nests and yielded zero pairs of California least terns in 1999. The number of fledglings 
increased from four fledglings in 1995 to 20 fledglings in 1997, but decreased to 13 fledglings in 
1998 and zero fledglings in 1999. The number of fledglings increased in 2000 to nine. 

San Diego County Nesting Sites 

The combined overall productivity rate of the remaining seventeen documented California least 
tern nesting sites throughout San Diego County (not including the Mission Bay sites) has 
followed the production rate trend observed in Mission Bay since 1988 (Figure 4.6-2). From 
1983 to 1987 the production rate of the San Diego County nesting sites was higher than the 
Mission Bay sites but followed the same trend when there was an increase or decrease in the rate. 
From 1979 to 1982 the production rate for Mission Bay was higher than the rest of San Diego 
County and the production rate trends for these years were opposite each other. In 1999, there 
was a noticeable decrease in the production rate around San Diego County, including those 
nesting sites in Mission Bay, which rebounded in 2000. 

Within the last five years there has been an increase in countywide production rates from 1995 to 
1997, but a greatly decreased rate from 1998 to 1999. The combined number of pairs, nests and 
fledglings increased from 1,029 pairs, 1,186 nests and 520 fledglings in 1995 to 1924 pairs, 
2,150 nests and 1,684 fledglings in 1997. A combined total of 1,080 pairs' yielded 945 
fledglings in 1998; in 1999, a combined total of 1,686 pairs yielded 183 fledglings; and in 2000 
2,130 pairs yielded 1,690 fledglings. 
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In 1982 and 1998, California least terns nested and fledged young at sites around Mission Bay 
other than the three prominent nesting sites. In 1982, 42 pairs of terns were observed that 
fledged five birds. In 1998, nine pairs of terns were noted that fledged one bird. 

Foraging Surveys 

A California least tern study performed for this project by Merkel & Associates focused on 
foraging behavior in the vicinity of the Sea World leasehold. Issues relating to predator perches 
and encroachment on foraging grounds were analyzed. Observations were made on California 
least tern, Forster's tern (Sterna forsteri), Caspian tern (Sterna caspia), royal tern (Sterna 
maxima), elegant tern (Sterna elegans), and common tern (Sterna hirundo). 

Foraging surveys for the California least tern covered waters of the western portion of the Pacific 
Passage channel, with a focus area extending approximately 500 feet north from the edge of the 
Sea World leasehold. The study area included Pacific Passage extending from just east of the 
eastern limit of the Sea World leasehold (near the entrance to Hidden Anchorage) to the west and 
to a line from Stony Point to Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute, including Perez Cove. The 
study area was divided into six stations by bisecting Pacific Passage with north-south lines 
typically running through a mid-channel buoy. 

During the weekly surveys, each station was monitored for 20 minutes by biologists located on 
the southern shoreline. Data were recorded in a manner consistent with the methodology used in 
prior surveys of Mission Bay (Southwest Research Associates 1994 ). Current activity levels 
were compared with two survey stations used during the 1993, 1992, and 1989 Mission Bay bay
wide foraging studies 

The highest amount of foraging, defined as the total of all plunge dive and searching activities, 
ranged from greater than 200 observations at Station 4, located in about the center of Pacific 
Passage to less than 20 observations at Station 6, which included the SeaWorld Marina. 
Foraging activities were observed to be the greatest in the spring and almost non-existent from 
mid-July through the end of August. These results indicate a higher level of activity as defined 
in the prior study summarized by Southwest Research Associates Inc. in 1994. However, it is 
not known whether or not this is due to a change in tern foraging habits between years or to a 
difference in sampling design. 

Generally, least tern foraging in the study area was greatest in the northern and central part of 
Pacific Passage. The study showed that there is low to no foraging activity in the southern part 
of Pacific Passage near the Sea World leasehold and low foraging activity in Perez Cove. 

Terrestrial Invertebrates 

A number of coastal terrestrial invertebrates are considered sensitive due to their narrow 
distribution along coastal habitats and the extreme loss of these areas due to development, 
recreation, and beach maintenance impacts. These invertebrates include organisms such as 
Globose dune beetles (Coleus), a number of tiger beetles (cicindelids), and the salt marsh skipper 
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(Panoquina errans). Within the project area, none of the typical coastal habitats occupied by 
sensitive beetles are represented. The salt marsh skipper, a low rarity butterfly, is strongly 
associated with the occurrence of its larval host plant, coastal salt grass (Distichlis spicata), 
located within the immediate vicinity of the coast. This plant is relatively opportunistic in 
coastal areas. No individuals of the salt marsh skipper were observed in the project area. This 
species is a covered species within the City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation 
Program Subarea Plan and is addressed by the conservation of salt marsh habitats, including 
those of the Northern and Southern Wildlife Preserves. 

Marine Biological Resources 
Summarized below is a brief description of the marine biological resources typical for the water 
area of the Sea World leasehold. This information was extracted from a previously prepared 
document, Biological Impact of the Proposed Marina Village Redevelopment Project, Quivira 
Basin, Mission Bay, prepared by Merkel & Associates, Inc., on February 29, 2000. Merkel & 
Associates verified the information below for its accuracy related to the Sea World leasehold in 
2000. 

Marine Invertebrates 

No marine invertebrate investigations were conducted for this study; however, it is anticipated 
that a typical fouling community of encrusting organisms such as bryozoans, sponges, and 
tunicates dominate the piles and dock floats. Bryozoans or "moss animals" are aquatic 
organisms, which form colonies of interconnected individuals. They can encrust rocky surfaces, 
shells, or algae and are abundant in modern marine environments. Tunicates or sea squirts can 
form crusts of fused individuals. All three types of these encrusting organisms feed on plankton 
(primarily microscopic plants and animals that drift or float in the water) and bacteria. 

Exposed riprap supports macroscopic and microscopic algal growth. Small mobile species such 
as crabs, shrimp, gastropods (snails), and annelids (e.g., marine worms) occur in both the 
encrusting communities and algal dominated areas. 

Fish 

Representative fish in the area include open coastal species such as garibaldi, senorita, and kelp 
bass, which swim along the breakwater. Opaleye and striped mullet were also observed in the 
vicinity in harbor environments. 

Eelgrass Surveys 

Eelgrass (Zostera marina) is a rooted, flowering plant that grows under water in quiet areas of 
bays, estuaries, and protected shorelines where the water is clear and light is plentiful. The long, 
tapered leaves slow the water current promoting the deposition of suspended particles and larvae. 
Eelgrass habitats are biologically diverse and productive ecosystems with substantial economic 
impact. Valuable ecological functions of eelgrass beds include spawning areas and protective 
nurseries for many species of fish and invertebrates (e.g., shellfish and crustaceans), as well as 
erosion prevention, and increased shoreline stability. Eelgrass is also a primary producer of food 
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through the generation of detritus or decaying plant matter versus direct ingestion of the leaves. 
Bacteria, worms, and crabs feed on the detritus. 

An eelgrass survey of Perez Cove was conducted in August 2000 by Merkel & Associates. Prior 
eelgrass surveys were conducted in 1997 and 1992 for all of Mission Bay including Perez Cove. 
Also a long-term eelgrass monitoring study as well as a pre and post-event eelgrass surveys were 
conducted in 1998 and 1999 for the Intensity Games show in Waterfront Stadium on the 
Sea World leasehold. Results of these eelgrass surveys are provided below for Perez Cove 
Marina, Pacific Passage, and Waterfront Stadium. 

Perez Cove 

An existing conditions eelgrass survey of Perez Cove was conducted to verify the mapping 
performed in 1992 and 1997. Focused surveys were also conducted where new docks are 
proposed. The methodology involved visual verification and transect analysis to verify 
previously mapped eelgrass beds. A boat was used to assist a diver around the cove to visually 
verify eelgrass bed coverage. Transects were spaced approximately 30 feet apart in line and at 
the end of the three existing docks and in the footprint of the proposed fourth dock. Transects 
were extended into the bay to cover the entire length of the area proposed to support docks. The 
eelgrass beds are described with respect to their depth below the Mean Lower Low Water. The 
MLL W is the average height of the lower low tides for a locality. Low water is the lowest level 
reached by the water surface at low tide before the rise toward high tide begins. Lower low 
water is the lower of two low tides occurring during a tidal day where tides are mixed. A mixed 
tide is one having two high waters and two low waters per tidal day as occurs in coastal 
California. 

The survey revealed extensive coverage of eelgrass along the near shoreline extending from 
approximately -1 foot MLLW, adjacent to the riprap shoreline, and to depths of-7 feet MLLW 
closer to Pacific Passage. Eelgrass became slightly less dense at approximately -7 feet MLL W 
and deeper to -9 feet MLL W. The less dense eelgrass in the deeper portions of the cove is 
probably due to slightly less light reaching the bay bottom in the northern portion of the cove. 
Eelgrass coverage within the study area is consistent with the amount of eelgrass observed 
during the bay-wide surveys conducted in 1992 and 1997. The water quality in this portion of 
the bay is typically good because of the location of the cove's proximity to Mission Bay 
Channel, which is the main channel to the ocean. 

There is little to no eelgrass growing underneath the boats and docks presently located within the 
central and eastern parts of the cove. This condition was also observed during the two most 
recent bay-wide surveys. The constant shade cast by the boats and docks precludes sufficient 
direct and indirect sunlight from reaching the bottom to support eelgrass growth. The areas 
between the existing docks support eelgrass, but were not included as part of the total eelgrass 
bed within this Perez Cove survey. Density measurements of the eelgrass beds survey were 
determined, which indicate that the densities are typical of a well-established, mature, stable 
eelgrass bed found in Mission Bay. 
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Pacific Passage 

Historically, eelgrass has been located along and adjacent to the shoreline on both the north and 
south sides of Pacific Passage. According to the bay wide surveys conducted in 1992 and 1997 a 
band of eelgrass exists approximately 50 to 100 feet in width along both the north and south 
shorelines, while the central portion of the channel has little to no eelgrass present. The band of 
eelgrass located along the southern shoreline, between the Sea World Waterfront Stadium Lagoon 
and the South Shores Basin, was visually verified during the summer 2000 fieldwork. The bed 
of eelgrass along the Pacific Passage shoreline adjacent to the Sea World leasehold appears to be 
in good health and is very stable and well established. Currently the eelgrass bed extends at least 
75 feet from the toe of the riprap shoreline, starting at approximately -1 foot MLL Win depth. 

Waterfront Stadium Lagoon 

Eelgrass exists within the Waterfront Stadium Lagoon located to the east of Perez Cove in Area 
1 of the Sea World Master Plan Update. During the 1991 to 1996 yearly monitoring of the 
lagoon, eelgrass was present throughout the lagoon including the area adjacent to the island. In 
addition, eelgrass surveys conducted in 1998 and 1999 around the north, east, and south sides of 
the island, including portions of the Waterfront Stadium Lagoon, indicate that nearly the entire 
lagoon bottom is covered with eelgrass. The eelgrass bed was thinner and less dense along the 
southern portions of the lagoon, adjacent to the stadium seats. Also, when the floating ski show 
jump ramp was in place eelgrass was not present directly below the ramp. 

4.6.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City and/or CEQA thresholds, biology impacts would be significant if the proposed 
project: 

1. Substantially affects a sensitive, rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of 
the species, 

2. Substantially interferes with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species; 
or 

3. Substantially diminishes habitat for fish, wildlife or plants. 

Eelgrass 
According to the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (adopted July 31, 1991 , revision 
8) "eelgrass vegetated areas function as important habitat for a variety of fish and other wildlife." 
This policy was created to mitigate significant impacts to eelgrass resources and was adopted by 
National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California 
Department of Fish and Game. A significant impact to eelgrass would be the long-term and 
permanent loss of eelgrass, an eelgrass bed, or a portion thereof. An impact to eelgrass could be 
caused by a number of construction activities including dredging, excavation, fill, recontouring, 
and reduction of light. 
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The policy identifies the eelgrass active growth phase as the months of March through October. 
During the months of November through February eelgrass experiences a dieback phase where 
growth rates are reduced and the density of eelgrass beds are much thinner. During this time of 
year is when shading impacts to eelgrass would be reduced. 

The shading analysis conducted by Merkel & Associates determined that a significant shadow 
impact for the area would occur where each of the three time frames: 10:00 AM, 1 :00 PM and 
4:00 PM overlapped. These would result in a three-hour shadow duration that could affect 
eelgrass growth. 

4.6.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in a reduction in the number of any unique, rare, 

endangered, sensitive or fully protected species of plants or animals? 

Terrestrial Resources 
No naturally occurring unique, rare, endangered, sensitive or fully protection plants or animal 
species are found in the upland part of the Sea World leasehold. Therefore no direct significant 
impacts to terrestrial biological resources would occur from the proposed project. 

Additionally, no native vegetation or sensitive animals occur within the area which could be 
impacted should Sea World be required to widen Sea World Drive as described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1 as outlined in Section 4.4. Although the Southern Wildlife Refuge and an unused 
least tern nesting site lie to the south of Sea World Drive, the indirect impacts from any roadway 
widening would not be significantly greater than those which are associated with the existing 
roadway. 

Sea World Master Plan Update 

Birds 

Potential impacts to the California least tern were analyzed from three perspectives: 1) impacts to 
foraging behavior 2) future development impacts to nesting sites related to raptor perching 
opportunities and 3) effects from increased number and/or intensity of fireworks noise impacts 
on breeding success. 

Foraging 

Least tern foraging behavior correlates to the location of small fish as a food resource for this 
bird. Based on the results of the survey, the foraging activity primarily occurs in the central and 
northern parts of Pacific Passage, which is far enough from the Sea World leasehold to not result 
in a significant direct or indirect impact on the least tern. Foraging activity in Perez Cove is very 
low and therefore the expansion of the existing marina also would not result in a significant 
impact to least tern foraging behavior. 
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Raptor Perching Opportunities 

The two closest active least tern nesting sites within Mission Bay are located at least one mile 
from Sea World. Therefore, they would not be impacted by future building at Sea World because 
new construction and operation activities would be at a sufficient distance so as to not affect the 
California least tern. Furthermore, raptor perching opportunities already exist in closer 
proximity to least tern nesting areas. In the event that California least terns reestablish a nesting 
colony at Stony Point, the creation of additional potential predator ( e.g., peregrine falcon) perch 
sites at Sea World on the Sea World leasehold could result in a significant adverse impact to least 
tern nesting success and/or site use. However, this is very unlikely since the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update calls for this preserve to be abandoned. The only perch site issues, as they 
relate to California least tern, would be additional perch sites created near Stony Point when new 
buildings are constructed that could impact nesting colonies. 

Fireworks Noise 

Although fireworks shows have been a part of SeaWorld's operations since 1985, and have 
occurred nightly between the end of May and first week of September, expansion under the 
proposed Master Plan Update could result in more frequent shows throughout the year and/or 
longer shows. Of particular concern, is the effect that an increase in fireworks shows may have 
during the period when the least terns are beginning to establish nests (April and May). A 
review of existing literature, combined with personal observations, was conducted to assess the 
potential for increased frequency and intensity of fireworks shows to impact least terns; the 
results of this research can be found in Appendix D and is summarized below. 

As indicated earlier, three active nesting sites occur within Mission Bay. The closest site to the 
barge where Sea World launches its fireworks is Mariner's Point which is approximately one 
mile from the fireworks barge. The other two sites, FAA Island and North Fiesta Island, are 
located approximately 1.25 and 2 miles away, respectively. 

Based on measurements of fireworks noise taken from the roof of the Hubbs-Sea World Research 
Institute, at a distance of approximately 2,600 feet from the fireworks barge, fireworks noise 
levels on the ground near the barge approach 108 decibels (dB); this level is measured in terms 
of peak noise levels rather than A-weighted levels in order to give a better estimate of the 
"startle" response of birds. Startle response is the primary area of concern with fireworks noise 
because excessive startling could discourage the birds from establishing nests or cause them to 
abandon their nests for prolonged periods of time. Prolonged abandonment offers opportunities 
for predators to raid the nests. 

Based on the peak noise levels generated at the barge, the nearest nesting area (Mariner's Point) 
would experience noise levels of 89 dB. Peak noise levels at the FAA Island and North Fiesta 
Island nesting sites are estimated to be 90 dB and 86-89 dB, respectively. 

In order to determine the potential effect of fireworks noise on least terns, two forms of research 
were conducted. First, a comparison of the historic reproductive productivity of least terns at 
Mission Bay sites with nesting sites throughout the region was conducted to determine if there is 
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any evidence that fireworks have adversely affected nesting in Mission Bay. Second, a review of 
the literature was undertaken to determine if there is any information which may indicate that 
least terns are particularly susceptible to adverse startle response related to fireworks noise. 

Historic Productivity Comparison 

A comparison of the productivity of least tern breeding in Mission Bay with that of the region 
indicates that fireworks have not had a substantial adverse effect on least terns. As indicated 
earlier, least tern breeding is much more controlled by predation and human disturbance. Figure 
4.6-2 illustrates that subsequent to the introduction of nighttime fireworks show by Sea World in 
1985, the productivity rate for the three sites in Mission Bay increased at an uneven rate from 0 
in 1985 to 1.4 in 1988. At the beginning of the same period, the County productivity rate was 
higher at 0.5 in 1985 and also increased at an uneven rate to 1.0 in 1988. Hence, during the first 
three years of SeaWorld summertime fireworks shows, the Mission Bay productivity rate 
increased faster than the County as a whole, culminating in a rate higher than the County rate. 
This would indicate that the productivity rate in Mission Bay was not affected by the 
introduction of summertime fireworks shows. 

For the five-year period from 1988 to 1992, the Mission Bay productivity rate and the San Diego 
County productivity rate were nearly the same. During this timeframe, the Sea World fireworks 
summertime program continued. Therefore, the continuation of the summertime fireworks 
program did not alter the least tern productivity rate in Mission Bay as compared to San Diego 
County as a whole. For 1993, 1994, 1996 and 1997, the Mission Bay productivity rate was 
lower than the County of San Diego rate, while the 1995 rate was nearly the same. However, for 
the period 1993 to 1997, although Mission Bay productivity was lower than San Diego County, 
it followed a similar trend (See Figure 4.6-2). In 1998, the Mission Bay productivity rate 
exceeded the County rate and, in 1999, both the County and Mission Bay productivity rates 
declined precipitously to the same productivity level. In 2000, the productivity rate for both 
Mission Bay and San Diego County nesting sites rebounded dramatically at nearly the same 
production rate. 

Susceptibility to Fireworks Noise 

The second study, which was based on existing literature and personal experience, evaluated the 
impact of various sources of high noise levels on least tern nesting behavior. Several 
observational studies have suggested that the least tern (and terns in general) are tolerant of 
human-made noise as long as the noise is not accompanied by direct intrusion or perception of an 
attack. Least terns nesting near the runway at Lindbergh Field, from which over 400 aircraft take 
off each day, have been consistently successful. This is illustrative of the fact that the birds 
become accustomed (habituate) to high noise levels as long as they are not perceived as a threat. 
Airplane noise has not discouraged least terns from establishing nests, nor has it substantially 
impacted productivity rates. The same ability to distinguish between high noise levels and 
potential threats was revealed in studies of the response of least terns to rocket launches at 
Vandenberg Air Force Base. 
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Terns have been particularly likely to remain m their nests in the few actual experiments 
conducted with noisy sources. Crested Terns (Sterna bergii) were exposed to approach by light 
aircraft and observations indicated the terns stuck to their nests until the aircraft got within 30 
meters. Thus, there is no direct evidence that terns experience increased tendency to abandon 
nests as a result of airborne noise alone. 

The results of exposure to airborne noise must be sharply contrasted to the effects of exposure to 
human intrusion and artificially enhanced populations of nest predators, both of which correlate 
significantly with nesting failures. There is a large body of literature showing that many species 
of birds fly when exposed to close approach by intruders and that they are especially vulnerable 
to nest predators under these conditions. 

With regard to potential physiological effects of fireworks noise on the least tern, no matter what 
size or type of fireworks shell, the levels are not sufficient to harm bird hearing, as birds are 
adapted to cope with high noise levels. Unlike mammals, birds are able to regenerate sound 
receptive hair cells in the ear damaged or lost due to high levels of noise exposure. 

In addition to evaluating the overall effect of fireworks noise on least terns, the Bowles study 
evaluated the potential effect of more frequent firework shows during the months of April and 
May. Although the birds are less likely to startle once they have established a nest and laid there 
eggs, there is no evidence to suggest that more frequent fireworks during the months of April and 
May would represent a significant deterrent to least terns establishing nests on the actively-used 
nesting areas within Mission Bay. 

A review of the fireworks shows over the last five years indicates that fireworks shows have 
occurred during these months. The number and dates of these shows are as follows: 1995 (May 
5,24and31), 1996(April 19,May21 and22), 1997(April5,May 15, 19,20and21), 1998 
(May 19, 20 and 23), 1999 (April 30, May 14, 25 , 27, 29 and May 30), and 2000 (April 4, 11, 15 
and 20, May 4, 8, 17, 26, 27 and 28). Thus, any startle response which may have discouraged 
nesting would have already occurred. Furthermore, any increase in the frequency of shows 
during these months would result in habituation to the fireworks which, as stated earlier, serves 
to diminish a startle response. 

As the terns are not considered to react significantly to fireworks shows, firework shows which 
may exceed the normal duration of six minutes would not have a significant impact on least tern 
breeding success. Furthermore, potential illumination of vegetation from fireworks shows is also 
not considered a significant disturbance to wildlife, particularly birds, within Mission Bay and 
the San Diego River channel. Illumination from firework displays would be very short in 
duration and would not increase the opportunities for predation by raptors. Furthermore, a 
substantial number of sources of more prolonged illumination already exist in these areas ( e.g., 
street lights and automobile headlights). 
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Marine Biological Resources 
The only sensitive marine biological resource of concern for the proposed project is potential 
impacts as a result of shading or sedimentation to eelgrass beds. Uncontrolled erosion during 
construction could deposit sedimentation in nearby eelgrass beds. However, there are several 
areas and projects within the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update that would not impact 
eelgrass resources because they would not cast a shadow over eelgrass beds. These include the 
following locations: 

1. Area 1: Tier 2 Projects, Exhibit/Ride/Show H-2, 1-2, J-2, and L-2; 

2. Area 1: Tier 1 Projects, Front Gate Renovation (C-1 ), Educational Facility (B-1 ), Special 
Events Center Expansion (D-1) and the Splashdown Ride; and 

3. Area 2: Future Parking Garage Site. 

The following discussion on shading impacts is therefore limited to those proposed projects 
determined to have a potential impact on eelgrass resources. The impact analysis is based on 
shadow analyses completed for each of the sites under the worst case condition. The shadow 
determination is explained in Section 4.3, Light, Glare and Shading. 

Tier 1 Projects 

None of the Tier 1 projects within Area 1 are expected to have any impacts to eelgrass or aquatic 
resources located within Pacific Passage to the north. The only Tier 1 Site located near the water 
is Site A-1 , Splashdown Ride. A shadow analysis conducted for the Splashdown Ride did not 
indicate any shadow would be cast over the water during December until as late as 4:00 PM. 
Therefore, the 3-hour impact significance criteria would not be met. 

Tier 2 Projects 

Sites G-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show and K-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

For the purposes of the shadow analysis, a height of 160 feet was used for the highest point at 
both the G-2 and K-2 sites. Since the sites are adjacent, they were treated as one unit for the 
analysis. During the December equinox there would be an area approximately 9,900 sq. ft. (0.23 
acre) of surface water in Pacific Passage that would be shaded between the hours of 10:00am to 
4:00pm. This shaded area would occur on the north side of Sites G-2 and K-2 and cover 
approximately 325 feet of the riprap shoreline. At its furthest point, the shadow would extend 
approximately 40 feet over the water from the top of the riprap. This shadow would occur where 
eelgrass is currently growing, and therefore would meet the 3-hour shadow impact significance 
criteria. During all other times of the year the potential shadow angle and sweep during the day 
is such that no one area over the water would be covered longer than three hours. 
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Site E-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

During the December equinox there would be a surface water area approximately 9,800 sq. ft. 
(0.22 acre) that would be shaded from 10:00am to 4:00pm. This shaded area would occur on the 
north side of Site E-2 in the Pacific Passage/Waterfront Stadium lagoon area and cover 
approximately 200 feet of the riprap shoreline. At its furthest point, the shadow would extend 
approximately 75 feet over the water from the top of the riprap. This shadow would occur where 
eelgrass is currently growing, and therefore would meet the 3-hour shadow impact significance 
criteria During all other times of the year the potential shadow angle and sweep during the day is 
such that no one area over the water would be covered for longer than three hours. 

Site F-2: Exhibit/Ride/Show 

In December there would be a surface water area approximately 17,300 sq. ft. (0.40 acre) that 
would be shaded during the late afternoon. This shaded area would occur just north of the F-2 
Site, within the southern portion of the small cove of the Waterfront Stadium lagoon. This 
shadow would occur where eelgrass is currently growing, and therefore would meet the 3-hour 
shadow impact significance criteria. During all other times of the year the potential shadow angle 
and sweep during the day is such that no one area over the water would be covered longer than 
three hours. 

Special Projects 

Marina Expansion 

The marina expansion project would extend the three existing docks and build the fourth dock 
within Perez Cove. The most likely impact to eelgrass as a result of the placement of new docks 
would be due to shading. Fixed docks and permanently moored boats cause a constant shadow 
over the bay bottom and therefore would exceed the minimum 3-hour impact significance 
criteria. The current assessment regarding the amount of eelgrass that would be shaded and 
impacted was conducted using the proposed dock plan. Based on the current distribution of 
eelgrass within the study area a total of 40,820 sq. ft. (0.94 acre) of eelgrass would be impacted. 
This includes the dock area (16,180 sq. ft. (0.37 acre)) and an assumption that a boat would be 
placed in every slip. Impacts from piers, which hold the docks in place, are calculated as part of 
the dock area. 

No direct impacts are expected to occur as a result of dock construction. However, pile driving 
results in the suspension of sediment in the water column and therefore would result in a 
significant impact to the California least tern during the nesting season (April 15 through 
September 15) because the suspended sediment would obscure fish prey. No additional long
term impacts are anticipated to occur as a result of the pier and dock construction. 

Future Hotel 

The Future Hotel project is proposed in Area 5 along the southern and western shoreline of Perez 
Cove. There are two sources of shading impacts to eelgrass within the southwestern portion of 
Perez Cove from the Future Hotel project. The first would be from the placement of the guest 
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dock adjacent to the hotel for which approximately 2,210 sq. ft. (0.05 acre) of eelgrass would be 
impacted. For this dock the impact would be limited to the footprint of the dock since boat 
traffic would be transitory in nature. 

The second source of shading would occur from the shadow cast by the hotel structure over the 
water. During the month of December there would be an area of approximately 5,100 sq. ft. 
(0.12 acre) that would be blocked of direct sunlight, from the hours of 10:00am to 4:00pm. This 
area occurs to the northeast of the proposed hotel and covers approximately 100 feet of the riprap 
shoreline and at its furthest point extends approximately 35 feet over the water from the top of 
the riprap. During all other times of the year the potential shadow angle and sweep during the 
day is such that no one area over the water would be covered longer than 3 hours. 

4.6.4 

Birds 

Significance of Impacts 

According to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, the Stony Point nesting preserve is 
proposed to be abandoned. However, should the currently unused Stony Point nesting preserve 
be recolonized by the California least tern, then a potential significant impact may occur to this 
endangered species due to the creation of perching opportunities on new structures associated 
with the Master Plan Update. The perching opportunities are a concern because birds, such as 
the peregrine falcon, would have a vantage point to prey upon on least tern chicks. Potential 
impacts to active nesting areas would not be created by perching opportunities posed by new 
development because of the intervening distance and existing perching opportunities in closer 
proximity. 

No significant impact was identified to least tern productivity rates in the Mission Bay area as a 
result of existing or expanded Sea World fireworks displays. No significant impact to least tern 
foraging behavior within or near the Sea World leasehold would occur from the proposed 
Sea World Master Plan Update. However a significant impact to least tern nesting activity may 
occur to the nearby currently uncolonized Stony Point Least Tern Preserve should it be 
recolonized. 

Eelgrass 
During the late fall and winter months, typically November through February, there is a dieback 
or dormant period in the eelgrass life cycle in which growth is slow. A number of other 
environmental conditions including a lower sun angle, reduced water clarity, storms, increased 
urban and freshwater runoff, and colder water temperatures occur simultaneously with eelgrass 
dormancy. Potential shading, from future projects would occur in December when the sun angle 
is lowest in the sky. Shading is not an issue for the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update and 
future projects during the rest of the year when the sun angle is higher and shadow movement 
throughout the day allows direct sunlight for a large portion of the day. During the dormancy 
period, the amount of sunlight required by eelgrass is greatly reduced. With the onset of spring 
and higher sun angles, these areas are not anticipated to have a significant negative affect on the 
growth of eelgrass. 
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While a significant negative impact is not anticipated, the potential for a significant impact 
cannot be eliminated. It is possible that the projected shading affects, in conjunction with the 
dormant period, would have a negative impact on eelgrass growth and productivity resulting in a 
significant impact. If negative shading impacts occur, they would most likely affect the eelgrass 
beds immediately adjacent to the shoreline. The shoreline area would be subject to the longest 
period of reduced light penetration. In addition, the proposed Marina Expansion would result in 
a significant impact to eelgrass from the shadow of future docks and moored boats. Therefore, a 
significant eelgrass impact has been identified for those areas where a shadow impact has been 
identified. 

No significant shadow impacts would occur from Tier 1 Projects. 

Uncontrolled erosion during construction could result in deposition of sediment within nearby 
eelgrass bed resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

4.6.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
The Sea World leasehold lies entirely within the Coastal Zone and is subject to project-specific 
permitting under the California Coastal Act. Future projects located in the water area of the 
Sea World leasehold would be subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and possibly 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, both under jurisdiction of the Army Corps of 
Engineers. These permits, if required, would be obtained before construction begins on any of 
the in-water projects. 

The following mitigation measures would reduce potential biological resource impacts to below 
a level of significance. In addition, implementation of erosion control measures associated with 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-3 would reduce sedimentation impacts on eelgrass beds to below a level 
of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1: Prior to Coastal Permit application the project proponent shall 
prepare a project-specific shadow analysis for Tier 2 projects located in future development areas 
F-2, E-2, G-2 and K-2; and the Future Hotel Special Project to determine the extent of shadow 
impacts on eelgrass in Pacific Passage, Perez Cove and the Waterfront Stadium lagoon. The 
shadow analysis shall be performed for the time periods described in Section 4.3, Light, Glare 
and Shading, in this EIR. Furthsrmorn, ths shadow impact shall sxcssd a trn=ss hour psriod 
bstwssn ths hours of 10:00 ,A.M to 4 :00 PM in ordsr to rnquirn mitigation. If no shadow impact 
would occur as defined above in these areas as a result of the project specific analysis, no further 
mitigation would be required. If a shadow impact would occur during this timeframe it would 
only occur during the eelgrass dormant period as described in the impact analysis above. For 
shadow impacts that would occur during the eelgrass dormant period, a project-specific 
monitoring program shall be undertaken that includes the provisions described below under 
eelgrass monitoring program. 
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Eelgrass Monitoring Program 
Once construction is completed at one of the potentially shade impact sites, three years of 
eelgrass monitoring shall be conducted, specifically in the early spring (April) and early fall 
(October) of the three years. These two times of the year would best track the initial growing 
phase of the eelgrass, in the spring and the post summer peak, and in the early fall, before the 
dormant period begins. The area to be monitored would be along the shore and out far enough 
into the water to cover the area where a shadow would be cast during the majority of the daylight 
hours in December. The monitoring program would be initiated once development is completed 
at each of the sites, and the monitoring schedule at each site would be independent of the other. 
If the monitoring indicates a reduction in the eelgrass bed coverage, then an eelgrass revegetation 
program shall be implemented in conformance with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation 
Policy as described below in Mitigation Measure 4.6-2. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2: Prior to application for development of the Future Hotel project 
landing dock and the Marina Expansion project, a project-specific shadow analysis shall be 
conducted as described above in Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 to determine the exact area of impact 
resulting from docks and boats. For these impacts eelgrass shall be replaced at a 1.2: 1 ratio, 
which is in conformance with the eelgrass replacement ratios outlined in the Southern California 
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. Furthermore, a pre- and post-construction eelgrass survey shall be 
undertaken to determine the area of eelgrass habitat that would be impacted by the shadows. The 
proposed projects could require the creation of approximately 1.12 to 1.20 acres of eelgrass. 
This scenario assumes that all of the shading impacts would occur under the pier, dock, and 
permanent boat placement. 

Eelgrass mitigation sites do not appear to be readily available within the water area of the 
Sea World leasehold. Further exploration of options and alternatives for eelgrass transplant in the 
amount needed to offset the impacts would have to be conducted under an eelgrass mitigation 
plan study, which would be determined when the marina expansion or landing dock would be 
developed. The eelgrass mitigation plan study and implementation would be conducted in 
conformance with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3: Prior to construction of a new development project on the Sea World 
leasehold, a determination shall be made as to whether the Stony Point Preserve has been 
recolonized by the California least tern. If it is has not been recolonized then implementation of 
the following mitigation measure would not be required. Should the Preserve be recolonized, a 
determination shall be made as to whether the new development project would provide a clear 
line-of-sight from perching opportunities on the proposed structure to the Stony Point Preserve. 
If it would not provide a clear line-of-sight then no mitigation would be necessary. Should a 
clear line-of-sight be available from perching locations on the new structure, then the structure 
would be required to include appropriate design features to eliminate the perching opportunity. 
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4.7 Noise 
A noise study, Environmental Noise Analysis, SeaWorld Master Plan San Diego, dated August 
18, 2000, was prepared for the project by Gordon Bricken & Associates, and is included in 
Appendix E. The study evaluated noise levels associated with existing Sea World operations, as 
well as noise associated with the Master Plan Update, future projects, including construction 
activities and vehicular traffic. 

4.7.1 Existing Conditions 

Noise Setting 
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as 
air. Noise is defined as unwanted sound. The sound pressure level is the most common 
descriptor used to characterize the noise loudness. The sound pressure level unit of measurement 
is a Bel, which is a unit for measuring the volume of sound, equal to the logarithm to the base ten 
of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure, which is 20 
micropascals. A more typical sound pressure unit of measurement is a decibel (dBA), which is 
equal to ten Bels. Because sound or noise can vary in intensity by over one million times within 
the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used as a convenient and manageable 
means to characterize noise levels. Also, since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all 
sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, noise levels at maximum human sensitivity are 
factored more heavily into sound descriptions in a process called "A-weighting" written as dBA. 
Any further reference to decibels in this EIR written as "dBA" should be understood to be A
weighted. 

Average noise levels over a period of minutes or hours are usually expressed as dB A Leq, or the 
equivalent noise level for that period of time. The period oftime average may be specified; Leq(J) 
would be a three-hour average; when no period is specified, only Leq, a one-hour average is 
assumed. Noise standards for land use compatibility are addressed in the Transportation Element 
of the Progress Guide and General Plan of the City of San Diego, and are stated in terms of the 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is a 24-hour weighted average measure of 
community noise. The computation of CNEL adds five dBA to the average hourly noise levels 
between 7:00 PM and 10:00 PM (the evening hours), and ten dBA to the average hourly noise 
levels between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM (the nighttime hours). This weighting accounts for the 
increased human sensitivity to noise in the evening and nighttime hours. A similar 24-hour average 
is the Day-Night Average noise level (Lctn or LDN), which weights only the nighttime hours, and 
not the evening hours. CNEL is used primarily in California. 

Applicable Standards 
City of San Diego Land Use Compatibility Criteria 

General community noise and land use compatibility guidelines are set forth in the 
Transportation Element in the City of San Diego General Plan as shown in Table 4.7-1. 
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TABLE 4.7-1 
Land Use Compatibility Chart 

Annual Community Noise Equivalent Level in Decibels 

Land Use 
:____,o 'i!':55 160 65 J;f'70 ,, 75 

I. Outdoor Amphitheaters (may be suitable for 
certain types of music) 

2. Schools, Libraries 

3. Nature Preserves, Wildlife Preserves 

4. Residential--Single Family, Multi-Family, 
Mobile Homes, Transient Housing 

5. Retirement Home, Intennediate Care Facilities, 
Convalescent Homes 

6. Hospitals 

7. Parks, Playgrounds 

8. Office Buildings, Business and Professional 

9. Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Indoor Arenas, 
Churches 

10. Riding Stables, Water Recreation Facilities 

11. Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses 

12. Livestock Fanning, Animal Breeding 

13. Commercial-Retail, Shopping Centers, 
Restaurants, Movie Theaters 

14. Commercial-Wholesale, Industrial 
Manufacturing, Utilities 

15. Agriculture (except Livestock), Extractive 
Industry, Fanning 

16. Cemeteries ' 

Source: San Diego Progress Guide and General P/an(Transportation Element) 

D 
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COMPATIBLE 
The average noise level is such that 
indoor and outdoor activities associated 

with the land use may be carried out with 
essentially no interference from noise. 

D INCOMPATIBLE 
The average noise level is so severe that 
construction costs to make the indoor environment 
acceptable for performance of activities would 
probably be prohibitive. The outdoor environment 
would be intolerable for outdoor activities 
associated with the land use 
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These guidelines are based primarily on noise/land use recommendations from the State 
Department of Health Office of Noise Control. They are further modified based on the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) document entitled "Planning Guidelines 
for Local Agencies." An exterior noise exposure of 65 dBA CNEL is compatible with 
residential and other noise sensitive uses. Noise standards for offices (business and professional) 
are 70 dBA CNEL. Least sensitive commercial, manufacturing and some recreational uses are 
considered compatible with noise levels up to 75 dBA CNEL. 

City of San Diego Noise Ordinance 

Construction, fixed source, and/or operational noise is governed by the City of San Diego Noise 
Ordinance Section 59.5.0401. The applicable sound level is a function of the time and day and 
land use zone. Sound levels are measured at the property line of the noise source. The limits are 
given in Table 4.7-2. In addition, Section 59.5.040A sets forth a requirement that construction 
activities may require a permit if such activities occur between the hours of 7:00 PM and 7:00 
AM of the following day, or if construction activities create disturbing, excessive, or offensive 
noise. Section 59.5.040B states that the noise level shall not exceed an average sound level of 75 
dBA for more than 12 hours between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM at or beyond any residential 
property. 

TABLE 4.7-2 
City of San Diego Noise Ordinance Limits 

Land Use Zone 1 Time of Day 1 Hour Average Sound 
- Level (decibels) 

7 AM to 7 PM 50 
Residential: All R-1 7 PM to IO PM 45 

IO PM to 7 a. m. 40 
7 AM to 7 PM 55 

All R-2 7 PM to IO PM 50 
IO PMto7 AM 45 
7 AM to 7 PM 60 

R-3, R-4 and all other Residential 7 PM to 10 PM 55 
IO PMto7 AM 50 
7 AM to 7 PM 65 

All Commercial 7 PM to IO PM 60 
IO PMto7 AM 60 

Manufacturing, all other Industrial, Including 
any time 75 

Agriculture and Extractive Industry 

Source: City of San Diego Noise Ordinance Section 59.5.0401 

The sound level limit at a location on a boundary between two zoning districts is the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two 
districts· 

City of San Diego Council Policy 500-06 

City of San Diego Council Policy 500-06 Regulation of Fireworks Displays establishes a policy 
regulating commercial fireworks displays. Historically, the City has received two types of noise 
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complaints resulting from commercial fireworks displays: noise resulting from loud concussive 
fireworks and the time in which fireworks displays are performed. Policy 500-06 prohibits 
fireworks displays after 10:00 PM on evenings prior to a workday or 11 :00 PM on evenings prior to 
a weekend or holiday. In addition, the Council Policy indicates that no concussion type non-color 
shells (salutes or reports) greater than three inches shall be used. Fireworks displays using salutes or 
reports permitted by this policy are limited to three events per 30-day period in each zip code area. 
The City Manager or his designated representative may issue variances to this policy. SeaWorld 
does not typically use non-color concussive fireworks. 

Ambient Noise Environment 
Existing noise levels within the project area are generated from the existing operation of 
Sea World including the special attraction performing shows and fireworks displays, and external 
transportation sources including vehicular traffic on adjacent roadways and aircraft noise from 
Lindbergh Field. 

To define existing baseline noise levels, measurements were conducted at 22 locations 
surrounding Sea World. The locations were selected to provide geographic coverage and to 
address areas with recorded noise complaints from the existing facility. Seven of the 22 
locations were 24-hour measurements while the remaining 15 locations were short-term 
measurements. The locations are listed on Table 4.7-3 and illustrated on Figure 4.7-1. Table 
4.7-3 also lists the distance to each location from the Sea World Tower. The average noise level, 
measured or estimated CNEL level, and short-term traffic counts including aircraft are given in 
Table 4.7-4. 

Sea World Show Levels 

Sound levels from SeaWorld were not audible from the 22 locations of ambient field 
measurements with the exception of faint emissions at the Fiesta Island location. Because the 
Shamu show is the largest venue of the current performing shows and has historically been the 
subject of noise-related complaints, special individual measurements were conducted to evaluate 
noise levels generated from this show. Noise levels were measured in Shamu Stadium above the 
sound booth, and at Location 1 for the 5:30 PM show and Location 10 for the 8:45 PM show on 
Saturday, August 5, 2000. The results of these measurements concluded that the maximum 
crowd noise was between 92 and 97 dBA and the public address system levels were between 80 
and 92 dBA as measured near the source. The average level for the 5:30 PM show was 82 dBA 
and 83 dBA for the 8:45 PM show at the same measurement location. 

Noise levels from the Shamu show were not audible at the two field locations (Locations 1 and 
10) and the ambient levels were no less than 48 dBA at any time. Consequently, show levels 
could not have exceeded 30 to 35 dBA. Using this data, a propagation model to depict noise 
contours associated with the Shamu show was developed and is illustrated on Figure 4.7-2. 
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TABLE 4.7-3 
Ambient Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description Distance1 (feet) 

I Nipoma Place 5,500 

2 Clovis at Temecula 5,400 

3 Interstate 8 at Mariners Cove Apartments 3,600 

4 Vacation Isle 4,700 

5 Tonopah at Morenci 7,800 

6 Playa Pacific Park 7,800 

7 Fiesta Island 3,400 

8 South Shores Boat Launch 3,300 

9 Interstate 8 and Orchard Apaitments 4,300 

10 Ocean Beach Athletic Club 6,800 

11 Mission Point Park 6,500 

12 Fanuel Street Park 11 ,000 

13 Crown Point Shores Park 6,800 

14 Crown Point at Honeycutt 10,100 

15 Muir at Venice 7,800 

16 Wells at Atascadero 10,100 

17 La Paloma at Trieste 14,600 

18 El Carmel Point 8,600 

19 Baker south of Ticonderoga 14,800 

20 Edison at Serbian 12,700 

21 De Anza Resort RV Space #105 11,100 

22 De Anza Resort, Shore at East Point 11,400 

Source: Gordon Bricken and Associates, 2000 . 

Distance is measured from the SeaWorld Tower. 

Fireworks Displays 

Sea World performs a fireworks show in the evening during selected periods of the year. 
Fireworks shows are performed only when weather conditions permit and generally last five to six 
minutes in length. Based on measurements taken at a fireworks display during a summertime 
display at Disneyland in Anaheim, California, it is estimated that fireworks noise would reach a 
level of 106 dB.A at 800 feet. Under normal propagation conditions, the sound levels at the 
measurement locations would range from 81 dB.A at the farthest location with an unobstructed view 
to 92dBA at the nearest location with an unobstructed view. 
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TABLE 4.7-4 
Traffic Counts and Measurements for Ambient Noise Locations 

IO Minute Traffic Count 
No. Location Medium Heavy Leq CNEL 

Autos 
Truck Truck 

Aircraft 

I Nipoma Place I 0 0 2 65 68 
2 Clovis at Temecula I 0 0 5 65 67' 
3 1-8 at Mariners Cove Apts. 418 6 3 7 69 75 
4 Vacation Isle 3 0 0 2 57 57' 
5 Tonopah at Morenci 102 30 15 0 64 67' 
6 Playa Pacific Park 0 0 0 0 58 61' 
7 Fiesta Island 0 0 0 0 51 51' 
8 South Shores Boat Launch 0 0 0 0 56 56' 
9 1-8 at Orchard Apts. 431 12 2 4 64 67' 
10 Ocean Beach Athletic Park 0 0 0 2 62 65 ' 
I I Mission Point Park 0 0 0 5 63 66 1 

12 Fanuel Street Park 0 0 0 0 54 54' 
13 Crown Point Shores Park 85 I 0 0 54 57' 
14 Crown Point at Honeycutt 45 0 0 0 62 62' 
15 Muir at Venice 17 0 0 2 65 65' 
16 Wells at Atascadero 3 0 0 6 68 7 I' 
17 La Paloma at Trieste 3 0 0 2 53 56-
18 El Carmel Point 0 0 0 0 56 56' 
19 Baker south of Ticonderoga 43 0 0 0 63 63' 
20 Edison at Serbian 5 0 0 0 59 62' 
21 De Anza Resort RV Space #105 0 0 0 0 58 58' 
22 De Anza Resort, Shore at East Point 0 0 0 0 56 56' 

Source: Gordon Bricken and Associates, 2000. 

I. 24-hour measurements. 
2. Short-term values based on estimates from similar locations where 24-hour measurements were taken . 

Aircraft Noise Levels 

Lindbergh Field noise data is generated quarterly by the San Diego Port District. The Port 
District maintains a series of 22 automatic noise monitoring stations that record CNEL levels 
each day. This data is used to determine a single average daily CNEL level. Aircraft departure 
corridors operate over the areas south of Sea World and have the potential to result in noise 
impacts. The geographical area within the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour defines potential noise 
impact areas. Figure 4.7-3 illustrates the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour for the period between 
April 1, 1998 to March 31, 1999 and illustrates that SeaWorld is not within the 65 dBA 
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CNEL noise contour. However, ambient measurement locations 1, 2, 10, and 15 are within the 
65 dBA noise contour. Measured noise levels associated with aircraft at these measurement 
locations were 65 to 68 dBA CNEL. Although these values were determined from one day of 
readings, they appear representative of the numbers that would appear on a long-term basis. 

Traffic Noise Levels 

A series of 24-hour traffic counts for the existing street segments adjacent to the project site were 
produced. Noise levels associated with these traffic counts are summarized in Table 4.7-5. 

TABLE 4.7-5 
Existing Traffic CNEL Values 

(50 feet from centerline of the nearest lane) 

Roadway Segment 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 
West of Nimitz Boulevard 
Nimitz Boulevard to Mission Bay Drive 
Mission Bay Drive to Sea World Drive 

Sea World Drive 
Mission Bay Drive to Friars Road 
Friars Road to Pacific Highway 
Pacific Highway to Interstate 5, southbound ramps 
Interstate 5, southbound ramps to northbound ramps 
East of Interstate 5, northbound ramps 

Interstate 8 
East of Nimitz Boulevard 
West of Nimitz Boulevard 

Friars Road 
East of Sea World Drive 

Pacific Highway 
East of Sea World Drive 

Nimitz Boulevard 
South of Sunset Cliffs Drive 

Mission Bay Drive 
South of Interstate 8 
Interstate 8 to Sea World Drive 
Sea World Drive to Ingraham Street 
West of Ingraham Street 

Ingraham Street 
Mission Bay Drive to Perez Cove Way 
Perez Cove Way to Vacation Road 
Vacation Road to Crown Point Road 

Interstate 5 
North of Sea World Drive 
South of Sea World Drive 
Southbound off-ramp 
Southbound on-ramp 
Northbound off-ramp 
Northbound on-ramp 

Source: Gordon Bricken and Associates, 2000. 
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CNEL 

74.6 
74.1 
NIA 

74.3 
74.1 
74.0 
NIA 
NIA 

84.6 
71.1 

69.3 

NIA 

71.7 

74.0 
76.0 
77.1 
74.2 

75 .5 
74.8 
74.5 

NIA 
NIA 
77.4 
73.4 
74.4 
76.2 
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Most of the roadway segments identified above do not involve any sensitive land uses. 
However, certain segments including Nimitz Boulevard south of Sunset Cliffs Drive, Sunset 
Cliffs Drive west of Nimitz Boulevard, Ingraham Street north of Perez Cove, and Interstate 8 
east of Nimitz Boulevard, contain adjacent residential uses. However, the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour is located far enough from the roadway that any .residential use adjacent to the roadway 
would not be impacted by traffic noise. 

4.7.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City and/or CEQA thresholds, noise impacts would be significant if the proposed 
project: 

1. Exposes residential areas, schools, libraries, hospitals, day-care, convalescent homes, transit 
lodging, passive parks, or other noise-sensitive uses to exterior noise levels in excess of 65 
dBA CNEL and/or interior noise levels in habitable areas of noise sensitive buildings in 
excess of 45 dBA; 

2. Exposes usable areas associated with offices, churches, businesses, and professional uses to 
exterior noise levels in excess of 70 dBA CNEL; or 

3. Exposes onsite and offsite noise-sensitive land uses and biological habitat to substantial noise 
levels from proposed operations including, but not limited to, roof-mounted equipment, 
loading dock activities, delivery trucks, and parking lot sweepers. 

4.7.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in a significant increase in the existing ambient noise 

levels? 

Issue 2: Would the proposal result in the exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed standards established in the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan? 

Tier 1 Projects 

Site A-1: Splashdown Ride 

Noise contours for the proposed Splashdown Ride were determined from a reference model 
based on various studies of noise levels associated with thrill rides. Based on the results of these 
studies, a reference level of 92 dBA at 50 feet was used as the noise reference for the 
Splashdown Ride. Using the ambient noise data in Table 4.7-3 and the noise contours illustrated 
on Figure 4.7-4, the noise levels at the 22 measurement locations are listed in Table 4.7-6. 
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TABLE 4.7-6 
Splashdown Ride Noise Levels Compared to Existing Ambient Levels 

No. Location Leq CNEL Splashdown-1-J 

I Nipoma Place 65 68 1 52 

2 Clovis at Temecula 65 67 1 50 

3 1-8 at Mariners Cove Apts. 69 75 1 54 

4 Vacation Isle 57 57 1 50 

5 Tonopah at Morenci 64 672 50 

6 Playa Pacific Park 58 61 2 49 

7 Fiesta Island 51 51 2 59 

8 South Shores Boat Launch 56 562 65 

9 1-8 at Orchard Apts. 64 672 58 

IO Ocean Beach Athletic Park 62 652 47 

11 Mission Point Park 63 66 1 47 

12 Fanuel Street Park 54 542 41 

13 Crown Point Shores Park 54 572 48 

14 Crown Point at Honeycutt 62 622 43 

15 Muir at Venice 65 65 1 46 

16 Wells at Atascadero 68 712 43 

17 La Paloma at Trieste 53 562 <40 

18 El Carmel Point 56 562 44 

19 Baker south of Ticonderoga 63 63 2 <40 

20 Edison at Serbian 59 622 40 

21 De Anza Resort RV Space #105 58 58 1 42 

22 De Anza Resort, Shore at East Point 56 . 562 41 

Source: Gordon Bricken and Associates, 2000. 

,=- = ~ 24;=·,,,ho""u"""r m""e"s'aes'sueesre¥'n""'1ea,;nt="Io,,,,c..,at""'io,=ns. 
Short-term CNEL values are based on estimates from siinilar locations. 

1J Splashdown Ride values can be represented as either maximum, average, or CNEL levels. 

With the exception of the Fiesta Island (Location 7) and South Shores Boat Launch (Location 8), 
the average sound level (Leq) for the Splashdown Ride would not exceed ambient sound levels. 
Similarly, the CNEL levels for the Splashdown Ride are well below ambient CNEL sound levels 
except for Locations 7 and 8. Because the average noise levels associated with the Splashdown 
Ride are less than the ambient levels, measuring average levels is possible only at distances close 
to the ride. The City's Noise Ordinance limits are expressed in terms of average one-hour noise 
level (Leq) and makes no accommodation for ambient noise levels. Therefore, according to the 
Noise Ordinance, any residential use subject to noise levels higher than 50 dBA Leq would be 
impacted by noise. As Figure 4.7-4 shows, the 50 dBA Leq noise contour consists of a circular 
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zone with an approximate radius of 7,000 feet. However, because ambient noise levels dominate 
the noise environment near the proposed Splashdown Ride no significant noise impact would 
occur from this Tier 1 project. 

Immediately adjacent to the Sea World leasehold is South Shore Park, which is considered a 
sensitive receptor. As shown in Figure 4.7.4, a portion of South Shores Park would fall within 
the 75, 70, and 65 dBA Splashdown Ride noise contours. According to the General Plan land 
use compatibility criteria, the allowable limit for parks is 65 dBA CNEL. However, the portion 
of South Shores Park that would be impacted does not involve passive park uses. This potential 
impact area includes active noise generating uses such as a surface parking lot, boat launch ramp 
and Pacific Passage, a designated personal watercraft (jet-ski) area. Therefore, significant 
impacts would not occur because of active recreation noise-producing uses that occur adjacent to 
the proposed Splashdown Ride and the high ambient noise levels. 

Other Tier 1 Projects 

Tier 1 projects including the Educational Facility, the Front Gate Renovation, and the Special 
Events Center Expansion would not result in any noise impacts associated with their operational 
characteristics. The Front Gate Renovation would not contain any significant noise generators. 
The Educational Facility and the Special Events Center Expansion would contain mechanical 
equipment consisting of air conditioning equipment and possibly refrigeration units . The air 
conditioning units would be expected to have sound ratings of 9.0 Bels or lower. The overall 
configuration and design of the uses within the structures would dictate the number of units 
operating simultaneously. The noise level generated from five units would not exceed 9.7 Bels. 
At the closest sensitive land use, Location 3, 9.7 Bels is equivalent to 14 dBA (maximum or 
average level) and the minimum level in the middle of the night is 32 dBA. Therefore, the 
mechanical equipment would not be audible. 

Tier 2 Projects 
Tier 2 projects include future theme park attractions that feature a variety of noise sources which 
individually and collectively may create noise impacts on the community. Tier 2 projects may 
include, but are not limited to aquariums, special effects theaters, land-based adventure rides, 
pelagic fish exhibits, water play attractions, themed track or water rides, special format 
projection attractions, playgrounds, wildlife performance venues, boat rides, historic reenactment 
presentations, research facilities, live performance venues, and wildlife exhibits. Although 
future rides are not defined and may be located at any of the designated Tier 2 project sites, the 
reference noise level used for the Splashdown Ride could apply to future rides. Given the 
distance to the nearest sensitive land uses, the impacts for any one ride would be similar to those 
for the Splashdown Ride. 

It is possible that several similar rides may operate simultaneously which may result in increased 
noise levels. However, it is unlikely that the combined noise levels would exceed the City's 
Land Use Compatibility criteria. As with the Splashdown Ride, the combined average noise 
level could not be measured accurately at the ambient measurement locations because existing 
ambient noise levels would be greater than the average noise levels generated by the rides. 
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Therefore, although the limits of the City's Noise Ordinance would theoretically be exceeded, 
ambient noise levels would not substantially increase. Therefore, no significant impacts would 
occur. 

Special Projects 

Future Parking Garage 

Noise sources associated with parking garages generally include cars, car alarms, car horns, door 
slams, radios, voices, exhaust fans, and sweepers. Bracken and Associates determined reference 
sound levels for each of these parking garage noise sources as shown in Table 4. 7-7. 

TABLE 4.7-7 
Parking Structure Reference Sound Levels 

Source Level (dBA) Distance (feet) 

Cars 68 25 

Car Alarm Signal 75 25 

Car Alarm Chirp 60 25 

Car Homs 75 25 

Door Slams 70 25 

Talking 60 3 

Radios 70 25 

Exhaust Fan 69 25 

Sweeper 85 50 

Source: Gordon Bricken and Associates, 2000. 

These figures conclude that sweepers would have the highest single or cumulative sound level 
from the garage. Sweepers are essentially point sources that would operate continuously during 
cleaning operations. The closest potentially affected sensitive land use is approximately 2,500 
feet to the south in the vicinity of ambient measurement Location 3. From this location, the 
sound level generated by sweepers in the garage would be approximately 36 dBA. The 
minimum ambient level at Location 3 is 58 dBA during the day, and the 24-hour measurements 
indicate that the minimum levels never fall below 32 dBA. However, sound levels reach the 
minimum level for only approximately six minutes during early morning hours. Therefore, if the 
sweeper were to operate during this time, the noise generated by the sweeper would exceed the 
ambient noise level and the sweeper would be faintly audible at Location 3. The City's Noise 
Ordinance limits sound levels to 40 dBA Leq between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM 
Based on the proposed location of the future parking garage, the limits of the 40 dBA Leq noise 
contour would extend approximately to the middle of the San Diego River Channel and thus, 
would not impact the sensitive land uses in the vicinity of Location 3. As such, the operation of 
sweepers would not result in significant noise impacts. Furthermore, because sweepers generate 
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the highest sound levels from the garage, all other noise point sources would not generate sound 
levels that would result in significant impacts. Therefore, the proposed garage would not create 
significant impacts. 

Marina Expansion 

The Marina Expansion would expand the existing marina by extending the three existing docks 
and adding a fourth dock. An additional 115 slips would be added to the existing 200 slips for a 
total of 315 slips. The Marina Expansion could increase boating recreational use in Mission 
Bay. However, any resulting additional noise generated would be dispersed and increases in 
noise potential would be minimal compared with existing levels. Therefore, no significant 
impacts from the Marina Expansion would occur. 

Future Hotel Site 

For the Future Hotel Site, the noise issue pertains to noise impacts from exterior sources to hotel 
patrons. Interior noise levels in habitable areas of noise-sensitive buildings may not exceed 45 dBA 
CNEL according to Title 24 of the California State Administrative Code. Average noise attenuation 
within residential structures is about 10 - 20 dBA, depending on whether windows are open or 
closed. An exterior noise exposure of 65 dB A CNEL is typically the design exterior noise exposure 
for new residential dwellings, schools, or other noise-sensitive land uses in California because the 
45 dBA CNEL can be met without any unusual structural upgrades. A level of 65 dBA is also the 
threshold where normal conversation is impeded by ambient noise. In new project development 
review for residential and other noise sensitive uses, the City of San Diego requires a noise study for 
meeting interior standards if the exterior exceeds 60 dBA CNEL (15 dBA of structural attenuation), 
but would approve such uses with exterior environments mitigated to 65 dBA CNEL if the 45 dBA 
CNEL interior can also be demonstrated to be met. 

The proposed hotel would potentially be impacted by noise from surrounding traffic. The proposed 
hotel site is adjacent to Ingraham Street which generates a noise level of 76 dBA CNEL at 50 
feet. The development footprint of the proposed hotel would be set back at a distance greater 
than 50 feet from Ingraham Street. If a 200-foot setback were assumed, upper floors of the hotel 
would experience sound levels as high as 70 dBA CNEL. In order to reduce noise levels to the 
required 45 dBA CNEL, implementation of sound attenuation measures may be required. 

The proposed hotel would also potentially be impacted by noise from the theme park. As 
discussed previously, roller coaster rides would generate the highest noise levels among theme 
park activities. If the Splashdown Ride model of 92 dBA CNEL at 50 feet is assumed for the 
closest Tier 2 project site (approximately 1,000 feet from the future hotel site), the CNEL level 
could reach as high as 73 dBA CNEL. Furthermore, if portions of the hotel were exposed to 
sound levels from both the surrounding traffic and the park, noise levels would be as high as 75 
dBA. In order to reduce noise levels to the required 45 dBA CNEL, special noise reduction 
features would be incorporated into the site and building design. 

Although the proposed hotel may be impacted by noise from the surrounding traffic and theme 
park, the operation of the hotel would not create any significant noise impacts. The hotel would 
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require the use of mechanical equipment with similar sound level characteristics as the 
Educational Facility and Special Events Center. This equipment would primarily consist of air 
conditioning units which would not exceed required noise standards. 

Construction Noise 
Temporary construction noise increases would vary markedly because the noise strength of 
construction equipment ranges widely as a function of the equipment used and its activity level. 
Short-term construction noise increases tend to occur in discrete phases dominated initially by 
site grading, then by foundation and parking lot construction, and finally for structural finish 
construction. The grading activities would generally be the noisiest with equipment noise 
typically ranging from 75 to 90 dBA at 50 feet from the source; however, construction of the 
proposed project includes foundation systems that could include pile driving. Table 4.7-8 shows 
the range of noise emissions for various pieces of typical construction equipment. 

Point sources of noise emissions are attenuated by a factor of 6 dBA per doubling of distance 
through geometrical (spherical) spreading of sound waves. The less noisy sources would drop to 
a 65 dBA exterior/45 dBA interior noise level by about 200 feet from the source while the 
loudest may require over 1000 feet from the source to reduce the 90+ dB A source strength to an 
acceptable 65 dBA exterior exposure level. 

The City's Noise Ordinance contains a performance standard that limits the allowable noise from 
construction at the property line. The allowable average noise exposure during the pem1issible 12-
hour construction "window" (i.e., 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM) is 75 dBA. Measurements have shown that 
this standard is not nom1ally exceeded offsite from a construction project because the noisiest 
sources are mobile and construction projects rarely continue over a 12-hour period. It typically 
requires very loud, stationary equipment sources such as a pile driver operating in close proximity to 
a noise-sensitive land use to cause the ordinance standard to be exceeded. Pile driving would likely 
be required, but there would generally be adequate distance separation between new construction 
and occupied noise-sensitive land uses to preclude violating the noise ordinance performance 
standard. Adherence to the construction noise limits imposed by the City's Noise Ordinance 
would avoid significant construction noise impacts 

Traffic Noise 
Traffic counts projected for the year 2020 as part of the traffic study were used to determine 
potential noise impacts for surrounding roadway segments under two scenarios: with project and 
without project. The noise levels associated with the traffic counts are listed in Table 4.7-9. 

These figures conclude that the only locations potentially impacted are those where there are 
adjacent sensitive land uses. These locations are the same as under existing conditions that were 
previously identified as Nimitz Boulevard south of Sunset Cliffs Drive, Sunset Cliffs Drive west 
of Nimitz Boulevard, Ingraham Street north of Perez Cove, and Interstate 8 east of Nimitz 
Boulevard. In no case is the difference in the project-generated traffic CNEL levels greater· than 
+ 0.1 dBA CNEL. Significant changes in noise level must at a minimum involve a change of 3 
dBA; therefore, the changes would not result in significant noise impacts. 
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TABLE 4.7-8 
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Generation Levels 
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TABLE 4.7-9 
Traffic Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL at 50 feet from centerline of nearest lane) 

Roadway Segment Existing 2020 w/o Project 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard 
West of Nimitz Boulevard 74.6 74.8 
Nimitz Boulevard to Mission Bay Drive 74.1 75.1 
Mission Bay Drive to Sea World Drive Na Na 

Sea World Drive 
Mission Bay Drive to Friars Road 74.3 75.3 
Friars Road to Pacific Highway 74.1 73.9 
Pacific Highway to Interstate 5, southbound ramps 74.0 74.4 
Interstate 5, southbound ramps to northbound ramps Na 73.2 
East of Interstate 5, northbound ramps Na 74.2 

Interstate 8 
East of Nimitz Boulevard 84.6 84.9 
West of Nimitz Boulevard 71.1 Na 

Friars Road 
East of Sea World Drive 69.3 70 .1 

Pacific Highway 
East of Sea World Drive Na 69.8 

Nimitz Boulevard 
South of Sunset Cliffs Drive 71.7 75.7 

Mission Bay Drive 
South of Interstate 8 74.0 75.3 
Interstate 8 to Sea World Drive 76.0 76.4 
Sea World Drive to Ingraham Street 77.1 77.3 
West of Ingraham Street 74.2 74.6 

Ingraham Street 
Mission Bay Drive to Perez Cove Way 75.5 75.5 
Perez Cove Way to Vacation Road 74.8 75 .0 
Vacation Road to Crown Point Road 74.5 74.7 

Interstate 5 
North of Sea World Drive Na 88.2 
South of Sea World Drive Na 88.1 
Southbound offramp 77.4 77.7 
Southbound onramp 73.4 74.8 
Northbound offramp 74.4 76.5 
Northbound onramp 76.2 77.8 

Source: Gordon Bricken and Associates, 2000. 

Fireworks Noise 

Noise 

2020 w/ 
Project 

74.9 
75.2 
71.2 

75.8 
74.5 
75.0 
73.7 
74.3 

85.0 
Na 

70.3 

69.9 

75.7 

75.4 
76.7 
77.6 
74.7 

76.0 
75.0 
74.8 

88.3 
88.2 
78.1 
75.1 
73.9 
78.1 

SeaWorld may increase its fireworks displays above existing conditions as outlined at the end of 
Section 3 .4.1, Master Plan Policies and Regulations. The increase in fireworks displays is 
addressed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources as it pertains impacts on the endangered least 
tern. 
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4.7.4 Significance of Impact 
Ambient noise levels would increase temporarily as a r~sult of construction activities. However, 
conformance with the City's Noise Ordinance, and conditions on construction permits limiting 
construction to weekday hours (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM) with least sensitivity, would ensure that 
these noise increases would not reach a level of significance. 

Project generated traffic would result in minimal long-term increases to the ambient traffic noise 
levels. The project generated noise levels for 2020 traffic volumes would not conflict with any 
of the existing or proposed land uses and the General Plan Land Use Compatibility guidelines. 
Therefore, the project would not result in a significant traffic noise impact. 

The proposed Splashdown Ride may periodically increase ambient noise levels by 3 dBA. Noise 
generated by the Splashdown Ride may be audible out to 7,000 feet from the theme park. 
However, ambient noise levels would not substantially increase. Other future roller coaster rides 
may result in similar impacts. In addition, Splashdown Ride would exceed the General Plan park 
standard of 65 dBA, as a portion of South Shores Park falls within the 65 dBA and 70 dBA noise 
level contours. However, this portion of South Shores Park consists of a parking lot and boat 
launch, where park visitors are not considered noise sensitive receptors because of the noise 
levels associated with the nearby active recreational boat launching, parking lot and "jet ski" 
activities associated with this area of the park. Therefore, the Splashdown Ride would not create 
a significant noise impact. 

The Future Hotel project would be subject to exterior traffic noise levels that may result in a 
significant noise impact to hotel patrons, depending on the design of the hotel. This is 
considered a significant impact. 

4. 7 .5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures would reduce noise impacts to below a 
level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 4. 7-1: Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, a project
specific noise study prepared by a qualified acoustician shall be required for any new ride 
attraction or performance show and must demonstrate that sensitive receptors would not be 
exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable standards. 

Mitigation Measure 4. 7-2: Prior to issuance of building permits for the future hotel, verification 
that guest room interiors will meet the 45 dBA CNEL interior standard shall be required through 
the preparation of an interior noise study by a qualified acoustician. The measures recommended 
in this study shall be implemented to meet the required 45 dBA CNEL interior standard. 
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4.8 Geology/Soils 
The following discussion summarizes the geotechnical study for the proposed project prepared 
by Christian Wheeler Engineering on June 12, 2000. The complete report is contained in 
Appendix F of the technical appendices. 

4.8.1 Existing Conditions 
The subject site is located in the Coastal Plains Physiographic Province of San Diego County 
north of Sea World Drive and east of Ingraham Street in the Mission Bay Park area of the City of 
San Diego. The site is presently occupied by several structures including holding tanks for the 
marine mammals and fishes, stadiums, concession booths, maintenance buildings, and an 
assortment of other structures. Undeveloped land and a public parking facility and boat ramp 
bound the Sea World property on the east and Mission Bay bounds the property on the north. 
The site is underlain by compacted fill materials and hydraulically-placed fill materials, over 
Quaternary-age bay deposits, which extend to depths of several tens of feet (and more) below 
existing site grades. 

Compacted Fill 
Compacted, man-placed fill materials extend to depths ranging from a few feet to in excess of 
ten feet below existing site grades. In general, the compacted fill consists of brown, reddish
brown, and orangish-brown, silty sands (SM), which are moist and medium dense in consistency. 
It should be noted that the compacted fill may not be present or may differ in composition and 
consistency within different areas of the park. Occasional layers of fat, plastic clays have been 
found in some of the fill material. This material is associated with the natural bay mud that 
formed at the bottom of the bay and was dredged up during the development of the park. 

Hydraulic Fill 
Hydraulically-placed fill materials generally consist of gray, fine- to medium-grained, poorly 
graded sand-silty sand (SP-SM), sandy silts (ML) and silty clays (CL) that extend to depths 
ranging up to approximately 20 feet below existing site grades. In addition, some areas of fat, 
highly plastic clay (CH) exist within the hydraulic fill. This material is associated with the 
original bay mud that formed at the bottom of the bay before the park was developed. In 
general, the hydraulic fill is moist and · loose to medium dense and soft to stiff above the water 
table. The upper portions of this material may have been mechanically compacted during 
various grading operations at the site. Below the water table, the saturated hydraulic fill materials 
are generally loose or soft in consistency. 

Bay Deposits 
Quaternary-age bay deposits are present beneath the fill materials. In general, the bay deposits 
consist of gray, fine- to medium-grained, poorly graded sand-silty sand (SP-SM), with varying 
amounts of shell fragments. These bay deposits are generally saturated and loose to medium 
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dense to a depth of about 30 feet and generally medium dense to dense below 30 feet. However, 
bay muds consisting of soft, highly plastic clay (CH) exist in some areas near the original ground 
surface of Mission Bay where they were not removed by the dredging operations. This material 
is generally very soft and saturated, and very sticky. 

Marine Sedimentary Rock 
Refusal was encountered on Cretaceous-age sedimentary bedrock in the original borings for the 
observation tower at a depth at approximately 80 feet below the ground surface. This material 
probably consists of very dense, cemented sands and gravels and is believed to be the basement 
bedrock underlying the subject property. 

Groundwater 
Groundwater was encountered in the previous exploratory borings at depths ranging from 
approximately seven to seventeen feet below site grades existing at the time of drilling. 
Groundwater levels vary depending on the mean high tide elevation and diurnal tidal 
fluctuations. Groundwater depths could result in grading difficulties where remedial grading is 
necessary and must also be taken into account when establishing building pads or other similar 
structures. 

Seismicity 
The project site is not located on any known active or potentially active faults. However, much 
of Southern California, including the San Diego County area, is characterized by a series of 
Quaternary-age fault zones, which typically consist of several individual faults that generally strike 
in a northerly to north-westerly direction. According to the criteria of the California Division of 
Mines and Geology, some of these fault zones (and the individual faults within the zones) are 
classified as active while others are classified as only potentially active (Figure 4.8-1 ). The nearest 
active fault is the Rose Canyon Fault, located approximately two miles east of the site. Other 
active faults which could subject the site to moderate to severe ground shaking in the event of a 
major earthquake include the Coronado Bank and San Clemente Fault Zones to the west and the 
Elsinore, San Jacinto, and San Andreas Fault Zones to the northeast. Table 4.8-1 summarizes 
major faults that may affect the Plan area, distances to major active faults, the maximum 
probable earthquake occurring along the nearest fault segments, and the maximum horizontal 
ground acceleration that may be generated at the site. 

4.8.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City and/or CEQA thresholds, geology/soils impacts would be significant if the proposed 
project: 

1. Is located in one or more of the following Hazard Category Zones identified on the City of San 
Diego's Geological Hazards Map: 21-27, 31, and 41-44; or 

2. Would locate structures on unstable geologic formations or within 500 feet of an active fault. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Seismic Parameters for Maximum Probable Earthquakes 

Fault Zone Distance 
Maximum Magnitude Maximum Bedrock 
Probable Earthquake Acceleration 

Rose Canyon 2 miles 6.9 0.60 g 

Coronado Bank 11 miles 7.4 0.30 g 

Elsinore 42 miles 7.1 O.!Og 

San Clemente 44 miles 7.3 0.10 g 

San Jacinto 64 miles 6.8 0.05 g 

San Andreas 92 miles 7.4 0.05 g 

Source : Christian Wheeler Engineering, 2000. 

4.8.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in the exposure of people or property to geologic 

hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar 
hazards? 

Geologic/Soil Stability 
No geologic hazards of sufficient magnitude to preclude the construction at the site are known to 
exist. The subject site is located within Geologic Hazard Category 31 of the "City of San Diego 
Seismic Hazard Study, Geologic Hazards and Faults". Geologic Hazard Category 31 refers to 
areas which possess a high potential for soil liquefaction due to such factors as shallow 
groundwater and the presence of hydraulic fills. A portion of the City of San Diego Seismic 
Safety Study map, which shows the location of the Rose Canyon Fault Zone east of the park, is 
presented as Figure 4.8-1. 

Seismicity 

Groundshaking 

A very likely geologic hazard to affect the site is groundshaking as a result of movement along a 
fault zone. Major earthquakes occurring on the Rose Canyon Fault, or other regional active 
faults located in the southern California area, could subject the site to moderate to severe ground 
shaking within the life span of proposed structures. 

The estimated magnitude of a maximum probable earthquake along the Rose Canyon Fault Zone 
is approximately 6.9. The "maximum probable earthquake" is the maximum earthquake that is 
considered likely to occur during a 100-year time interval. A commonly used method to measure 
the severity of ground motion involves estimating maximum ground acceleration. Ground 
acceleration is defined as the increased velocity given to the ground by shock waves passing 
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through the geologic structure. Estimated maximum probable ground accelerations for the Rose 
Canyon Fault Zone at the project site were determined to be approximately 0.60 g. With the 
requirement that all buildings comply with the seismic design standards of the Uniform Building 
Code, the potential for significant structural damage due to groundshaking is unlikely. 

Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose, saturated, and relatively cohesionless soil deposits 
lose strength during strong ground motions. Primary factors controlling the development of 
liquefaction include intensity and duration of ground accelerations, characteristics of the 
subsurface soil, in situ stress conditions, and depth of groundwater. 

Research cited in the geoteclmical study indicates that portions of the hydraulic fill and bay 
deposits are considered to be liquefiable. This condition could result in the collapse of a 
structure and/or loss of life during an earthquake. 

Lateral Ground Spreading 

Lateral ground spreading can occur when the viscous liquefied soils flow downslope, usually 
towards a river chaimel or shoreline. The site is located along the south shore of Mission Bay in 
an area that has a very gentle slope toward the shallow bay. Based on this relatively gentle slope 
and the shallow depth of Mission Bay, if liquefaction were to occur during an earthquake, the 
site would likely only experience minor lateral movement towards Mission Bay. 

Flooding 

As delineated on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) prepared by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, the site is located outside of the boundaries of both the 100-year and 500-
year flood zones (Map Number 06073C1613F, Panel 1613 of 2375, June 19, 1997). Therefore 
the potential for flooding is low. 

Tsunamis 

Tsunamis are long seismic sea waves generated by sudden movements of the ocean bottom 
during submarine earthquakes, landslides, or volcanic activity. Due to the site's setback from the 
ocean, it is unlikely that the site would be affected by a tsunami. 

Seiches 

Seiches are periodic oscillations in large bodies of water such as lakes, harbors, bays or 
reservoirs. Due to the size and configuration of Mission Bay, the risk potential for damage 
caused by seiches is relatively low. 
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4.8.4 Significance of Impact 
The subject site is located in specific Hazard category Zones 31 and the site is underlain by fill 
soils and bay deposits that are characterized as relatively loose and cohesionless. Therefore, the 
impacts associated with liquefaction are considered significant. 

4.8.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the geologic impacts to below 
a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1: Prior to issuance of a Grading Permit for each portion of the 
redevelopment, a soils investigation shall be approved by the City Engineer. As appropriate, the 
remedial measures identified in Appendix F of this EIR shall be incorporated into the grading 
plans. These measures shall include, but not be limited to the following: 1) monitoring of 
differential settlement during construction; 2) proper compaction of surficial soils; and 3) 
installation of a well-compacted structural fill mat (with possible inclusion of geotextile 
reinforcing fabrics) above the water table in building areas, and/or continuous foundation 
systems for the buildings. 

4.8.6 Impact 
Issue 2: Would the proposal result in any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, 

either on or off the site? 

A number of onsite surficial deposits may be subject to erosion hazards in association with the 
construction of future projects. Specifically, project-related activities such as demolition and 
grading for site preparation, would involve the removal of both stabilizing vegetation and surface 
pavement and the construction of manufactured slopes. These conditions could accelerate 
erosion rates due to the generally loose and unconsolidated nature of graded areas and fill 
materials. 

The northern limits of the land area leased by Sea World have a rip rap rock shoreline protection 
system. The angular rock is 6 inches to 24 inches in size, and extends from the top of the slope 
in most areas, to a couple of feet below the toe of the slope. The toe of the slope is under water 
by at least a few feet even during periods of very low tides. The inclination of the rock varies 
from about 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) to about 4: 1. In the past, an approximately 100-foot-long 
portion of the riprap north of the east Ski Ride Station and the old Sparkletts Water Show 
slumped into the bay. This may have been a result of the sand and silts washing out from under 
the lower portions of the rock, the slope experiencing a slump caused by weak foundation soils, 
or settlement of soft bay mud under the slope area. Portions of the slope were repaired in the late 
1980s by removing the rock and disturbed soils, installing a filter fabric or stabilization fabric in 
the slope key and up-slope, and then replacing the rock. Since those repairs were made, 
additional settlement has apparently occurred. This movement appears to only be vertical and the 
rocks did not move out beyond the toe of the riprap. In some areas, rocks have recently been 
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added to the top of the riprap area to rebuild the slope. A few other small areas were also noted 
where the riprap has sunk or the slope has slumped. These areas were generally only about ten 
to fifteen feet wide. Three such areas exist in the eastern side of the Waterfront Stadium basin. 
The potential for additional slumping could occur in the future. The areas where the slumping 
occurs could be repaired by adding rock as the existing riprap sinks into the supporting soils. 
Under the worst case scenario, it could be necessary to remove the rock and a portion of the 
supporting soils, install a stabilization fabric, and replace the rock. 

4.8.7 Significance of Impact 
The proposed project would have potentially significant but mitigable impacts associated with 
soil erosion during construction and shoreline rip rap slumping. 

4.8.8 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Implementation of the landscape plan would reduce the long-term erosion and sedimentation 
impacts of the project to below a level of significance. Erosion and sedimentation during 
construction would be reduced to below a level of significance through implementation of the 
following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2: Prior to issuance of the grading permits, the applicant shall prepare 
site-specific erosion control plans for the proposed development in conformance with the City's 
Grading Ordinance to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The erosion control plans should be 
in substantial conformance with the . Conceptual Landscape Plan and the Design Guidelines for 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and should include temporary and permanent 
erosion/siltation control measures and/or devices that would be installed both during and after 
site grading and construction, including, but not limited to, interim and post-development 
landscaping/hydro-seeding; jute netting ( or other approved geotextile material) on manufactured 
slopes; sandbags, brow ditches, energy dissipaters and desilting detention basins; and any other 
methods to control short-term and long-term surficial runoff and erosion. Prior to approval of 
grading permits, the applicant shall retain a soils engineer to monitor the grading, construction, 
and installation of runoff control devices and revegetation of the development site. The soils 
engineer shall submit in writing to the City Engineer and the Environmental Review Manager of 
the Development Services Department certification that the development has complied with the 
required notes on the grading plan addressing erosion controls. 
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4.8.9 Impact 
Issue 3: What is the nature of earthwork that would be required to adequately support 

proposed structures from the ground? 

Tier 1 Projects 

Site A-1: Splashdown Ride 

Current soil or geologic conditions could significantly impact future development. The surficial 
soil may not be considered suitable for structural loads without adherence to proj ect-specific 
recommendations of a qualified geotechnical engineer. Because the Splashdown Ride would 
consist of three towers ranging from 75 to 95 feet high, the surficial soil, compacted fill and 
hydraulic fill materials, may require special considerations during site preparation and 
construction of foundations. In addition, the relatively shallow groundwater table would also 
pose a risk to future development. The geologic study found that larger structures such as towers 
and thrill rides would require pile driven foundations similar to the Observation Tower in the 
central portion of the park and the Sky Ride on the north and northwest sides of the park. With 
pile foundations, site grading may be required for ancillary structures. 

Two ponds are also proposed as part of the Splashdown Ride attraction. The construction of 
these ponds may incur significant impacts due to hydrostatic uplift pressures created by the 
shallow groundwater table. Soil anchors may be required to keep the pond from popping out of 
the ground during drainage due to hydrostatic pressure. In addition, if the ponds would exceed 
the depth of the groundwater table, dewatering may be required. Any dewatering resulting from 
construction of the proposed ponds would be directed to either Mission Bay or the San Diego 
sewer system. See Section 4.5, Water Quality, for a discussion of potential water quality impacts 
associated with dewatering activities. 

Site B-1: Educational Facility 

The Educational Facility would be a three-story building and may require a special foundation 
system such as a concrete mat or a pile driven foundation to support the structure due to the 
onsite soil conditions. The relatively shallow groundwater table could also pose a risk to this 
facility. The geotechnical study indicates that it may be necessary to support this structure with a 
special foundations system such as a concrete mat foundation or a driven pile foundation 
depending on the magnitude of vertical and lateral loads, amount of allowable settlement, 
column spacing, and configuration of the structure. The concrete mat foundation would require 
site preparation that would extend approximately 20 feet outside the perimeter of the structure. 
In addition, this type of structure may require surcharging the building pad to induce the 
settlements that could result from the weight of the building and the foundation loads which may 
require grading up to 30 feet outside the perimeter of the structure. 
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Site C-1: Front Gate Renovation 

The Front Gate Renovation will not exceed 90 feet and may require special considerations during 
site preparation and construction of building foundations due to the onsite soil conditions that 
could significantly impact future development. The shallow groundwater table could also pose a 
risk to future development. The geotechnical study indicates that excavations to support larger 
one- or two-story structures would extend to approximately 6 feet, which lies just above the 
groundwater table and would require the installation of a rock/mat/pore pressure dissipation 
blanket. This generally involves removing the existing fills and bay deposits to just above the 
water table, constructing a two-foot-thick mat of crushed rock surrounded with stabilization and 
filter fabric, and replacing the excavated soil as compacted fill. The installation of the crushed 
rock and stabilization fabric would act as a means to dissipate excess water pressure. The site 
preparation would extend about 20 feet outside the perimeter of the structure. 

The Front Gate Renovation may also include a water feature. The inclusion of a water feature 
could incur significant impacts due to the relatively shallow groundwater table. If the water 
feature were to consist of a pond or pool, soil anchors and/or dewatering may be required. 

Site D-1: Special Events Center Expansion 

Due to onsite soil conditions, the special events center expansion may significantly impact future 
development. In addition, the shallow groundwater table may also pose a risk to future 
development. The site preparation and foundation requirements would be similar to those 
discussed for the front gate renovation. However, where existing buildings exist within 20 feet 
of the building, sheet piling may be necessary. With sheet piling, excavation of areas more than 
a foot or two outside the structure would not be necessary. 

Tier 2 Projects 
Tier 2 projects may include but are not limited to aquariums, special effects theaters, land based 
adventure rides, pelagic fish exhibits, water play attractions, themed track or water rides, special 
format projection attractions, playgrounds, wildlife performance venues, and wildlife exhibits. 
In some cases, an existing attraction may be renovated or expanded. 

Onsite geologic and soil conditions would determine the type and extent of site preparation and 
construction offoundations. For relatively light structures such as small single-story buildings, 
site preparation is expected to consist of constructing a mat of uniformly compacted fill five to 
eight feet thick. This procedure normally requires thickened on-grade slabs, deepened footings, 
and more heavily reinforced footings and on-grade slab. Site preparation for this operation can 
be expected to extend approximately 10 to 15 feet beyond the perimeter of the structures. For 
some structures in some locations of the park, site preparation may be limited to densification of 
soils from the surface by utilizing vibratory compactors and/or utilizing special foundations such 
as post-tensioned slab/foundation systems or thickened footings and slabs with heavier 
reinforcing. Larger and heavier one- or two-story structures would require special foundations 
and site preparation similar to those discussed for the Front Gate Renovation. Structures ranging 
from three to ten stories in height would require site preparation and special foundations similar 
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to those discussed for the Educational Facility. Larger structures such as towers and thrill rides 
would require driven pile foundations. 

Soil anchors may also be necessary for development or renovation of performance pools. Soil 
anchors are necessary to allow drainage of the performance pool without it popping out of the 
ground due to hydrostatic uplift pressures created by the shallow groundwater. In addition, 
construction dewatering may occur as part of Tier 2 future development projects implemented in 
accordance with the Master Plan. 

Special Projects 

Parking Garage 

A four-level parking garage is proposed on the west side of the existing Sea World parking lot. 
The development of the parking garage would not be necessary until many of the park attractions 
in the Master Plan are built and park attendance justifies the additional parking. Half of the first 
level will be below grade. The geotechnical study indicates that a two- to three-level parking 
structure will require excavations that would extend to approximately +6 feet, which is just 
above the groundwater table, therefore dewatering would be mmecessary. This would require 
the installation of a rock mat/pore pressure dissipation blanket. However, driven piles would 
also be required to support the structure. Site preparation would extend to 20 feet outside the 
perimeter of the structure. 

Marina Expansion Site 
Sea World proposes to expand the existing marina by extending the three existing docks and 
adding a fourth dock to the west. The marina expansion would add 200 slips to the existing 200 
slips, totaling 400 slips. Driven piles would be used to hold the proposed floating docks in place. 

Future Hotel Site 
The 1985 Master Plan hotel entitlement would be expanded from 300 to 650 rooms. The 
conceptual proposal includes a ballroom, meeting rooms, surface parking for 105 cars, and a 
parking structure. A small landing dock serving hotel guests will be built on the Perez Cove 
shoreline directly behind the hotel. The maximum height for the future hotel would not exceed 
90 feet and the appropriate site preparation and foundation system would likely include either a 
concrete mat or driven piles similar to that discussed previously. 

4.8.10 Significance of Impact 
Constraints on development of the site are potentially significant but mitigable provided the 
recommendations of a qualified geotechnical engineer are followed for site preparation, and 
building and pool foundations. 
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4.8.11 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant 
impacts associated with unstable geologic or soil conditions that would constrain development to 
below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-3: Prior to approval of grading permits, a complete subsurface 
geotechnical investigation of the proposed development area shall be performed to evaluate the 
thickness and/or the in situ condition of the compacted and hydraulic fill materials and the bay 
deposits. The geotechnical investigation would also provide site-specific remedial grading 
recommendations, foundation design criteria, and recommendations for the design of surficial 
improvements. The recommendations shall be implemented as part of project construction. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-4: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the implementation of 
projects associated with the Master Plan Update, the disposal of any anticipated construction
related dewatering effluent shall be permitted by either the City of San Diego or the RWQCB. 
The effluent could either be directed to the Mission Bay or the San Diego sewer systein. If the 
effluent is discharged to Mission Bay, then the discharge shall meet the effluent limits specified 
by the R WQCB (Order No. 95-25) and Federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirement. Effluent discharged to the City of San Diego sewer system shall meet the 
City's standards. 
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4.9 Air Quality 
An air quality study, Air Quality Impact Analysis, SeaWorld Master Plan EIR, was prepared by 
Giroux & Associates, Inc ., on August 23 , 2000. A complete copy of this report is included in 
Appendix G. 

4.9.1 Existing Conditions 

Climate 
Sea World is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), which is coterminous with San Diego 
County. The climate of San Diego is characterized by a repetitive pattern of frequent early 
morning cloudiness, hazy afternoon sunshine, clean daytime onshore breezes and limited 
temperature change throughout the year. The average daily maximum in summer in downtown San 
Diego is in the upper 70s with an average daily maximum in the mid-60s in winter. The 
thermostatic action of the nearby oceanic heat reservoir keeps the daily oscillation of temperature 
close to 15 degrees. Sunu11er nights in the Mission Bay area are in the low 60s, while early winter 
mornings drop to the upper 40s. 

Occasional rainfall occurs in winter while summers are often completely dry. An average of 10 
inches of rain falls each year from November to early April. Substantial year-to-year variations in 
rainfall amounts are the rule rather than the exception. Rainfall amounts of one-half or twice the 
annual average are not uncommon. Measurable rain falls on 20 days per year with only 6 days of 
moderate (0.5'' in 24-hours) rainfall per year. 

These same atmospheric conditions combine to limit the ability of the atmosphere to disperse the 
air pollution generated by the large regional population. The onshore winds across the coastline 
diminish quickly when they reach the foothill communities east of San Diego, and the sinking air 
within the offshore high pressure system forn1s a massive temperature inversion that traps all air 
pollutants near the ground. The resulting horizontal and vertical stagnation, in conjunction with 
ample sunshine, cause a number of reactive pollutants to undergo photochemical reactions and 
form smog that degrades visibility and irritates tear ducts and nasal membranes. Occasionally 
elevated smog levels in coastal communities may also occur when polluted air from the South 
Coast (Los Angeles) Air Basin (SCAB) drifts seaward and southward at night, and then blows 
onshore the next day. With successful smog programs in both San Diego County as well as the 
SCAB, the Mission Bay area rarely experiences the unhealthful air quality common in the 1970s or 
'80s. Pollution levels exceeding standards are infrequent, and the magnitude of any violations is 
small. 

Meteorology 
Meteorological conditions across Mission Bay conform well to the regional pattern of strong 
diurnal onshore winds during summer and weak nocturnal offshore winds during winter. These 

May 31 , 2001 4.9-1 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Air Quality 

local wind patterns are driven by the temperature difference between the cool ocean and the warm 
interior. During summer, moderate breezes of 8-12 mph blow onshore by day, and may continue 
throughout the night, as the land remains wanner than the ocean. During winter, the onshore flow 
is weaker, and reverses in the evening as the land becomes cooler than the ocean. 

Daytime onshore winds and the nocturnal land breezes are accompanied by characteristic 
temperature inversions that control the vertical depth through which pollutants can be mixed. The 
strong onshore flow undercuts a deep layer of warm sinking air within the Pacific Ocean high 
pressure cell. The interface between the cool layer near the ground and the warm layer aloft is a 
boundary where the normal decrease of temperature with height is reversed (an inversion). As the 
polluted layer moves to topographically higher inland areas, the height of the inversion remains 
relatively the same and thus, becomes more concentrated. 

During winter nights, the air near the ground cools from contact with the radiating grow1d surface, 
while the air aloft remains warn1. The radiation inversion is very shallow and localized, and occurs 
in conjunction with nearly calm winds. The shallow vertical barrier and light horizontal transport 
lead to a marked stagnation of emissions from localized sources such as freeways, large parking 
lots, and major intersections. Such microscale "hot spots" associated with cool-season radiation 
inversions are less pervasive, less severe, and more amenable to mitigation than the regional 
photochemical air pollution that occurs in conjunction with the regional, warm-season marine/ 
subsidence inversions. 

Relevant Plans and Policies 
The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and the Clean Air Act Amendments in 1977 required the 
adoption of national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) to protect the public health, safety, and 
welfare from known or anticipated effects of air pollutants. Current standards are set for sulfur 
dioxide (S02), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (N02), ozone (03), particulates of less than 
10 microns in size (PM10), and lead (Pb). The State of California, Air Resources Board (CARB), 
has established state standards, generally more restrictive than the NAAQS, and has incorporated 
additional pollutants, including hydrogen sulfide (H2S). Federal and state standards are shown in 
Table 4.9-1. 

The entries in Table 4.9-1 include the federal standards for chronic (8-hour) ozone exposure or for 
ultra-small diameter particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM-2.5). As a result of a 
recent Supreme Court decision, the Federal standard was upheld; however, the proposed 
implementation schedule was overturned and will require EPA revision in the near future. Data 
collection for these two standards is ongoing; however, until a final ruling is published, no 
attainment planning or enforcement is occurring at this time. 
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TABLE 4.9-1 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

California Standards Federal Standards 
Pollutant 

Ozone (03) 

Respirable 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM 111) 

Averaging 
Time 

Concentration Method Primary I 
I Hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet I 0.12 ppm (235 µg/m') I 
! 

Photometry 
8 Hour ---

I 

I I 

I 0.08 ppm (157 µg/m 3) 
! 

Annual 

1 Geometric 30 µg/m 3 I --- I 
~-- Mea~-----·--···----··-----·-·-·-· Size Selective Inlet 1--------·---·------J 
L 24 Hour __ ------- ~-~-~~:'. __ _ Me~~;d~(:~85) j _ 150 µg/m

3 

I 

I 
Annual , ! 

Arit:~tric --- I 50 µg/m ' J 

Secondary 

Same as 
Primary 
Standard 

Same as 
Primary 
Standard 

Air Quality 

Method 

Ethylene 
Chemiluminescence 

Inertial 
Separation and 

Gravimetic 
Analysis 

Fine I 24 Hour I 65 µg/m' I Inertial l 
P • 1 . .i Same as S . d 1' ' arllcu ate 1-' -----< eparat1on an ,

1 

:
1 

l\1atter I Annual No Separate State Standard I l Primary Gr . t' 
I , I Standard av11ne ic 

; (PM,.,) . Arithmetric 1, 15 µg/111 3 
•

1 

Analysis I 
I ! Mean , , I 
r :.:... L . "'"' _ ~ --~--:-~~~~· ----------- 1 I -----------------------. 

I M;~:;;a, ~ : :::; . ~m-(='-"'"~ ,.r,,~~~!i;::i,, I :,':,: ((~O :;_~ Nm,c N:itar I 
j
1 

(Lake 6 ppm (7 mg/m' ) --- 1· I' 

I ~~ 1 

I ~~~f ~t~;:~:k __ := -- Ch'"~~:,:;:""" !-o~os~,~=-':'.l'&i:?! f~?a:% Che~~:;:;;'"" I 
I I I Hour 0.25 ppm (470 µg/m 3) ! --- i 

'- -- ----- --- -r-- ~~e~:i:-- - -----~~~~m' ---- - -::~ :~t~od-;~ - -1--- -- ------~-~-------!----------i---H~gh ·-V-o-lu_m_e--t 

Lead [ -- --- --- -- - ----------·------·-.. --.... ---· (14/74) 1-----·-·--·------·--·---· .. ·-··--1---Same as -·-- Sampler and 

Quarter --- I • µ m 
1

1 rimary ~ 
Calendar Atomic Absorption I 1 5 g/ , I p · Atomic Absorption 

I Standard 
------- Annual ·-·- I I 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(S02) 

I Arithmetric --- I 0.030 ppm (80 µg/m'> I 
Mean I I 

- ~~-~ou:_ - ~~~ppm (l~~~~-m~- Florenscence I 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m'> I ---
3 Hour 

I Hour 
0.25 ppm (655 

µg/m') 

--- I o.5 ppm 
I (1300 µg/m3

) 

Pararosoaniline 

I ___________ _,,_,_ _______ ~--------<--------~-----~---------, 
In sufficient amount to produce an extinction 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 

Sulfates 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

May 31, 2001 

8 Hour 
(10 am to 

6 pm, PST) 

24 Hour 

I Hour 

coefficient of 0.232 per kilometer - visibility 
of ten miles or more (0.07 - 30 miles or more 
for Lake Tahoe) due to particles when the 
relative humidity is less than 70 percent. 
Method: ARB Method V (8/18/89). 

Turbidmetric Barium 
25 µg/m 3 Sulfate-AIHL 

Method 61 (2/76) 
Cadmium 

0.03 ppm (42 µg/m 3
) Hydroxide 

Stractan 

No 
Federal 

Standards 
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In San Diego County, the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is the agency 
responsible for protecting the public health and welfare · through the administration of federal and 
state air quality laws and policies. Included in the APCD's tasks are the monitoring of air pollution; 
the preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP); and the promulgation of Rules and 
Regulations. The SIP includes strategies and tactics to be used to attain acceptable air quality in the 
County; this list of strategies is called the Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS). The RAQS are 
a combination of mainly voluntary measures affecting car-pooling, parking regulations, and 
development density and mixes, as well as limitations on stationary sources. 

Existing Air Quality 
Project area air quality can be best characterized from ambient measurements made by APCD. The 
nearest station to Mission Bay where the APCD monitors a fairly complete spectrum of air 
pollutants is at its downtown air monitoring station at 330A 12th Street. Table 4.9-2 summarizes 
the last seven years of monitoring data from the downtown station. 

TABLE 4.9-2 
Downtown San Diego Air Quality Monitoring Summary 

(Number of Days Standards were Exceeded and Maximum Levels During 
Such Violations) 

Pollutant/Standard 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Ozone: 
I-Hour>0.09 ppm 8 5 0 3 I 5 I 
I-Hour>0.12 ppm I 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Max. I-Hour Cone. (ppm) 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.10 

Carbon Monoxide: 
I-Hour>20. ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8-Hour>9. ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max. I-Hour Cone. (ppm) 11 9 10 8 8 8 8 
Max. 8-Hour Cone. (ppm) 7.0 6.5 7.3 5.9 5.5 5.5 4.8 

Nitrogen Dioxide: 
I-Hour>0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max. I-Hour Cone. (ppm) 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.09 

Sulfur Dioxide: 
l-Hour>0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
24-Hour>0.045 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max. I-Hour Cone. (ppm) 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04 
Max. 24-Hour Cone. (ppm) 0.020 0.019 0.013 0.017 0.013 0.014 0.11 

Res1:1irable Particulates: 
24-Hour>50 µg/m 3 --- 6/30 5/61 9/59 1/59 3/60 0/56 

24-Hour> 150 µg/m 3 --- 0/30 0/61 0/59 0/59 0/60 0/56 

Max. Daily Cone· (µg/m 3 
) 

--- 73 76 115 92 74 48 

Source : California Air Resources Board, Summary of Air Quality Data, Volumes XXIV-XXIX, 1992-98, and 
http://www/sdapcd.co.san-diego.ca.us/air/score/htm 

= no data 
1998 ozone - I hour exceeding State std., 0 hours exceeding federal std., max. 1 hour= 0.10 ppm. 
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Healthful air quality is seen in almost every pollution category. The only national standard that was 
exceeded in the San Diego Air Basin during the last seven years ( one violation per year is allowed 
under federal guidelines) was an occasional violation of the national ozone standard. The more 
stringent state standards for ozone and for particulates were also exceeded. Encouraging 
improvement trends are seen for almost all pollutants. The following air pollution "bests" m 
downtown San Diego since the onset of measurements have been noted in the last decade: 

1. Fewest violations of state ozone standard 1994, 1996, 1998 

2. Fewest violations of federal ozone standard 1994, 1996, 1997, 1998 

3. Lowest hourly maximum ozone level (0.09 ppm) 1994 

4. Last year that CO standard was violated 1990 

5. Lowest hourly maximum CO level (8 ppm) 1995-1998 

6. Lowest 8-hour maximum CO level (4.8 ppm) 1998 

7. Last year that state N02 standard was violated 1989 

8. Lowest hourly maximum N02 level (0.09) ppm 1998 

9. Last year that state S02 standard was violated 1987 

10. Lowest 24-hour maximum S02 level (0.011 ppm) 1998 

11. Fewest violations of state PM-IO standard 1998 

Based on air quality measurements made throughout San Diego County, the attainment status for 
various pollutants is classified as "attainment" for all pollutants except as follows: 

1. I-hour ozone 

2. 8-hour ozone 

3. 24-hour PM-I 0 

4. 24-hour PM-2.5 

State 
"Serious Non-attainment" 

Non-attainment 

Federal 
"Serious Non-attainment" 

Unclassified 

Unclassified 

Unclassified 

According to the federal guidelines, an airshed is in attainment of national clean air standards when 
they are exceeded no more than three times in the last three-year period. Table 4.9-2 indicates that 
the federal ozone standard was exceeded only twice since 1992, including zero times in 1998. Two 
violations in 7 years, or only one violation in 6 years (in 1995) of the one-hour standard makes the 
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downtown area (and presumably SeaWorld/Mission Bay) an attainment subarea within the larger 
designated "serious non-attainment" San Diego Air Basin. Meeting the standard in some part of the 
air basin but not in others does not relax the requirement for continuing to implement an aggressive 
pollution control program throughout the basin. It does suggest, however, that the project area will 
likely continue to remain in attainment for the ozone standard as regional emissions are further 
reduced to bring the entire basin into attainment. 

Sources of Pollution 
In San Diego County, daily emissions from the two precursors to photochemical smog formation 
(nitrogen oxide [NOx] and reactive organic gases [ROG]) are approximately 278 tons of ROG 
and 238 tons of NOx. Mobile sources (cars, ships, planes, heavy equipment, etc.) account for 
64% of the ROG and 91% of the NOx. Computer modeling of smog formation has shown that a 
reduction of about 25% each of NOx, and ROG would allow the SDAB to meet the federal 
standard on days when there is no substantial transport of pollution from the South Coast Air 
Basin or other airshed. 

Ambient particulate levels have not significantly changed in the past decade, averaging 99 tons 
per day. Particulates primarily derive from vehicular travel on paved and unpaved roads, and 
from construction and demolition activities. Natural particulates such as sea salt are common in 
coastal environments, but are not included in the inventory. 

Air Quality Management Planning 
Violations of national AAQS in the San Diego Air Basin require the development of a plan 
addressing pollution controls aimed at improving air quality. Several Regional Air Quality 
Strategies (RAQS) were developed jointly by the APCD and SANDAG and adopted in the late 
1970s and early 1980s. More recent planning efforts have included modifications, 
improvements, and updates of the earlier RAQS efforts. 

The California Clean Air Act (AB-2595) required the development of a state clean air plan to 
meet state and federal standards. A basin plan was therefore developed and adopted in 1991, and 
predicted attainment of all national standards by the end of 1997 from pollution sources within 
the air basin, but little can be done about the problem of interbasin transport. Since the South 
Coast Air Basin is predicted to exceed the national ozone standard beyond the year 2000, the San 
Diego Air Basin will also not experience completely healthful air for the next several years. 

A plan to meet the federal ozone standard was developed in 1994 through an update of the 1991 
State Plan. This plan was combined with those from all other California non-attainment areas 
with serious ozone problems to create the California State Implementation Plan (SIP) which was 
adopted by the Air Resources Board (ARB) in November 1994 and approved by the U.S. EPA in 
1996. 
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All progress towards attainment, including offsetting the efforts of growth, is expected to derive 
from existing local, state, and federal rules and regulations. With the continuance of year-to-year 
vehicular exhaust pollution reduction and with continued implementation of stationary source 
rules, small additional future emissions reductions are anticipated despite forecast basinwide 
population growth. 

4.9.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City and/or CEQA thresholds, air quality impacts would be significant if the proposed 
project: 

1. Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

2. Violates any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation; 

3. Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and 

4. Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

For projects that create mainly automobile traffic whose emissions require complex 
photochemical reactions to reach their most harmful state, there is no way to measure the impact 
to establish a substantial contribution because individual impacts will be dispersed to 
immeasurably dilute levels. However, the cumulative impact of thousands of such small 
individual sources leads to regionally degraded air quality. Various air pollution 
control/management agencies have therefore developed guidelines using total project emissions 
instead of ambient air quality as a surrogate for determining regional impact potential. The City 
of San Diego has established air pollution emissions significance criteria that differentiate 
between microscale and/or regional significance. If project area traffic is already congested, or 
would become congested as a result of the proposed project, a microscale "hot spot" may be 
created. Emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) are thus potentially critical. In areas without 
traffic congestion, the project's contribution to regional smog formation is important. Reactive 
organic compounds (ROC) as smog precursors are important in a regional sense. 

City of San Diego guidelines do not include the full spectrum of air pollution. Since the SDAB 
does not meet the airborne particulate matter (PM-10) standard, such emissions may also be 
important. Adverse health effects from particulate matter derive mainly from the ultra-small 
diameter fraction (2.5 microns or less, called "PM-2.5"). Because the federal PM-2.5 standard is 
still under judicial review, and because PM-2.5 emission factors for many activities or processes are 
not well known, there is no reasonable basis for deriving an emissions-based significance criterion 
for particulates. · In the absence of a quantifiable significance threshold for PM-10, the non
attainment status of the airshed requires that particulate emissions be maintained at minimum levels 
even if their significance cannot be definitively determined. For the proposed Sea World Master 
Plan Update implementation, daily project emissions exceeding 100 pounds of ROG, or 550 

May 3 1, 2001 4.9-7 



Sea World Master Plan Update Air Quality 

pounds per day of CO, would therefore have a potentially significant air quality impact consistent 
with City of San Diego CEQA guidelines. 

4.9.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in air emissions which would substantially deteriorate 

ambient air quality, including the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

Sources of Impact 
The proposed project would impact air quality almost exclusively through the traffic generated 
by increased site visitors. Mobile source impacts occur on two geographical scales. Regionally, 
site-related travel would add to regional trip generation and increase the vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) within the overall airshed. Locally, project traffic would be added to the San Diego 
roadway system near the development site. Microscale air pollution "hot spots" can occur at the 
local scale if a number of conditions occur simultaneously. These include: 

1. High traffic volumes during poor ventilation; 

2. A large number of vehicles that have been "cold started"; 

3. Vehicles operating at pollution inefficient speeds; and 

4. These vehicles are operating on roadways already crowded with non-project traffic. 

The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update includes expansion of an existing marina and possibly 
a small personal watercraft ("jet-ski") concession. Engine exhaust from both the marina fleet and 
the recreation concession may be generated. Although the number of potential on-water emissions 
sources (one hundred additional boats and a few jet-skis) is small, their engines are often not well 
regulated in terms of emissions. Although pleasure boat engines have improved substantially over 
the last few decades, they are still proportionally much less pollution-efficient than automobiles. 
The emissions contribution from only a few boats is, therefore, not completely negligible. 

A portion of the Sea World parking lot covers an old landfill which received some hazardous waste · 
materials. The main concern is that air emissions from this landfill could affect operations at 
Sea World. Various monitoring programs have been conducted to track levels of both organic and 
toxic materials. Biodegradation of organic materials has occurred for over four decades, such that 
methane generation and the levels of odorant it carries with it are low. Currently, migration of air 
emissions has not been sufficient to warrant more than ongoing monitoring. See Section 4.11, 
Human Health/Public Safety for more information regarding air emissions from the inactive 
Mission Bay Landfill. 
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Impact Analysis 

Construction Impacts 

Air Quality 

The demolition of existing uses, the excavation for utility installation, the preparation of 
foundations and footings, and building assembly would create temporary emissions of dusts, fumes, 
equipment exhaust and other air contaminants during the project construction period. In general, 
the most significant source of air pollution from project construction is typically the dust generated 
during demolition, excavation, and site preparation. Because such activities would occur in 
proximity to both large numbers of site visitors and pollution-sensitive marine species, a higher 
level of emissions control is generally applied than for construction with large distance buffers. 

Typical dust lofting rates from construction activities are usually assumed to average 1.2 tons of 
dust per month per acre disturbed. This rate is for total suspended particulate (TSP). TSP contains 
a limited fraction of particulate matter small enough (IO-micron or less, called PM-10) to enter into 
human lung tissue. The above factor also does not consider the dust control efficiency associated 
with normal construction practice. Dust control through regular watering and other fugitive dust 
abatement measures required by the San Diego APCD can reduce dust emission levels from 50-75 
percent. Dust emissions rates, therefore, depend on the site development rate and the care with 
which dust abatement procedures are implemented. 

Site development would be phased over multiple years, and would take up to twenty years for final 
site buildout. The maximum disturbance footprint at any point in time would only be a small 
portion of the total project area. For purposes of analysis, five acres for building the Perez Cove 
hotel and ancillary facilities was assumed to be the largest single disturbance area. For a five-acre 
site, PM-10 emissions are estimated to be 130 pounds per day with the use of standard dust control 
measures. There is no adopted standard of impact significance for fugitive construction dust. The 
non-attainment status of the air basin for particulates suggests, however, that PM-10 emission rates 
during construction should be minimized. Enhanced dust control measures can achieve eighty 
percent control efficiencies compared to fifty percent attainable with watering as the only standard 
dust control measure. With adoption of enhanced dust control measures, maximum daily PM-10 
emissions can be maintained at approximately 50 pounds per day. 

Recent research has shown that adverse health impacts from particulate inhalation derive almost 
completely from the very smallest diameter particles of 2.5 micron diameter or less (PM-2.5). A 
new national air quality standard for PM-2.5 was adopted in 1997. PM-2.5 is made up mainly from 
combustion sources or from chemical reactions among chemically active gaseous pollutants. Soil 
disturbance contributes negligibly to PM-2.5. Soil disturbance material is generally chemically 
inert. Despite the total magnitude of fugitive construction dust emissions, a finding of less than 
significant impact from PM-2.5 emissions is supported by the almost total absence of PM-2.5 in 
dust and the chemical inertness of the emissions in such dust. 

In addition to small dust particles that remain suspended in the air semi-indefinitely, construction 
also generates many large diameter particles that are easily filtered by human breathing passages, 
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but settle out rapidly on parked cars and other nearby horizontal surfaces. Large particle emissions 
thus comprise more of a soiling nuisance rather than any potentially unhealthful air quality impact. 
With prevailing daytime onshore flow, dust soiling potential is likely greatest on any cars parked 
east of any construction area. Good control of fine particulates also results in reduction in nuisance 
potential from larger particulate matter. While dust deposition can be minimized, it often cannot be 
completely eliminated. Therefore, a temporary soiling nuisance is considered adverse, and does not 
constitute a significant air quality impact. 

Equipment exhaust will also be released during temporary construction activities, particularly from 
mobile sources during site preparation and from on-site equipment during actual construction. 
Construction activities were assumed to require the expenditure of approximately 200,000 Brake 
Horsepower Hours (BHP-HR) of on-site equipment and off-site trucks to build out each acre. It 
was assumed that all such equipment is diesel-powered and that heaviest equipment operations 
occur in approximately 200 days. Table 4.9-3 shows the daily emissions that would be anticipated 
during buildout of the assumed largest five-acre disturbance site. 

TABLE 4.9-3 
Construction-Related Emissions During Buildout of Largest Site 

Pollutant 
Emissions Significance Level 
(lb/day) · (lb/day) 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 3 100 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 10 550 

Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) 43 n/a 

Exhaust Particles (PM- I 0) 2 n/a 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 3 n/a 

Source: Giroux & Associates, 2000. 

Although the construction activity emission rates are non-negligible (especially NOx from diesel
fueled trucks and onsite vehicles), they are less than the threshold levels identified above. Such 
emissions would be widely dispersed in space and time by the mobile nature of much of the 
equipment itself. Furthermore, daytime ventilation during much of the year in Mission Bay is 
usually more than adequate to disperse any local pollution accumulations near the project site. 
Any perceptible impacts from construction activity would, therefore, be confined to an 
occasional detection of characteristic diesel exhaust odor, but not in sufficient concentration to 
expose any nearby receptors to air pollution levels above acceptable standards. 

Construction activities may result in "spillover" into the surrounding community. Spillage may 
be physical such as dirt tracked onto public streets or dropped from trucks. Spillover may also be 
through traffic congestion effects where detours, lane closures, or construction vehicle 
competition with non-project peak hour traffic slows beyond the immediate construction site to 
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less pollution-efficient travel speeds. For most projects proposed within SeaWorld Master Plan 
Update Areas 1 through 4, these effects would be minimal. Construction of the Future Hotel in 
Area 5 is most likely to result in potential spillover impacts. However, through conformance 
with City requirements with respect to dust control and traffic management these effects would 
not be significant. 

Vehicular Emissions Impacts 

Regional Effects 

The greatest air quality concern from increased visitor traffic would come from mobile source 
emissions that result from project-related transportation. The project traffic study estimates that 
existing site-related traffic will increase by 12.,960 15,300 daily vehicle trips in 2020. This traffic 
volume would generate almost 2.G0230,000 additional vehicle miles traveled to the basinwide 
travel burden, assuming an average trip length of 15 miles per visitor trip. The corresponding air 
pollution emissions associated with increased site-related travel was calculated using California 
Air Resources Board URBEMIS7G vehicular emissions computer model. The daily mobile 
source emissions at project buildout are shown in Table 4.9-4. 

Existing Park 

Park Buildout 

Difference 

Significance Threshold 

Exceeds Threshold (?) 

TABLE 4.9-4 
Project-Related Vehicular Source Emissions 

(pounds/day) 

ROG NOx co 
618 423 2375 

325 394 1819 

<293> <29> <556> 

100. 100. 550. 

No No No 

Source: URBEMIS7G Computer Model; Year= 2000 (existing); 2020 (buildout), Output in Appendix. 

PM-10 

242 

465 

+223 

n/a 

No 

As indicated in the table, mobile source emissions reductions from a substantially "cleaner" 
future vehicle fleet would more than offset the daily traffic increase from 15,000 average daily 
trips (ADT) in 2000 to a forecast ADT level of 2.7,960 30,300 in 2020. All mobile source 
pollutants except PM-10 would be substantially lower. This is because PM-10 depends mostly 
on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from roadway dust, tire wear, brake pads, etc., and minimally 
on combustion efficiency. Because future VMT will almost double, PM-10 increases 
approximately keep pace. Project implementation would thus, be considered to have an 
individually less than significant impact. 
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Local Effects 

Locally, any direct relationship between project-related emissions and air quality as a basis for 
evaluating impact significance focuses on pollutants that do not require chemical transformation 
to reach their most unhealthful form ("primary pollutants"). Such impacts would occur within 
onsite parking lots or at any congested intersections near the project site. To evaluate the potential 
for the formation of any air pollution "hot spots," a screening procedure based on the California line 
source dispersion model CALINE4 was used to estimate receptor exposure at various intersections 
near the proposed project site potentially impacted by increased traffic. Because of the substantial 
number of intersections and scenarios studied, one generic intersection analysis was run with the 
CALINE4 model and other intersections were then scaled according to their respective travel 
volumes and speeds [based on Level of Service (LOS)]. This analysis was undertaken with 
maximum traffic and minimum dispersion conditions, with and without project traffic, in order to 
generate a worst-case impact assessment. CO was used as the primary pollutant to determine if 
there was any air pollution "hot spot" potential. 

The results of the microscale CO impact analysis are summarized in Table 4.9-5 . The hourly CO 
exposure near the 12 analyzed intersections where maximum localized CO impacts are likely to 
occur would total 8 ppm or less at the Sunset Cliffs Boulevard/Nimitz Boulevard intersection. The 
maximum project-related increase would be +2 ppm at Ingraham Street and Crown Point Drive. 
Compared to an hourly standard of 20 ppm, the maximum increase of 2 ppm or less above the no
project conditions is not expected to create any new violations of the CO standard. In 1998, the 
maximum one-hour CO concentration was 8 ppm. If the maximum regional background were to 
occur simultaneously with the maximum local impact, it would require a microscale contribution of 
12 ppm to equal the most stringent one-hour standard of 20 ppm. Maximum existing plus 
cumulative growth plus project microscale levels are 8 ppm. Therefore, the one-hour CO standard 
would not be exceeded at 25 feet from the most heavily congested intersection (Sunset Cliffs at 
Nimitz), nor at any other location around SeaWorld. Project-related CO emissions would not 
create any unhealthful air quality in the project area. 

Stationary Source Impacts 

The existing operations of Sea World entail the use of a number of stationary sources operating 
under APCD permits. Listed below are the 22 air pollution permits Sea World currently holds for 
facility operations on either the Sea World property or the Hancock Street Annex. 

Hancock Street Annex 
Spray booth and paint guns; 
Paint spray guns; and 
Spray booth, guns, and spray-up system. 

Sea World Property 
Cogeneration Set - 630 KW - Cat G399 (lean bum); 
Cogeneration Set- 650 KW - Cat G399 (lean bum); 
Cogeneration Set- 630 KW - Cat 3512 (lean burn); 

May 31 , 2001 4.9-12 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update 

Cogeneration Set - 650 KW - Cat 0399 (lean bum); 
Paint spray booth; 
Marine coating station; . 
Gasoline service, including boat service (3,000 gallons); 
Saltwater ozone treatment (9 units); 
Water dechlorination facility; 
Gasoline service (10,000 gallons); 
Boiler - natural gas-fired; and 
Snow making equipment (exempt from permits). 

TABLE 4.9-5 
Microscale Air Quality Impact Analysis 

(Hourly CO concentration above background in ppm) 

Intersection Peak Hour No Project With Project 

Sea World Drive and 1-5 NB Ramps 
AM 2 2 
PM 4 4 

SeaWorld Drive and 1-5 SB Ramps 
AM I 2 
PM 2 2 

Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway 
AM I I 
PM 2 2 

Sea World Drive and Friars Road 
AM I I 
PM 2 2 

Sea World Drive and Sea World Way 
AM I I 
PM I 2 

Ingraham Street and Crown Point Dr. 
AM I I 
PM 3 5 

Ingraham Street and Vacation Road 
AM I I 
PM 3 3 

Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way 
AM I I 
PM 3 4 

West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 WB AM I I 
Offramp PM 5 5 
Sunset Cliffs Blvd. and 1-8 WB AM 5 5 
Offramp PM 5 5 

Nimitz Blvd. and 1-8 EB Onramp 
AM 2 2 
PM 3 3 

Nimitz Blvd. and Sunset Cliffs Blvd. 
AM 5 5 
PM 8 8 

Source: Caltrans (AQTAN) Screening Procedure, 1988. 

Air Quality 

Impact 

0 
0 

+I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

+I 
0 

+2 
0 
0 
0 

+I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

These permits require that air emission sources must operate using "best available control 
technology" (BACT). BACT is the level of control achieved by new equipment used in general 
practice. All SeaWorld stationary sources use BACT. Spray booths are equipped with vapor 
capture systems, and spray guns are high transfer efficiency units. All combustion sources are 
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"lean burn," natural gas-fired units; vehicle gasoline service is equipped with vapor recovery; 
and water treatment systems have ozone destruct units and/or use liquid chemicals instead of 
gases for dechlorination. 

The San Diego APCD tracks site-related air emissions in two ways: the maximum allowable 
emissions, and actual annual emissions. The maximum allowable emissions for a given permit 
unit is called the "potential to emit" (PTE), and actual annual emissions are a fraction of the PTE. 
The cogeneration sets have the greatest potential to emit because two are permitted to run 
continuously and two are permitted to each run approximately 6,000 hours per year. During 
summer, these cogeneration units typically run continuously and may not necessarily meet the 
total energy demand. Full operation is not required during winter due to the low onsite demand. 
Sea World therefore, does not use its full emissions budget by a substantial margin. 

Table 4.9-6 compares the emission levels from actual operations to those if every emissions 
source at Sea World were operating at its maximum allowable time period (PTE). Actual annual 
emissions are in the range of 8-16 percent of the annual PTE. The wide gap between the actual 
levels versus the permitted levels allow for management of any new air emission sources while 
remaining within the facility's currently allocated emissions. 

Source 

Actual Emissions 
SeaWorld Site 
Hancock Annex 

Total 
Potential to Emit 

Sea World Site 
Hancock Annex 

Total 
Actual vs. PTE 

TABLE 4.9-6 
Stationary/Area Source Emissions Comparison 

(tons/year) 

Pollutant 

NO, co voe so. 

10.4 12.2 9.8 0.1 
----- ----- 0.3 -----
10.4 12.2 1.01 0.1 

134.1 138.1 65 .8 0.9 

·---- ----- 21.3 -----
134.1 138.1 87.1 0.9 
7.8% 8.8% 11.6% 11.1% 

Source : Giroux and Associates, 2000. 

PM-10 

1.6 
-----

1.6 

10.2 
-----
10.2 

15.7% 

Since the cogeneration units are the most substantial onsite emissions sources, their combined 
use has undergone substantial review. Several options have been considered to accommodate 
anticipated additional energy demand created by implementation of the Master Plan Update. 
There are no specific energy generation systems included in the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. 
However, any major stationary source such as a generation unit would have to undergo a separate 
air quality impact analysis (AQIA) prior to obtaining APCD authority to construct and operate 
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with a permit. The AQIA would guarantee that the system would use BACT, that new emissions 
would be offset by retiring an equivalent amount of existing emissions, and by insuring that both 
local and regional air quality would not be adversely affected. Air quality impacts from any 
future energy demand management approaches would thus be less than significant. 

On-Water Emissions Impacts 

Increased air emissions may result from on-water recreational activities at the expanded marina and 
at the possible personal watercraft (PWC) concession. Emissions from new on-water activities 
were estimated using California Air Resources Board (CARB) emission factors for pleasure 
boating. Fuel use for increased on-water activities associated with future development was 
estimated at 10 gallons per week for marina users, and 10 gallons per day for the PWC activity. 
Marine use was assumed evenly split between gasoline and marine diesel. Fuel use may be higher 
on some warmer days, but fairly minimal during poor weather. The above values are typical 
estimates for average conditions. 

These consumption estimates were combined with the CARB em1ss1011 factors to produce an 
emissions estimate as shown in Table 4.9-7. "New" boating activities, assuming no improvements 
in emissions characteristics for boat engines in the next twenty years (an over-predictive 
asswnption), will not exceed City of San Diego significance thresholds. 

Source 

Marina - Diesel 

Marina-Gas 

PWC-Gas 

TOTAL 

On-road Mobile Net Change 
(Table 4.9-4) 

Combined (roadway+ on-water) 

Significance Threshold 

Significant (?) 

Source: Giroux and Associates, 2000. 

TABLE 4.9-7 
On-Water Emissions Increases 

(pounds/day) 

ROG NO, 

24 48 

41 14 

12 4 

77 66 

<355> <87> 

<278> <21 > 

+JOO n/a 

No No 

co PM-10 

16 4 

259 negligible 

73 negligible 

348 4 

<970> +282 

<622> +286 

+550 n/a 

No No 

Table 4.9-7 shows that except for PM-10, there would still be a net reduction in pollutants from 
combined on-road and on-water sources at buildout compared to existing conditions. Air quality 
impacts, on a local or regional scale, are therefore less than significant. 
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4.9.4 Significance of Impact 
No potential significant air quality impacts have been identified. Construction activity 
"footprints" would be too small to create enough dust or to utilize enough heavy equipment to 
cause significance thresholds to be exceeded. The retirement of older cars from the vehicle fleet 
would offset increased visitor attendance travel emissions such that SeaWorld buildout travel 
emissions would be less than from the existing site visitor traffic for all pollutants except PM-10. 
Further, stationary sources would not substantially increase in that any new sources of emissions 
would be required to be offset by a 120 percent reduction of equivalent emissions elsewhere in 
the air basin. On-water activity emissions resulting from the marina expansion and a possible 
PWC concession would not exceed the City of San Diego thresholds. The combined on-road and 
"new" on-water emissions at buildout would be less than existing on-road emissions for all 
pollutants except PM-10. 

4.9.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Although no potentially significant air quality impacts . were identified, mitigation to reduce 
adverse but less than significant air quality impacts include: 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1: As a condition of any grading or building permit, construction 
management procedures shall be implemented to clean up dirt and debris spillage from public 
roads, route construction traffic through the least sensitive areas. Use of transportation control 
measures to encourage carpooling among construction workers and to schedule deliveries to non
peak traffic hours is recommended to reduce adverse, but less than significant impacts from 
construction-related exhaust emissions. 

4.9.6 Impact 
Issue 2: Would the proposal result in the creation of objectionable odors? 

The project would not result in the creation of any objectionable odors. Any new sources of 
emissions would require conformance with state and federal air quality standards that govern 
existing operations of Sea World. Temporary impacts from construction activity would consist of 
occasional diesel exhaust fumes, but would not be in sufficient concentration to expose any 
nearby receptors to air pollution levels above acceptable standards. 

As discussed earlier, a portion of the SeaWorld parking lot is underlain by an old landfill. 
Various monitoring programs have been conducted to track organic and toxic levels. 
Biodegradation of organic materials has occurred for over forty years such that methane 
generation and the levels of odorant it carries with it are low. Any air quality impact associated 
with methane gas is not significant. 
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4.9. 7 Significance of Impact 
The project would not conflict with air quality standards such that objectionable odors would be 
generated and therefore, would not result in result in any significant air quality impacts. 

4.9.8 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
The project would not significantly exceed national and state air quality standards regarding 
discharge of fetid odors; therefore, no mitigation, monitoring, and reporting would be required. 
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4.10 Recreational Resources 

4.10.1 Existing Conditions 
The focus of the recreational resources discussion pertains to whether the project could impede 
access to other existing recreational facilities in the area of the proposed project. The analysis 
pertains to vehicular and pedestrian access. 

Access and Circulation 
As one of San Diego's preferred recreation destinations, during the peak tourist season, Mission 
Bay Park is subject to considerable motorist, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic. Contributing to the 
traffic problems is a significant volume of weekday commuter traffic on Ingraham Street and 
SeaWorld Drive, which are major roadways serving Mission Bay Park. The major roadways in 
the project vicinity include Sea World Drive, Ingraham Street, West Mission Bay Drive, Sunset 
Cliffs Boulevard, Friars Road, Pacific Highway and Perez Cove Way. These routes provide 
access into and through the southern part of Mission Bay Park and to Mission Beach, which are 
where the major public recreational facilities are located in the area. These routes typically 
operate at acceptable levels of service, except during PM peak period weekdays and peak 
summertime holiday weekends. See Section 4.4, Transportation/Circulation for a complete 
discussion of existing roadway network operations. 

In addition to the vehicular network, in the project vicinity there is a pedestrian and bicycle path 
that originates in the South Shores Park area near Mission Bay and then turns southward until it 
parallels Sea World Drive. It crosses Perez Cove Way and follows Perez Cove Way on its 
southern and western side until it meets up with Ingraham Street. 

4.10.2 Significance Criteria 
A significant impact would occur if the project would result in a substantial impediment to 
recreational facilities access in the area. 

4.10.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in an impact upon the quality or quantity of existing 

recreational opportunities? 

Circulation System 
Inadequate functioning of the circulation system in Mission Bay Park may discourage use of the 
Park. The proposed project would result in significant impacts to the circulation system in the 
vicinity of Sea World in Mission Bay Park. However, ~Sea World's traffic impacts would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance as described in Section 4.4, Transportation/Circulation 
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through fair-share contributions to various traffic improvements. In addition, the traffic analysis 
was conducted for the worst-case scenario, which was the PM peak period during the weekday. 
The primary reason this is the worst traffic condition, is due to commuter traffic traveling 
through the southern part of Mission Bay Park. Peak usage of Mission Bay Park occurs on the 
summer weekends, when commuter traffic would be absent from the Park roadway network. 
Therefore, the weekend operational characteristics relating to circulation access for recreational 
users of Mission Bay Park would be better than the weekday characteristics described in the 
Transportation/Circulation section during peak recreational usage times. As a result the 
proposed project would not result in a significant impact to Mission Bay Park circulation system, 
and therefore would not discourage park users from frequenting the park. 

Access 
The SeaWorld entrance at Perez Cove Way and exit at Sea World Way were observed on 
Memorial Day weekend, Fourth of July weekend, Labor Day weekend, and a non-holiday 
summer weekend during 1999 to determine the operating conditions. Queue counts were 
conducted between 10 AM and 12 PM at the entrance and between 5 and 7 PM at the exit. The 
maximum daily queues ranged from 6 to 25 vehicles with an average queue of 5 vehicles per 
hour per gate for the entrance and 2 vehicles per lane per hour at the exit. Based on these counts, 
the calculated service rate of 120 vehicles per hour per gate was determined as acceptable 
operating conditions. Because ingress and egress to Sea World is adequate, the proposed project 
would not cause a significant impact to traffic conditions that would discourage other Mission 
Bay Park users from frequenting the Park. 

The existing pedestrian/bicycle pathway would also not be significantly affected by the Master 
Plan Update because vehicular circulation would not significantly impede pedestrian/bicycle 
circulation in the vicinity of Sea World. 

4.10.4 Significance of Impact 
The proposed project would not result in adverse traffic conditions that would impede vehicular 
access to, or pedestrian/bicycle usage of, recreational facilities in Mission Bay Park or the 
Mission Beach area. Therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts relative to 
recreational facilities access. 

4.10.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impact is identified, no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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4.11 Human Health/Public Safety 

4.11.1 Existing Conditions 

Hazardous Materials 

Human Health/Public Safety 

The existing operation of SeaWorld involves the use and storage of a variety of chemicals. 
Table 4.11-1 lists these materials, identifies their use, and quantifies the maximum quantity 
onsite at any single given time as well as the total yearly amount. SeaWorld follows the 
procedures described in their Hazardous Materials Business Plan and Emergency Contingency 
Plan, which establishes the protocol for emergency procedures in the event of hazardous 
materials spills, fire, or other emergency situation. 

Inactive Landfill 

A portion of the east side of the guest parking area is underlain by the inactive Mission Bay 
Landfill (Figure 4.11-1). This parking area is maintained by Sea World and covered with a chip
seal paving surface, which is impervious to water, but allows for gas diffusion. The SeaWorld 
lease with the City of San Diego prohibits Sea World from disturbing the inactive Mission Bay 
Landfill. 

The City of San Diego owned and operated the landfill from July 1952 to December 1959. The 
landfill was operated as a "trench and fill" type disposal area and received approximately 25,000 
cubic yards of domestic and public refuse monthly (Class II and III). The City also operated part 
of the site as an unrestricted O;lass I landfill and received up to 13,400 barrels of waste 
potentially containing up to 737,000 gallons of industrial waste consisting of waste acids, 
alkaline solutions, organic solvents, and paint waste. Trenches approximately 60 feet long and 
15 feet deep were excavated and filled with waste with a three to four foot of cover. 

The City of San Diego, Environmental Services Department and the Park and Recreation 
Department are the owners/operators of the former landfill site. The majority of the former 

· landfill area includes undeveloped open space and the South Shores Development Project 
(Phases I, II, and III) consisting of a boat launching basin, parking area, and landscaping 
improvements. The landfill site has been the subject of several studies before and after its 
closure. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWOCB), the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the City of 
San Diego, the County of San Diego Environmental Health Department and Air Pollution 
Control District (APCD) were all involved in monitoring and regulating the closure of the 
landfill and Phases I, II and III of the South Shores Development Project. 

Under contract with the City of San Diego, Woodward Clyde Consultants (WWC) submitted a 
summary of a comprehensive investigation into the extent and hazardous waste content of the 
Mission Bay Landfill in 1983. As result of this study, the R WOCB (Order 85-78, September 16, 
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Hazardous Material 

Acetylene 

Sodium Hypochlorite 10-15% 

Sulfuric Acid 

Oxygen-Compressed Gas 

Assorted Hydraulic Oils 

Zinc Oxide, 3%, Simplot 6-20-20 

Naphthalene, 6%, Safety Kleen Solvent 

Sodium Thiosulfate 

Sodium Bicarbonate, Soda Ash 

Sodium Chloride Salt 

2-Butoxyethanol, 15-25%, Glance SC 

Tetrasodium Salt, 5%, Triad II Disinfectant Cleaner 

Ethanol 

Ethylene Glycol 

Assorted 2 Cycle Oils 

Tetradecene-N-1, Flow Mate 

Sodium Hypochlorite, 4%, 

Sodium Molybdate, Trident 5202 

Lacquer Thinner 

Sodium Hydroxide, 7%, GP Forward 

N-Alkyl Dimethal Benzyl Ammonium Chloride, 0.15%, 
Spray Nine 
Calcium Sulfate 

Ammonium Phosphate Sulfate, Turf Supreme 15-5-7 

Silicon Dioxide, Silica Sand 

t: 
T 
N 

TABLE 4.11-1 
Hazardous Materials Inventory 

Max 
Total yearly 

amount at Explosive 
one time 

amount 

1,650° 3,700 Yes 

l 1,600~ 302,00 

750L 1,300 Yes 

4,600° 15,000 

16Y 3,000 

650' 1,000 

140L 780 

1,210' 11,000 

1,800 4,500 

1,400' 6,000 
60L 300 
60~ 300 

160L 3,000 
60L 300 Yes 

140~ 4,000 Yes 
60L 165 
55~ 330 
55L 300 

5Y 300 

90' 300 

llY 1,000 Yes 

2,000' 5,000 

840 3,000 

2,000" 20" 

Use 

Metal welding and cutting, illuminant. 

Oxidizing bleach, fungicide. 

Fertilizers, paints, detergents. 

Animal care lab, maintenance, dive tanks 

Various equipment 

Fertilizer 

Solvent 

Photographic fixing agent, bleach 

Salt 

Glass Cleaner 

Cleaner 

Foodservice Joy 

Antifreeze 

Various equipment 

Natural Solvent for grease traps 

Mildew stain remover 

Water treatment cogen 

Solvent 

All purpose cleaner 

Fungicide, insecticide 

Gypsum 

Fertilizer 

Sand 
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Hazardous Material 

Helium 

Sodium Carbonate, 51 %, Solid Fusion 

Ammonia Nitrate, 64%, Nitra King 22-3-9 

Activated Carbon 

Argon compressed gas 

Liquid propane gas 

Propylene Glycol 

Sodium Laureth Sulfate, 20%, Triangle Lotion Soap 

Mono Ammonium Phosphate, 95%, 
ABC Dry Chemical Fire Extinguishers 
Sodium Hypochlorite, 5% 

Compresses nitrogen gas 

Mineral Spirits, 30% Bipco-61 H Ori-Shield Sealer 

Urea, Complete K 22-2-22, High potassium slow release 
fertilizer 
Freon R-123 

Assorted oil base paint 

Carbon dioxide compressed gas 

Sodium Carbonate 

Manganese, 13%, Stainless Steel 

Nickel, 99%, Nickel Steel 

Iron, 95%, Galvanized Steel 

Potassium Alum Sulfate (liquid) 

Sodium Bisulfate 

Wrought Aluminum Alloy, Aluminum 92% 

TABLE 4.11-1 
Hazardous Materials Inventory 

Max Total yearly 
amount at Explosive 
one time 

amount 

776° 3,000 

750' 1,500 

600' 1,000 

8,000 20,000 

750b 3,000 

3,000.l 8,000 Yes 

330.l 650 
60L 500 

2,500 7,500 

220.l 500 

2,300° 2,300 

55L 110 

670 3,000 

3,740T 7,000 
100.l 200 

26,000° 600,000 

680 1 2,000 

500 500 

500T 200 

500 200 

1,750.l 600 

4,0007 60,000 

5001 1,000 

..... 

Use 

Solid Detergent 

Fertilizer 

Fuel 

Antifreeze 

Soap 

Fire extinguisers 

Clorox Liquid Bleach 

Concrete Sealer 

Fertilizer 

Refrigerant 

Paint 

Institutional Formula Tide 

Metals 

Metals 

Metals 

Building Product 



t: 
"'j' .... 

TABLE 4.11-1 
Hazardous Materials Inventory 

Hazardous Material 

Sodium Carbonate, 3%, Fullsan 

Bispenal A Diglycidyl Ether Resin, Stacrete Epoxi-18 R-Flex 

Calcium Salt-Portland Cement, Red-E-Crete 

Urea, 20%, Apex 13-5-8 

Assorted Polyurethanes 

Epichlorohydrin Bisphenol A Resin, STA Crete Resin-two 
part epoxy 
Silicone Emulsion, Pro-Tex-All 

Aluminum Silicate, Magic Sorb 

Assorted Latex Paint 

Assorted Motor Oils 

Solid Carbon Dioxide 

Charcoal 

Dodecylbenzene Sulfonic Acid, 10-12% 

Sodium Carbonate, 24%, Metal Fussion 

Sodium Hydroxide, 30% 

Lead/Lead Oxide/Lead Sulfate 

Source: Sea World, 2000 

Pounds 
Gallons 
Tons 
Millimeters 
Milligrams 
Cubic Feet 

Max 
Total yearly 

amount at Explosive 
one time 

amount 

55L 110 

150"' 120 

8001 2,000 

500 400 

2507 200 

150"' 300 

607 110 

1,250' 3,000 

7007 300 

455"' 1,500 

700r 700 

2,605 1 5,000 

65"' 110 

945 945 

60"' 60 

18,000 30,000 

Use 

Gennacide Surfactant 

Epoxy 

Cement 

Inorganic fertilizer 

Epoxy 

Sealant 

Paint 

Various equipment 

Dry ice 

SUD Z High foam detergent 

Ecolab Detergent 

Assorted industrial batteries 
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1985) established periodic sampling of groundwater within the landfill plus surface water and 
sediment sampling of Mission Bay and the San Diego River between 1985 and 1991. 

A Site Inspection Prioritization (SIP) for the landfill site was completed by Bechtel in 1993 for 
the EPA. The SIP noted that the DTSC concluded that the landfill was not likely to become a 
source of contamination and that County of San Diego Environmental Health Department 
records showed no violations of gaseous emission standards during their quarterly site 
inspections. The SIP also noted that the APCD concluded that the landfill site did not pose 
hazards to humans or the environment and did not require future monitoring. 

In December 1996 and January 1997, Fluor Daniel GTI, Inc. conducted a Phase I and Phase II 
investigation on the undeveloped parcel located east of the SeaWorld property boundary. 
(Assessment Report for the Sea World Lease Expansion, Appendix A-1, Volume IL Appendices 
to the Final EIR Response to Comments). The study included drilling six wells (LE-1 through 
LE-6) on the northeast part of Sea World's leasehold (Figure 4.11-2). Results from this Phase I 
and Phase II site assessment report indicate that low levels of contamination were encountered in 
several of the soil borings and monitoring wells. A summary of the study results is as follows. 

1. Landfill debris was not encountered during drilling. 

2. Hydrocarbons such as hydraulic, motor and natural oils were detected in soil from well LE- I 
at 10 feet below grade (79 mg/kg). Hydrocarbons such as diesel-weight fuels and solvents 
were detected in both samples from well LE-4 (200 mg/kg at 10 feet, 380 mg/kg at 15 feet 
below grade). 

3. Acetone in soil was detected 15 feet below grade in wells LE-3, LE-4, LE-5, and LE-6 at 
26 µg/kg, (ppb) 220 ppb, 21 ppb, and 14 ppb respectively. In well LE-4, 2-butanone (MEK) 
was detected 15 feet below grade at 36 ppb. Acetone and 2-butanone are solvents typically 
used in the aerospace industries. Their detection is most likely the result of aerospace 
manufacturing-waste disposal in the former landfill. Metals analyses generally showed 
detectable arsenic, barium, total chromium, cadmium, cobalt, copper, lead, molybdenum, 
nickel, vanadium and zinc. Concentrations were below levels discussed in the 1983 
Woodward Clyde Consultants Site Assessment Report on the Mission bay Landfill, and 
below Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) levels. The report indicated that some 
of the metals concentrations likely represent natural background concentrations. Both 
acetone and 2-butanone are not listed as constituents of concern in the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board's Basin Plan guidelines. 

May 31, 2001 4.11-6 



( - ... 
1995 SHORELINE 

"~~ ' + ........... 
.... ---"' ... ____ 

..... - .... 
.... ---' ... _ 

" --- ...; -

WA-1 

+ 

.... 
' 

' 
LE-6 + 

LE-3 

+ 
' 

l 
UNDEVELOPED 

LAND 

WA-2 

+ 
LE-4 

+ 
LEASEHOU) EXPANSION 

PARCEL 

WA-3 

+ MBW-3 
® 

r- · - - - . - · 
APPROXIMATE~; 

LIMITS OF 1 
MISSION BAY 

LANDFILL 

SEA WORLD 
PARKING 

LEGEND 

· 1 

I 

@ Monitoring Well Installed by Others 

• Monitoring Well Installed by FDGTI 

Source: Fluor Daniel GT!, 2//997 

·-

I 
I 

~I 
n'. 
I- I 

I 

- -- ·- - . 

LE-1 

+ 

I 
I 

I 

Mission Bay 
Pacific Passage 

UNDEVELOPED LAND 

PARKING AREA 

MBW-2 
· -®. ·- . ·-

N 

-@ 
Not to Scale 

Exploratory Well Location Map __________ Figure 4.11-2 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Human Health/Public Safety 

4. 1, 1, !-trichloroethane was found in groundwater samples from every well except LE-3 at 
concentrations from 2.4 ppb in well LE-4 and LE-6 to 7.2 ppb in LE-2. The Basin Plan MCL 
concentration for 1, 1, !-trichloroethane is 200 ppb. Therefore, the detected levels were 
considerably lower than the Basin Plan MCL limits. No other organic compounds listed in 
the Basin Plan as contaminants of concern were detected in this investigation. 

5. Detectable concentrations of barium, silver, selenium and zinc were measured in 
groundwater samples. Applicable Basin Plan groundwater quality goals are not listed for 
these constituents. Chromium, cobalt, copper and other metals detected in the 1983 
Woodward Clyde Consultants Sub Assessment Report wells were not detected in the "LE" 
series wells. 

This report indicates that there is no significant contamination of the leasehold near and 
outside the documented landfill perimeter provided by the City of San Diego. Hence the 
inactive landfill does not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 

Article 7.8, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14CCR) establishes standards and 
minimum requirements for proper closure, post closure maintenance, and ultimate reuse of solid 
waste disposal sites to assure that public health and safety and the environment are protected 
from pollution due to the disposal of solid waste. Any proposed development on the landfill site 
must comply with the City's Post Closure Land Use Plan for South Shores. 

According to the Post Closure Land Use Plan for Mission Bay South Shores, although Mission 
Bay Landfill did receive industrial wastes during its operating life, no significant levels of 
hazardous waste have been found. At the time operations ceased, approximately three feet of 
cover soil existed over buried trash. During Mission Bay South Shores Phase II construction 
activities, excavated soil was placed over the landfill resulting in a final depth cover of at least 8 
feet. Therefore, landfill material would not likely be encountered during future South Shores 
development projects. 

The City of San Diego Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) is responsible for 
inspecting Mission Bay Landfill and monitors for surface gaseous emissions, leachate 
generation, and differential settlement on a quarterly basis. Inspection reports indicate that 
surface methane emissions have not exceeded background levels, accumulated in onsite 
structures, or migrated beyond the site boundaries. In addition, prior field measurements of 
landfill gas emissions (methane and hydrogen sulfide) during construction activities in the 
project area found no instances when these gases exceeded background levels. The LEA also 
monitors surface conditions to determine whether waste is adequately covered to prevent public 
health and environmental hazards. LEA inspection reports indicate that landfill gas emissions 
have not exceeded background levels. A number of five-foot deep geotechnical test pits were 
dug into the landfill cover and evaluated for the presence of landfill gases with field instruments. 
As discussed earlier, approximately eight feet of fill has been placed over the landfill. LEA 
reports concur that waste is adequately covered and the integrity of the final cover has not been 
compromised. There are no known documented instances of a major hazardous release from this 
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landfill. Information regarding potential contamination of Mission Bay is found in Section 4.5, 
Water Quality. 

LEA inspection reports indicate that landfill gas emissions have not exceeded background levels. 
In addition, field measurements of landfill gas emissions were conducted during previous 
construction activities in the project area and found no instances when these gases exceeded 
background levels. A number of five foot deep geotechnical test pits were dug into the landfill 
cover and evaluated for the presence of landfill gases with field instruments. 

Sediments In Mission Bay 

A study, Chemistry. Toxicity and Benthic Community Conditions in Sediments of the San Diego 
Bay Region, was completed in 1996. The report was a multi-year study of three estuaries in San 
Diego: San Diego Bay, Mission Bay and the Tijuana Estuary. The report's goal was to 
characterize the general state of sediments in the areas studied and to locate toxic hotspots where 
future investigation and remediation would be a priority. 

Sampling was done at 350 stations over a 19-month period. Based on the data collected, 
sampling stations with a repeat toxicity and elevated chemistry and/or degraded benthic 
community were assigned a moderate or high priority, stations with a single toxicity hit were 
considered moderate or high priority when associated with elevated chemistry and/or a degraded 
benthic community, and stations with a single or repeat toxicity but lacking elevated chemistry 
or a degraded benthic community were assigned low priority. 

There were two sampling stations located near the Sea World leasehold. Both were in the 
Southern Pacific Passage with one located north of the northeast leasehold corner and the other 
located north of the 4D Theater on the SeaWorld leasehold. The sampling station near the 
northeast leasehold comer was below the Threshold Effects Level (TEL) for polycylic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (crude and refined petroleum products), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and 
chlordane (a common pesticide). In addition, both sampling stations did indicate a nontoxic 
concentration for Rhepoxynius (amphipod). Neither sampling station near the Sea World 
leasehold was listed as degraded/transitional nor was either sampling station placed on the 
priority list for future investigation. 

4.11.2 Significance Criteria 
Based on City and/or CEQA thresholds, public safety impacts would be significant if the 
proposed project: 

1. Exposes persons, through handling, storage and/or treatment, to dangerous hazardous 
materials; 

2. Would be located on or near a known contamination site; 
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3. Exposes persons to naturally-occurring health risks (e.g. disease carrying vectors or 
contaminated water); or 

4. Exposes life and property to wildfires. 

4.11.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in the exposure of people to potential health hazards? 

Tier 1 Projects 
Site A-1: Splashdown Ride 

The proposed site of the Splashdown Ride is located in the northeastern corner of Area 1. 
Existing uses of the site include a landscape nursery and associated storage areas, trash 
compactor, and recycling facilities, all of which would be relocated. The eastern portions of the 
site are undeveloped and often used as a staging area. Although the site is not directly over the 
inactive landfill, it is in close proximity and excavation activities may encounter hazardous 
materials during construction of this facility. However, it is highly unlikely any landfill gases 
and/or landfill materials would be encountered during excavations associated with the 
construction of the Splashdown Ride because it is not located directly above the inactive landfill. 
Any potential hazardous materials/wastes encountered in the soils or groundwater would be 
remediated during construction in conformance with local, state and federal regulations. 

Site B-1: Educational Facility 

Potential hazardous materials that may be encountered during construction excavation are 
expected to be minimal given the approximately 2,000-foot distance between the proposed 
Educational Facility and the inactive landfill. However, in the event that any hazardous 
materials/wastes are encountered in the soils or groundwater during construction activities, 
remediation would occur during construction in conformance with local, state and federal 
regulations. 

Operation of the Educational Facility would not involve the use of hazardous materials and 
therefore no significant impact to occupants of the building would occur. However, the proposed 
Educational Facility would be located near Area 3, which contains many of the support facilities 
needed for the operation of the park including cogeneration, water treatment, and storage 
facilities. This area also includes several existing hazardous chemical storage areas. 
Nonetheless, the storage and use of hazardous materials in this area would not represent a 
significant impact to future occupants of the Educational Facility, because the hazardous 
materials safety storage and use protocols are observed in AreaJ. 

Site C-1: Front Gate Renovation 

Renovation of the front gate and entrance area may require demolition and clearance of existing 
structures. The potential to encounter hazardous materials during such activities is possible, 
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however, unlikely. If these materials are encountered they will be removed and disposed of in 
conformance with local, state and federal regulations. In addition, a water element is proposed 
as part of the Front Gate Renovation that would require excavation of earth materials. Although 
unlikely, excavation operations associated with construction of the water element could 
potentially encounter hazardous wastes/materials in the soil or groundwater. Any hazardous 
wastes/materials encountered would be remediated during construction in conformance with 
local, state and federal regulations. 

Site D-1: Special Events Center Expansion 

As with the Splashdown Ride, the Special Events Center Expansion project site is located near 
the inactive landfill. Although the site is not directly over the inactive landfill, it is in close 
proximity and excavation activities may encounter hazardous materials during construction of 
this facility . However, it is highly unlikely any landfill gases and/or landfill materials would be 
encountered during excavations associated with the construction of the Special Events Center 
Expansion because it is not located directly above the inactive landfill. Any potential hazardous 
materials/wastes encountered in the soils or groundwater would be remediated during 
construction in conformance with local, state and federal regulations. 

Tier 2 Projects 
Tier 2 projects may include but are not limited to aquariums, special effects theaters, land based 
adventure rides, pelagic fish exhibits, water play attractions, themed track or water rides, special 
format projection attractions, playgrounds, wildlife performance venues, and wildlife exhibits. 
In some cases, an existing attraction may be renovated or expanded. 

The southeast corner of Tier 2 project site 1-2 is located overlays on the eastern boundary of the 
park adjacent to the approximate boundary for the inactive landfill. Presently, the land is 
unimproved and is used as a guest parking overflow lot. Due to its close proximity to the 
inactive landfill, potential impacts to development may occur if hazardous materials are 
encountered during project excavation. However, monitoring will be conducted prior to and 
during construction, and any hazardous materials/wastes in the soils or groundwater would be 
remediated during site preparation in conformance with local, state and federal regulations. 

Special Projects 

Parking Garage 

A four-level parking garage is proposed on the west side of the existing parking lot in Area 2. 
As mentioned previously, a portion of the east side of the guest parking area of the leasehold 
property contains overlays the inactive Mission Bay Landfill. Although considerably west of 
Due to its proximity to the inactive landfill, potential impacts to development may occur if 
hazardous materials are encountered during project excavation. However, monitoring during 

. construction will ensure that any hazardous materials/wastes detected in the soils or groundwater 
would be remediated during site preparation in conformance with local, state and federal 
regulations. In addition, the Postclosure Land Use Plan for Mission Bay South Shores. Phase III, 
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which covers the part of the landfill that is on the SeaWorld leasehold. includes 
recommendations for the use of the former Mission Bay Landfill prohibiting excavation 
exceeding five feet in depth, requiring parking area trees to be placed in planters set above the 
surface and treated to prevent root penetration, requiring grading and surfacing of the parking lot 
to prevent ponding of water and requiring a regularly inspected irrigation system to ensure that 
the drought tolerant species are established. 

Future Marina Expansion Site 

Sea World proposes to expand the existing marina by extending the three existing docks and 
adding a fourth dock to the west. The marina expansion would add 115 slips to the existing 200 
slips, totaling 315 slips. No health hazard/hazardous materials impacts would occur as a result of 
the expansion of the Marina because excavation is not a part of this project and this project 
would not require the use of hazardous materials. However. some disruption of sediments may 
occur during construction. The RWOCB and other agencies will regulate and monitor the 
sediment levels through their permitting process. 

Future Hotel Site 

The 1985 Master Plan hotel entitlement would be expanded from 300 to 650 rooms. A small 
landing dock serving hotel guests would be built on the Perez Cove shoreline directly behind the 
hotel. Potential impacts to development may occur if hazardous materials are encountered 
during project excavation. However, any hazardous materials/wastes in the soils or groundwater 
would be remediated during site preparation in conformance with local, state and federal 
regulations. 

4.11.4 Significance of Impact 
As long as the purchase, use, storage, generation, and disposal of hazardous materials/wastes 
acquire and comply with all the appropriate permits from the San Diego County of 
Environmental Health (DEH), the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD), and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and/or any other authorities required by law 
to issue any permits or other approvals required in connection with the removal and/or remedy of 
soil and/or water and/or building contamination, in connection with the construction and 
development on the project site, exposure of people to health hazards would be less than 
significant. 

4.11.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Compliance with the Sea World/City of San Diego lease prohibits Sea World from disturbing the 
inactive Mission Bay Landfill. Implementation of required local, state and federal regulations 
for the remediation of contaminated soils and groundwater, as well as the regulatory procedures 
for the storage and use of hazardous materials, would result in a less than significant impact with 
respect to the exposure of people to health hazards. 
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4.11.6 Impact 
Issue 2: Would the proposal result in a risk of an explosion or release of hazardous 

substances (including, but not limited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or 
explosives)? 

Tier 1 Projects 
Tier 1 projects including the Splashdown Ride, the Educational Facility, the Front Gate 
Renovation, and Special Events Center Expansion may involve the use and storage of hazardous 
materials/wastes. Existing operations of Sea World involve the use and storage of chemicals, 
some of which are volatile (See Table 4.11-1). 

Site A-1: Splashdown Ride 

The proposed site of the Splashdown Ride currently contains the landscape nursery, which 
houses hazardous chemicals. Also, the Penguin Encounter and Cogeneration Plant #2 are 
immediately adjacent to the Splashdown Ride site. However, the potential for explosions or 
release of hazardous chemicals would be minimal. The current operation of Sea World requires 
compliance with the regulations of the permitting agencies for the purchase, use, storage, 
generation, and disposal of any hazardous materials/wastes. Therefore no significant impact 
associated with explosion risk or hazardous materials release would occur. 

Site B-1: Educational Facility 

The proposed Educational Facility building site is also located near several chemical storage 
areas and cogeneration structures, which contain volatile and hazardous chemicals. The 
Educational Facility would contain classroom and lab facilities, which may involve the use, 
storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes/materials. However, as with the existing operations of 
Sea World, any use, storage, disposal, or generation of hazardous wastes/materials would be 
permitted and regulated accordingly. 

Site C-1: Front Gate Renovation 

The Photo Key Chain structure near the front gate contains the hazardous chemical, sodium 
thiosulfate, a photographic finishing agent. This operation would likely continue after the 
entrance area is renovated. The use, storage, and disposal of this hazardous chemical currently 
do not result in a high risk of explosion or release of hazardous substances, and future operations 
also would not pose such a risk. SeaWorld would be subject to local, state and federal 
regulations of the permitting agencies for the purchase, use, storage, generation, and disposal of 
any hazardous materials/wastes. 

Site D-1: Special Events Center Expansion 

The Special Events Center currently does not contain any hazardous chemicals. The expansion 
of this facility would not result in the future risk of explosions or the release of hazardous 
substances. 
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Tier 2 Projects 
The identified Tier 2 project sites currently do not involve the use, storage, disposal, or 
generation of hazardous chemicals. All exhibits, rides, or shows planned for these sites would 
require compliance with local, state and federal regulations with respect to the remediation of 
any contaminated soils and groundwater that may be discovered during project excavation. Also 
operation of either an exhibit, ride or show developed in a Tier 2 project site would required 
compliance with appropriate permitting agencies for the purchase, use, storage, generation, and 
disposal of any hazardous substances and therefore no significant impact would occur from the 
implementation of future Tier 2 projects. 

Special Projects 

Parking Garage 

As discussed above under Issue 1 Impacts, the construction of the four-level Parking Garage 
would not result in an unauthorized release of hazardous materials. Furthermore, the operation 
of the Parking Garage would not involve the use of hazardous materials, other than those, which 
are within the vehicles parked in the garage. Therefore, no significant impact resulting from the 
risk of explosion or hazardous materials release would occur from the Parking Garage project. 

Future Marina Expansion Site 

No health hazard impacts are likely to occur as a result of the expansion of the Marina, because 
the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous chemicals would be conducted in conformance with 
local, state and federal regulations. 

Future Hotel Site 

The operation of a hotel would likely involve the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
chemicals. Conformance with the regulations associated with the required regulations for the 
use, storage, and disposal of hazardous chemicals would reduce the impact to below a level of 
significance. 

4.11.7 Significance of Impact 
Compliance with the condition of required permits would protect workers and the general public 
from potential risk of exposure. The rules and regulations associated with the permits would also 
provide measures to reduce the potential risk of unauthorized releases of . hazardous 
wastes/materials to the environment. Therefore no significant impact would occur for Tier 2 
projects, Special Projects and Tier 1 projects. 

4.11.8 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impact is identified no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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4.12 Energy 

4.12.1 Existing Conditions 

Energy Consumption 

Energy 

Existing operations at SeaWorld involve the use of various equipment facilities, and vehicles 
which require fuels, natural gas, and electricity. 

Gasoline/Diesel 

Current operations at SeaWorld involve the use of gasoline and diesel fuels for various 
equipment and approximately 70 motor vehicles. Gasoline and diesel fuel usage from 1996 to 
present is listed in Table 4.12-1. The table shows a general decreasing trend of fuel usage for 
Sea World operations over the past four years. 

1996 

Gas 

Yearly Total 53,245.4 

Source: SeaWorld, 2000. 

TABLE 4.12-1 
Annual Gasoline and Diesel Fuel Usage, 

1996 to Present (gallons) 

1997 1998 1999 

Diesel Gas Diesel Gas Diesel Gas 

9,181.2 53 ,840.5 11 ,405 .5 45,986.2 9,647.3 44,5 19.7 

Year 2000 figures are six-month totals . 

Natural Gas 

20001 

Diesel Gas Diesel 

8,235.7 21 ,229.0 5,514.7 

Natural gas is also used for a variety of equipment within the facility. Table 4.12-2 shows the 
annual consumption figures from 1995 to mid 2000, with the 211

d half of2000 determined through 
an .extrapolation of historical figures to determine the annual 2000 total. The totals indicate that 
since 1995, natural gas consumption has generally decreased and remained fairly consistent. 

Electricity 

Electrical energy is by far the most used form of energy at Sea World. As shown in Table 4.1-.3, 
annual electricity consumption increased considerably from 1995 to 1997, but has since 
increased slightly every year. The current electrical demand is approximately 6.5 megawatts 
(MW) per day. 
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Yearly Total 

Source: SeaWorld, 2000. 

TABLE 4.12-2 
Annual Natural Gas Consumption, 

1995-2000 (million therms) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 

1.72 1.42 1.163 1.433 

Year 2000 was calculated from historical figures. 

TABLE 4.12-3 
Annual Electric Power Consumption, 

1995-2000 (million kWh) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 

Yearly Total 18.593 21.879 31.444 30.307 

Source: SeaWorld, 2000. 

Year 2000 was calculated from historical figures. 

Energy Generation 

Energy 

1999 2000 1 

1.467 1.411 

1999 2000 1 

31.413 32.207 

Supplemental electrical power is generated at SeaWorld via four cogeneration engine generator 
modules at three separate locations within SeaWorld. Each unit incorporates heat recovery and 
chilled water absorption units. Currently, one unit is not operating due to a failure of its 
absorption chiller that prohibits adequate use of recovered thermal energy. Two engines utilize 
natural gas-fired generator sets that are ebullient cooled, and equipped with steam generators. 
These units are used during the peak months to maximize energy efficiencies. The remaining 
cogeneration engine utilizes a single natural gas-fired engine generator set equipped with a heat 
recovery boiler to fire a 250-ton absorption chiller and operates continuously year round. The 
use of these co generation engines maximizes electricity directly off the power grid. 

Energy Conservation Programs 
SeaWorld currently employs a number of state-of-the art energy conservation programs in an 
effort to reduce energy consumption within the park. 

Lighting Retrofit Program 

SeaWorld regularly works with the San Diego Gas and Electric Energy Conservation Group in 
an effort to develop and implement energy conservation programs aimed at reducing energy 
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consumption. Consequently, Sea World underwent a major park wide lighting retrofit beginning 
in 1994, replacing nearly 4,500 lighting fixtures. Installation of T-8 fluorescent lamps and 
electronic ballasts, compact fluorescent lamps, energy-efficient exit signs, and metal halide 
lamps was undertaken in display buildings, support structures, and the parking lot. The lighting 
retrofit program reduces energy consumption by 1.2 million kilowatt hours (kWh) year, reduces 
maintenance costs, as fluorescent lights last longer than the former incandescent lamps, and 
decreases air conditioning usage due to cooler operation. 

Variable Speed Motor Drive Program 

Sea World installed a number of variable speed drive (VSD) motors on the water filter pumps at 
the Shamu Filtration Plant. These water filter pumps move approximately 5.65 million gallons 
of seawater through the Shamu Stadium and the Rocky Point Preserve filter systems every three 
hours. Prior to the installation of the VSDs, pumps continuously operated at maximum speed. 
VSD motors control the speed of the pumps by controlling the input frequency and voltage to the 
pump motor. As a result, energy consumption is reduced by approximately one million 
kWh/year. 

HVAC Replacement Program 

Sea World implemented a program to replace 31 HV AC units within the facility . The newer units 
reduce energy consumption by 0.59 million kWhr/year. 

Chilled Water Loop Program 

Sea World currently has three chilled water production plants that supply chilled water to the air
conditioned buildings and the pools that require chilling. The chilling capacity is generated via 
absorption chillers and utilize distribution pump systems to carry load where needed. Through 
the use of this system, Sea World is able to take advantage of the energy efficiencies that are 
inherent in the process and save tens of thousands of kilowatt hours of electrical consumption. 

4.12.2 Significance Criteria 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts related to energy would be significant if the project would: 

1. Result in an excessive increase in energy consumption. 
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4.12.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or energy? 

Electric Power Consumption 
As shown in Table 4.12-4, the current electrical demand for the daily operations of Sea World is 
6.5 megawatts (MW) per day. The average daily electrical demand would increase incrementally 
every year as SeaWorld approaches build out conditions (2020). Annual increases in electrical 
consumption can be explained by the phased implementation of planned Tier 1, Tier 2, and 
Special Projects. At build out conditions (2020), the projected average daily electrical demand 
would reach 12 MW per day. Although the proposed Tier 1, Tier 2, and Special Projects would 
result in increases in energy consumption, SeaWorld would continue to develop, exercise, and 
implement energy conservation programs to minimize energy consumption. SeaWorld would 
also continue its partnership with San Diego Gas and Electric Energy Conservation Group in 
developing ways to reduce energy consumption associated with the operation of new attractions. 
Consequently, the proposed project would not result in the use of excessive amounts of energy. 

2000 

6.5 

Source: SeaWorld, 2000. 

Fuel Consumption 

TABLE 4.12-4 
Average Daily Electrical Demand 

(megawatt per day) 

2005 2010 2015 

8.0 10.0 11.0 

2020 

12.0 

Maintenance and operation of the proposed Tier 1, Tier 2, and Special Projects would 
periodically require the use of Sea World's vehicular fleet. Sea World's fleet of approximately 70 
vehicles is tailored to the specific use to minimize fuel consumption. In addition, the fleet 
undergoes scheduled, regular maintenance and evaluations, and is upgraded when deemed 
appropriate. Thus, the proposed project would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel. 

4.12.4 Significance of Impact 
SeaWorld employs state-of-the-art energy conservation programs as discussed above. 
Continuance of these programs and implementation of future programs would ensure that no 
significant impacts associated with energy would result from the proposed project. 
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4.12.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impacts are identified, no mitigation is required. However, in an effort to 
continually develop programs to increase energy efficiency, SeaWorld would implement the 
following measures. 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-1: Prior to operation of any new attraction, Sea World shall apply its 
existing energy conservation programs and shall consider implementation of project-specific 
energy conservation programs to minimize electrical fuel, and/or natural gas consumption 
associated with the new attraction. 
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4.13 Water Conservation 

4.13.1 Existing Conditions 

Water Consumption 

Water Conservation 

Sea World's thematic emphasis of marine animal entertainment, education, research, and 
conservation entails the use of large volumes of both fresh and salt water. Existing attractions 
using salt water include Shamu Stadium, the Sea Otter Exhibit, the Beached Animal Exhibit, 
Dolphin Stadium, the Shark Encounter, the Penguin Encounter, the Arctic Exhibit, various 
aquariums and pelagic fish tanks, and onsite water features. Saltwater for these uses comes from 
Mission Bay, is treated, and then returned to Mission Bay after its use in the Theme Park. In 
addition to saltwater, the daily operation of Sea World involves large quantities of potable water. 
Current uses of potable water include irrigation, cooling water, production process evaporation 
and product inclusion, sanitary wastewater discharges including restrooms, kitchens, and 
cafeterias, and miscellaneous consumption and use. 

Table 4.13-1 lists the total annual potable water consumption from 1995 to present. The totals 
suggest that although annual consumption fluctuates from year to year, consumption is relatively 
constant. The six-month total for 2000 indicates that water consumption is somewhat lower than 
in previous years. However, based on the current average daily consumption of 745 hundred 
cubic feet (HCF) per day, the year-end total would reach approximately 271,925 HCF, which is 
comparable to previous consumption levels. 

1995 

Yearly Total 263,025 

Source: SeaWorld, 2000. 

TABLE 4.13-1 
Annual Water Consumption 

1995-2000 (HCF) 

1996 1997 1998 

240,965 272,984 282,361 

Year 2000 figure includes total from January through June. 

Water Conservation 

1999 2000 1 

269,634 45,646 

In an effort to maximize water conservation, Sea World employs the use of an extensive water 
conservation program. 
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Landscape Water Conservation Program 

The Landscape Water Conservation Program involves state-of-the-art irrigation systems that 
reduce water consumption. The highest amount of water loss occurs as a result of broken heads 
and lateral lines in irrigation systems. Therefore, all 37 computerized irrigation controllers have 
separate backflow preventers with flow sensors and master valves which automatically shut off 
water in the event of broken heads, lateral lines, or mainline breaks. To prevent over watering 
during cool seasons, two onsite evapotranspiration gauges automatically adjust irrigation 
controllers to weather conditions. Two rain gauges are also wired to the irrigation controllers 
which automatically shut off valves when measurable rainwater is detected. In addition, 
irrigation programs use plant coefficients on a valve-to-valve basis to establish specific water 
requirements for differing hydrozones. Water audits are regularly performed and the irrigation 
team utilizes systems evaluations to upgrade and improve the efficiency of irrigation systems 
throughout SeaWorld. 

Finally, drought tolerant planting in selected areas and low water-use planters have also been 
established within the park and parking lot areas to reduce water consumption. 

Sea World Water Conservation Program 

The Sea World Water Conservation Program has been implemented and upgraded at Sea World 
over the past ten years. Many incremental improvements have been implemented to achieve 
significant water savings. The following measures have been implemented to reduce potable 
water consumption: 

1. Flow restrictors, automatic turnoff mechanisms, and flushometers have been installed m 
public restrooms and employee areas to reduce consumption; 

2. A conversion program was implemented to use seawater as filter backwash water in lieu of 
potable water; 

3. Several wastewater treatment facilities have been converted to use seawater; 

4. Park area wash-down is accomplished with high pressure washers to minimize overall water 
consumption. This technique allows for the use of water pressure rather than water volume 
to accomplish pathway cleaning; 

5. A number of reflection ponds have been eliminated or converted to saltwater use; and 

6. An extensive employee education and conservation program was implemented to encourage 
water conservation. 
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4.13.2 Significance Criteria 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts related to water conservation would be significant if the 
project would: 

1. Result in an excessive increase in water consumption. 

4.13.3 Impact 
Issue 1: Would the proposal result in the use of excessive amounts of water? 

Water Consumption 
According to Table 4.13-2, operations at SeaWorld currently require 745 HCF per day. The 
average daily water consumption value would increase annually as Sea World approaches 
buildout conditions (2020). Annual increases in water consumption would occur as part of the 
phased implementation of planned Tier 1, Tier 2, and Special Projects. At build out conditions 
(2020), the projected average daily water consumption would reach 910 HCF per day. Although 
the proposed Tier 1, Tier 2, and Special Projects would result in increases in water consumption, 
SeaWorld would continue to develop, exercise, and implement water conservation programs. 
Consequently, the proposed project would not result in the use of excessive amounts of water. 

2000 

745 

Source: Sea World , 2000. 

Tier 1 Projects 

TABLE 4.13-2 
Average Daily Water Consumption 

(HCF) 

2005 2010 2015 

780 825 870 

2020 

910 

The proposed Splashdown Ride is a water flume and tracked ride attraction and includes two 
splash pools. The splash pools would be approximately four feet deep and would hold 
approximately 600,000 total gallons of potable water within a closed system. Insignificant 
amounts of water loss would occur as a result of evapotranspiration. Moreover, maintenance 
may require periodic drainage of the splash pools. However, due to the closed system of the 
splash pools, water usage would not be excessive. The volume of water associated with the 
Splashdown Ride would incrementally increase the daily as well as annual water consumption 
levels at the time Splashdown Ride is implemented, but would not result in the use of excessive 
amounts of water. 

May 31, 2001 4.13-3 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Water Conservation 

The proposed Front Gate Renovation may contain a water feature such as a pond or pool. The 
possible water element would consist of potable water within a closed system. Potential water 
loss may occur as a result of evapotranspiration or drainage for occasional maintenance. As with 
the Splashdown Ride, implementation of this proposed project would incrementally increase 
water consumption at the time of implementation, but would n6t result in the use of excessive 
amounts of water. 

The Educational Facility and Special Events Center Expansion would also use nominal amount 
of water for sanitary purposes. 

Tier 2 Projects 

Tier 2 projects are long-range potential development or redevelopment projects that may occur in 
any of the eight sites identified in Area I . Among various types of attractions Tier 2 projects 
may include aquariums, pelagic fish exhibits, water play attractions, water rides, boat rides, or 
other projects involving water components. However, implementation of any Tier 2 project 
would not result in the use of excessive amounts of water. The projected average daily water 
consumption value at buildout conditions (2020) assumes all Tier I , Tier 2, and Special Projects 
would be developed at maximum capacity; and therefore, accounts for future Tier 2 projects 
involving water components. 

Special Projects 

Special projects including the hotel, marina, and parking garage would also result in an increase 
in water consumption. However, the amount of water consumption associated with the Special 
Projects would not result in the use of excessive amounts of water given the nature of these land 
uses. 

4.13.4 Significance of Impact 
Sea World implements state-of-the-art water conservation programs which reduce park-wide 
water consumption. Continuance of these programs and implementation of future programs 
would ensure that no significant impacts associated with water conservation would result from 
the proposed project. 

4.13.5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impacts are identified, no mitigation is required. However, in an effort to 
continually decrease water consumption, Sea World would implement the following measures. 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1: Prior to operation of any new attraction or facility, Sea World shall 
apply its existing water conservation programs and shall consider implementation of project
specific water conservation programs to minimize water consumption associated with the new 
attraction or facility. 
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4.13.6 Impact 
Issue 2: Would landscaping be primarily drought tolerant? 

Landscape Design Guidelines 
The Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update landscape design guidelines identify two objectives: 
to use the landscape to define Mission Bay Park as a special recreation source and to reduce the 
consumption of water for irrigation by emphasizing the use of drought tolerant plants. The 
Mission Bay Master Plan design guidelines identify the area encompassing SeaWorld as a 
Mediterranean landscape consisting predominantly of native plants and drought tolerant species 
endemic to the world's Mediterranean climate. The SeaWorld Master Plan Update design 
guidelines also emphasize the use of drought tolerant plant species, particularly in perimeter 
landscapes. 

The proposed project would adhere to these design guidelines concerning landscaping associated 
with new attractions. 

4.13. 7 Significance of Impact 
Because the proposed landscaping would conform with the SeaWorld Master Plan Update 
Design Guidelines, no significant water conservation impacts associated with landscaping would 
result from the proposed project. 

4.13.8 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Because no significant impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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CHAPTER5.0 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impacts 

Section 15130 of CEQA requires that an EIR address cumulative impacts of a project when the 
project's incremental effect would be cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project would be considerable when viewed 
in connection with the effects of past, current or probable projects. A cumulative effect is not 
considered considerable if the effect would be essentially the same whether the proposed project 
is implemented or not. Section 15130 (a) (4) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that "An EIR 
may determine that a project's contribution to a significant cumulative impact is de minimus and 
thus is not significant. A de minimus contribution means that the environmental conditions 
would essentially be the same whether or not the proposed project is implemented." 

Probable future projects maybe limited to those which: (1) have an application on file at the time 
the Notice of Preparation is released, (2) are included in an adopted capital improvement 
program, general plan, regional transportation plan, or similar plan, (3) are included in a 
summary of projections of projects (or development areas designated) in a general plan or similar 
plan, (4) are anticipated as later phases of approved projects, or (5) are included in money 
budgeted by public agencies. 

The basis for the analysis of cumulative impacts is dependent on the nature of the issue. 
According to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative effects 
" ... need not provide as great a detail as is provided for the affects attributable to the project 
alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness." 
The evaluation of cumulative impacts will be based on "a list of past, present, and probable 
future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including those projects outside of the 
control of the agency." For the purposes of this cumulative analysis, past projects are defined as 
built projects that were included in the analysis of the proposed project for each issue topic and 
therefore are not addressed here. Present and probable projects are addressed in this cumulative 
analysis. This analysis includes projects that require agency approval for an application, which 
has been received by the reviewing agency at the time of this Draft EIR, but does not include 
information that became known .or available after the completion of the Draft EIR. 

In addition, reasonable mitigation measures for cumulatively significant impacts should be 
discussed; however, CEQA acknowledges that "with some projects, the only feasible mitigation 
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for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the 
imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis." 

5.1 Cumulative Projects 
The following analysis is based on a comprehensive review of present and probable projects that, 
when considered with the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update, could result in environmental 
impacts that are cumulatively considerable. The inventory of cumulative projects for analysis 
with the proposed Plan includes three projects in the Mission Bay area. The location, and a brief 
description of the cumulative projects considered in this analysis, is shown on Figure 5.1-1 and 
Table 5.1-1, respectively. A more detailed description of the cumulative projects and their status 
follows. 

5.1.1 Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project 
This project consists of approximately 35.4 acres of water area and 38.5 acres of land area in 
Quivira Basin, located in the southwest corner of Mission Bay Park (See Figure 5.1-1). The 
project site is located north of the San Diego River Flood Control Chaimel, west of Sea World, 
south of West Mission Bay Drive, and adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. The five existing City of 
San Diego leaseholds within the proposed redevelopment area include Seaforth Sportfishing, 
Sportsmen's Seafood fish processing site, Marina Village, the 750-slip Mission Bay Marina, and 
Driscoll Mission Bay LLC boat yard. There are a number of restaurants and retail shop 
structures in Marina Village; however, no restaurants or retail shops are currently operating 
onsite. 

The proposed Quivira Basin project includes redevelopment of four of the six leaseholds within 
Quivira Basin. The Hyatt Islandia facilities and the Bait Barge are not included in the 
redevelopment project. The four leaseholds proposed for redevelopment would be reconfigured 
into seven new leaseholds. The seven new leaseholds would include the Sportsmen's Seafood 
facility, the Seaforth Sportfishing facility, the Driscoll Boat Yard and Storage facility, a 
commercial retail and entertainment facility including a 0.5-acre beach area, a 500-room 
conference hotel, a 750-slip marina, and a suite hotel with 350 suites. The new buildings would 
not exceed 30 feet in height. Redevelopment would include demolition of all but one structure, 
an 11,000 square foot restaurant and meeting space facility. As part of the project a number of 
both on- and offsite infrastructure improvements are planned. These improvement's would 
provide better access and circulation for vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles. Among the 
improvements are a connecting ramp from northbound Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and SeaWorld 
Drive to provide direct access to the Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project. 

Currently, Quivira Basin houses City Lifeguards, the San Diego Police Department Harbor Unit, 
and the City Park and Recreation Department Mission Bay Park Headquarters at Hospitality 
Point facilities. The plan provides for elimination of office trailers and expansion of these 
existing public service and safety facilities, including expansion of existing boat docks. 
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TABLE 5.1-1 
List of Cumulative Projects 

Name Location Description Status 
A commercial retail and entertainment 

Southwest comer of Mission Bay Park, facility including a 0.5-acre beach area, 
Final EIR has been prepared 

north of the San Diego River, west of a 500-room conference hotel, a 750-slip 
Quivira Basin Redevelopment Project 

Sea World, south of West Mission Bay marina, and a suite hotel with 350 
with certification scheduled in 

Drive, and east of Mission Beach. suites on 35.4 acres of water and 38.5 
March 2001. 

acres of land. 

In the south-central part of Mission Bay 
A 2.5-acre expansion consisting of 80 

park immediately southeast of Sunset 
guest rooms, a 5,000-square-foot lobby, Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Dana Point Inn Land Hotel Expansion 
Point between Ingraham Drive and 

a 6, 000-square-foot meeting/banquet has been certified and the project 

Mission Boulevard. 
room and the addition of 145 parking has been approved. 
spaces. 
Replacing existing uses with a 600-
room hotel; visitor-serving commercial 

Northeast part of Mission Bay Park, 
uses; a ten-acre public park; and a 

south of North Mission Bay Drive, east 
system of walking, jogging and biking 

Notice of Preparation distributed 
De Anza Harbor Resort 

of the Rose Creek Channel and west of 
paths along the perimeter of the project; 

on May 12, 2000. 
as well as reconfiguration of the 

Mission Bay Drive. 
existing golf course and an expansion 
and upgrade or relocation of the 
Mission Bay Boat and Ski Clubhouse. 
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Implementation of this cumulative project would require amendments to the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update (MBPMPU), the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan 
(MBPNRMP), and the City's Transportation Element. These amendments would accommodate 
special features of the proposed project such as drystack boat storage, a pedestrian bridge, 
boatyard relocation, and vehicular circulation changes. 

Other local discretionary actions include an overall Redevelopment Plan, a Lease Agreement, a 
State Coastal Development Permit and General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. The 
applicant has also applied for a Section 404 Permit in accordance with Section 404 of the federal 
Clean Water Act (CWA). Section 401 of the CWA also requires that the ACOE receive a water 
quality certification or waiver from the RWQCB prior to issuance of a permit pursuant to Section 
404. An application for a Streambed Alteration Agreement has also been filed with the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). A letter of consistency from the State Lands 
Commission with the tidelands grant would be requested. 

An EIR (LDR 98-0767, January 9, 2000) has been prepared for this project, which addressed the 
following issues. 

1. Land Use; 

2. Noise; 

3. Biological Resources; 

4. Air Quality; 

5. Traffic Circulation; 

6. AestheticsNisual Resources; 

7. Hydrology/Water Quality; 

8. Geology/Soils; 

9. Recreational Resources; and 

10. Human Health/Public Safety. 

The EIR concluded that the project would result in significant and mitigable impacts to land use, 
noise, biological resources, water quality, geology/soils and human health/public safety. The 
project would result in a significant and unmitigated impact to traffic. 

5.1.2 Dana Point Inn Landing Hotel Expansion 
The Dana Inn and Marina Expansion is located at the Dana Landing immediately southeast of 
Sunset Point along Mission Bay at 1710 West Mission Bay Drive, between Ingraham Drive and 
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Mission Boulevard, in the Mission Beach Community Planning Area (See Figure 5.1-1). The 
Dana Inn and Marina Expansion consists of a 2.5-acre expansion of the existing 10.4-acre 
leasehold at the Dana Inn and Marina on Mission Bay. The expansion includes the addition of 
80 guest rooms (approximately 32,000 square feet) to the existing 196-room Dana Inn for a total 
of 276 guest rooms; the addition of a new 5,000-square-foot lobby including gift shop and 
lounge, and a new 6,000-square-foot meeting/banquet room; and the addition of 145 parking 
spaces to the existing 265 spaces for a total of 410 parking spaces. In addition, the project 
includes the conversion of the existing lobby into a concierge/business center facility, and the 
renovation and architectural improvement of all existing guest rooms, buildings and landscaping. 
No modifications are proposed to the 2.43-acre, 141-slip boat marina. 

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) (LDR 40-0048, September 27, 2000) has been 
prepared for the Dana Point Inn project. This document identified water quality, as a significant 
and mitigated impact. All other issue impacts were considered not significant. 

5.1.3 DeAnza Harbor Resort 
This project is located in the northeast part of Mission Bay, south of North Mission Bay Drive, 
east of the Rose Creek Channel and west of Mission Bay Drive (See Figure 5.1-1 ). The project 
site is a City of San Diego leasehold, 124.6 acres in size, which currently includes the Mission 
Bay Boat and Ski Club and associated small marina, recreational vehicle spaces and a mobile 
home park. The proposed project consists of replacing the existing uses with a 600-room hotel; 
visitor-serving commercial uses; a ten-acre public park; and a system of walking, jogging and 
biking paths along the perimeter of the project; as well as reconfiguration of the existing golf 
course and an expansion and upgrade or relocation of the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Clubhouse. 
In addition to expanding the golf course into the De Anza Harbor Resort property, the golf 
course reconfiguration contemplates extending the Golf Course into what is now the Mission 
Bay Boat and Ski Club leasehold area and converting it to athletic fields at an equal number of 
acres in the northwest corner of the existing golf course, adjacent to the existing athletic fields 
and Grand A venue. This project includes an amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
and Local Coastal Program, option agreement, lease agreement, and street vacation. A draft EIR 
(LDR 40-0256) is currently under preparation for this project. A Notice of Preparation was 
distributed for this draft EIR on May 12, 2000. 

5.2 Cumulative Impact Analysis 
This section addresses the potentially · significant cumulative impacts for each of the thirteen 
types of direct impacts addressed for the proposed project. The three projects were divided into 
two groups to correlate those projects with the environmental topics to which they would 
potentially contribute to cumulative impacts. The two nearby projects (Quivira Basin 
Redevelopment, and Dana Inn and Marina Expansion) were included in the first group and were 
considered for analysis for all thirteen topics. The second group includes the DeAnza Resort 
project which was included in the transportation/circulation, land use, noise, geology and soils, 
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air quality, recreational resources, human health/public safety, energy, and water conservation 
cumulative impact analysis. 

The cumulative impact analysis also considers effects that would be local in nature or regional. 
For instance air quality impacts from non-point sources, such as vehicles, are considered to be 
regional impacts since the air emissions of each vehicle are negligible. However, when added to 
the San Diego Air Basin they could be considerable. This would also be the case for energy and 
water conservation. In addition, the addressment of water quality falls into both categories, with 
the list of cumulative projects potentially resulting in an impact and from a regional watershed 
perspective there is a potential cumulative impact. The remaining environmental topics 
addressed in this EIR are considered to have local (Mission Bay Park area) potential cumulative 
effects. 

5.2.1 Land Use 
The Dana Inn Landing project is, for the most part, an expansion of the existing hotel project and 
would be consistent with the 30-foot height limit in effect in Mission Bay Park. This project is, 
therefore, an expansion of an existing use that is allowed in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update. In addition, given the mitigation measures incorporated into the project, no residual 
land use compatibility or land use policy impacts would occur that would combine with the 
Sea World project and result in a significant cumulative impact. The Quivira Basin 
Redevelopment project consists of land uses that are consistent with the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update. This project also incorporates mitigation measures and design features that 
would not result in any significant unmitigable land use impacts. The DeAnza Harbor Resort 
project would consist of redevelopment of an existing mobile home park and other uses, with a 
hotel, visitor-serving commercial, public park uses in an area of Mission Bay Park that is 
approximately two miles from the proposed project. This proposed cumulative project entails 
new uses in an area that is designated as a Special Study Area of the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update. However, the uses proposed do not involve exceeding the 30-foot height limit in 
Mission Bay Park, which is the major feature of the Sea World Master Plan Update. Therefore, 
the DeAnza Harbor Resort project would not contribute to a considerable land use effect and no 
significant cumulative land use impact would occur. 

5.2.2 Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics 
For the analysis of neighborhood character/aesthetics only Quivira Basin Redevelopment and 
Dana Inn Expansion were considered since they were nearby and could potentially contribute to 
a cumulative visual quality impact. DeAnza Harbor Resort is more than two miles northeasterly 
of the proposed project. At this distance it is beyond SeaWorld's viewshed, where it could 
contribute to a cumulative visual quality impact. 

Both Quivira Basin Redevelopment and Dana Inn Expansion are proposed in conformance with 
the 30-foot height limitation imposed in Mission Bay Park. In addition, both of these projects, 
which are located to the west of Sea World, are visually isolated from Sea World by existing trees, 
and the West Mission Bay Drive/Ingraham Street and the West Mission Bay Drive/Sea World 
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Drive intersection bridges. The existing trees are typically either eucalyptus or torrey pines and 
range from 40 to 60 feet in height. In addition, the two separated-grade intersections with 
bridges are contributing elements to the visual barrier between the Quivira Basin Redevelopment 
project and Sea World. The visual characteristics of this area are more thoroughly described in 
Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics in this EIR. 

Because both the cumulative projects do not exceed 30 feet in height, are visually separated from 
Sea World, and are either redevelopment or expansions of existing land uses, they would not 
contribute to a significant cumulative neighborhood character/aesthetics impact. 

5.2.3 Light, Glare and Shading 
For the analysis of light, glare and shading only the Quivira Basin Redevelopment and Dana IIm 
Expansion projects were considered since they are located nearby and could potentially 
contribute to a cumulative impact. DeAnza Harbor Resort is more than two miles northeasterly 
of the proposed project and at this distance is beyond Sea World's viewshed where this proje~t 
could contribute to a cumulative light, glare or shading impact. Also, potential cumulative 
shading impacts to biological resources are addressed under Section 5.2.6. 

The lighting proposed as part of the Quivira Basin Redevelopment would, for the most part, be 
consistent with the existing lighting in this area and the City of San Diego lighting ordinance. It 
would, therefore, not represent a noticeable contribution to lighting impacts in the area. The 
same is true of the Dana Inn Expansion project. Furthermore, the visual barrier created by trees 
located between SeaWorld and these two projects described above in Section 5.2.2, limits the 
amount of light that would contribute to a cumulative lighting impact. Therefore, no significant 
cumulative lighting impact would occur. 

Glare and shading effects are similar to the lighting effect in that the Quivira Basin 
Redevelopment and Dana Inn Expansion projects are visually separated from Sea World. For this 
reason any glare or shading effects associated with these projects would not combine with 
Sea World's impacts to result in a cumulative significant impact. 

5.2.4 Transportation/Circulation 
Section 4.4, Transportation/Circulation addresses both near term (2005) and buildout (2020) 
traffic scenarios. The near term analysis takes into account the cumulative projects identified 
above and assumes that they would be constructed by 2005. The traffic analysis also analyzed 
future traffic conditions for the year 2020, which took into account the cumulative projects and 
regional growth. The results of these analyses are briefly restated here since they also address 
cumulative traffic impacts. 
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Significant Impacts 
Roadway Segments 

Cumulative Impacts 

Based on the City's threshold criteria for significance of impact, the proposed project 
contribution to traffic on roadway segments would exceed the acceptable V /C threshold of 
significance on three segments under the near term (2005) condition and eight segments under 
the buildout (2020) condition with the proposed project. The proposed project would have a 
significant impact on the following roadway segments under the near term (2005) condition: 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and I-5; 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; and 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road. 

The proposed project would have a significant impact on the following roadway segments in the 
buildout (2020) condition: 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and I-5; 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

4. Sea World Drive (6 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

S. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street; 

6. West Mission Bay Drive, between I-8 and Sea World Drive; 

7. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road; and 

8. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive. 

Key Intersections 
The project will not generate a significant direct impact on intersections under the near term 
(2005) condition. 

The project would have a significant impact on the following intersection under the buildout 
(2020) condition: 

1. Sea World Drive and I-5 northbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak hour); 

3. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hour); and 
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4. West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound offramp (PM peak hour). 

Freeway Ramps 
The project will not generate a significant direct impact on freeway ramps under the near term 
(2005) condition. However, under the buildout (2020) condition, project traffic would result in a 
significant cumulative impact at three freeway ramps already expected to experience delays in 
excess of 15 minutes, which include: 

1. Sea World Drive and northbound 1-5 (AM peak hour); 

2. Sea World Drive and southbound 1-5 (AM and PM peak hours); and 

3. West Mission Bay Drive and westbound 1-8 (PM peak hour). 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

CMP Arterials 

The contribution of traffic from the proposed project would not exceed the significance 
thresholds on CMP arterials. Thus, no significant project impacts would occur. 

CMP Freeway Segments 

The project would have a significant impact on the following freeway segments under the near 
term (2005) condition: 

1. Northbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive; and 

2. Southbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive. 

The project would have a significant impact on the following freeway segments under the 
buildout (2020) condition: 

1. Northbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive; and 

2. Southbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive. 

Weekend Significant Impacts 
Significant busy weekend day intersection calculated impacts occur at the Sea World Drive/1-5 
NB Ramp. In addition, busy weekend day significant impacts occur at the Sea World entrance. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures identified for significant traffic circulation impacts are described in detail in 
Section 4.4.5, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting. Generally, the mitigation measures involve 
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a monitoring program to determine whether SeaWorlds traffic generation will increase in the 
future and by how much. At certain levels of traffic generation increase, SeaWorld will 
implement various mitigation measures. 

Unmitigated Impacts 

Project impacts on the mainline freeway segment of I-5 north and south of Sea World Drive 
would be unmitigable due to the significant costs to widen I-5. 

Project impacts to West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and I-8, the I-8 eastbound 
onramp and westbound offramp at West Mission Bay Drive, Sea World Drive between Sea 
World Way and I-5, and the Sea World Drive/I-5 interchange may be unmitigated if funds are 
not available to be combined with SeaWorld's fair share contribution to construct the 
improvements necessary to handle future traffic including additional traffic from Sea World. 

5.2.5 Water Quality 
All three cumulative projects could contribute to surface water quality impacts to Mission Bay. 
Both Quivira Basin Redevelopment and the Dana Iim Expansion projects are proposed to 
mitigate this potential impact tlrrough the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMP). 
Furthermore, these two projects as part of their redevelopment expansion will improve surface 
water quality runoff by implementing BMPs for their entire site where they do not currently 
exist. Therefore, it is anticipated that the surface water quality runoff from these two projects 
would be improved over existing conditions. The DeAnza Harbor Resort project is also a 
redevelopment project, which would be required to comply with the City's Stormwater and 
Urban Runoff Management Program and therefore, the implementation of this proposed project 
would also be expected to improve surface runoff quality as compared to existing conditions. 
Therefore, these tlrree projects would not contribute to a significant cumulative water quality 
impact. However, due to the current degree of water quality problems in Mission Bay, the 
additional surface water pollutants generated by Sea World's redevelopment activities would 
result in a significant cumulative regional water quality impact on Mission Bay. SeaWorld's 
cumulative impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance tlrrough the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 4.5, Water Quality. 

5.2.6 Biological Resources 
All three cumulative projects are located adjacent to Mission Bay, which is used as foraging 
habitat for the endangered California least tern. The Dana Inn Expansion project would not 
create any impacts to the California least tern based on the analysis provided in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) for the project. As indicated in the MND, this project would not 
involve any in-water construction that would result in a significant impact to foraging of the least 
tern. Quivira Basin Redevelopment also would not result in a significant unmitigated impact to 
lease tern foraging as indicated in the EIR for that project. The DeAnza Harbor project is 
proposed such that it also would not result in a direct or indirect cumulative impact to lease tern 
foraging in Mission Bay. Finally, the SeaWorld Master Plan Update would not result in a 
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significant unmitigable impact to least terns. In addition, the cumulative projects would not 
create any eelgrass impacts and, therefore, would not contribute to the significant eelgrass impact 
identified for the Sea World project. Based on the foregoing, no significant cumulative biological 
impacts would occur. 

5.2.7 Noise 
The cumulative noise impact analysis focuses on noise associated with the operation of 
Sea World, which includes vehicular traffic noise, as well as noise associated with exhibit, ride 
and show attractions. The cumulative vehicular traffic noise impact from the three cumulative 
projects described above and the proposed project was analyzed in Section 4.7, Noise. This 
analysis concluded that the cumulative projects along with the proposed project's future project
generated traffic would not result in a significant noise impact. In addition, noise associated 
with operation of SeaWorld would not combine with other existing noise sources, i.e., aircraft 
from Lindbergh Field, traffic and shows, to result in a significant cumulative noise impact. This 
is based on the current ambient noise measurements described in Section 4.7, Noise. 

5.2.8 Geology/Soils 
The three cumulative projects along with the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update, would 
attract a substantial number of additional visitors, tourists, and employees to the area. This 
cumulative increase in population, concentrated in one area, has the potential to create a public 
safety hazard if seismic activity were to occur. As discussed in Section 4.8, Geology/Soils, the 
design of future structures would be required to comply with all applicable public health and 
safety, and building design codes and regulations (including the Uniform Building Code and 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act) to reduce seismic/geologic hazards to an acceptable 
level. Because all applicable codes and regulations would be met, impacts associated with 
geology/soils are not considered to be cumulatively significant. 

5.2.9 Air Quality 
In addressing the cumulative effects of air quality a geographic scope of the area was determined 
which is the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), which is coterminous with the boundaries for San 
Diego County. Therefore, other projects evaluated as contributing to the cumulative impacts to 
air quality would include all projects region-wide. The basis for the determination of the region
wide geographic scope is that pollutants are widely dispersed in the air and are, therefore, not 
confined to the immediate area. As a result, one must consider any pollutants produced by the 
project as cumulative to the overall air quality for the entire region. 

As demonstrated in Section 4.9, Air Quality, the largest impact to air quality from the project at 
buildout is from vehicle emissions. In this section it was determined that the project's 
contribution to air pollutants from this source in 2020 would be 325 pounds/day for ROG, 394 
pounds/day for NOx, 1819 pounds/day for CO, and 465 pounds/day for PM-10. For pumoses of 
comparison to the SDAB, these figures have been converted to tons/day as follows; 0.163 
tons/day of ROG, 0.197 tons/day of NOx, 0.910 tons/day of CO, and 0.233 tons/day of PM-10. 
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The projected figures for the SDAB for year 2020 are 188 tons/day of ROG, 152 tons/day of 
NOx, 895 tons/day of CO. and 143 tons/day of PM-10. These projections take into account 
future improvements in vehicle emissions efficiency which will generally offset the impacts of 
the predicted increases in traffic. As a result. these numbers represent an overall decrease in all 
air pollutant categories, except for a slight increase in PM-10, as compared to current levels. 

As calculated as a percentage of the cumulative impacts to the SDAB air quality, these figures 
show the project's contribution at buildout to be 0.087% for ROG. 0.130% for NOx, 0.102% for 
CO, and 0.163% for PM-10. Data from 2000 shows the project's percentage contribution to 
SDAB air pollutants to be 0.149% for ROG, 0.131 % for NOx, 0.111 % for CO, and 0.149% for 
PM-10. Based on a comparison of the above figures, the project's impacts have been found to be 
de minimus. A de minimus contribution means that the environmental conditions would 
essentially be the same whether or not the proposed project is implemented. 

Vehicular emissions am the primary source of mgional air pollution. The air quality analysis in 
Section 4 .9, ,i\ir Quality, determined that at buildout conditions, which included the three 
cumulative prajects and the SeaWorld Master Plan Update, futum vshicular priority @mission 
levels would be lsss than cum.mt levels. The cumulative projscts 'Nould however contributs 
marginally to non attainmsnt of clean air standards. Consequsntly, incmased emissions from 
mobile sources would not significantly degrads existing air quality in the local ama. Howsver, 
the project would contribute to the basin 1Nids non attainmsnt status for critsria pollutants. On a 
cumulative basis, Sea'.l/orld in combination 1.vith th@ othsr proposed dsvelopments in Mission 
Bay Park would not msult in a change in ths air quality within th@ San Disgo Air Basin which 
would be cumulatively considsrable. Air quality within Air Basin 1.vould bs essentially the same 
whether or not thsse projects am implementsd. Themfom, in accordance with Section 15130 
(a)(4) of the CEQA Guidslines, the cumulativs impact on air quality would not b@ significant. 

5.2.10 Recreational Resources 
The focus of the recreational resources discussion pertains to whether cumulative projects along 
with the proposed project could impede access to other existing recreational facilities in the area 
of the proposed project. This analysis pertains to both vehicular and pedestrian access in the area 
where cumulative projects and Sea World's traffic would affect the circulation system. The traffic 
circulation and access analysis provided in Section 4.4, Transportation/Circulation took into 
account the three cumulative projects. This analysis concluded that traffic circulation impacts 
would be mitigated in the SeaWorld area, where potential pedestrian/bicycle impacts could 
occur. Therefore, the cumulative impact to recreational resource access would be less than 
significant. Furthermore, the DeAnza Resort and Quivira Basin Redevelopment cumulative 
projects would include pedestrian access enhancements as described above, which would 
improve pedestrian access to Mission Bay recreational resources. Additional information 
regarding this issue can be found in Section 4.10, Recreational Resources. Based on the 
foregoing information no cumulative significant recreational resource impact would occur. 
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5.2.11 Human Health/Public Safety 
Each of the cumulative projects may encounter contaminated soils as part of excavation for 
building foundations. No significant cumulative impacts were identified, with respect to 
contaminated soils, because compliance with the conditions of required permits would protect 
workers and the general public from potential exposure risks. Furthermore, local, state and 
federal regulations associated with the permits would also provide measures to mitigate the 
potential risk of unauthorized releases of hazardous materials/wastes into the environment. 
Should hazardous material/wastes be discovered during construction, those material/wastes 
would be remediated in compliance with County of San Diego Department of Environmental 
Health standards. Therefore, because of regulatory requirements no cumulative significant 
human health/public safety impact would occur. 

5.2.12 Energy 
Energy usage combined with cumulative projects would not result in a significant increase over 
the existing energy usage since it would be a very small fraction of the regional energy supply. 
From a regional perspective regional energy supplies have recently been constrained during peak 
periods and therefore any increased demand in energy requirements could represent a cumulative 
significant impact. Sea World has mitigated this potential impact through the numerous energy 
conservation programs that they have instituted as well as those that would be considered as 
mitigation measures to further reduce energy demand in the future. More information 
concerning Sea World's energy conservation programs can be found in Section 4.12, Energy. 

5.2.13 Water Conservation 
The proposed project, along with cumulative projects, would not result in a significant use of 
water as compared to the existing developed uses on these project sites, because the cumulative 
projects are mostly redevelopment of existing uses and therefore future water demand would 
only be a very small increase over existing demand. Furthermore, the cumulative impact to 
water supply is not considered significant given the existing extensive water conservation 
program which Sea World has implemented. 
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CHAPTER6.0 
GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

Section 15126.2( d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address the growth-inducing 
impacts of a proposed project. The discussion should include ways in which the project could 
foster economic or population growth, the construction of additional housing, or remove 
obstacles to population growth, either directly or indirectly. 

Direct growth-inducing impacts are commonly associated with the provision of public services, 
utilities, and roads to a previously undeveloped area. The provision of infrastructure and 
services to a site can foster growth by reducing development constraints for nearby areas, 
thereby inducing other landowners in the area to convert their property to other uses. Direct 
impacts can also result from population growth taxing existing public services, or a particular 
development increasing the pace or density of existing surrounding developments. Indirect 
growth-inducing impacts include the additional demand for housing, commodities, and services 
that new development causes or attracts by increasing population in an area. 

The proposed Sea World Master Plan Update is expected to contribute to the economy of the San 
Diego region in terms of jobs, personal income, and tax revenues. However, it is expected that 
most of the jobs created by implementation of the proposed Master Plan Update would be filled 
by locally unemployed and under-employed persons. Therefore, the project is not expected to 
cause an influx of new permanent residents into San Diego County. 

The Sea World Master Plan Update is located in the Mission Bay Park area of San Diego that is 
already urbanized. Consequently, the proposed project would not remove any known obstacles 
to growth in the region by placing infrastructure or services in a previously undeveloped area. 
Moreover, as indicated in Chapter 7.0, Effects Found Not to be Significant, police and fire 
protection and existing infrastructure are adequate to serve the Plan area. 

While tourism, in general, may expose visitors from outside the region to features of San Diego 
which may influence visitors to relocate to San Diego, the individual influence related to 
expanded facilities at Sea World would not represent a significant influence on the decision of 
visitors to relocate to San Diego. 
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CHAPTER 7.0 
EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE 
SIGNIFICANT 

Based on the Initial Study completed for the proposed project, it was determined that the project 
would not have a significant environmental impact in the following areas : cultural resources, 
agriculture, and population/housing. The reasons for the non-significant impact conclusion are 
provided below. 

7.1 Cultural Resources 
Historically, Mission Bay Park was a little used, unnavigable backwater made up of tidal basins, 
sand dunes, salt marshes, swamps, and salt flats which were shaped into the current series of 
basins and coves, as well as uplands through extensive dredging and filling operations between 
1948 and 1961. Mission Bay was converted from an open coastal estuary with extensive salt 
marsh and mud flats, to a small boat harbor and public recreational resource. The project site is 
fully developed, and no record of cultural resources discovered or identified as being associated 
with the project site were available. With the extensive dredge and fill operations that occurred 
on the project site, along with site development, any cultural resources within the project site 
would have been covered or removed. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would 
not impact cultural resources. 

7.2 Agriculture 
The project site does not contain land that is designated as prime agricultural soils by the Soil 
Conservation Service, nor does it contain prime farmlands designated by the California 
Department of Conservation. Furthermore, the site is not subject to, nor is it near a Williamson 
Act contract pursuant to Section 51201 of the California Government Code. Additionally, there 
are no farming operations in the project vicinity. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
project would not impact agricultural resources. 
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7.3 Population/Housing 
With the exception of the change in development height, the proposed project is consistent with 
the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. Implementation of the proposed project would not 
significantly alter the population distribution, location, and densities, nor would it significantly 
affect population growth rate or housing demands. While the proposed project could create new 
jobs in the area, it is anticipated that the existing labor pool in the County would fill the positions 
created by attendance growth at SeaWorld. Additionally, the persons required to fill those new 
positions would not require special licenses which would bring in a higher level of skilled 
workers. 

7.4 Public Services 

7.4.1 Police Protection 
Police protection in the vicinity of the proposed project is currently provided by the Northern 
Division of the San Diego Police Department (SDPD). The SDPD Northern Division is located 
in University City at 4275 Eastgate Mall and serves the area from Mission Bay to the northern 
City limits at Via de la Valle and west oflnterstate 805. 

The Northern Division is staffed with approximately 200 officers. The Northern Division also 
operates four community relations storefront offices located at 3840 Carmel Valley Centre Drive 
in Carmel Valley, 4731 Clairemont Drive in Clairemont, 615 Prospect Street in La Jolla, and 
4434 Ingraham Drive in Pacific Beach. The storefront offices handle public relations and crime 
prevention, and act as liaisons between the police command and the public. 

The City-wide average response time is 6.9 minutes for emergency calls and 11.6 minutes for 
Priority 1 calls. For the Service Area specific to SeaWorld, Northern Division's response time 
for emergency calls is 6.3 minutes and 10.5 minutes for Priority 1 calls which is below the City
wide average. The goal established by the SDPD is 7.0 minutes for Emergency Calls and 11.0 
minutes for Priority 1 Calls. 

In addition, law enforcement on the water and the parking lots adjacent to the water as well as 
the recreation areas in and around Mission Bay are the priority of the San Diego Police 
Department Harbor Unit. The officers assigned to the Harbor Unit are responsible for patrolling 
Mission Bay Park and for investigating accidents on Mission Bay. Harbor Unit services are 
generally provided on weekends, Friday through Monday. 

7 .4.2 Fire Protection 
The City of San Diego Fire Department provides fire protection services tp the proposed project 
area. Four stations, No. 20, 21, 15, and 25 respond to calls at SeaWorld. Station No. 20 is 
located south of Mission Bay Park at 3305 Kemper Street. Equipment at this station includes 
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one service area ladder truck, and one triple combination pumper fire engine. The ladder truck 
consists of a 100-foot aerial ladder tower, and is manned by four fire fighters. The pumper fire 
engine supplies 500 gallons of water, 1,250 feet of fire hose, and is manned by four fire fighters. 

Station No. 21 is located north of Mission Bay Park at 750 Grand Avenue. This station is 
equipped with the same fire fighting equipment and fire-fighter manpower as Station No. 20. 
The Battalion Chief who manages the fire response onsite is located at Station No. 25 which is 
east of Mission Bay Park at 1972 Chicago Street. Additional fire fighter support would be 
provided by Station No. 15 located south of Mission Bay Park at 4711 Voltaire Street. 

The City's standard response time is 6.0 minutes for fire apparatus (e.g. , fire engines and trucks) 
and 8.0 minutes for paramedic ambulances and additional fire support apparatus. Station No. 20 
engine and truck companies would be the first to respond to Sea World with a current response 
time of 5.5 minutes. The current response time for Station No. 15 Engine Company is 5.8 
minutes. Current response times for support from Engine Company 21 and the Battalion Chief at 
Station No. 15 are 7.1 minutes and 8.3 minutes, respectively. Each engine company has a 
paramedic on-staff (Medan, 1999). All primary and support fire equipment response times are 
within the City standard for fire protection services. 
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CHAPTER8.0 
UNA VOIDABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE 
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS 

Section 15126.2 (b) and ( c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address any significant 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided, and any irreversible changes to the environment 
that may result from implementation of the proposed project, respectively. This discussion shall 
include significant impacts that can be mitigated, but not below a level of significance. 

Significant environmental impacts for 13 . issue areas have been identified in Section 4.0, 
Environmental Analysis, of this EIR. Most of the significant impacts associated with the 
proposed Sea World Master Plan Update can be mitigated to below a level of significance. The 
following issues have been identified as environmental effects, which cannot be avoided; 
irreversible significant environmental effects; or, significant effects, which cannot be mitigated 
to below a level of significance. 

Significant unmitigable CMP traffic impacts to SeaWorld/1-5 interchange on-ramps would occur, 
as well as significant unmitigable CMP traffic impacts to two segments of Interstate 5 and one 
segment of Interstate 8. Significant unmitigable visual impacts are also anticipated as a result of 
the increased height of future development on the Sea World leasehold. Other irreversible effects 
pertain to the use of energy and water, which are nonrenewable resources, since once future 
development projects are built their demand for these resources would essentially be irreversible. 
The remaining issues would not result in significant irreversible environmental changes. 
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CHAPTER9.0 
ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives 

The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that EIRs are required to evaluate a " . .. range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic 
objectives of the project" (Section 15126.6(a) State CEQA Guidelines). The discussion of 
alternatives should focus on " . .. alternatives capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives could impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly" (Section 15126.6(b) State CEQA 
Guidelines). The overall objective of the proposed project is to implement Proposition D with an 
increase in the development height limit from 30 feet to 160 feet on the SeaWorld leasehold. The 
Sea World Master Plan Update achieves this objective by establishing a plan, which focuses most of 
the increased height allocation in the theme park area within selected development envelopes. The 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update also provides Design Guidelines to ensure that the visual effects of 
future development to Mission Bay Park are reduced to the extent feasible. A detailed list of project 
objectives for the Sea World Master Plan Update is provided in Section 3.2, Project Objectives. 

CEQA further directs that" . . . the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less 
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed" (Section 15126.6(d) State CEQA 
Guidelines). The project alternatives that are addressed in this EIR to avoid or reduce significant 
project impacts include the following: No Project; More Regulated Alternative; Enhanced Public 
Access Alternative; No Hotel Alternative; Underground Parking Garage Alternative; No Parking 
Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet Tall; Less Visually Intrusive Alternative and the Combination 
Alternative. The environmentally superior alternative is the Combination Alternative. A summary 
of the environmental impacts of these alternatives relative to the proposed project is presented in 
Table S-2 in the Executive Summary. 

The following project alternatives have been compared to the proposed project and the ways in 
which they would lessen or eliminate significant impacts. The alternatives discussion also 
addresses the feasibility of each alternative and the extent to which it meets the project objectives. 
The project objectives are restated here for the convenience of the reader. 
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The Sea World Master Plan Update project objectives are: 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The Sea World Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

2. Provide for an updated comprehensive Master Plan that addresses the entire SeaWorld 
leasehold; 

3. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment; 

4. Provide attractions which appeal to a broader range of family members; 

5. Renovate older areas of the park; 

6. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego; 

7. Continue to create permanent and part-time, local employment opportunities; 

8. Provide an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan; 

9. Remain competitive with other theme parks. 

10. Eliminate the inconsistency between the Land Development Code and the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan caused by the passage of the Sea World Initiative. 

11. Allow renovation of existing buildings over 30 feet in height. 

9.1 No Project Alternative 
CEQA requires the No Project Alternative to be addressed in an EIR. Typically, the No Project 
Alternative implies no development at the site, which means that project-related impacts are 
eliminated because the site would be retained in its present condition. However, CEQA also 
requires that the No Project Alternative discuss any development that is reasonably expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future based on current plans and other development proposals if the 
proposed project is not approved (Section 15126.6, State CEQA Guidelines). 

In the case of the proposed SeaWorld Master Plan Update, the No Project Alternative could 
result in development that is currently allowed under the existing adopted Master Plan. 
Development allowed under the existing adopted Master Plan includes the unbuilt 300-room 
hotel and 200-slip marina expansion. Furthermore, redevelopment could continue on the project 
site in conformance with the existing 30-foot height limit. This alternative assumes that 
attendance levels would remain relatively unchanged as they have over the past ten years. 
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This alternative would avoid the significant unmitigable neighborhood character/aesthetics 
impact related to the future development that would be up to 160 feet in height. Significant 
impacts associated with transportation/circulation may be lessened. Although the theme park 
attendance would not increase, under the current SeaWorld Master Plan a hotel and marina 
expansion could be developed. These facilities would generate traffic that would increase traffic 
congestion in the project area. However this alternative would generate less traffic than the 
proposed project. 

The significant, mitigable impacts to land use; light, glare and shading; water quality; biology; as 
it pertains to potential perching opportunities, and noise would also be avoided. Other issue 
impacts are either not significant or could occur under the existing Sea World Master Plan. 

This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives listed above. 

9.2 More Regulated Alternative 
This alternative would preclude the rental of PWCs powered by two-cycle engines. Therefore, 
instead of six PWC' s, two boat mooring slips would be provided. This alternative would also 
limit development of three Tier 2 development areas to 160 feet high and three for shows and 
two for exhibits. Fireworks would remain the same at existing levels. The intent of this 
alternative is to reduce water quality, visual, and fireworks noise impacts. However, no 
significant impacts were identified for the proposed fireworks displays, hence this issue is not 
discussed further. Water quality impacts associated with the marina operations were identified 
as significant and mitigable. Through the elimination of potential PWC rental operation at the 
SeaWorld Marina, water quality impacts would be lessened. However, PWC users will be able 
to rent persoi;ial watercraft elsewhere in the Mission Bay area and therefore the water quality 
impact that would be lessened at the SeaWorld Marina would probably occur elsewhere in 
Mission Bay. Through the reduction of Tier 2 160-foot high development areas from four to 
three, the visual impact would be lessened, but not reduced to a level below significance. 

Furthermore, this alternative would compromise a number of project objectives. These are 
listed below along with an explanation. 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The Sea World Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

This alternative would compromise the voter-approved Proposition D as it pertains to height 
limitations on the leasehold. 

2. Continue to operate and improve on an economically feasible, high quality theme park 
environment. 

This alternative would constrain Sea World's flexibility in the development and redevelopment of 
new attractions that would in tum affect the economic viability of Sea World. 
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3. Provide attractions which appeal to a broader range of family members. 

This alternative would constrain Sea World's flexibility in the development and redevelopment of 
new attractions that would in turn affect their ability to develop attractions, which appeal to a 
broad range of family members. 

4. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego 

This alternative would constrain Sea World's flexibility in the development and redevelopment of 
new attractions that could in turn affect the economic viability of Sea World. Sea World's limited 
economic viability could also negatively affect revenues to Sea World. 

9.3 Enhanced Public Access Alternative 
The enhanced public access alternative would entail a revised site plan that would accommodate 
pedestrian and or bicycle traffic along the entire water frontage of the leasehold. The Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan calls for a 50-foot-wide public access corridor along the waters edge. 
However, in cases where waterfront access is limited, such as the Sea World leasehold, the 
minimum allowed by the plan is a 17-foot-wide paved boardwalk that would accommodate both 
pedestrians and bicycles with a one-foot separation between them. Given the existing Sea World 
facilities located adjacent to the waters edge, this alternative is based on the minimum 17-foot 
wide paved boardwalk. 

This alternative would require extensive modification of existing SeaWorld facilities in many 
locations in order to accomplish an enhanced waterfront access. Beginning at the northeastern 
corner of the leasehold this access for approximately 375 feet of the waterfront could be 
accommodated since this area is undeveloped. However, the planned Splashdown Ride, which is 
to be located in this area, would require extensive modification of the site plan to allow for this 
public accessway. There are a couple of issues associated with development of waterfront access 
in this location. The first involves infringement on the ride safety envelope, where employee and 
guest access are not allowed. The second involves relocation of the existing access along the 
present SeaWorld boundary to allow for extending park pathways to the Splashdown ride. To 
accommodate a coastal pedestrian access would require re-routing of this access road to the 
extreme east side of 16.5 acre expansion area and along the Bay to re-join existing road at Arctic 
Back-Wash Basin. 

West of the Splashdown ride, access could be accomplished through the abandonment of an 
existing service vehicle access road. However this service access road is necessary for the 
operation of Sea World and to provide emergency access. A list of the types of service activities 
and their frequency is provided below: 
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1. Water Quality 
a. Chemical Delivery 

1) Sodium Hypochlorite three times per week 
2) Sodium Bissulfate one time per week 
3) Almax Vacuum Truck on time per week 

2. Maintenance 
a. Maintenance Contractors - Daily access 

1) HVAC 
2) Plumbing 
3) Almax Vacuum Trucks 
4) General Contractors 

b. In-House Maintenance Crews - Daily Access 
1) Landscape Department 
2) Electrical Department 
3) Mechanical Department 
4) Carpenter Department 
5) Water Quality Department 
6) Paint Department 

c. Access for Maintenance Equipment - Daily 
1) Cranes, forklifts, etc. 
2) Landscape Equipment - Backhoes, mowers, dump and flatbed trucks etc 

d. New Construction daily during construction projects 
1) Construction contractors / subcontractors 
2) Construction Equipment 
3) Construction Material Deliveries 

3. Operations Department I Food Service Department/ Merchandise Department 
a. Removal of trash via trainable dumpsters (long line of dumpsters connect in train fashion 

pulled by a tow motor. 
b. Deliveries of food and supplies to food service facilities - panel trucks / flatbed trucks 
c. Delivery of merchandise to shops - panel trucks / flat bed trucks 
d. Access for street sweeper equipment etc for park clean-up 

4. Life Safety - as required 
a. Access for paramedics 
b. Access for fire department (Ladder Truck) 
c. Part of disaster reaction plan access routes agreed on with City of San Diego Fire 

Department 
5. Animal Care Departments - Daily access 

a. Emergency access for animal care issues. 
b. Animal Moves (planned and emergency) 

1) Cranes 
2) Flatbed trucks 
3) Move equipment (slings, rigging, etc. 

c. Animal food deliveries - flatbed trucks 
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Relocation of this access road further south would require the modification of the access road for 
the Penguin Encounter and Nautilus Picnic Pavilion, as well as other support facilities. From the 
Shark Encounter westward there are a number of buildings and emergency pedestrian 
accessways that would require modification (i.e. partial demolition and reconstruction) to 
accomplish the 17-foot wide access. Examples include the Shark Encounter and associated 
nearby water treatment facilities, Mango Joes restaurant, the Freshwater Aquarium, the 4D 
Theater and Harborside Cafe. Finally, in order to accomplish a complete waterfront pedestrian 
access, the existing Waterfront Stadium, western water treatment plant and marina structures 
would require extensive modification. Modification of the Waterfront Stadium and water 
treatment plant are particularly onerous because these facilities are built up next to the water's 
edge. 

In conclusion, this project alternative would severely compromise service and emergency access 
required for the safe operation of the existing Sea World facility. It would also require extensive 
modification of existing structures and water treatment infrastructure. As a result, the extensive 
cost to implement this alternative and the major compromise it would pose to the success of the 
Sea World operation, would make this project alternative infeasible. 

This alternative would compromise some of the project objectives. These are listed below along 
with an explanation. 

1. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment. 

This alternative would severely compromise the ability to maintain the attractions that are 
already constructed near the shoreline and therefore would affect the ability of Sea World to 
maintain yet alone improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park. 

2. Renovate older areas of the park. 

If Sea Worlds resources were diverted to enhancing waterfront access, these resources would not 
be available to renovate older areas of the park. 

9.4 No Hotel and Marina Alternative 
The No Hotel and Marina Alternative assumes that the proposed 650-room hotel and marina 
expansion would not occur as part of the project. This alternative would address the significant 
unmitigated visual impacts associated with the hotel expansion; the significant unmitigable 
traffic; and the significant mitigable impacts from marina expansion to eelgrass beds in Perez 
Cove. 
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9.4.1 Transportation/Circulation 
This alternative would result in a considerable (48 percent, 7,300 ADT) reduction in trip 
generation. As a result significant impacts that were identified for the 2020 scenario, which are 
listed below would be lessened, but not to a level below significance. Significant and mitigable 
traffic impacts that would be lessened include: 

Street Segments 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and 1-5; 

2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; 

3. Sea World Drive ( 4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

4. Sea World Drive (6 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

5. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street; 

6. West Mission Bay Drive, between 1-8 and Sea World Drive; 

7. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road; and 

8. Ingraham Street, between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive. 

Key Intersections 

1. Sea World Drive and 1-5 northbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak hour); 

3. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hour); and 

4. West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound offramp (AM and PM peak hours). 

Freeway Ramps 

1. Sea World Drive and northbound 1-5 (AM and PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive and southbound 1-5 (AM and PM peak hours); and 

3. West Mission Bay Drive and westbound 1-8 (AM and PM peak hours). 

This alternative would also lessen the significant and unmitigated impacts to CMP 1-5 freeway 
segments: Northbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive; and Southbound 1-5, north of Sea World 
Drive. Although these impacts would be lessened they would still remain significant. 
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9.4.2 Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics 
This alternative would lessen the significant unmitigable visual impact associated with the 90-
foot high hotel. By eliminating the hotel structure the visual impact associated with the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update would be reduced. However, other Tier 1 and future Tier 2 
projects (four of which could be 160-feet high) would contribute to the significant unmitigable 
visual impact associated with the project. Therefore, although lessened, the neighborhood 
character/aesthetics would remain significant and unmitigable. 

9.4.3 Biological Resources 
This alternative would eliminate the significant and mitigable impact to eelgrass beds from the 
marina in Perez Cove, since the Marina would not expand over existing eelgrass beds, a sensitive 
biological resources. 

This alternative would compromise some of the project objectives. These are listed below along 
with an explanation. 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The Sea World Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold. 

This alternative would not allow Sea World to comply with the voter approved Proposition D 
with respect to allowing development up to 160 feet for the hotel site. 

2. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego. 

This alternative would result in a loss in potential hotel and marina related revenue to the City of 
San Diego. This includes leasehold revenue and Transit Occupancy Tax (TOT). 

3. Continue to create permanent and part-time, local employment opportunities. 

The loss of the future hotel and marina would result in a reduction in the number of permanent 
and part-time construction and operation employment opportunities that would be created by the 
project. 

4. Provide an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update. 

Both the hotel and marina are high-priority uses in the California Coastal Act. The hotel is a 
visitor serving use and the marina expansion is a water dependent use with limited locations 
available along the coast. The loss of these two project components would therefore not comply 
with the goals of the Coastal Act. 
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9.5 Underground Parking Garage Alternative 
This alternative is examined in order to address potential visual impacts associated with this 
facility. However, the neighborhood character/visual aesthetics analysis found that this facility 
would not contribute to the significant unmitigated visual impact of the project due to its limited 
visibility from offsite locations. Nonetheless, to underground the parking garage would 
encounter significant design engineering constraints because of the high ground water table on 
the project site (See Section 4.8, Geology/Soils). With groundwater varying between seven and 
seventeen feet below the ground surface, undergrounding the parking garage would require 
permanent dewatering and discharge to Mission Bay. Discharge of groundwater directly into 
Mission Bay is prohibited by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, unless a discharge 
permit is approved by the Board, which would require treatment of the groundwater effluent. In 
addition, to the groundwater discharge constraint, an additional engineering constraint involves 
the hydrostatic pressure on an underground parking structure that would push the structure out of 
the ground. To overcome this pressure the parking garage would require an extensive system of 
subsurface piles. These major engineering, regulatory constraints to undergrounding the parking 
garage would either make this facility unbuildable or pose a major cost to the applicant. 
Furthermore, this alternative would not lessen any identified significant environmental impact 
and would result in significant water quality impacts. Therefore, this alternative is considered 
infeasible. Finally, this alternative would not meet several of the project objectives. These are 
listed below along with an explanation. 

1. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment. 

The cost of undergrounding the parking garage would compromise the economic viability of 
Sea World. 

2. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego. 

The cost of undergounding the parking garage would compromise the economic viability of 
Sea World and hence would decrease the likelihood of increased revenues to the City. 

9.6 No Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet 
High Alternative 

This alternative is primarily designed to address potential visual impacts associated with a future 
hotel, which the SeaWorld Master Plan Update allows up to a 90 feet height. In addition, this 
alternative would limit the parking structure height to 30 feet. Since the existing SeaWorld 
Master Plan allows for a hotel with 300 rooms with a 30-foot height limit, this alternative 
assumes a maximum of 300 hotel rooms. The reduction in height of the parking garage from 45 
to 30 feet assumes that the garage footprint would remain the same, and therefore the number of 
parking spaces would be reduced by about one-third of that which is proposed. 
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Limiting the height of the parking structure would not noticeably reduce the visual impact of this 
facility. As discussed in Section 4.2, Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics section, only a small 
part of the upper portion of the parking garage would be visible outside the Sea World leasehold 
and would, therefore, would not contribute to the significant unmitigable visual impact identified 
for the project. Therefore, this alternative component would not result in the lessening of a 
significant visual impact. Furthermore, reducing the height of the parking structure would 
reduce the parking supply, which could result in a significant parking supply impact because the 
parking structure is designed to accommodate increases in attendance over the next 20 years. As 
a result this alternative component is infeasible and provides no lessening of significant impacts. 

Reducing the height of the future hotel from up to 90 feet to 30 feet would lessen the visual 
impact of the Sea World Master Plan Update. The hotel component of the project would 
contribute to the significant visual impact of the proposed project and therefore reducing the 
height of this plan component would result in a lessening of this impact because it would reduce 
its visibility from locations outside the leasehold. From nearly all locations outside the 
leasehold, existing trees and park improvements would screen a hotel 30 feet in height. 
However, although this impact would be lessened, it is still considered significant because other 
components of the Master Plan proposed in Area 1, Theme Park would result in a significant 
visual impact. 

This alternative would compromise some of the project objectives. These are listed below along 
with an explanation. 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The SeaWorld Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

This alternative would compromise the voter-approved Proposition D as it pertains to height 
· limitations on two parts of the leasehold. 

2. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment; 

The reduction in the height of the parking garage would limit attendance and the corresponding 
revenue, reducing the economic viability of Sea World. 

3. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego; 

The reduction in the height of the hotel would reduce the potential TOT tax the could be 
generated for the City. 

4. Continue to create permanent and part-time, local employment opportunities 

The reduction in the size of the parking structure and hotel would ultimat.ely reduce both short
term construction, and long-term employment opportunities for the Sea World leasehold. 
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5. Provide an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan; 

The reduction in the size of the hotel reduces the number of rooms and the corresponding 
number of people who could be accommodated adjacent to the coast. This would compromise 
this Coastal Act priority visitor serving use. 

9.7 Less Visually Intrusive Alternative 
The less visually intrusive alternative is designed to lessen the significant unmitigable visual 
impact associated with the proposed project through more restrictive design guidelines that focus 
on maximum bulk for various heights of future structures and, restrictions on the maximum 
heights of future structures from visually sensitive areas. The elements of this alternative include 
future structures are required to be 75 percent transparent above 60 feet. It also would limit the 
height of structures at the eastern end of the theme park to 100 feet since views to this part of the 
park from the east are openly visible. This alternative would reduce the visibility of future Tier 2 
projects by making the upper parts of future attractions more transparent such that they tend to 
"blend" better with the visual background. In addition, by limiting the height of future Tier 2 
projects along the eastern project boundary to 100 feet, these future attractions would be less 
visible in an area where future development will be openly visible from some areas to the east of 
the project site. This alternative would lessen, but not fully mitigate the significant visual impact 
associated with the project. Furthermore, it would compromise a number of project objectives. 
These are listed below along with an explanation. 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The SeaWorld Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

This alternative would compromise the voter-approved Proposition D as it pertains to height 
limitations on two parts of the leasehold. 

2. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment. 

This alternative would severely constrain SeaWorld's flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in tum affect the economic viability of Sea World. 

3. Provide attractions which appeal to a broader range of family members. 

This alternative would severely constrain SeaWorld's flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in turn affect their ability to develop attractions 
which appeal to a broad range of family members. 

4. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego 
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This alternative would severely constrain Sea World's flexibility in the development and 
redevelopment of new attractions that would in turn affect the economic viability of Sea World. 
Sea World's limited economic viability would also negatively affect revenues to Sea World. 

9.8 Combination Alternative 
This alternative is based on some elements of the foregoing alternatives to address a variety of 
environmental issues raised by commentors on the Notice of Preparation. This alternative would 
limit future structures to no more than 30 feet in height. No new amusement type rides or hotel 
would be part of the Master Plan Update. The Plan Update would include enhanced public 
access along the waterfront and that Sea World would focus future attraction development on 
marine education and conservation. 

Elements of this alternative are addressed above in other project alternatives. No future 
structures that would be higher than 30 feet is addressed in the No Project Alternative and the No 
Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet Alternative. No hotel as part of the Master Plan is 
addressed in the No Hotel and Marina Alternative. Enhanced public access along the waterfront 
is addressed in the Enhanced Public Access Alternative. Finally, the focus of future attraction 
development on marine education does not address any particular environmental issue associated 
with the project and therefore is not discussed. The significant unmitigable neighborhood 
character/aesthetics impact would be avoided with this alternative. Significant impacts 
associated with transportation/circulation would be lessened since under this alternative less 
traffic would be generated as compared to the proposed project. 

The neighborhood character/aesthetics significant umnitigable impact that would be avoided is 
the visual impacts related to the future development that would be up to 160 feet in height. 

The significant, mitigable impacts to land use; traffic circulation; light, glare and shading; water 
quality; biology; as it pertains to potential perching opportunities, and noise would also be 
avoided. Other issue impacts are either not significant or could occur under the existing 
Sea World Master Plan. 

This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives listed below. 

1. To implement the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by the electorate of the City 
in November 1998. The Sea World Initiative allows development up to a maximum height of 
160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

2. Provide for an updated comprehensive Master Plan that addresses the entire SeaWorld 
leasehold; 

3. Continue to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, high quality theme park 
environment; 

4. Provide attractions which appeal to a broader range of family members; 
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5. Renovate older areas of the park; 

6. Increase revenues to the City of San Diego; 

7. Continue to create permanent and part-time, local employment opportunities; 

8. Provide an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan; 

9. Remain competitive with other theme parks. 

10. Eliminate the inconsistency between the Land Development Code and the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan caused by the passage of the Sea World Initiative. 

11. Allow renovation of existing buildings over 30 feet in height. 
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CHAPTER 11.0 
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Martha Blake, City of San Diego Development Services Department 

Linda Fierro, City of San Diego Real Estate Assets Department 

Craig Gibson, City of San Diego Real Estate Assets Department 

Howard Greenstein, ASLA, City of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation 

Ellen Lirley, California Coastal Commission 

Anne Lowry, City of San Diego Development Services Department 
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Deborah Sharp, City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Department 
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Mike Westlake, City of San Diego Development Services Department 

Chris Zirkle, City of San Diego Development Services Department 
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CHAPTER 12.0 
CERTIFICATION PAGE 

Certification Page 

This Envirorunental Impact Report was prepared by the Envirorunental Analysis Section of the City 
of San Diego Land Development Review Division. The following professional staff participated in 
its preparation: 

City of San Diego Environmental Analysis Section 
Martha Blake, Associate Planner 
Anne Lowry, Acting Senior Planner 

City of San Diego Transportation Development Section 
Labib Qasem, Associate Transportation Engineer 
Ali Sabouri, Associate Transportation Engineer 

ProjectDesign Consultants 
M. Bruce McIntyre, Senior Vice President 
Kim Howlett, Associate 
Judy Charles, Senior Project Planner 
Greg Konar, Senior Project Planner 
Dustin Fuller, Project Planner 
Tim Belzman, Planning Assistant 
Mike Blackbum, Graphics 
Michele Edmonds, Word Processor 

Christian Wheeler Engineering 
Charles H. Christian, RGE 
Curtis R. Burdett, CEG 

Giroux and Associates 
Hans Giroux, President 

Gordon Bricken and Associates 
Gordon Bricken, President 
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Linscott Law & Greenspan 
John Keating, Principal 
Justin Rasas, P.E. 

Merkel and Associates 
Keith Merkel, Principal Consultant 
Kevin Cull, Senior Associate 

URS 
Nancy Gardiner, Senior Project Manager 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND RESPONSES 

APPENDIX A 



City of San Diego · 
Planning and Development Review Department 
LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION 
1222 First Avenue 
Mail Station 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 446-5460 

Date: July 12, 2000 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the following project: 

PROJECT: SeaWorld Master Plan Update. AMENDMENTS to the MISSION BAY 
PARK PLAN/LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN and the 
SEAWORLD MASTER PLAN to revise the height limit at SeaWorld from 
30 feet to a maximum of 160 feet. The revised SeaWorld Master Plan 
shows locations within the theme park where taller structures could be 
developed; one of which is specified for development as a "splash-down" 
ride. The other locations could be developed with exhibits, rides or 
shows. Renovation of the front gate is also proposed. Other structures 
within the leasehold but outside the theme. park exceeding 30 feet in 
height would include a hotel, an Educational Facility, Special Events 
Center and a parking structure. The project also includes expansion of 
the Perez Cove marina and would allow for additional future 
redevelopment throughout the leasehold via two different decision-making 
processes. The 189.4 acre site is located on SeaWor1d Drive at the · 
southern edge of Mission Bay Park. Applicant: SeaWorld, Inc. 

LOR NO.: 99-0618 

Based on an Initial Study, it appears that the project may result in significant 
environmental .impacts in the following areas: Land Use, Geology/Soils, Air Quality, 
Water Quality, Biological Resources, Noise, Light/Glare/Shading, Recreational 
Resources, Transportation/Circulation, Energy, Water Conservation, Neighborhood 
Character/Aesthetics and Human Health/Public Safety. 

For more information, or to provide comments on the scope and content of the draft 
EIR, contact the following person at the address above: Chris Zirkle, Senior Planner, 
(619) 446-5348. 

Written comments on the scope and content of the draft EIR must be sent to the above 
address by no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. 

Responsible agencies are requested to indicate their statutory responsibilities in 
connection with this project when responding . . 

Attachments: Scope of Work for an EIR 

Distribution: 



Federal Government 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

State of California 
State Clearinghouse 
California Coastal Commission 
California Department of Boating and Waterways 
California Department of Fish and Game 
California Department of Water Resources 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
California State Coastal Conservancy 
CAL TRANS, District 11 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 
State Lands Commission 
Resources Agency 
Park and Recreation Department · 
Water Resources Control Board 
Air Resources Board 

County/City Agencies 
County of San Diego 

Air Pollution Control Board 
City of San Diego 

Mayor Golding 
Councilmember Byron Wear, District 2 
Engineering and Capital Projects Department 
Park and Recreation Department 
Planning and Development Review Department 
Real Estate Assets Department 
Wetland Advisory Board 

Central Library 
Clairemont Mesa Library 
Pacific Beach Library 
Park and Recreation Board 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
California Native Plant Society 
Endangered Habitats League 
San Diego Audubon Society 
San Diego Regulatory Alert 
·San Diego State University, Stuart Hurlbert 
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THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

July 12, 2000 

Greg Konar 
Letteiri-Mclntyre a·nd Associates 
1551 Fourth Avenue, Suite 430 
San Diego, CA 92101-3152 

Dear Mr. Konar: 

Subject: Sea World Master Plan Update (LOR No. 99-0618) 

The Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Land Development Review Division 
has conducted an Initial Study for the SeaWorld Master Plan Update project. The 
project proposes to amend the Mission Bay Master Plan to accommodate increased 
height limits and to amend the SeaWorld Master Plan (a portion of a City lease) to allow 
future improvements within the leasehold. · 

Based upon the results of the Initial Study, it has been determined that the proposed 
project may have a significant effect on the environment. The preparation of a draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EI.R), therefore, is required. This scoping letter is based 

· on the April 14th Master Plan and subsequent documentation received by the City. 
Future changes to the plan, prior to release of the draft EIR, may affect the need to 
address the issues identified in this letter. 

The purpose of this letter is to identify the issues to be specifically addressed in the 
EIR. The EIR should be prepared in accordance with the City's "Environmental Impact 
Report Guidelines". The issues to be addres$ed are discussed below. A Notice of 
Preparation will be distributed to Responsible Agencies and others who may have an 
interest in the project. Consequently, changes or additions to this scope of work may 
be required as a result of input received in response to the Notice of Preparation. 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Describe the natural and manmade environment surrounding the SeaWorld 
leasehold. Briefly describe future improvements envisioned by the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan. Provide an overview of land use regulatory authority in the 
Park. In particular, determine in consultation with the Project Management 
Division and describe in this section whether the site is subject to City-wide 
development regulations (e.g., the Landscape Technical Manual requirements for 
parking lot landscaping, signs, Fire Department access, engineering standards). If 
the site is subject to these regulations but they are not included in the plan, a Land 
Use (and perhaps Public Services) impact would result and should be discussed in 
the Land Use section . 

Planning and Development Review 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 • San Diego, CA 921 OJ.4155 
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

.,. 
' 

Discuss the goals and objectives of the project. Project objectives will be critical in 
determining appropriate alternatives for the project which would reduce si~nificant 
impacts. The objectives should reflect SeaWorld's goals in terms of the City's 

· goals for the site. List all governmental agencies with jurisdiction over the project 
proposals and their roles. Summarize the permitting history at SeaWorld. 
Describe all discretionary actions involved in the project (plan amendments, lease, 
Master Plan),. types of subsequent approvals (including subsequent environmental 
review), the thresholds for the need to obtain subsequent approvals and the · 
nature of the approvals (i.e., ministerial or discretionary per CEQA). Specifically . 
describe whether moving the locations of facilities of different heights more than 
100 feet from where they are shown would _necessitate ·a subsequent plan 
amendment or other approval. List all permits required from other federal, state 
and local agencies. 

· Describe major project features including limitations on the types of uses. 
Describe the existing facilities and note which are expected to remain. Describe 
implementation of the plan, including public review of subsequent projects and 
anticipated future uses of this EIR (e.g., a review by EAS staff to determine if 
future projects are adequately addressed). 

The "Revised Draft SeaWorld Master Plan Update" (April 14, 2000) specifies the 
location of Tier 2, Area 1 improvements to within 100 feet but does not include 
physical descriptions of what could be built (although the types of uses, 
"Exhibit/Ride/Show", are specified). Therefore, the Project Description should 
describe the provisions in Section 15064: of the CEQA guidelines which require the 
EIRanalysis to address reasonably foreseeable impacts based on substantial 
evidence, including reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts. Due to the 
lack of specificity in the plan with respect to Tier 2, Area 1 improvements, the EIR 
should assume that these sites would be developed with thrill rides built ·to the 
maximum height and bulk permitted by the plan. Additional assumptions . 
regarding construction details (such as lighting, colors, etc.) which should be used 
as the basis for analysis are provided in individual Environmental Issue areas 
below. . 

EAS understands that site plans are to be prepared for all Tier 1 proposals. If site 
plans, elevations and square footages are not available prior to the release of the 
draft EIR, contact EAS for direction on how to analyze these improvements in 
keeping with the "reasonable assumption" methodology (and Transportation 
Development with respect to trip generation). For any Tier 1 proposal which does 
not include a maximum bulk or height by the time the draft El R is .. to be released 
for public review, the EIR should assume that.a structure up to 160 feet tall would 
be built. · 

The EIR should also describe the typical, temporary construction for seasonal 
events (such as ski ramps) and include an analysis of these events. 
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

Identify a reasonable range of mitigation measures and/or alternatives, whether 
proposed or not, for each identified significant effect. Where the plan does not 

. address the issue, analyze impacts in terms of reasonably foreseeable "worst 
case" scenarios. Additional plan language and/or acceptance of mitigation 
measures may chan~e the need. to use this type of analysis. Also, in each issue 
area, describe the mitigation measures and permit conditions to which the site is 
currently subject and indicate whether the mitigation measure/condition would 
remain. If the extent of a potential impact would be limited by existing regulation, 
describe the regulation. 

Significance,determinations made in tbe EIR should reflect the fact that CEQA 
does not permit deferral of the establishment of mitigation measures and that an 
impact should be considered significant if it cannot be demonstrated with certainty 
that if it is not (i.e., if a significant impact "may" result). Reference the City's most 
recent (1999) significance thresholds in making significance determinations. 

. . 

A. Land Use 

Would the project result in a conflict with the goals, objectives and 
recommendations of the community plan in which it is located? 

Would the project conflict with adopted environmental plans for the area? 

The project is located within the Mission Bay Park Master Plan which is 
administered by the Park and Recreation Department and functions as the 
community plan for the Park. The project proposes an amendment to the plan; 
however, an amendment does not necessarily mean that the project conflicts with 
the goals, objectives or recommendations of the plan. The Park Master Plan does 
include a number of goals, objectives and recommendations that pertain to 
SeaWor1d. The project is also located adjacent to the Multiple Habitat Preserve 
Area (Stony Point) and is within the-jurisdiction of the California Coastal 
Commission for Local Coastal Planning and Coastal Development Permitting. 
Systematically identify all of the relevant goals, objectives and recommendations 
in these plans and analyze whether reasonably foreseeable implementation of the 
project would be consistent with the plans (the discussion may be cross
referenced to other sections). Specifically note the consistency of the project with 
the shoreline access requirements of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and the 
California Coastal Act. 

B. Geology/Soils 

What is the nature of earthwork that would be required to adequately support 
proposed structures from the ground? 

Would the proposal result in any increase in wind or water erosion of soils 
either on or off the site? 
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The leasehold is undertain by undocumented fill and potentially liquefiable · 
sediments. The proposed Master Plan specifies no structures other than a parking 
structure and a hotel. While site plans are available for Tier 1 proposals, no 
construction concept is provided for Tier 2 improvements. However, some of the 
Tier 2 proposals are adjacent to the boundary of the leasehold and/or Mission Bay. 

Summarize the nature of earthwork that has been required for the exi~ting 
improvements. While it is anticipated that the exposure of people to hazards 
associated with development in geologically unfavorable areas. would be mitigated 
with review of building permits, it is not clear whether remedial grading would be 
required to provide such mitigation. f:>repare and submit a geological . . 
reconnaissance which describes the potential need to excavate areas outside of 
footprint of the proposed structures (including a potential underground parking · 
garage). . . . 

Assume that all of the Tier 2, Area 1 development sites would be developed with 
thrill rides at the maximum proposed bulk and height. Unless the geotechnical 
report indicates conclusively that this and any other proposed construction, 
including infrastructure improvements, would not require grading in wetlands, 
assume that such grading would be required. 

Describe how construction of facilities would proceed. Provide maximum areas of 
disturbance and standard erosion control practices which would minimize erosion 
during construction. Indicate whether there are any ongoing erosion problems 
along SeaWortd's shoreline. The geotechnical report should describe the existing 
condition, what is proposed to alleviate it. or what is expected to happen if no 
action is proposed. 

C. Air Quality 

Would the proposal result in air emissions which would substantially 
deteriorate ambient air quality, including the exposure of sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Would the proposal result in the creation of objectionable odors? 

This section should focus on a) the potential use of internal combustion engines 
(including diesel engines operated for electricity) or gas-fired water heaters within 
the park boundaries and any possible use of engines in boats and b) the 
generation of emissions from vehicles entering and exiting the leasehold. 
Evaluate carbon monoxide hot spots if they would result from poor traffic flow. 
See the following section for assumptions to use for boat engines for the basis for 
a reasonably foreseeable scenario. Translate these emissions into parts per 
million and/or pounds per day to determine if the City's significance thresholds are 
met with regard to ·air quality impacts. Describe the existing Air Pollution Control 
District permits in effect at the site. 
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D. Water Quality 

Would the proposal result in a discharge into surface or ground waters or in 
any alteration of surface or groundwater quality, including, but not limited to 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, 
gas, oil or other noxious chemicals? 

Using existing data that have been collected in Mission Bay (including data from 
SeaWorfd's storm water and aquaria outfalls) provide a report prepared by a water 
quality expert which profiles existing Mission Bay water quality. Conduct water 
and sediment quality sampling in the area of the marina and its expansion area 
and incorporate this data into the report. The report must determine whether 
maintaining/expanding the marina, continuing existing uses and introducing new 
uses ·(in-the-water shows/events or recreational vehicle rental) have the potential 
to result in significant water quality imp~cts. · · 

Describe and quantify how saltwater is cycled through SeaWorld aquaria and 
characterize the quality of the water. Describe the fate of the discharged water 
and any associated contaminants? Describe the existing stormwater treatment 
and drainage facilities in terms of their locations, processes and whether or not 
they intercept first-flush stormwater runoff for all land areas within the leasehold. 
In general, runoff from parking lots over 20 spaces in size can be assumed to 
significantly impact water quality. Describe the wat~r quality/best management 
practices program that was developed in response to the Coastal Commission's 
January 14, 1998 Notice of Intent to Issue Permit. Describe the existing Regional 
Water Quality Board Discharge Permit, list the types of contaminants that are 
regulated and describe SeaWorfd's compliance record with the permit. 

The SeaWorfd leasehold includes a recreational boat marina. Describe the water 
quality impact from operation of the marina. The current lease allows SeaWorld to 
operate watercraft within Mission Bay and to embark and disembark passengers 
from the leasehold. The EIR should assume that SeaWorld would operate 
continuous in-the-water exhibits/shows (using ski boats with large outboard 
engines), offer continuous, new boat ride attractions (using larger vessels with 
diesel and/or automotive inboard engines) and operate personal watercraft rental 
concessions with activity levels comparable to existing rental agencies (current 
rental activity must be studied). Analyze the water quality impacts from these 
activities. This analysis may be refined if the plan is modified to include language · 
which limits or prohibits these activities. 

E. Biological Resources 

Would the proposal result in a reduction in the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive or fully protected species of plants or animals? 

The potential exists for the project to result in indirect impacts to nearby, offsite 
re.sources. A survey of offsite resources is not required unless the aplicant desires 
to refine previously-published data. In lieu of a survey, the applicant may rely on 
the survey completed for the Natural Resources Management Plan in the Mission 
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Bay Park Master Plan Update. A site-sp~cific biological resources survey is 
required where direct impacts could occur: where a boat dock or other structure 
could be constructed and in the area of the marina expansion. An impacts 
analysis, prepared by a qualified biologist, will be required to assess indirect 
impacts. The analysis should include light, noise and shading impacts to eelgrass, 
least terns and other sensitive waterfowl. The report should also describe 
potential impacts from adding raptor perching sites and should identify appropriate 
buffering and/or mitigation that could be used to reduce indirect impacts to below 
significance. · . 

For purposes of the analysis, assume that all of the Area 1 development sites 
would be developed with thrill rides at the maximum proposed bulk and height and 
that the project would construct a dock/terminal separate from the marina of a size 
and nature to allow passengers on and off SeaWortd. boats for rides in. Mission 
Bay. Describe the Landscaping Guidelines proposed as part of the Master Plan 
and the potential for exotic plant stock to escape and infest nearby areas. 

Reference past biological mitigation measures that have been required by the 
Coastal Commission (eelgrass restoration, least tern mitigation) for past approvals. 
Indicate.whether these measures would be proposed in conjunction with future · 
p~~~. . 

F. Noise 

Would the proposal result in a significant increase in the existing ambient 
noise levels? 

Would the proposal result in the exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed standards established in the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan? 

Describe the existing noise environment at the periphery of the leasehold. The 
plan notes only that the project would be consistent with the City's Noise 
Ordinance; .however, the Noise Ordinance is based on an averaged noise level 
over a one-hour period (Leq). This standard may not be appropriate to 
characterize the . project because of the potential for the project to generate single 
event noises which, when averaged over a one hour period, would not exceed the 
thresholds in the Noise Ordinance (e.g., the fireworks show and thrill rides with 
horns, buzzers and screaming riders). Moreover, neither the Noise Ordinance nor 
any Fire Department regulations re~ulate the display of fireworks currently used at 
SeaWorld (Fire Department regulations address only storage of fireworks); rather, 
the fireworks are regulated by City Council Policy 500.6. 

Describe the types of fireworks used at Sea World and City Council Policy 500.6. 
Describe the range of other noises that would result from the project. Analyze the 
potential impacts of doubling the frequency and intensity of the fireworks shows 
and assume that all of the Area 1 development sites would be developed with thrill 
rides at the maximum proposed bulk and height and operated at maximum 
frequency. Provide a table showing a variety of single event noise levels, their 
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frequency and the resulting average noise levels. Define the frequency of the 
expected noise that would need to occur in order to exceed Noise Ordinance 
standards. 

. 
The noise study should also address whether traffic generation would result in 
noise impacts along nearby roads. The proposal includes a hotel near Ingraham 
Street. Analyze the potential for traffic-generated noise to impact hotel guests. · 
Factor in noise levels from aircraft departing Lindbergh Field. 

G. Light, Glare and Shading 

Would the proposal result in substantial light, glare or shading? 

The proposed master plan update does not provide standards for new lighting or 
the types of materials that would be used to construct the proposed improvements. 
However, it is reasonable to assume that improvements would be designed to 
attract public attention. For the analysis of this issue, assume that all structures 
over thirty feet tall are illuminated, assume that all of the Area 1 development sites 
would be developed with thrill rides at the maximum proposed b1,.1lk and height, · 
that all building materials would be at least semi-reflective and that there would be 
no transparency within the development site below 100 feet (assume 50% · 
transparency ab9ve 100 feet per plan requirements). The plan indicates that low · 
level lighting "may" be used to highlight the splashdown ride, however, "low level" 
is not defined and the term "may" provides no certainty. It is reasonable to 
assume that high intensity lights may be used on this and the Tier 2 development 
sites. 

Describe what the City's Light Pollution Ordinance regulates. For the lighting 
· analysis, assume that the project complies with the Light Pollution Ordinance but 
describe at least three different arrays of lights (varying the number, type and 
intensity of the lights) on all Area 1 development areas. One of the three.arrays 
should represent lighting similar to that currently on the Sea World tower. Provide 
a photosimulation of site with the lights at night after consultation with EAS staff 
regarding an appropriate viewpoint. Existing and reasonably foreseeable light 
intensity should be quantified as well. · 

Submittal of specific lighting criteria to which new development would be subject 
could change the nature of the required analysis. · 

Prepare a shading analysis to analyze shading over the bay throughout the year 
and discuss the impacts to biological resources in that section. Describ(3 shading 
over land areas adjacent to the leasehold such South Shores. Describe whether 
the proposed bulk plane setback would affect the degree· of shading, including at 
the areas where it would not apply (i.e., where existing structures are located. 
Describe whether drivers on nearby roads, including freeways, would be impacted 
by glare from the project. 
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H. Recreational Resources 

Would the proposal result in an impact upon the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational opportunities? . , 

This section should summarize the project's automobile and pedestrian impacts 
from the Transportation/Circulation section below and analyze them in the context 
of whether the project would impede access to other recreational facilities in the 
area. Describe existing and proposed public shoreline access. 

I. Transportation/Circulation 

Would the proposal result in traffic generation in excess of 
specific/community plan allocation? 

Would the proposal result in an increase in projected traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the capacity of the street system? 

· Would the proposal result in an increased demand for off-site parking? 

Would the proposal' result in substantial impact upon existing or planned 
transportation systems? 

Would the proposal result in alterations to present circulation movements 
including effects on existing public access to beaches, parks, or other open 
space areas? 

Would the proposal result in an increase in hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians? · 

Although not specifically mentioned in the proposed plan, it is assumed that the 
applicant has a target (increased) attendance figure that would make SeaWorld 
successful into the future and that the attendance figure was used to size the 
[possible] parking garage and surface parking requirements. A traffic study, based 
on this attendance or a reasonably foreseeable larger figure, must be conducted in 
accordance with a scope of work determined by the Transportation Development 
Section. The need for the study to comply with the State's Congestion 
Management Program will also be determined in conjunction with Transportation 
Development. This section of the EIR should also summarize past studies and 
describe traffic-related mitigation measures/permit conditions that have previously 

· been applied to the site. · 

A reasonably foreseeable scenario will need to be refined by Transportation 
Development, EAS staff and the consultant, but it should assume that the hotel 
contains the maximum number of rooms within the acreage shown on the plan. 
The rationale for the number of rooms should appear in the EIR. The applicant 
has committed to accommodating a trolley station if desired by MTDB. For . 
purposes of determining whether adequate parking would be provided on site, 
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assume that the parking garage would not be built or agree to maintain a specific 
number of spaces to be phased/adjusted with attendance. . 

J . Energy 

Would the proposal result in the use of excessive amou~t~ of fuel or energy? 

Describe existing energy usage at SeaWorld and estimate the increase that would 
result from the project. Include on-site energy generation. 

K. Water Conservation 

Would the proposal result in use of exce~sive amounts of water? 

Would landscaping be primarily drought tolerant? 

Describe existing fresh and salt water usage at SeaWorld and estimate the 
increase that would result from the project. The proposal includes no landscaping 
guidelines. Unless such a plan is received prior to distribution of the DEIR for 
public· review, assume that no new landscaping would be drought tolerant, that it 
would be non-native and potentially invasive. The potential impact of invasive 
plants escaping from SeaWorld should be addressed in the Biological Resources 
section above. 

L. Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics 

Would the proposal result in the obstruction of any vista or scenic view from a 
public viewing area? 

Would the proposal result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or 
project? 

Would the project include bulk, scale, materials or style which would be 
incompatible with surrounding development? 

Would the project result in substantial alteration to the existing character of 
the area? 

Due to the acreage of the leasehold and the height of some of the existing 
improvements (sky tower, aerial tramway}, SeaWorld is currently very visible in 
views of and across Mission Bay from some public vantage points. The project 
would allow 47.5 acres of the site to contain structures over thirty feet tall. These 
additions would make SeaWorld more visible . . The appearances of the 
improvements are unknown but it can be assumed that one of the goals of the 
design would be high visibility for purposes of attracting visitors. Therefore, the 
EIR should assume that all structures over thirty feet tall would be illuminated, that 
all of the Area 1 development site~ would be developed with thrill rides at the 
maximum proposed bulk and height, that all building materials would be at least 
semi-reflective and that the design of the thrill rides includes solid/opaque 
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structures below 100 feet above the ground (assume 50% transparency above 
100 feet per the plan's development criteria). 

The plan refers to the Mission Bay Park Plan Update for limitations on the color of 
structures, but the Park Plan recommends light but not white colors but includes 
no enforceable criteria; it recommends development of project-specific guidelines. 
The EIR should assume that colors would be bright and would stand out from the 
viewshed background in order to attract attention. The analysis should be 

· consistent with the limitations on viewshed encroachment described in the 
proposed plan. · 

The EIR should provide photosimulations of the above-referenced scenario from 
the view corridors/viewsheds listed in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 
Additional photosimulations, with vantage points to determined in conjunction with 
EAS staff, should be provided to demonstrate visual quality impacts from the north 
and west. The analysis of visual quality impacts in the EIR cannot be limited to the 
views and view corridors identified in the proposed plan; rather the EIR must 
investigate and analyze a-reasonable range of potentially significant visual quality 
impacts from various public vantage points. For example, it may be appropriate to 
provide a photosimulation of the parking garage from the perspective of. passersby 
on Ingraham Street. 

Existing views of the parking lot must be documented. Views of the parking 
garage must be addressed. The plan relies on trees planted along the perimeter 
of the parking lot to mitigate visual impacts. The EIR should describe how the 
project would impact views of the site from the north. Describe the short-term 
impact that would occur between the time the trees are planted and the time they 
reach the height at which it is assumed they would mitigate visual quality impact. 

The Mission Bay Pa~k Master Plan Update calls for a view corridor south of the 
Hubbs research building. However, the SeaWortd plan indicates a parking 
structure and hotel in this area. Describe whether the specified view corridor 
would be provided and provide a cross· reference to this discussion in the Land 
Use section. . 

M. . Human Health/Public Safety 

Would the proposal result in exposure of people to potential health hazards? 

Would the proposal result in a future risk of an explosion or the release of 
hazardous substances {including, but not limited to gas, oil, pesticides, 
chemicals or explosives? 

Provide background on the inactive landfill located east of the expansion area. 
How well is the western boundary of the landfill documented? What is the 
likelihood of solid waste being encountered during excavation of footings for 
improvements? Are emissions currently being released from the landfill? 
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List and quantify all chemicals and explosives kept on site. Describe their uses, 
existing and proposed containment systems and safety procedures required by 
law. 

At this point, the City has determined that the following issues are not potentially 
significant and do not require analysis in the EIR: Natural Resources, Population, 
Housing, Public Services (possibly), Utilities, Historical Resources and Paleontological 
Resources. 

How·ever, if these or other potentially significant issue areas arise during detailed 
environmental investigation of the project, consultation with this division is required to 
determine if these other areas need to be addressed in the EIR. Additionally, as 
supplementary information is submitted, the EIR may need to be expanded to include 
additional issue areas. A separate section of the EIR should include a brief discussion 
of why certain areas were not considered to. be potentially significant. 

, 

Mitigation measur~s should be clearly identified and discussed and their effediveness 
assessed in each issue section of the EIR even if the measures are not proposed by 
the applicant. . In addition, a monitoring and reporting program for each mitigation 
measure must be included. At a minimum, this program should identify: ·1) the 
department responsible for the monitoring; 2) the monitoring and reporting schedule; 
and 3) the completion requirements. Mitigation measures and the monitoring and 
reporting program for each impact should .aLs..o. be contai,ned (verbatim) in a separate 
section, which will nm be attached to the DEIR. 

I. MANDATORY DISCUSSION AREAS 

In accordance with CEQA Section 15127, the EIR must include a discussion of the 
following issue area: 

A. Any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved in 
the proposed action should it be implemented. · 

II. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

When this project is considered with other projects in Mission Bay Park; 
implementation could result in significant environmental changes which are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable. Therefore, in accordance with 
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, potential cumulative impacts should be 
discussed in a separate section of the DEIR. This section should include all 
existing and pending leases in the park, including those undergoing preliminary 
review by the Real Estate Assets Department. . Contact Linda Fiero in the Real 
Estate Assets Department for a complete listing and details on these projects. 

Ill. ALTERNATIVES 

The EIR should place major attention on reasonable alternatives which avoid or 
mitigate the project's significant impacts. These alternatives should be identified 
and discussed in detail, and the discussion should address all significant impacts. 
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The alternatives analysis should be cqnducted in sufficient graphic and narrative 
detail to clearly assess the relative level of im·pacts and feasibility. Preceding the 
detailed alternatives analysis should be a section entitled "Alternatives considered 
but rejected." This section should include a discussion of preliminary alternatives 
that were considered but not analyzed in detail. The reason for rejection should 
be explained. 

Based on the current plan, the following alternatives should be considered. If the 
plan is revised. to eliminate potentially significant impacts prior to release of the 
draft EIR, or if the EIR analysis indicates that certain impacts are not significant, 
analysis of some of these alternatives may not be required. 

A. No Project 

This alternative should analyze the impacts of keeping the existing Master 
Plan in place and not increasing the height limit. · 

B. More Regulated Alternative 

Describe a project that would preclude modification of the shoreline and 
rental of vessels powered by two-cycle engines. The plan under this 
alternative would also preclude a certain range of colors (notably bright or 
flourescent) to be used on structures over thirty feet tall, would include a 
maximum reflectivity coefficient for all structures over 30 feet tall and would 
limit lighting to below an as-yet unspecified level. This alternative should · 
designate a total of three of the 160-foot development areas for rides, three 
for shows and three for exhibits. Describe how shows and exhibits would 
utilize structures of this height. This alternative would limit fireworks displays 
to their existing levels; contact the Fire Department for their recent noise 
survey results. This alternative should also include a plant palette to limit the 
species that could be planted. · 

c. Enhanced Public Access Alternative 

Provide a revised site plan that would accommodate pedestrian and/or 
bicycle traffic along the entire water frontage of the leasehold. 

D. No Hotel 

If the project would result in significant direct or cumulative traffic impacts, 
this alternative should try to reduce traffic generation at the leasehold by 
removing the hotel proposal · 

E. Underground Parking Garage 

If the geotechnical report indicates that it would be feasible to build the 
,parking structure at least partially below grade, this alternative should 
propose to construct the parking garage underground in order to reduce 
visual impacts. 
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F. No Parking Structures or Hotels over 30 feet Jan 

It is anticipated that these structures, being bulky by their nature, would 
contribute substantially to significant visual quality impacts. Therefore, this 
alternative should reduce this impact by limiting the height of these 
structures. 

G. Less Visually Intrusive Alternative 

This alternative should include a proposed plan which is accompanied by 
more restrictive design guidelines than those included in the current 
submittal. For example, the ~uidelines should specify minimum and 
maximum bulk for various heights and should restrict maximum heights from 
visually sensitive areas other than those identified in the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan. · 

EAS recommends a meeting to discuss this scope in detail. Until a screencheck EIR is 
submitted which addresses all of the above issues is received, the processing timeiline 
for this project will be put on hold. If you have any questions about thi.s letter, please 
contact Senior Planner Chris Zirkle at (619) 446-5348. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 

CZ 

cc: Mike Westlake, Development Project Manager 
Ann Gonsalves, Transportation Development 
Linda Fiero, Real Estate Assets Department 
Chris Zirkle, Senior Planner, Land Development Review 
EAS Seniors 



Gray Davis 
GOVERNOR 

July 18, 2000 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse 

Notice of Preparation 

To: Reviewing Agencies 

Re: Sea World Master Plan 
SCH# 1984030708 

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sea World Master Plan draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

Steve Nissen 
ACTING DIRECTOR 

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific 
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency. 
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely 
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the 
environmental review process. 

Please direct your comments to: 

Chris Zirkle 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue 
MS-501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number 
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project. 

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at 
(916) 445-0613. 

w 
Scott Morgan ~J.f) 
Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse 

Attachments 
cc: Lead Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812- 3044 

916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 W\VW.OPR.CA.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML 



SCH# 1984030708 
Project Title Sea World Master Plan 

Lead Agency San Diego, City of 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Type NOP Notice of Preparation 

Description Amendments to the Mission Bay Park Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and the SeaWorld 
Master Plan to revise the height limit at SeaWorld from 30 to a maximum of 160 feet. The revised 

SeaWorld Master Plan shows focations within the theme park where taller structures could be 

developed; one of which is specified for development as a "splash-down" ride. The other locations 

could be developed with exhibit, rides or shows. Renovation of the front gate is also proposed. Other 

structures within the leasehold but outside the theme park exceeding 30 feet in height would include a 
hotel; an Educational Facility, Special Events Center and a parking structure. The project also 

includes expansion of the Perez Cove marina .and would allow for additional future redevelopment 

throughout the leasehold via two different decision-making processes. The 189.4 acre site is located 
on SeaWorld Drive at the southern edge of Mission Bay Park. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Chris Zirkle 

Agency City of San Diego 
Phone 619/446-5348 
email 

Address 1222 First Avenue 
MS-501 

City San Diego 

Project Location 
County San Diego 

City Mission Beach, Pacific Beach 
Region 

Cross Streets Ingraham StreeUSea World Drive 
Parcel No. 
Township Range 

Proximity to: 
Highways 1-5/1-8 

Airports 
Railways SD/AE 

Waterways San Diego River 
Schools 

Land Use Theme Park/Unzoned/Regional Park 

Fax 

State CA Zip 92101 

Section Base 

Project Issues AestheticNisual; Air Quality; Coastal Zone; Drainage/Absorption; Geologic/Seismic;· Noise; 

Recreation/Parks; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Wetland/Riparian; 
Wildlife; Landuse 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Boating and Waterways; California Coastal Commission; 

Agencies Department of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; 

Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Department of Fish and Game, Marine Region; Native 
American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission.; Caltrans, District 11; Caltrans, Division of· 
Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 

Date Received 07/1 7/2000 Start of Review 07/18/2000 End of Review 08/16/2000 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient lnformation provided by lead agency. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
South Coast Region 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
,an Diego, California 921 23 
(858) 467-4201 

a . 
. . 

FAX (858) 467-4235 

Chris Zirkle 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue 
MS 501 
San Diego CA 92101 

July 27, 2000 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Sea World Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Teasley: 

City of San Diego, San Diego County 
(SCH#19844030708) 

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above 
referenced document in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego. The City of San Diego has 
an approved Subarea Plan and Implementing. Agreement under the Natural Community 
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program. In preparing the environmental documentation for the 
proposed project, the Draft Environmental Impact Report must ensure and verify that all 
requirements and conditions of the Subarea Plan and Implementing Agreement are met. Biological 
issues that are not addressed in the Subarea Plan and Implementing Agreement, such as specific 
impacts to and mitigation requirements for wetlands or sensitive species and habitats that are not 
covered by the Subarea Plan and Implementing Agreement, also will need to be addressed. 

Issue areas in the environmental report that may be influenced by the Subarea Plan and 
Implementing Agreement include "Land Use," "Landform Alteration/Visual Quality," 
"Traffic/Circulation," "Biological Resources," "Drainage/Urban Runoff/Water Quality," ''Noise," 
and "Cumulative Effects." In addition, the environmental document should describe why the 
proposed project, irrespective of other alternatives to the project, is consisterit with and appropriate 
in the context of the Sub area Plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact Erinn Wilson at (858)636-3167 
if you need to discuss this response. 



Chris Zirkle 
July 27, 2000 
Page2 

Sincerely, 

William E. Tippets 
Habitat Conservation Supervisor 

cc: Department of Fish and Game 

File: Chron 

Files 
San Diego 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Nancy Gilbert 
Carlsbad 

State Clearinghouse 
Sacramento 

file : NCCP/Sea World Master planNOP.wpd 



California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Diego Region 

Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/-iwqcb9/ 
9771 Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Suite A, San Diego, California 92124-1324 

Phone (858) 467-2952 • FAX (858) 571-6972 

July 20, 2000 

City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, Ca 92101 

Attention: Chris Zirkle 

Subject: Sea World Master Update 

Dear Mr. Zirkle, 

We have received the subject documents and offer the following comments. We are also 
providing some additional information regarding the possible regulatory requirements for the 
subject project since this information has not been selected to be project-specific. Some of 
the information might not apply to this project. 

We would like to see the following questions/concerns addressed in your Environmental 
Impact Report regarding the subject project: 

a) Would the proposed project create a potentially significant adverse environmental 
impact to drainage patterns or the rate, or quantity of surface water and runoff? 

b) Would the proposed project result in discharges into surface waters during or following 
construction, or in any way lead to a significant alteration of surface water quality 
including, but not limited tb temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity or other typical 
urban storm water pollutants (e.g., metals, pathogens, synthetics, organics, sediment, 
nutrients, oxygen demanding substances.)? 

c) Would the proposed project have a potentially significant adverse impact to 
groundwater flow though the alteration of pressure head (water table level) within the 
aquifer or though the interception of groundwater flow via cuts or excavation? 

ct) Would the proposed project result in the loss or degradation of any beneficial uses that 
have been designated for the water bodies that will be directly or indirectly affected by 
the project? 

e) What mitigation measures are being proposed to eliminate or compensate for the 
adverse effects identified in (a) through (d) above? 

Cal(fornia Environmental Protection Agency 

Recycled Paper 



Permits 

There are six potential permits or approvals that might be needed from the Regional Quality 
Control Board during the life of a project. Additional information on these permits is 
provided to assist you in determining the permits that may be required for the proposed 
project; as well as to encourage project design modifications that may assist in obtaining all 
needed permits from the RWQCB or SWRCB. 

During the construction and development phases of a project, the project could be subject 
to any one or more of four types of RWQCB permits or approvals. These include; (1) the 
Statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction 
Activity Storm Water Permit, (2) the Clean Water Act 401 water quality Certification, (3) 
General Dewatering Permit, and (4) Dredging Permit. Upon completion of construction, and 
throughout the project's operational life, the project may be also subject to one or both of 
the following two types of RWQCB permits: (1) NPDES permit for any point source 
discharge of wastes to surface waters; and (2) State Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) for any waste discharge to land. Examples of discharges to land requiring WDRs 
include landfills, reclaimed water discharges from sewage treatment plants for irrigation 
purposes, sand and gravel operations, and animal confinement facilities. 

Water quality degradation is regulated by the Federal National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Program, established by the Clean Water Act, which controls 
and reduces pollutants to water bodies from point and non-point discharges. In California, 
the program is administered by the California Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The 
Regional Board issues NPDES permits for discharges to water bodies in the San Diego 
area, including Municipal (area- or county-wide) Storm Water Discharge Permits. 

Construction SWPPP 

Projects disturbing more than five acres of land during construction must be covered under 
the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activity. This can be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent (NOi). The 
project sponsor must propose and implement control measures that are consistent with this 
State Construction Storm Water General Permit, and with recommendations and policies of 
the local agency and the RWQCB. 

Industrial SWPPP 

Projects that include facilities with discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial 
Activity must be covered under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm 
Water Associated with Industrial Activity. This may be accomplished by filing a Notice of 
Intent. The project sponsor must propose control measures that are consistent with this, and 
with recommendations and policies of the local agency and the RWQCB. In a few cases, 
the project sponsor may apply for (or the RWQCB may require) issuance of an individual 
(industry- or facility-specific) permit. 

3 7/20/00 



Municipal SWPPP 

The RWQCB's San Diego Urban Runoff Municipal Permit requires San Diego area 
municipalities to develop and implement Storm Water Management Plans (SWMPs) The 
SWMPs must include a program for implementing new development and construction site 
storm water quality controls. The objective of this component is to ensure that appropriate 
measures to control pollutants from new development are: considered during the planning 
phase, before construction begins; implemented during the construction phase; and 
maintained after construction, throughout the life of the project. 

Water Quality Certification 

The RWQCB must certify that any permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (covering, dredging, or filling of wetlands) 
complies with state water quality standards. Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or 
waiver, is necessary for all 404 Nationwide Permits, reporting and non-reporting, as well as 
individual permits. 

Wetlands enhance water quality through such natural functions as flood and erosion 
control, stream bank stabilization, and filtration and purification of contaminants. Wetlands 
also provide critical habitats for hundreds of species of fish, birds, and other wildlife; offer 
open space; and provide many recreational opportunities. Adverse Water quality impacts 
can occur in wetlands from construction of structures in waterways , dredging, filling, and, 
otherwise altering the drainage to wetlands. 

All projects must be evaluated for the presence of jurisdictional wetlands. Destruction or 
impact to wetlands should be avoided. Water quality certification may be denied based on 
significant adverse impacts to "Waters of the State." The goals of the California Wetlands 
Conservation Policy, include ensuring "no overall net loss and achieving a long-term net 
gain in the quantity, quality, and permanence of wetlands acreage and values." In the event 
wetland loss is unavoidable, mitigation will be preferably in-kind and on-site, with no net 
destruction of habitat value. Mitigation will preferably be completed prior to, or at least 
simultaneous to, the filling or other loss of existing wetlands. 

Successful mitigation projects are complex tasks and difficult to achieve. This issue will be 
strongly considered during agency review of any proposed wetland fill. Wetland features or 
ponds created as mitigation for the loss of existing "jurisdictional wetlands" or "waters of the 
United States" cannot be used as storm water treatment controls. 

CEQA requires monitoring of all mitigation efforts as a condition of project approval. 
Although monitoring programs are not required to be included in environmental documents, 
it is helpful to know what sort of mitigation monitoring the applicant intends to implement, 
and who will be accountable for seeing that any proposed mitigation's are successfully 
executed. 
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Project/ Site Planning 

Evidence of filing for a NOi and development of a SWPPP should be a condition of 
development plan approval by all municipalities. Implementation of the SWPPP should be 
enforced during construction via appropriate options such as citations, stop work orders, or 
withholding occupancy permits. Impacts identified should be avoided and minimized by 
developing and implementing the following. 

The project should minimize impacts from project development by incorporating appropriate 
site planning concepts. This should be accomplished by designing and proposing site 
planning options as early in the project planning phases as possible. Appropriate site 
planning concepts to include, but are not limited to the following: 

• Phase construction to limit areas and periods of impact. 

• Minimize directly connected impervious areas. 

• Preserve natural topography, existing drainage courses and existing vegetation. 

• Locate construction and structures as far as possible from streams, wetlands, drainage 
areas, etc. 

• Reduce paved area through cluster development, narrower streets, use of porous 
pavement and/or retaining natural surfaces. 

• Minimize the use of gutters and curbs that concentrate and direct runoff to impermeable 
surfaces. 

• Use existing vegetation and create new vegetated areas to promote infiltration. 

• Design and lay out communities to reduce reliance on cars. 

• Include, green areas for people to, walk their pets, thereby reducing build-up of bacteria, 
worms, viruses, nutrients, etc. in impermeable areas, or institute ordinances requiring 
owners to collect pets' excrement. 

• Incorporate low-maintenance landscaping. 

• Design and lay out streets and storm drain systems to facilitate easy maintenance and 
cleaning . 

• Consider the need for runoff collection and treatment systems. 

• Label storm drains to discourage dumping of pollutants into them. 
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Construction- Phase Management 

Erosion Prevention 

The project should minimize erosion and control sediment during and after construction. 
This should be done by developing and implementing an erosion control plan, or equivalent 
plan. This plan should be included in the SWPPP. The plan should specify all control 
measures that will be used or which are anticipated to be used, including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

• Limit access routes and stabilize access points. 

• Stabilize denuded areas as soon as possible with seeding, mulching, or other effective 
methods. 

• Protect adjacent properties with vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers, or other 
effective methods. 

• Delineate clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive areas, vegetation and drainage 
courses by marking them in the field. 

• Stabilize and prevent erosion from temporary conveyance channels and outlets. 

• Use sediment controls and filtration to remove sediment from water generated by 
dewatering or collected on-site during construction. For large sites, stormwater settling 
basins will often be necessary. 

• Schedule grading for the dry season (May-Sept.) 

Chemical and Waste Management 

The project should minimize impacts from chemicals and wastes used or generated during 
construction. This should be done by developing and implementing a plan or set of control 
measures. The plan or control measures should be included in the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan. The plan should specify all control measures that will be used or which are 
anticipated to be used, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for 
storage, preparation, and disposal of building materials, chemical products, and wastes. 

• Store stockpiled materials and wastes under a roof or plastic sheeting. 

• Store containers of paint, chemicals, solvents, and other hazardous materials stored in 
containers under cover during rainy periods. 

• Berm around storage areas to prevent contact with runoff. 

• Cover open Dumpsters securely with plastic sheeting, a tarp, or other cover during rainy 
periods. 
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• Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for auto 
and equipment parking and for routine vehicle and equipment maintenance. 

• Routinely maintain all vehicles and heavy equipment to avoid leaks. 

• Perform major maintenance, repair, and vehicle and equipment washing off-site, or in 
designated and controlled areas on-site. 

• Collect used motor oil, radiator coolant or other fluids with drip pans or drop cloths. Store 
and label spent fluids carefully prior to recycling or proper disposal. 

• Sweep up spilled dry materials (cement, mortar, fertilizers, etc.) immediately-do not 
use water to wash them away. 

• Clean up liquid spills on paved or impermeable surfaces using "dry" cleanup methods 
(e.g., absorbent materials, cat litter, rags) and dispose of cleanup materials properly. 

• Clean up spills on dirt areas by digging up and properly disposing of the soil. 

• Keep paint removal wastes, fresh concrete, cement mortars, cleared vegetation, and 
demolition wastes out of gutters, streams, and storm drains by using proper 
containment and disposal. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the subject environmental document 
and look forward to your response. If you have any questions regarding our concerns or 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (858) 467-3278 or at 
carim@rb9.swrcb.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 1 

-#tt? /-. ,</l--.... 
I_ ./C-' 

Melisa I. Carie 
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SIERRA 
CLUB 
FOUNDED 1892 

Office (619) 299-1743 
Conservation (619) 299-1741 

Fax (619) 299-1742 
Voice Mail (619) 299-1744 

San Diego Chapter 
Serving the Environment in San Diego and Imperial Counties August 9, 2000 

City of San Diego 
· Planning and Development Review Department 

Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue 
Mail Station 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Attention: Chris Zirkle, Senior Planner 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
Sea World Master Plan Update (LDR No. 99-0618) with attachment Scope of 
Work for an EIR 

Dear Mr. Zirkle: 

The Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter has reviewed the Sea World Master Plan Update 
dated April 14, 2000. We concur that the proposed changes to Sea World requires an 
environmental impact report (EIR) . 

In addition to the issues raised in the attachment of the subject Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) we submit the following issues that must be addressed in the EIR: 

Project Description The Sea World Master Plan does not adequately describe the 
proposed project. Resorting to "reasonable assumptions " where details are lacking can 
mislead the public in assessing the impacts of the project. These assumptions followed by 
mitigation measures on these assumptions only compounds the issue. We are also 
concerned using the "worst case scenario" methodology to assess the impacts of the 
project. While worse case scenarios can be useful in the engineering designs there are 
many issues raised by this project that require clearly defined visualizations. Many of the 
issues relate to character of the project in relation to the neighborhood 
character/aesthetics, matters which are highly subjective. 

Environmental Issues 
A Geology and Soils The project should address any issues pertaining to groundwater 

intrusion into the structures planned during and post construction. If groundwater 
pumping is required, describe measures to test for water quality and means of disposal. 
We note that the hazardous waste landfill is adjacent to Sea World. Testing of the 
groundwater for presence of toxins prior to construction should be required. 

B. Water Quality 
1. The EIR should the quantify the sewage flows into the Metro Wastewater sewer 

lines. Determine if the plan will require additional flow capacity in the Metro 

3820 Ray Street, San Diego, CA 92104-3623 
www.sierraclub.org 
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trunkline accepting the sewage and the impacts if this is required. Describe if any 
toxic and or hazardous materials are present in the wastewater generated at the 
facility . If so, describe the pretreatment required. 

2. Describe, in detail, the water treatment system used in the stormwater and 
aquaria outfalls. Quantify the amount of runoff to be treated by this system. The 
Master Plan states Sea World is committed to treating nearly 100% of the runoff 
This statement should be clarified. Describe the total rainfall amount to be treated 
from a storm event. Describe the best management practices to reduce pollutants . 
in the runoff prior to discharging the runoff into the City storm drain 

3. Describe the water quality impacts on Mission Bay from the fireworks . 
4. List and quantify the pesticides, herbicides, and other toxic matter that enter into 

the wastewater discharged into the bay outfalls . 
C. Water Demand and Conservation 

1. Quantify the total current and projected fresh water use by Sea World. Provide a 
breakdown by use, including; landscaping, exhibits and amusement, sanitary 
facilities. Describe if water metering according is used for demand management. 
Determine if water service lines to Sea World must be expanded and the 
consequent environmental impacts to construct new lines. 

2. Describe the water conservation practices used including best management 
practices for both irrigation and non-irrigation requirements. State whether or 
not native plant will be used to conserve water. 

D . Solid Waste Management 
1. Describe the measures used to control litter from the Sea World facility including 

the parking lots and within the park. Litter if not strictly collected can enter 
Mission Bay, be scattered to surrounding area posing serious environmental 
hazards not to mention the aesthetic impacts. 

2. Quantify the amount of solid waste generated, current and projected, that will be 
sent to landfills. Quantify the amounts of recycled material being used and the 
amounts being collected to be recycled. Describe the practices to reduce the 
waste matter generated including composting. 

F. Biological Resources 
1. Determine if native and migratory birds are attracted to the facility. If so, 

describe means that are used to protect them from cross species transfer of 
diseases from the avian exhibits. 

2. Describe the means to prevent non-indigenous biological species, macro and 
micro, from the exotic animal exhibits from entering the local environment. 

3. Describe the plant species to be used in the landscaping and their impacts on the 
environment. 

G. Noise 
1. Single noise level study should include not only that resulting from the fireworks 

but also that from accompanying acoustic levels from public address systems and 
music. 

H. Light, glare and Shading 
1. Sea World proposes "icons" for the various attractions within the park . The 

bulk size, height, and light levels have not been adequately described. The term 
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"transparency" used in the Master Plan appears to apply during the daylight 
hours . Transparency at night when these icons are illuminated takes on a 
different meaning. Here glare can significantly reduce the transparency, 
dependent on the lighting levels and atmospheric conditions. The BIR should 
provide data based on tests on actual prototypes of these icons. 

I. Energy 
1. Quantify the energy demands according to type: electrical, natural gas, diesel, 

gasoline. 
2. Describe the energy conservation methods used. 
3. Describe plans to curtail electrical energy demand during shortages to avoid 

brownouts 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the subject Notice of Preparation. 

Sincerely, 

Chair, Conservation Committee 
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S.T.O.P. 
Surfers Tired of Pollution 

1161 Cushman Avenue, Suite A 
San Diego, CA 92110 

August 18, 2000 

Martha Blake 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First A venue 
San Diego, C.A 92101 

(619) 688-9886 

RE: LDR NO. 99-0618, Sea World Master Plan Update, Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Via: Facsimile 

Dear Ms. Blake, 

Surfers Tired of Pollution appreciates the opportunity to corrunent on the Notice of 
Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sea World Master 
Plan Update. We have numerous concerns and have tried to address them as early in the 
process as possible. 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

It would be helpful to include a map and brief overview of the eelgrass/ underwater 
habitat in the surrounding area, particularly near the two Sea World outfalls and in the 
area near the marina. This should also include an overview/survey of the existing fish and 
bird populations. · 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Because Sea World is located on public parkland, it is necessary that meaningful public 
input and public participation occur. The review process proposed in the April 14, 2000 
Revised Draft of Sea World Master Plan Update (Update) does not include the 
participation of the San Diego Planning Commission for either level of review. ln 
addition, the NOP does not include the Planning Commission on the distribution list. The 
Planning Commission has been involved in this process and should continue to be 
noticed and included. The inclusion of the Planning Commission will also allow for more 
public review and participation on a local level. 

The proposed Update's review process is currently structured to limit local public 
participation. For example, most of the new development will be reviewed under a Level 



l process. The only opportunity for public input and comment for a Level 1 review is at 
the California Coastal Commission. 

A review of the Update also shows that projects in Area 1 (where approximately 21 acres 
of the over- height development is being proposed) generally would not include any 
opportunity for public comment on specific projects until the project went before the 
Coastal Commission. There is also a concern that the Real Estate Assets Department 
could make a determination of consistency for projects that are proposed to be reviewed 
as a Level 2 in Table Ill-1 in the Update, but in reality end up being reviewed at a Level 
1. This could further exclude local public review. There needs to be some level of 
assurance that the process being analyzed for reviewing projects in the Update will 
actually be followed. 

There also must be some discussion about projects proposed in Areas 2 through 5. No 
real specifics are provided, e:x:cept to note that this is where approximately half of the 
ovcr-he.ight development is being proposed, which includes a hotel. Also a discussion 
should be included as to whether projects on the water will exceed 30 feet, or extend over 
and into thew ater area. If projects over 30 feet are proposed for development in the water 
portion of the lease, would they be included as part of the 25 percent proposed limit for 
projects exceeding 30 feet? An analysis of water projects must be included in the DER. 

On page 11-9 of the Update, does the proposed height distribution limit include existing 
structures such as the sky tower in the park and sky ride that extends over the water? 
How is the distribution of structures measured as it relates to visual impacts? For 
example, according to Figure ll-4 in the Update the existing sky tower and sky ride 
account for less than one percent of overall leasehold over 30 feet. However, the visual 
impacts are quite stunning. The DEIR should include the possibility of 47 acres of similar 
structures and analyze the impacts. The analysis should not be limited to Area 1, Tier 1 
and Tier 2 proposals, and should include the entire leasehold. 

In order to understand the level of review and the process of review, the DETR should 
include some analysis of a "typical" project review. This analysis should discuss the 
public noticing requirements for the Mission Bay Park Committee, the Design Review 
Committee of the Park and Recreation Board and the Park and Recreation Board. Also, 
the analysis should discuss the review process in relation to the City of San Diego's Land 
Development Code (LDC), and whether there are processes/exen)ptions in the LDC th.at 
would change the review process or height distribution proposed in the Update. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

A. Land Use 

While it is true that an amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan does not 
necessarily mean that the project conflicts wilh the goals and objectives of the Plan, this 
is not the case for the Update. For example, the Mission Bay Park Master Plan(Master 
Plan) cautions against, "extreme or exaggerated thematic designs" and supports a "park in 
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which views to the water and/or aquatic environments are maxjmized." In addition, the 
Master Plan reminds us that Mission Bay is "not a place for Disneyland." The intent of 
these goals and objectives is in direct conflict with "themed track rides and rail 
attractions" and "dark rides", which by their very nature are overly thematic. Please 
include in the discussion the number of amusement type rides being proposed and how 
the overly thematic Journey to Atlantis will meet the goals and objectives of the Master 
Plan. 

B. Geology/Soils 

Some discussion of the landfill soils should be included in this analysis. Also include a 
map of any underground storage tanks in the leasehold, and an analysis of existing and 
proposed storage tanks. 

B. Air Quality 

Ple.ase include some discussion of the potential impacts to air quality from the use of 
chlorine and other chemicals from the water tTeatment facilities. 

D. Water Quality 

An analysis of the sediment directly inf ront of and near the two intakes and outfalls for 
levels of bacteria and other pathogens should be included as part of the sediment 
sampling. Also include an analysis of existing/proposed pump out facil1ties and fueling 
facilities. There should also be an analysis of the potential impacts to water quality from 
automobiles, buses and trucks. The DEIR should include an analysis of potential impacts 
to water quality from the nightly fireworks displays, and how the paper debris from the 
fireworks is retrieved after dropping jnto the water. Please ensure that a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan is provided to address impacts from construction as part of the 
DEIR. 

Also provide an analysis of the existing sewer services, industrial discharges (if any) to 
the sewer and any potential impacts from the proposed project. For example, discuss the 
increase in discharges from the hotel, conference facility and special events center. 

J. Energy 

Given the current energy crisis in Southern California, provide an analysis of current and 
expected electricity use. This should include a worst case scenario where rolling brown 
outs could occur. What safety measures are in place or being proposed to protect the 
marine mammals during energy shortages'? This analysis also should include the amount 
of electrical energy required to operate the park during peak summer usage and the 
estimated increase in usage if the Update is implemented. Include safety measures 
currently in place and proposed to protect park goers from being stranded on rides. 



This should also be included in a cumulative impacts analysis based on all the proposed 
projects in the park. 

TII. ALTERNATIVES 

The range of alternatives should include an alternative (H) titled Public Comment 
Alternative. This would include no structures over 30 feet, no amusement type rides er 
hotels, enhanced public access along the water and a focus on marine education and 
conservation. 

Thank you for providing us an opportunity to comment on this NOP. Please include us on 
an interested parties list for all notices and meetings related to this project and other 
Mission Bay projects. We look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to 
call with any questions. 

s~Jr 
Donna Frye ~ 
Founder, S.T.O.P. 

- -- -- - - - - - -----
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SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
2321 Morena Boulevard, Suite D • San Diego CA 92110 • 619/275-0557 

VIA FACSIMILE: 619-446-5499 

Ms. Martha Blake 
City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue MS 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

August 17, 2000 
Replaces the August 15 version 

SUBJECT: NOP for Sea World Master Plan Update 

The San Diego Audubon Society is concerned with the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed Update. We agree that this project may have significant impacts. The attached 
Statement of Work, SOW, for the EIR is well thought out and incorporates many of our concerns. 
We urge that all of the issues mentioned in the SOW be addressed . We urge that the following 
issues or facets of issues discussed in the SOW also be addressed. 

LAND USE 
Sea World and the proposed expansion are on public property at the expense of public 

parkland. As such Sea World should provide a positive value to the community beyond its 
monetary impact. The EIR should assess its value as a public benefit vs. simply an amusement 
park. The thrill-ride orientation of this update mentioned in the SOW suggests that these 
attractions should be sited at a facility on non-park land . We urge that the EIR evaluate the issue 
that the thrill rides as well as the hotel and dormitory elements will be usurping land that could 
better be used for recreation , open space, and habitat in a city that is facing ever increasing park 
demands, especially in Mission Bay Park. 

The Mission Bay Master Plan Update , MBMPU , recommends that the 300 feet adjacent to the 
water be used for water dependent activity. Oceanarium features would probably satisfy this 
recommendation . The thrill rides could just as well be located far inland and are clearly not water 
dependent. The water that these features use is typically tap water, not bay water. We urge the 
EIR to assess the adherence of the proposed features, that are not bay dependent, to the 
MBMPU's intent. 

- The MBMr?U-as-well as the -California-Coastal-Act-emphasizes-the importance_ot access for ______ _ 
the public to the water's edge. Sea World's facilities typically do not take advantage of access to 
or views of the Bay. Sea World visitors are typically walled off from the Bay. The Sea World 
facilities exclude the public from seeing or walking and bicycling along the edge of the Bay. We 
urge that the EIR address Sea World's obstruction of the public's access to the Bay and means to 
mitigate it such as constructing a public walkway between the Bay and Sea World facilities that 
would connect to the public pathways along the Bay to the east and to the west of Sea World's 
facilities . We hope that the Enhanced Public Access Alternative will thoroughly address this 
issue. 



AIR QUALITY 
The Sea World expansion will cause a large increase in the automobile traffic in Mission Bay. 

This will have an incremental impact on air quality. We urge that the expansion incorporate visitor 
oriented mass transit measures to keep the air pollution impacts of visitors to and employees of 
Sea World to today's levels or better. 

We were disappoint to read that the expansion will involve rental of personal watercraft and 
boats. We urge that Sea World and its tenants only rent out personal watercraft and boats with 
four cycle engines to minimize air and water pollution. 

WATER QUALITY 
We urge that the EIR include an estimate of the pollution that will be caused by the 

construction related vehicles , veh icles operated by Sea World, vehicles of Sea World staff, and 
the vehicles of Sea World visitors to the park. This estimate should include the pollution these 
vehicles will discharge when on the Sea World site and the pollution that is discharged within 
Mission Bay Park while getting to Sea World . The Sea World expansion will induce additional 
traffic outside of the footprint of the Sea World site . This additional traffic will cause water 
pollution. We urge that Sea World identify measures to eliminate, minimize, and where impacts 
are unavoidable implement water quality measures to totally offset these impacts . These 
measures could include a combination of: 

• featuring , facilitating, and subsidizing mass transit to Sea World from hotels, other visitor 
features, park and ride lots, etc ; 

• providing structural stormwater BMPs on and roads inside and outside Sea World; 
• provide structural BMPs for all parking lots and work areas within Sea World; 
• using non-polluting vehicles for Sea World equipment (both boat and land vehicles) ; 
• providing only non-polluting rental boats and personal watercraft (four cycle only), 
• improving bike lanes into and w ithin Mission Bay Park, etc. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The proposed projects will have high structures that will obstruct bird flights. Many large birds 

that fly through this site, such as egrets , herons, cormorants, and pelicans do not easily maneuver 
around obstacles or gain altitude. Their mobility and their safety will be threatened by these high 
structures. Many of these high structures are "icons", structures to attract attention to a particular 
facility. They have no essential function other than to act as sort of a sign. We urge that the EIR 
address the increased risk of bird strikes and reductions of bird mobility due to additional high 
structures and propose alternatives that would avoid this problem, like lowering or eliminating the 
non-essential structures. We hope that the "Less Visually Intrusive Alternative" will also 
incorporate these wildlife benefits. 

NOISE 
The fireworks used at Sea World probably have impacts on the wildlife of the Bay. It is very 

-- unlikely that the Stony Point least tern nesting area wilr6e proaucfive wnile- Sea··Worlcrlau·ncnes,-------
fireworks nearby. It is possible that the heavy loss of tern chicks on FAA Island to avian predators 
could be related to the fireworks . The expansion is likely to induce more and more frequent 
fireworks. We urge that the EIR investigate wildlife impacts and suggest alternatives to the 
fireworks or mitigation measures to offset the impacts. 

LIGHTS 
Night lighting discourages some species of birds from using lighted areas. It is thought that 

the lighting makes them feel more vulnerable to night time avian predators such as owls. Birds 
that do use areas that are lighted at night are thought to be more vulnerable to attacks by owls . 
We urge that the EIR consider both these impacts. To mitigate both of these impacts, we urge 
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that lighting near the Bay edge be at low elevations, at low intensity, and very well blocked from 
the water area. 

It is reported that the navigational processes of some species of birds are confused by brightly 
lighted high objects at night, such as lighted towers. We urge that this impact be addressed with 
respect to the planned attractions. We suggest that impacts be minimized by minimizing the 
heights of structures, requiring that high structures not be lighted at night, or if they must be 
lighted the lights should be at very low intensity. 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
The expansion of Sea World will increase traffic along Sea World Drive. There have been 

suggestions that this increase will be resolved by widening Sea World Drive. This widening will 
displace a considerable amount of open space park land. This land has considerable wildlife 
support value and recreational value. This loss of parkland as a result of likely road expansion 
should be addressed in the EIR. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER/AESTHETICS 
Sea World started out in San Diego as a widely appreciated oceanarium. We still need a 

popular place for the general public to learn about our marine environment and our impacts on it. 
It has been stated that the hydrofoil rides of the early days were precedents for thrill rides. The 
hydrofoils were engineering marvels and were at the time thought to be a demonstration of our 
future. They were far more educational than thrilling and also had research value. 

Many local residents are no longer proud of Sea World as a local attraction. The thrill ride 
orientation of the expansion will further minimize the educational value of Sea World. The token 
environmental segments in some of the glitzy shows seem like a phony disconnection in the story 
lines. The educational exhibits are more and more likely to be ignored among the new adrenaline 
based attractions. We urge that Sea World refocus on the community serving orientation from 
which it started . We urge that Sea World consider an alternative upgrade plan that would feature 
such a shift in direction. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The subject expansion will have considerable cumulative impacts on wildlife, park users, · 

traffic, water quality, etc. We urge that the EIR consider an alternative that will improve the public 
benefits of Sea World attractions and not just expand and intensify Sea World. The current 
project may degrade Mission Bay Park as it intensifies Sea World, a losing plan for the public. 

GENERAL . 
The SOW suggests that the EIR will be a thoughtful document. We hope that it will honestly 

assess the full impacts of the proposed expansion and include a range of real alternatives that will 
enrich the decision process, not just token alternatives to justify the proposed alternative. For 

__ -· questions _oLfollo_w~up_discussioos~an be reached at 619-224-4591 or ReugJi@home.com. ---

Respectfully, 

~lfld a . g7_.l 
James A Peugh 
Coastal and Wetlands Conservation Chair 
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July 29, 2000 

Chris Zirkle, Sr.Planner, Land Development Review 
City of San Diego 
Planning and Development Review Department 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First A venue 
Mail Station 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Mr. Zirkle: 

When preparing your environmental impact report (E.I.R.), please don't forget the Ocean 
Beach homeowners who are neighbors ofSeaworld and the impact of the sometimes daily and 
nightly noise pollution that I fear will only get worse ifwe let it. I am greatly disturbed by the 
increasing noise. So much that with each incidence, I have felt the need to call and complain to 
Kevin Cook of the entertainment dept. of Seaworld. 

Specifically I can hear the AMPLIFIED announcing, music and drums beating at various times 
during the week and on weekends about noon and always about the last 11/2 to three hours of the 
last outdoor show, just prior to the earth shaking fireworks. My house front faces south, my back 
yard and house face Seaworld. I live on a hill and the noise carries across the S.D. river channel 
and up the hill to be heard from my back patio and inside my home. 

I feel that noise is a major social intrusion, it produces stress and undermines our health and 
quality of life. We go to great effort and expense to protect our environment from pollutants ... 
Please don't forget the ''NOISE POLLUTION" from Seaworld amusement park which in this 
case is sacrificing environment for revenue at our expense. 

I would be interested in seeing any future copies of Seaworld E.I.R. drafts if at all possible. 

_ Sincerely 

Ca_Lo lt-1 Ju ,~) . lJ»f_ 
__ -· _ __ --··--- _________________ Carolyn\{. Cook ____ _ 

Carolyn A. Cook 
4454 Long Branch Avenue 
San Diego, California 92107 

(619) 224-5842 



DATE: July 27, 2000 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chris Zirkle, Senior Planner, Environmental Analysis Section 

FROM: Chris Gascon, Associate Civil Engineer, Water Review Section 

SUBJECT: Sea World Master Plan Update - Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, LDR No. 99-0618 

We have completed our review of the subject Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report dated July 12, 2000. The project proposes amendments to the Mission Bay Park 
Plan and the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan to accommodate increased height limits from 
30 feet to a maximum of 160 feet and to amend the Sea World Master Plan to allow future 
improvements within the leasehold. 

The Water Review Section looks forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please call me at 533-7417. 

Chris Gascon, P .E. 

cc: Shahin Moshref, Senior Civil Engineer, Planning and Development Review 

00-138-21.029 

---- -- - ----- -- --- - ----------



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Bobbi Salvini 
Zirkle, Christoper 
Thu, Jul 20, 2000 4:52 PM 
EIR for Sea World Master Plan 

Chris: The proposed project will impact the sewer facilities serving the park. We would like to review the 
EIR when it comes out. Thanks Bobbi, Wastewater Section. 

CC Master Log 2000-145-31.029 



Sea World Master Plan Update Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND ~PORTING PROGRAM 
FOR THE 

SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
(LDR NO. 99-0618, SCH NO. 1984030708) 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared for the SeaWorld 
Master Plan Update to comply with the mitigation monitoring statute (Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6). This statute, entitled "Public agency shall adopt monitoring program of 
mitigation measures and insure their enforceability," requires public agencies to "adopt a 
reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project 
approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment." This 
program shall be made a requirement of project approval. Certain changes or alterations 
(mitigations measures) are required for the Sea World Master Plan Update, as identified in the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (LDR No. 98-0467, SCH# 99-041004), to reduce significant 
environmental effects. For each required mitigation measure, a monitoring and/or reporting 
element is identified below. 

As Lead Agency for the project under CEQA, the City of San Diego will administer the MMRP 
for the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. Information contained within the following MMRP 
provides a summary of significant project impacts, and identifies the mitigation measures, the 
entity responsible for ensuring compliance, conditions required to verify compliance, and the 
monitoring schedule. Tables and figures referred to in this MMRP are found in the EIR. 

1.0 Neighborhood Character/ Aesthetics 

Impact 1.1 

Tier I Visual Impact: The Splashdown Ride, a Tier 1 Project, would result in a significant visual 
impact due to the height and combined visual mass of the three towers. 

Mitigation 1.1 

Mitigation Measure 1.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1): Prior to development the 
applicant will prepare and implement a site plan for the project, which complies with the Master 
Plan Update landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere to the 
Master Plan Update Design Guidelines that pertain to landscaping, lighting, signs, and 
architectural guidelines. 

Impact 1.2 

SeaWorld Master Plan Update Visual Impacts: The proposed Master Plan Update, Tier 1, Tier 
2, and Special projects would result in a significant visual quality impact because of the potential 
for extensive visibility of maximum potential building mass above 60 feet in height in Mission 
Bay Park 

May31 ,2001 MMRP-1 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation 1.2 

Mitigation Measure 1.2.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure4.2-2): Prior to each future development 
the applicant will prepare and implement a site plan for the project, which complies with the 
Master Plan Update landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere to 
the Master Plan Update Design Guidelines that pertain to landscaping, lighting, signs, and 
architectural guidelines. · 

2.0 Transportation and Circulation 

Timing for project related roadway mitigation measures would be tied to a monitoring program 
due to the relative uncertainty of future Sea World visitors based on the previous ten-year flat 
attendance record. The monitoring program will commence one year after approval of the Sea 
World Master Plan Update approval by the California Coastal Commission. SeaWorld 
Adventure Park agrees to a Roadway and Parking MMRP as outlined below. The monitoring 
program would involve the following major elements. 

1. Sea World will conduct annual 24-hour tube counts (ADT' s) at all Sea World leasehold access 
points to determine whether there has been an increase in traffic generation. The counts 
would be done on a Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday for two separate non-holiday 
summer weeks in July or August. The six days of counts should then be averaged to provide 
documentation of the daily variation and the average peak hour segment and daily volumes. 
This traffic generation level would be compared to 2000 counts to determine whether there 
had been an increase in traffic. If no increase in traffic generation has occurred then no 
mitigation measures would be implemented. Conversely, if a traffic generation increase has 
occurred then intersection counts would be conducted for key intersections identified in the 
following measure and the appropriate level of mitigation would be implemented. 

2. Sea World will conduct 24-hour tube counts (ADT's) on Sea World Drive at two locations 
(between 1-5 and Pacific Highway and between Friars Road and Sea World Way). The 
counts would be done on a Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday for two separate non-holiday 
summer weeks in July or August. The six days of counts should then be averaged to provide 
documentation of the daily variation and the average peak hour segment and daily volumes. 

3. SeaWorld will conduct peak hour intersection counts at Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way, 
Sea World Drive/1-5 NB Ramp, Sea World Drive/1-5 SB Ramp, Sea World Drive/Pacific 
Highway, and at Sea World Drive/Friars Road. The counts should be done for one day on a 
Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday in July or August, during the period that the tube counts 
are conducted. These volumes should be used for analysis purposes. 

4. Intersections as identified in 3. above, which are operating at LOS E or LOS F will be 
analyzed to determine if a significant impact is caused by Sea World traffic based on the City 
of San Diego criteria (delay increase of 2.0 seconds or more at LOS E or F). If the analysis 
determines that SeaWorld traffic causes a significant impact, SeaWorld will be responsible 
for mitigating such significant impact. Since improvements should be completed 
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concurrently with impacts, Sea World will construct the improvements under a City public 
improvement permit with bond within one year of identification of the impact unless they are 
a part of a City of San Diego Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 

All analyses in 1. through 4. above must be completed and turned into the City's Transportation 
Development Section by September 1 of each year. A list of mitigation measures that would 
achieve a reduction in impact is listed below. 

Impact 2.1 

2005 Roadway Segments (Weekday): The proposed project would have significant impact on the 
following roadway segments: 

1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and 1-5; 

2. Sea World Drive ( 4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; and 

3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World Way and West Mission Bay Drive. 

Mitigation 2.1 

Mitigation Measure 2.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, one of the following measures shall be undertaken by 
Sea World. 

1. Sea World shall widen Sea World Drive to six lanes between West Mission Bay Drive and 
Friars Road. Sea World shall bear the initial cost of this work but shall be reimbursed by 
future development based on the City ' s standard fair-share contribution formula, or 

2. If the City has formed a CIP for the combined improvements to Sea World Drive and its 
interchange with 1-5, Sea World shall contribute to the ClP an amount which is equivalent to 
44 % of the estimated cost of widening Sea World Drive to six lanes between West Mission 
Bay Drive and Friars Road. 

Impact 2.2 

2005 Offsite Circulation (Weekday): Lack of signal coordination between signals on Sea World 
Drive between Friars Road and 1-5 northbound ramps. 

Non-optimized queue and lane utilization at Sea World Drive/1-5 southbound ramps. 

Mitigation 2.2 

Mitigation Measure 2.2.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-2): Install signal coordination on Sea 
World Drive from Friars Road to 1-5 Northbound Ramp and construct a 400-foot extension of 
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the eastbound right-tum lane on Sea World Drive at the I-5 Southbound onramp. SeaWorld's 
cost participation shall be I 00%. 

Impact 2.3 

2020 Roadway Segments (Weekday): The proposed project would have a significant impact on 
the following roadway segments: 

1. Sea World Drive (6 lanes) between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 

2. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street; 

3. West Mission Bay Drive, between Sea World Drive and I-8; and 

4. Ingraham Street, between Vacation Road and West Mission Bay Drive. 

Mitigation 2.3 

Mitigation Measure 2.3.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-7): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, widen the West Mission Bay Drive bridge to six lanes and 
widen southbound West Mission Bay Drive to three lanes between the bridge and the eastbound 
I-8 onramp. These improvements would be included in the City's CIP No. 52-643. Sea World' s 
fair share contribution to the cost of widening the bridge and creating three southbound lanes 
between the bridge and the eastbound onramp to I-8 shall be 47 percent of the City's cost of 
these improvements. The City ' s cost is 20 percent of the total cost. 

No mitigation is required for Sea World Drive, if option 1 of Mitigation Measure 2.1-1 described 
above is implemented, or CIP improvements are made pursuant to option 2. 

Intersection improvements included in Mitigation Measure 2.4.1 described below would relieve 
impacts on Ingraham Street. 

Impact 2.4 

2020 Key Intersections (Weekday) : The project would have a significant impact on the 
following intersections under the buildout (2020) condition: 

1. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hours); 

2. Sea World Drive and I-5 northbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours); 

3. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak hours); and 

4. West Mission Bay Drive and I-8 westbound offramp (AM and PM peak hours). 
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Mitigation 2.4 

Mitigation Measure 2.4.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-3): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, Sea World will reconfigure the Ingraham Street/Perez Cove 
Way intersection to remove the split east/west signal phasing, by combining the westbound thru 
movement with the right-turn movement to create dual left-turn lanes and a shared thru/right-turn 
lane. The only pedestrian crossing across Ingraham Street should remain on the north leg (north 
side of the intersection). Sea World's fair share for this improvement is 100 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 2.4.2 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, Sea World shall make fair share contributions for the 
following interchange improvements at the specified percentages. 

Intersection 

1. Dual northbound to westbound left-turn lanes on the northbound I-5 offramp and widen the 
westbound approach to the northbound onramp to provide a separate right-turn lane (29 
percent). 

Mitigation Measure 2.4.3 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-5): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, reconstruct the Sea World Drive/Pacific Highway 
intersection to provide six lanes of thru traffic on Sea World Drive. The southbound right-turn 
movement from Sea World Drive to East Mission Bay Drive (Pacific Highway) would be shared 
with the thru lane by converting the existing southbound right-turn lane on Sea World Drive to 
provide three southbound thru lanes and one southbound right turn lane. Sea World Drive south 
of Pacific Highway shall be widened for about 300 feet plus a 600-feet taper. Sea World 's fair 
share of the cost of these improvements shall be 36 percent. 

The northbound lane addition shall be carried through the intersection to the Sea World Drive/I-5 
SB onramp intersection by widening Sea World Drive to provide a third northbound (eastbound) 
lane that starts about 300 foot south of (west of) Pacific Highway and traps (ends) as a right-turn 
lane at the southbound I-5 onramps. Both curb lanes on Sea World Drive at Pacific Highway 
shall be 20 feet wide to accommodate right-turn sneakers. This measure is 100 percent 
Sea World ' s responsibility. 

Mitigation Measure 2.4.4 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-6): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, a third, westbound right-turn lane shall be added to the 
westbound I-8 offramp to West Mission Bay Drive intersection to create a configuration which 
will consist of dual, westbound left-turn and triple, westbound right-turn lanes. Sea World's fair 
share estimate shall be 28 percent. This improvement will only be required in the event the West 
Mission Bay Drive bridge is widened to six lanes. 

Impact 2.5 

2020 Freeway Ramps (Weekday): Under buildout condition, project traffic would result in a 
significant cumulative impact at three freeway ramps already expected to experience delays in 
excess of 15 minutes: 
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1. Sea World Drive northbound I-5 (AM peak hours) ; 

2. Sea World Drive southbound I-5 (AM and PM peak hours) ; and 

3. West Mission Bay Drive eastbound 1-8 onramp (AM and PM peak hours). 

Mitigation 2.5 

Mitigation Measure 2.5.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4): At the time the monitoring 
program indicates that it is necessary, SeaWorld shall make fair share contributions for the 
following interchange improvements at the specified percentages. 

Ramps 

1. Separate right-turn lane on westbound SeaWorld Drive to the northbound I-5 onramp (50 
percent), 

2. Additional storage lane on southbound I-5 onramp (27 percent) . 

Ramp improvements included in Mitigation Measure 2.3. 1 described above would relieve 
impacts to the West Mission Bay Drive eastbound I-8 onramp. 

Impact 2.6 

2005 Key Intersections (Weekend): Significant busy weekend day intersection calculated 
impacts occur at the Sea World Drive/1-5 Northbound ramp. In addition, busy weekend day 
significant impacts occur at the Sea World entrance. 

Mitigation 2.6 

Mitigation Measure 2.6.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-8): Provide traffic officers at the 1-
5/Sea World Drive interchange during busy days to override the traffic signals and respond to 
traffic conditions, if the City of San Diego and Cal trans concur. · 

Mitigation Measure 2.6.2 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-9): Improve lane management at the 
entrance gates to maximize vehicle storage as well as help visitors waiting in line to determine 
which lanes are open or shorter. 

Mitigation Measure 2.6.3 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-10): Distribute promotional material 
to employees and repeat patrons that would promote 1-8 or Ingraham Street as alternative routes 
to SeaWorld. 

Impact 2.7 

Parking: The supply of existing parking may be exceeded by the year 2010 depending on the 
attendance patterns. 
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Mitigation 2.7 

Timing for project-related parking mitigation measures would be tied to a monitoring program 
due to the relative uncertainty of future SeaWorld visitors based on the previous ten-year flat 
attendance record. The monitoring program will commence one year after project approval by 
the California Coastal Commission. The monitoring program would involve the following major 
elements. 

1. Generate an annual summer parking demand report using Sea World's vehicular toll booth 
and patron data. The report should include the overall, peak, and overflow parking demands; 

2. Identify the encroachment impacts of all planned park attractions upon the existing parking 
supply. The timing for each planned attraction has not been identified at this time; therefore, 
the timing will be determined by the parking monitoririg program; 

3. Identify the parking-design-day when the demand for the available 8,000 parking spaces 
(paved and unpaved) is exceeded during most summer weekends; 

4. Identify the parking structure supply; 

5. Identify the parking demand thresholds to trigger the paving of the adjacent overflow lot, 
provision of alternative/satellite parking, and/or the construction of the parking structure; 

6. Explore and implement alternative/satellite parking locations and shuttle/MTDB transit 
operations as appropriate to meet the parking demand; and 

7. Building permits may be withheld if it has been established that additional parking must be 
provided, and Sea World has not provided the needed parking. 

Mitigation Measure 2. 7.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-11): At the time the monitoring 
program determines that it is necessary, complete one or more of the following improvements, as 
dictated by the monitoring program: (1) pave the existing unpaved guest overflow parking area 
located in the southwest corner of Sea World Master Plan Update Area 2; (2) implement offsite 
parking or shuttle/MTDB transit options; and/or (3) construct the plaimed parking structure. 

3.0 Water Quality 

Impact 3.1 

Future Expansion: SeaWorld Marina Expansion operational impacts associated with the 
expanded marina would be the same types as under the current operation and would include the 
potential release of the following pollutants: fuel, oil, and grease (from boats and fueling); heavy 
metals, particularly copper (from boat antifouling paints); and litter. 
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Mitigation 3.1 

Mitigation Measure 3.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1): Future expansion activities at 
Sea World Marina shall include the following: 

1. Install automatic shutoff on the fuel pump; 

2. Regular inspection of the sanitary pumpout on a routine basis; and 

3. Prohibit boat hull paint removal and repainting in the marina area. 

Impact 3.2 

Future Expansion: Future Exhibits projects main sources of water quality impacts would 
include aquarium water, hose down of animal areas, landscaping, and pedestrian traffic. The 
incorporation of future exhibits into the existing aquaria water treatment program and the 
existing ongoing water quality control best management practices (BMP) program would result 
in a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation 3.2 

Mitigation Measure 3.2.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure4.5-2): Within two years of the approval 
of the Master Plan Update by the Coastal Commission, install catch basin inserts such as a Fossil 
Filter, or equivalent, to capture oil and grease in runoff at the point where it enters the storm 
drain system from parking lots and fueling areas. 

Impact 3.3 

Future Expansion: Short-term construction impacts could result in the transport of sediment into 
Mission Bay during High periods of rainfall during grading operations. Rainfall coming into 
contact with construction materials could also adversely impact Mission Bay. 

Mitigation 3.3 

Mitigation Measure 3.3.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-3): A Master Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPP) shall be prepared and approved by the City Engineer and Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. This Master SWPP shall include general as well as specific 
measures which will be implemented to control water pollution related to construction. At a 
minimum, the Master SWPP shall include the following provisions or their equivalent. 

Erosion and Sediment Controls 

1. Surface runoff shall be directed to the Sea World surface runoff treatment collection system 
except during times of high rainfall ; 
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2. Perimeter and shoreline controls (e.g., straw bales, silt fences) shall be used; 

3. Street sweeping and dry cleanup shall be completed daily; 

4. Stockpiles shall be covered; 

5. Gravel construction entrances and/or tire washes shall be used; and 

6. Temporary landscaping shall be used when prolonged exposure may occur. 

Oil, Grease, and Lubricants 

1. Conduct maintenance, fueling, and washing offsite; 

2. Properly maintain vehicles and equipment; 

3. Repair leaks promptly; 

4. Place drip pans under vehicles or equipment that is parked or stored for long periods; 

5. Have spill control kits on the site; and 

6. Store fuels, oils, and lubricants in contained storage areas. 

Concrete 

1. Wash out concrete trucks into earthen pits and remove/dispose of the hardened material; 

2. Fill concrete trucks with water and wash them offsite; and 

3. Dry and dispose of concrete saw-cut slurry as solid waste. 

4.0 Biology 

Impact 4.1 

Shading of eelgrass beds: While a significant negative impact on eelgrass beds is not anticipated 
from future development in Area 1 and the future hotel, the potential for an adverse impact 
cannot be eliminated. It is possible that the projected shading effects in conjunction with the 
dormant period would have a negative impact on eelgrass growth and productivity resulting in a 
significant impact. A significant eelgrass impact has been identified for expansion of the 
Sea World Marina. No significant shadow impacts would occur from Tier 1 projects. 

Mitigation 4.1 

Mitigation Measure 4.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1): Prior to Coastal Permit 
application the project proponent shall prepare a project-specific shadow analysis for Tier 2 
projects located in future development areas F-2, E-2, G-2, and K-2; and the Future Hotel 
Special Project to determine the extent of shadow impacts on eelgrass on Pacific Passage, Perez 

May 31, 2001 MMRP-9 



Sea World Master Plan Update Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Cove and the Waterfront Stadium lagoon. The shadow analysis shall be performed for the time 
periods described in Section 4.3 Light, Glare, and Shading, in the EIR. Furthermore, the shado1,1,1 

impact shall exceed a three hour period between 10:00 AM to 4 :00 PM in order to require 
mitigation. If no shadow impact would occur in these areas as a result of the project specific 
analysis, no further mitigation would be required. If a shadow impact would occur during this 
timeframe it would only occur during the eelgrass dormant period as described in the impact 
analysis in this EIR. For shadow impacts that would occur during the eelgrass dormant period, a 
project specific monitoring program shall be undertaken that includes the provisions described 
below under eelgrass monitoring program. 

Eelgrass Monitoring Program 

Once construction is completed at one of the potentially shade impacted sites, three years of 
eelgrass monitoring shall be conducted, specifically in the early spring (April) and early fall 
(October) of the three years. These two times of the year would best track the initial growing 
phase of the eelgrass, in the spring and the post summer peak, and in the early fall , before the 
dormant period begins. The area to be monitored would be along the shore and out far enough 
into the water to cover the area where a shadow would be cast during the majority of the daylight 
hours in December. The monitoring program would be initiated once development is completed 
at each of the sites, and the monitoring schedule at each site would be independent of the other. 
If the monitoring indicates a reduction in the eelgrass bed coverage, then an eelgrass revegetation 
program shall be implemented in conformance with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation 
Policy as described below in Mitigation Measure 4.1-2. 

Mitigation Measure 4.1.2 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-2): Prior to application for 
development of the Future Hotel project landing dock and the Marina Expansion project, a 
project-specific shadow analysis shall be conducted as described above in Mitigation Measure 
4.6-1 to determine the exact area of impact resulting from docks and boats. For these impacts 
eelgrass shall be replaced at a 1.2: 1 ratio, which is in conformance with the eelgrass replacement 
ratios outlined in the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. Furthermore, a pre- and 
post-construction eelgrass survey shall be undertaken to determine the area of eelgrass habitat 
that would be impacted by the shadows. The proposed projects could require the creation of 
approximately 1.12 to 1.20 acres of eelgrass. This scenario assumes that all of the shading 
impacts would occur under the pier, dock, and permanent boat placement. 

Eelgrass mitigation sites do not appear to be readily available within the water area of the 
Sea World leasehold. Further exploration of options and alternatives for eelgrass transplant in the 
amount needed to offset the impacts would have to be conducted under an eelgrass mitigation 
plan study, which would be determined when the marina expansion or landing dock would be 
developed. The eelgrass mitigation plan study and implementation would be conducted in 
conformance with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. 

Impact 4.2 

Least Terms (foraging) : No significant impact to least tern foraging behavior within or near the 
Sea World leasehold would occur from the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update. However a 
significant impact to least tern nesting activity may occur to the nearby currently uncolonized 
Stony Point Least Tern Preserve should it be recolonized. 
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Mitigation 4.2 

Mitigation Measure 4.2.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-3): Prior to construction of a new 
development project on the Sea World leasehold a determination shall be made as to whether the 
Stony Point Preserve has been recolonized by the California least tern. If it is has not been 
recolonized then implementation of the following mitigation measure would not be required. 
Should the Preserve be recolonized, a determination shall be made as to whether the new 
development project would provide a clear line-of-sight from perching opportunities on the 
proposed structure to the Stony Point Preserve. If it would not provide a clear line-of-sight then 
no mitigation would be necessary. Should a clear line-of-sight be available from perching 
locations on the new structure, then the structure would be required to include appropriate design 
features to eliminate the perching opportunity. 

5.0 Noise 

Impact 5.1 

Future Tier 2 Rides and Shows: Future rides and shows may result 111 insignificant noise 
impacts. 

Mitigation 5.1 

Mitigation Measure 5.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4. 7-1): Prior to issuance of a Coastal 
Development Permit, a project-specific noise study prepared by a qualified acoustician shall be 
required for any new ride attraction or performance show and must demonstrate that sensitive 
receptors would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable standards. 

Impact 5.2 

Traffic Noise: The future hotel project would be subject to exterior traffic noise levels that may 
result in a significant noise impact to hotel patrons, depending on the design of the hotel. 

Mitigation 5.2 

Mitigation Measure 5.2.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4. 7-2): Prior to issuance of building 
permits for the future hotel, verification that guest room interiors will meet the 45 dB CNEL 
interior standard shall be required through the preparation of an interior noise study by a 
qualified acoustician. The measures recommended in this study shall be implemented to meet 
the required 45 dB CNEL interior standard. 

6.0 Geology/Soils 

Impact 6.1 

Liquefaction: The subject site is located in specific Geologic Hazard category Zone 31 and the 
site is underlain by fill soils and bay deposits that are characterized as relatively loose and 
cohesionless. Therefore, the impacts associated with liquefaction are considered significant. 
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Mitigation 6.1 

Mitigation Measure 6.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1): Prior to issuance of a Grading 
Permit for each portion of the redevelopment, a soils investigation shall be approved by the City 
Engineer. Appropriate remedial measures shall be incorporated into the grading plans. These 
measures shall include, but not be limited to the following: 1) monitoring of differential 
settlement during construction; 2) proper compaction of surficial soils; and 3) installation of a 
well-compacted structural fill mat (with possible inclusion of geotextile reinforcing fabrics) 
above the water table in building areas, and/or continuous foundation systems for the buildings. 

Impact 6.2 

Erosion/Slumping: The proposed project would have potentially significant impact associated 
with soil erosion during construction and shoreline riprap slumping. 

Mitigation 6.2 

Mitigation Measure 6.2.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-2): Prior to issuance of the grading 
permits, the applicant shall prepare site-specific erosion control plans for the project in 
conformance with the City's Grading Ordinance to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
erosion control plans should be in substantial conformance with the Conceptual Landscape Plan 
and the Design Guidelines for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update and should include 
temporary and permanent erosion/siltation control measures and/or devices that would be 
installed both during and after site grading and construction, including, but not limited to, interim 
and post-development landscaping/hydro-seeding; jute netting (or other approved geotextile 
material) on manufactured slopes; sandbags, brow ditches, energy dissipaters and desilting 
detention basins; and any other methods to control short-term and long-term surficial runoff and 
erosion. 

Prior to approval of grading permits, the applicant shall retain a soils engineer to monitor the 
grading, construction, and installation of runoff control devices and revegetation of the project 
site. The soils engineer shall submit in writing to the City Engineer and the Environmental 
Review Manager of the Development Services Department certification that the project has 
complied with the required notes on the grading plan addressing erosion controls. 

Impact 6.3 

Unstable geologic or soil conditions: Constraints on development of the site are potentially 
significant due to potentially poor soil conditions. 

Mitigation 6.3 

Mitigation Measure 6.3.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3): Prior to approval of grading 
permits, a complete subsurface geotechnical investigation shall be performed to evaluate the 
thickness and/or the in situ condition of the compacted and hydraulic fill materials and the bay 
deposits. The geotechnical investigation would also provide site-specific remedial grading 
recommendations, foundation design criteria, and recommendations for the design of surficial 
improvements. The reco1m11endations shall be implemented as part of project construction. 

May 31, 2001 MMRP-12 



SeaWorld Master Plan Update Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure 6.3.2 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-4): Prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for the implementation of projects associated with Master Plan Update the disposal of any 
anticipated construction-related dewatering effluent shall be permitted by either the City of San 
Diego or the R WQCB. The effluent could either be directed to the Mission Bay or the San 
Diego sewer system. If the effluent is discharged to Mission Bay, then the discharge shall meet 
the effluent limits specified by the RWQCB (Order No. 95-25) and Federal National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirement. Effluent discharged to the City of San 
Diego sewer system shall meet the City's standards. 

7.0 Air Quality 

Impact 7.1 

Ambient Air Quality: No potentially significant air quality impacts were identified. The 
following mitigation would reduce adverse but less than significant air quality impacts. 

Mitigation 7.1 

Mitigation Measure 7.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-1): As a condition of any grading or 
building permit, construction management procedures shall be implemented to clean up dirt and 
debris spillage from public roads, and route construction traffic through the least sensitive areas. 
Use of transportation control measures to encourage carpooling among construction workers and 
to schedule deliveries to non-peak traffic hours is recommended to reduce adverse, but less than 
significant impacts from construction-related exhaust emissions. 

8.0 Energy 

Impact 8.1 

Energy Conservation: No significant impacts are identified. However, in an effort to 
continually develop programs to increase energy efficiency, Sea World would implement an 
energy conservation mitigation measure. 

Mitigation 8.1 

Mitigation Measure 8.1.1 (DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-1): Prior to operation of any new 
attraction, Sea World shall apply its existing energy conservation programs and shall consider 
implementation of project-specific energy conservation programs to minimize electrical fuel , 
and/or natural gas consumption associated with the new attraction. 

9.0 Water Conservation 

Impact 9.1 

Water consumption: No significant impacts are identified. However, in an effort to continually 
decrease water consummation, Sea World would implement the following mitigation measure. 
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Mitigation 9.1 

Mitigation Measure 9.1.l(DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.13-1): Prior to operation of any new 
attraction or facility, Sea World shall apply its existing water conservation programs and shall 
consider implementation of project-specific water conservation programs to minimize water 
consumption associated with the new attraction or facility. 
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DRAFT CANDIDATE FINDINGS 
REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

(LDR NO. 99-0618) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Findings 

The following Draft Candidate Findings are made for the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(the "FEIR") for the proposed Sea World Master Plan Update (the "Project"). The FEIR (LDR 
No. 99-0618/SCH No. 1984030708), which is incorporated by reference herein, analyzes the 
significant and potentially significant envirornnental impacts which may occur as a result of the 
proposed Project. 

The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (California Public Resources Code 
§§21000 et seq. ) and the State CEQA Guidelines ("CEQA Guidelines") (Title 14, California 
Code of Regulations, §§ 15000 et seq.) require that no public agency shall approve or carry out a 
proj ect which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless the 
public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects on the 
environment; 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction 
of another public agency and have been ,or can or should be, adopted by that 
other agency; or 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological , or other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified 
in the FEIR. 

(CEQA, §21081(a); CEQA Guidelines, §15091(a).) 

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines further require that, where the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the FEIR, but are not at least 
substantially mitigated, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action 
based on the FEIR and/or other information in the record. (CEQA Guidelines, §15093(b).) 

The following Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations ("SOC")have been 
submitted by the Project applicant as candidate Findings and SOC to be made by the decision
making body. The Development Services Department (DSD), does not recommend that the 
discretionary body either adopt or reject these findings . They are attached to allow readers of 
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this report an opportunity to review potential reasons for approving the Project despite the 
significant unmitigated effects identified in the FEIR. 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE 

The Sea World leasehold consists of approximately 1 7 acres of water and 172.4 acres of land 
located on the southern perimeter of Mission Bay Park approximately halfway between 
Interstate 5 ("I-5") and the Pacific Ocean. More specifically, the Sea World leasehold is located 
north of Sea World Drive, east of Ingraham Street and West Mission Bay Drive, south of Pacific 
Passage in the Bay, and west of the South Shores area of Mission Bay Park in the City of San 
Diego. 

The Project consists of the following: 

1. Update to the existing Sea World Master Plan; 

2. Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan; 

3. Amendment to the Progress Guide and General Plan; and 

4. Project approvals for the Tier 1 projects (see below) ; 

The Sea World Master Plan Update consists of the following: 

Conceptual Development Program 

The conceptual development program sets forth the anticipated development and redevelopment 
needs for the entire Sea World leasehold and is divided into three categories: 

1. Tier 1 identifies sites and projects where new development or park renovations will be 
processed concurrently with the Sea World Master Plan Update or are likely to be initiated 
shortly after its adoption. The Tier 1 projects consist of a Splashdown Ride (95 feet high), 
Educational Facility ( 45 feet high), Front Gate Renovation (up to 90-foot high lighthouse), 

. and Special Events Center Expansion (30 feet high with 60-foot high icon structure). 

2. Tier 2 identifies eight conceptual development sites that are candidates for future 
redevelopment, renovation, or park expansion. Each site retains the potential to have 
structures exceeding 30 feet in height up to a maximum height of 160 feet, although only 
four of the Tier 2 sites may have structures that exceed 100 feet in height. The FEIR 
analyzes the potential impacts of Tier 2 development, but no specific projects are proposed 
for the immediate future. 

3. Special Projects are long-term conceptual development proposals that have been specifically 
identified. The Special Projects include an up to 90-foot tall, 650-room hotel, a 115 slip 
expansion of the existing Sea World Marina, and a 4-level, 45-foot-high parking garage. 
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Development Criteria 

The Development Criteria contained in the Sea World Master Plan Update set forth the 
development parameters applicable to the entire Sea World leasehold or specific leasehold areas 
identified in the Sea World Master Plan Update. Among other controls, the development criteria 
establish the height limits within the Sea World Master Plan Update area. The height limits also 
help define the maximum building envelopes for the Tier 2 conceptual development sites. 

Design Guidelines 

The Design Guidelines contained in the SeaWorld Master Plan Update would be used as 
standards to evaluate proposed new projects or proposed modifications to existing development. 
The primary focus of the design guidelines is to assure aesthetically pleasing public views of 
Sea World from outside its leasehold. The guidelines therefore address landscaping, lighting, 
signs, and architecture. 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/Local Coast Program ("LCP") 

In addition to updating the Sea World Master Plan, the Project includes an amendment to the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update/LCP to bring the plan into conformity with the 1998 voter 
approved Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, an ordinance to amend the City of San Diego 
Municipal Code to allow development up to a maximum height of 160 feet on the SeaWorld 
leasehold. The Sea World Master Plan Update will become a part of the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update by reference. 

III. ISSUES ADDRESSED IN FEIR 

The FEIR contains an environmental analysis of the potential impacts associated with 
implementing the Project. The environmental issues addressed in the FEIR were determined to 
be significant or potentially significant based on the Initial Study prepared for the Project by the 
City of San Diego. The following issues were determined to be significant or potentially 
significant: land use; neighborhood character/aesthetics; light, glare and shading; transportation 
and circulation; water quality; biological resources ; noise; geology/soils; air quality; energy; and 
water conservation. 

IV. FINDINGS REGARDING INSIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS 

The City finds , based on substantial evidence appearing in the FEIR, its supporting technical 
reports, and the administrative record that the following impacts or potential impacts are less 
than significant: 

A. Light, Glare and Shading (Partial) 

Implementation of the Design Guidelines contained in the SeaWorld Master Plan Update and the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update Design Guidelines as well as the Light Pollution Law 
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codified in the San Diego Municipal Code (Sections 101.1300-101.1309) would result in less 
than significant impacts resulting from lighting and glare. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant light or glare impacts no mitigation measures 
were recommended. 

A shadow analysis of Tier 1 projects concluded that shadows associated with the Tier 1 
developments ( only the Splashdown Ride) would not extend onto Mission Bay or South Shores 
Park. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant shading impacts from Tier 1 projects , no 
mitigation measures were recommended. Significant shading impacts from Tier 2 projects and 
Special Projects are addressed in Subsection B of Section VI below. 

B. Transportation and Circulation (Partial) 

Roadway Segments: Based on the City's threshold criteria for significance of impact, the 
proposed Project would not have a significant impact on the following roadway segments under 
the near term (2005) condition: 

1. West Mission Bay Drive between Ingraham Street and Dana Landing Road; 
2. West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street; 
3. West Mission Bay Drive between 1-8 and Sea World Drive; 
4. Ingraham Street from Vacation Road to Crown Point Drive; 
5. Ingraham Street from Perez Cove Way and Vacation Road; 
6. Ingraham Street between Perez Cove Way and West Mission Bay Drive; 
7. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard between 1-8 and West Mission Bay Drive; and 
8. Sunset Cliffs Boulevard between Nimitz Boulevard and 1-8. 

Key Intersections: Based on the criteria that a delay of 2 or more seconds at an intersection 
which is operating at LOS D, E or F results in a significant impact, the proposed Project will not 
generate a significant direct impact on intersections under the near term (2005) condition. 
Figure 4.4-6 in the FEIR illustrates 2005 key intersection traffic volumes with the Project. 

Freeway Ramps: Based on the criteria that a wait time of 2 minutes at a freeway ramp which is 
already experiencing delays in excess of 15 minutes results in a significant impact, the proposed 
Project will not have a significant direct impact on freeway ramps under the near term (2005) 
condition. The proposed Project would only increase delays by one minute at each ramp. 

CMP Arterials: A decrease in speed (mph) by more than 1 mph for CMP arterials operating at 
LOS D, E or F, or by more than 2 mph at LOS C, or by more than 3 mph at LOS B, results in a 
significant traffic impact. The contribution of traffic from the Project would not exceed the 
foregoing significance thresholds on CMP arterials. Thus, no significant Project-related impacts 
would occur. 
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C. Biology 

No significant impact was identified to least tern productivity rates in the Mission Bay area as a 
result of existing or expanded Sea World fireworks displays. Supporting studies prepared by 
experts on least terns, found in Appendix D, Biological Resources Reports, of the FEIR, show 
little difference between the productivity rates at the sites near Sea World in comparison to 
overall San Diego County statistics. Also, no significant impact to least tern foraging behavior 
within or near the Sea World leasehold would occur from the proposed Project. 

Further, none of the Tier I projects within Area I are expected to have any impacts to eelgrass or 
aquatic resources located within Pacific Passage to the north of the Project site. The only Tier I 
located near the water is Site A-1 , Splashdown Ride. A shadow analysis conducted for the 
Splashdown Ride did not indicate that any shadow would be cast over the water during 
December until as late as 4:00 P.M. Thus, no significant shadow impacts would occur from 
Tier 1 projects. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant biology impacts with respect to least tern 
productivity and shadow impacts from Tier I projects on eelgrass beds or aquatic resources, no 
mitigation measures were recommended. 

D. Noise (Partial) 

The Project would not result in a significant traffic noise impact. Project generated traffic would 
result in minimal long-term increases to the ambient traffic noise levels. The Project generated 
noise levels for 2020 traffic volumes would not conflict with any of the existing or proposed land 
uses and the General Plan Land Use Compatibility guidelines. 

The Splashdown Ride would not create a significant noise impact. The proposed Splashdown 
Ride may periodically increase noise levels by 3 decibels (dBA). Noise generated by the 
Splashdown Ride may be audible out to 7,000 feet from the theme park. However, ambient 
noise levels would not substantially increase. Other future rides may result in similar impacts. 
In addition, the Splashdown Ride would exceed the General Plan park standard of 65 dBA, as a 
portion of South Shores Park falls within the 65 dBA and 70 dBA noise level contours. 
However, this portion of South Shores Park consists of a parking lot and boat launch, where park 
visitors are not considered noise sensitive receptors because of the noise levels associated with 
the nearby active recreational boat launching, parking lot and "jet ski" activities associated with 
this area of the park. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant traffic noise impacts or noise impacts from 
the Splashdown Ride, no mitigation measures were recommended. 
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E. Air Quality (Partial) 

The proposed Project would conform with state and federal air quality standards that govern the 
operations at SeaWorld. Such compliance would ensure that the proposed Project would not 
generate objectionable odors, thereby resulting in no significant air quality odor impacts. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant air quality odor impacts, no mitigation 
measures were recommended. 

F. Recreational Resources 

The proposed Project would not result in adverse traffic conditions that would be a substantial 
impediment to vehicular access to, or pedestrian/bicycle usage of, recreational facilities in 
Mission Bay Park or the Mission Beach area. Therefore, the Project would not result in 
significant recreational facilities access impacts. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant recreational resources impacts, no mitigation 
measures were recommended. 

G. Human Health/Public Safety 

The existing operation of Sea World involves the use and storage of a variety of chemicals. 
Additionally, a portion of the Sea World leasehold overlies the inactive Mission Bay landfill. 

Sea World will be required to obtain permits or approvals from the San Diego County 
Department of Environmental Health, the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and/or other authorities as required by law, for the purchase, use, 
storage, generation, and disposal of hazardous material/waste, and to comply with local, state 
and federal regulations with respect to the remediation of any contaminated soils and 
groundwater that may be discovered during project excavation. The impact of these permits and 
the impact of required local, state, and federal regulations for the remediation of contaminated 
soils and groundwater will result in a less than significant impact with respect to the exposure of 
people to health hazards. 

With respect to the portion of the Sea World leasehold that overlies the Mission Bay Landfill, the 
Project does not involve any development that would disturb soils in the area of the closed 
landfill. The lease between the City of San Diego and Sea World prohibits Sea World from 
disturbing the Mission Bay Landfill. An analysis in an environmental impact report of the 
potential impacts of preexisting conditions to human health and the environment is not required 
under CEQA. CEQA requires environmental analysis of a project possibly affected by 
preexisting conditions only when the project may adversely change those conditions or otherwise 
have a significant effect on the environment. Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 
32 Cal. App. 4th 1464, 1466. Otherwise, an analysis of the adverse effects of preexisting 
physical conditions on a proposed project extends beyond the scope of CEQA and the 
environmental impact repoti requirements. Id. at 1468. That is, CEQA is not intended to protect 
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a proposed project from the existing enviro1U11ent, but intended to protect the environment from 
the impacts of a proposed project. Id 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City of San Diego Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency 
reports state that the waste in the landfill is adequately covered and the integrity of the final 
cover has not been compromised. Prior measurements of a variety of toxic constituents also 
show that such constituents have not exceeded background levels. Furthermore, Sea World has 
conducted a soil and groundwater investigation in the area outside of the approximate landfill 
boundary. Results from the Phase I and Phase II assessment report indicate that low levels of 
contamination were encountered in several of the soil borings and monitoring wells, and that no 
landfill debris was encountered. The assessment report indicates that there is no significant 
contamination of the Sea World leasehold near or outside the documented landfill perimeter. 
Hence, the inactive landfill does not pose a threat to human health or the environment. With 
regard to other pai1s of the leasehold, Sea World has conducted a variety of construction projects 
that involved construction activities. During these construction projects, no hazardous materials 
were discovered on the Project site that would pose a risk to human health or the environment. 

Therefore, compliance with the conditions of required permits would protect workers and the 
general public from potential risk of exposure to hazardous material/waste. The rules and 
regulations associated with the various local , state, and federal permits would also provide 
measures to reduce the potential risk of an explosion or the unauthorized release of hazardous 
material/waste into the environment. Therefore, no significant impact would occur for Tier 1 or 
Tier 2 projects, or Special Projects. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant human health/public safety impacts, no 
mitigation measures were recommended. 

H. Energy 

Sea World currently employs a number of state-of-the-art energy conservation programs, 
including, but not limited to, lighting retrofits, use of energy efficient lighting, variable speed 
drive motors on water filter pumps, the HVAC replacement program, and chilled water loops for 
cooling buildings and pools. Continuance of these programs and implementation of future 
programs would ensure that no significant impacts associated with energy would result from the 
proposed Project. The light retrofit program and use of energy efficient lighting reduce energy 
consumption by 1.2 million kilowatt hours (kWh) per year, reduce maintenance costs, as 
energy-efficient fluorescent lights last longer than the former incandescent lamps, and decrease 
air conditioning usage due to cooler operation. The use of variable speed drive motors reduces 
energy consumption by approximately one million kWh per year. The HVAC replacement 
program, which replaced older HVAC units with newer ones, reduces energy consumption by 
0.59 million kWh per year. Also, by use of the chilled water loop program, Sea World is able to 
take advantage of the energy efficiencies that are inherent in the process and save tens of 
thousands of kilowatt hours of electrical consumption. 
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Because the DEIR does not identify any significant energy impacts, no mitigation measures were 
required. However, Mitigation Measure 1 of Section 4.12 of the FEIR has been incorporated 
into the Project to continually develop programs to increase energy efficiency. 

I. Water Conservation 

Continual development, exercise and implementation of state-of-the-art water conservation 
programs and conformance with the Design Guidelines contained in the Sea World Master Plan 
Update that emphasize the use of drought tolerant plant species would ensure that no significant 
impacts associated with excessive water consumption would result. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant water conservation impacts, no mitigation 
measures were required. However, Mitigation Measure 1 of Section 4.13 of the FEIR has been 
incorporated into the Project to ensure the application of Sea World ' s existing water conservation 
programs and consideration of project-specific water conservation programs for new attractions 
or facilities. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant water conservation impacts with regard to 
landscaping, no mitigation measures were recommended. 

J. Cultural Resources 

Historically, Mission Bay Park was a little used, unnavigable backwater made up of tidal basins, 
sand dunes, salt marshes, swamps, and salt flats which were shaped into the current series of 
basins and coves, as well as uplands tlu·ough extensive dredging and filling operations between 
I 948 and 1961. Mission Bay was converted from an open coastal estuary with extensive salt 
marsh and mud flats , to a small boat harbor and public recreational resource. The project site is 
fully developed, and no record of cultural resources discovered or identified as being associated 
with the project site were available. With the extensive dredge and fill operations that occurred 
on the project site, along with site development, any cultural resources within the project site 
would have been covered or removed. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would 
not impact cultural resources. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant cultural resources impacts, no mitigation 
measures were recommended. 

K. Agriculture 

The Project site does not contain land that is designated as prime agricultural soils by the Soil 
Conservation Service, nor does it contain prime farmlands designated by the California 
Department of Conservation. Furthermore, the site is not subject to, nor is it near a Williamson 
Act contract pursuant to Section 51201 of the California Government Code. Additionally, there 
are no fanning operations in the project vicinity. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
Project would not impact agricultural resources. 
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Because the FEIR does not identify any significant agriculture impacts, no mitigation measures 
were recommended. 

L. Population/Housing 

Implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly alter the population distribution, 
location, and densities, nor would it significantly affect population growth rate or housing 
demands. While the proposed Project could create new jobs in the area, it is anticipated that the 
existing labor pool in the County would fill the positions created by attendance growth at 
Sea World. Additionally, the persons required to fill those new positions would not require 
special licenses which would bring in a higher level of skilled workers . 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant population/housing impacts, no mitigation 
measures were recommended. 

M. Public Services 

Based on the Initial Study completed for the proposed Project, it was determined that the Project 
would not have a significant impact on the provision of public services. Specifically, police 
protection provided by the N011hern Division of the San Diego Police Department and fire 
protection provided by the City of San Diego Fire Department would not be significantly 
impacted by the proposed Project. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant public services impacts, no mitigation 
measures were recommended. 

V. FINDINGS REGARDING IMP ACTS DETERMINED TO BE INSIGNIFICANT 
DURING THE INITIAL STUDY 

A. Sewer and Water Facilities 

Implementation of the Sea World Master Plan Update wi ll not result in a significant impact on 
sewer and water facilities . Although Sea World's water consumption and sewage generation will 
increase over time, this growth already was contemplated and approved in the 1985 Sea World 
Master Plan and Environmental Impact Report, RQD No. 84-0160, SCH #84030708, dated 
February 1985 (1985 Master Plan). That 1985 Master Plan projected that Sea World ultimately 
would serve 4 million visitors. Any increased water consumption or sewage generation 
contemplated by the 1985 Master Plan would not be a significant impact caused by the Sea World 
Master Plan Update. Full build out of the 1985 Master Plan is the baseline for determining 
whether the Sea World Master Plan Update would have significant impacts. Benton v. Board of 
Supervisors (1991) 226 Cal.App.3d 1467. The FEIR projects SeaWorld's attendance would 
reach 4.4 million. There is no evidence to indicate this difference from the 1985 Master Plan 
would have a significant impact on sewer and water facilities other than what was contemplated 
in the 1985 Master Plan. 
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In addition, the City of San Diego Water Design Guidelines and City of San Diego Sewer Design 
Guidelines contain policies for construction of increased water and sewer facilities to 
accommodate growth. The policies in the water and sewer design guidelines are implemented as 
part of every development project in the City to insure that no project causes significant water 
and sewer impacts. Sewer and water fees are structured so that the users pay both the operating 
expenses and capital improvements necessary to provide the water and sewer services. (See 
page 28 of the report titled "The Economic and Fiscal Impacts of Tourism on the City of San 
Diego and The San Diego Regional Economy," dated March 26, 1999, prepared by CIC 
Research, Inc. for The San Diego County Taxpayers Association.) 

To insure adequate water facilities, Sea World is required to prepare a Water Study in 
conformance with the City Water Design Guidelines. This study will evaluate whether the 
existing city distribution water mains that serve Sea World are of sufficient size to provide the 
necessary volume of water for future development. After this study is approved by the City, 
Sea World would be required to construct any facilities to serve its property in conformance with 
the Water Study. Subsequent to implementation of any water supply facilities, Sea World would 
pay for and obtain water meters for the new development. 

To insure adequate sewer facilities, Sea World is required to prepare a Sewer Study in 
conformance with the City Sewer Design Guidelines. This study will evaluate the existing sewer 
system from the Sea World leasehold to the nearest trunk sewer line (18 inches or larger) to 
determine whether the existing facilities have sufficient capacity to accommodate new sewage 
generated by Sea World's development. After this study is approved, Sea World would be 
required to construct any facilities to serve its property in conformance with the Sewer Study. 
Subsequent to implementation of any sewer facilities, Sea World would pay for and obtain sewer 
connections for the new development. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant sewer and water impacts, no mitigation 
measures were recommended, 

B. Solid Waste 

Implementation of the Sea World Master Plan Update will not result in a significant impact on 
waste and landfill facilities. Although Sea World's waste generation will increase over time, this 
growth already was contemplated and approved in the 1985 Master Plan. That 1985 Master 
Plan projected that Sea World ultimately would serve 4 million visitors. Any increased waste 
generation contemplated by the 1985 Master Plan would not be a significant impact caused by 
the Sea World Master Plan Update. Full build out of the 1985 Master Plan is the baseline for 
determining whether the Sea World Master Plan Update would have significant impacts. Benton 
v. Board of Supervisors (1991) 226 Cal. App. 3d 1467. The FEIR projects SeaWorld's 
attendance would reach 4.4 million. There is no evidence to indicate this difference from the 
1985 Master Plan would have a significant impact on waste and landfill facilities than what was 
contemplated in the 1985 Master Plan. 
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Furthermore, Sea World has an award-winning recycling program that has been recognized by 
the City on seven occasions, of the past eight years, as the Recycler of the Year recipient. This 
award is given to a select few organizations that maintain notable recycling programs that 
significantly reduce the amount of waste sent to city landfills. Also, SeaWorld has been 
recognized as the State of California Waste Reduction Awards Programs (WRAP) recipient as 
one of the top recyclers in the state on six occasions. Since the inception of Sea World ' s current 
recycling program in 1992, Sea World has recycled over 15 .25 million pounds of recyclables 
through the end of 2000. This is equivalent to the preservation of over 25,160 cubic yards of 
landfill space at the local landfill. A major component of Sea World ' s award-winning recycling 
program is its commitment to purchase products with significant recycled content. Sea World has 
a Recycled Products Procurement policy that encourages and promotes the purchase of recycled 
materials whenever feasible. The procurement policy allows a five percent price preference for 
purchase of products with a specified post consumer content. The program is also extended to 
SeaWorld's contractors and vendors. In 2000 alone, SeaWorld purchased over $590,000 worth 
of products manufactured with recycled content materials. In the past seven years, Sea World has 
purchased millions of dollars worth of products manufactured with post consumer and recycled 
content. 

Because the FEIR does not identify any significant landfill impacts, no mitigation measures were 
recommended. 

VI. FINDINGS REGARDING IMP ACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED TO BELOW 
A LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE (CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE 
§21081(A)(l)) 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR, the appendices 
to the FEIR, and the administrative record, finds, pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
§21081(a)(l) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(l), that changes or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the proposed Project which would mitigate, avoid, or substantially lessen 
to below a level of significance the following potentially significant environmental effects 
identified in the FEIR in the following categories: water quality, biological resources (including 
shading), noise, geology/soils, transpo11ation/circulation, land use and air quality. 

In order to provide funding for the City to monitor the implementation of these mitigation 
measures, the Project will be conditioned as follows: Prior to the first building permit 
subsequent to the Sea World Master Plan Update, the applicant shall deposit $3,200 with DSD to 
ensure implementation of the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"). 

A. Water Quality (Cumulative) 

Potential Impacts 

SeaWorld Marina Expansion: Construction in Mission Bay could have a significant impact on 
water quality by producing increased sedimentation and turbidity because of disturbance to 
bottom sediments during construction. Operational impacts associated with the expanded marina 
would be of the same nature as under the current operation and would include the potential 
release of the following pollutants: fuel , oil , and grease (from boats and fueling) ; bacteria (from 
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sanitary waste discharges/spills); heavy metals, particularly copper (from boat antifouling 
paints) ; and litter. 

Tier 1, Tier 2 and Special Projects: The main sources of water quality impacts from Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 projects and Special Projects would include aquarium water, hose down of animal areas, 
landscaping, and pedestrian traffic. These activities could potentially lead to bacteria or viruses 
being introduced by animal contact with the water in the aquarium, or by washing activities in 
animal areas. Other activities related to Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects and Special Projects may 
potentially introduce oil, grease, and organic compounds, thus significantly impacting water 
quality. The incorporation of Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects and Special Projects into the existing 
aquaria water treatment program and the existing ongoing water quality control Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan ("SWPPP")/Best Management Practices ("BMP") program and 
adherence to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") requirements would 
result in a less than significant impact. 

Short Term Construction: High periods of rainfall during grading operations could lead to 
excessive erosion and sedimentation and could result in the transport of sediment into Mission 
Bay. As a result, marine organisms would be affected by increasing levels of turbidity and total 
di ssolved solids. Rainfall coming into contact with construction materials could also adversely 
impact Mission Bay Construction materials contained in storm water runoff could have a 
potential significant impact on marine organisms. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The proposed Project wi ll consist primarily of uses similar to the 
existing uses and, therefore, the proposed Project would not result in significant direct impacts 
on water quality . However, because Mission Bay currently has substantial water quality 
problems, the additional water pollutants generated by the Project would potentially have the 
effect of creating significant cumulative impacts on Mission Bay. Application of the ongoing 
water quality programs currently being implemented by Sea World would reduce the operational 
impacts associated with Project. Currently, Sea World has a comprehensive and ongoing water 
quality control program for controlling potential sources of water pollution. These programs 
include : (1) aquaria water treatment to ensure compliance with the facilities NPDES discharge 
permit; (2) theme park surface runoff collection and treatment; (3) oil and chemical spill 
prevention and control ; and (4) parking area sweeping. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measures 1 through 3 of Section 4.5 of the FEIR would substantially 
lessen cumulative impacts on water quality to below a level of significance. Specifically, 
implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce water quality impacts to 
below a level of significance: 

(a) SeaWorld Marina Expansion: (1) install an automatic shutoff on 
fuel pumps; (2) regularly inspect sanitary pumpout on a routine basis; (3) prohibit boat hull paint 
removal and repainting in the marina area; and (4) prohibit in-water hull scraping to remove 
marine growth, and collect and properly dispose of any marine material removed from hulls. 

(b) Tier 2 and Special Projects: Within two years of the approval of 
the Master Plan Update by the Coastal Commission, install catch basin inserts such as a Fossil 
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Filter, or equivalent, to capture oil and grease in runoff at the point where it enters the storm 
drain system from parking lots and fueling areas. 

(c) Short Term Construction: A Master SWPPP shall be prepared 
and approved by the City Engineer and Regional Water Quality Control Board. This Master 
SWPPP shall include general as well as specific measures which will be implemented to control 
water pollution related to construction and post-construction BMPs. At a minimum, the Master 
SWPPP shall include the provisions, or their equivalent, as identified in Mitigation Measure 3 of 
Section 4.5 of the FEIR. 

Mitigation Measures 1 through 3 of Section 4.5 of the FEIR are feasible and are made binding by 
the conditions of approval for the Project and the MMRP and are incorporated by reference as if 
fully set fo11h herein. 

B. Biological Resources (Direct) 

Potential Impacts 

Shading of eelgrass beds: A significant negative impact on eelgrass beds is not anticipated 
from either the future development of Tier 2 projects. A significant impact on eelgrass includes 
long term and permanent loss of eelgrass, an eelgrass bed, or a portion thereof. However, 
shadow analysis conducted during the Initial Study shows that the potential for an adverse 
impact cannot be eliminated. It is possible that the projected shading effects during periods 
when the sun angle is relatively lower in the sky (generally November to February), in 
conjunction with the eelgrass ' s dormant period, would have a substantial impact on eelgrass 
growth and productivity resulting in a significant impact on biological resources. Additionally, 
significant eelgrass impact has been identified with respect to the Sea World Marina expansion 
because future docks and moored boats would cast shadows onto eelgrass beds. No significant 
shadow impacts would occur from Tier 1 projects. 

Construction Erosion of Eelgrass: The Project could potentially cause significant direct effects 
on the eelgrass because uncontrolled erosion during construction of the Project could result in 
deposition of sediment in nearby eelgrass beds. 

Least Terns (foraging and nesting): No significant impact to least tern foraging behavior 
within or near the Sea World leasehold would occur from the proposed Sea World Master Plan 
Update. However, a significant impact to least tern nesting activity may occur to the nearby 
currently uncolonized Stony Point Least Tern Preserve should it be recolonized because new 
structures created as part of the Project could potentially create perching opportunities for least 
tern predators, from which the predators could have a vantage point to prey upon least tern 
chicks. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 1 through 3 of Section 
4.6 of the FEIR would substantially lessen potentially significant biological resources impacts to 
below a level of significance. Furthermore, implementation of erosion control Mitigation 
Measure 3 of Section 4.5 of the FEIR would reduce sedimentation impacts on eelgrass beds to 
below a level of significance. 
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Specifically, implementation of the following mitigation measures would substantially lessen 
biological resources impacts to below a level of significance: 

(a) Shading of eelgrass beds: Prior to Coastal Permit application the 
project proponent shall prepare a project-specific shadow analysis for Tier 2 projects located in 
future development areas F-2, E-2, G-2 and K-2; and the Future Hotel Special Project to 
determine the extent of shadow impacts on eelgrass in Pacific Passage, Perez Cove and the 
Waterfront Stadium lagoon. The shadow analysis shall be performed for the time periods 
described in Section 4.3 , Light, Glare and Shading, in the FEIR. If no shadow impact would 
occur in these areas as a result of the project specific analysis, no further mitigation would be 
required. If a shadow impact would occur during this timeframe it would only occur during the 
eelgrass dormant period as described in the impact analysis above. For shadow impacts that 
would occur during the eelgrass dormant period, a project specific monitoring program shall be 
undertaken that in.eludes the provisions described below under eelgrass monitoring program. 

Eelgrass Afoniloring Program: Once construction is completed at one of the potentially shade 
impacted sites, three years of eelgrass monitoring shall be conducted, specifically in the early 
spring (April) and early fall (October) of the three years. These two times of the year would best 
track the initial growing phase of the eelgrass, in the spring and the post summer peak, and in the 
early fall , before the dormant period begins. The area to be monitored would be along the shore 
and out far enough into the water to cover the area where a shadow would be cast during the 
majority of the daylight hours in December. The monitoring program would be initiated once 
development is completed at each of the sites, and the monitoring schedule at each site would be 
independent of the other. If the monitoring indicates a reduction in the eelgrass bed coverage, 
then an eelgrass revegetation program shall be implemented in conformance with the Southern 
California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy as described below. 

Prior to application for development of the Future Hotel project landing dock and the Marina 
Expansion project, a project-specific shadow analysis shall be conducted as described in the 
above mitigation measure to determine the exact area of impact resulting from docks and boats. 
For these impacts eelgrass shall be replaced at a 1.2: 1 ratio, which is in conformance with the 
eelgrass replacement ratios outlined in the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. 
Furthermore, a pre- and post-construction eelgrass survey shall be undertaken to determine the 
area of eelgrass habitat that would be impacted by the shadows. The proposed projects could 
require the creation of approximately 1.12 to 1.20 acres of eelgrass. This scenario assumes that 
all of the shading impacts would occur under the pier, dock, and permanent boat placement. 

Eelgrass mitigation sites do not appear to be readily available within the water area of the 
Sea World leasehold. Further exploration of options and alternatives for eelgrass transplant in the 
amount needed to offset the impacts would have to be conducted under an eelgrass mitigation 
plan study, which would be determined when the marina expansion or landing dock would be 
developed. The eelgrass mitigation plan study and implementation would be conducted in 
conformance with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. 

(b) Construction Erosion of Eelgrass: A Master SWPPP shall be 
prepared and approved by the City Engineer and Regional Water Quality Control Board. This 
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Master SWPPP shall include general as well as specific measures which will be implemented to 
control water pollution related to construction and post-construction BMPs. At a minimum, the 
Master SWPPP shall include the provisions, or their equivalent, as identified in Mitigation 
Measure 3 of Section 4.5 of the FEIR. 

(c) Least Terns (foraging and nesting): Prior to construction of a 
new development project on the Sea World leasehold a determination shall be made as to whether 
the Stony Point Preserve has been recolonized by the California least tern. If it is has not been 
recolonized then implementation of the following mitigation measure would not be required. 
Should the Preserve be recolonized, a determination shall be made as to whether the new 
development project would provide a clear line-of-sight from perching opportunities on the 
proposed structure to the Stony Point Preserve. If it would not provide a clear line-of-sight then 
no mitigation would be necessary. Should a clear line-of-sight be available from perching 
locations on the new structure, then the structure would be required to include appropriate design 
features to eliminate the perching opportunity. 

Mitigation Measures 1 tlu·ough 3 of Section 4.6 of the FEIR and Mitigation Measure 3 of Section 
4.5 of the FEIR are feasible and are made binding through the Project conditions of approval and 
the MMRP, and are incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 

C. Noise (Direct) 

Potential Impacts 

Tier 2 Projects: The proposed rides and shows within the Tier 2 projects may either 
individually or collectively result in potentially significant noise impacts because these 
attractions could potentially exceed the City ' s Land Use Compatibility Criteria. Tier 2 projects 
may include, but are not limited to aquariums, special effects theaters, land-based adventure 
rides, pelagic fish exhibits, water play attractions, themed track or water rides, special format 
projection attractions, playgrounds, wildlife performance venues, boat rides, historic reenactment 
presentations, research facilities , live performance venues, and wildlife exhibits. It is possible 
that several similar rides may operate simultaneously, which may result in increased noise levels. 

Impact of Traffic and Theme Park Noise on Future Hotel: The future hotel project would be 
potentially subject to exterior traffic and theme park noise levels that may result in a significant 
noise impact to hotel patrons in excess of the 45 dB A CNEL interior standard, depending on the 
design of the hotel. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 of Section 4. 7 of 
the FEIR would substantially lessen noise impacts to below a level of significance. Specifically, 
the following mitigation measures are feasible to reduce noise impacts: 

(a) Tier 2 Projects: Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development 
Permit, a project-specific noise study prepared by a qualified acoustician shall be required for 
any new ride attraction or performance show and must demonstrate that sensitive receptors 
would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable standards. 
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(b) Impact of Traffic and Theme Park Noise on Future Hotel: 
Prior to issuance of building permits for the future hotel, verification that guest room interiors 
will meet the 45 dB CNEL interior standard shall be required through the preparation of an 
interior noise study by a qualified acoustician. The measures recommended in this study shall be 
implemented to meet the required 45 dB CNEL interior standard. 

Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 of Section 4.7 of the FEIR are feasible and are made binding 
through the Project conditions of approval and the MMRP, and are incorporated by reference as 
if fully set forth herein. 

D. Geology/Soils (Direct) 

Potential Impacts 

Liquefaction: Seismic events could potentially cause significant impacts as a result of 
groundshaking and liquefaction because the Project site is located within Geographic Hazard 
Category 31 and the site is underlain by fill soils and bay deposits that are characterized as 
relatively loose and cohesionless. Therefore, the impacts associated with liquefaction are 
considered significant. 

Erosion/Slumping: The Project would have potentially significant geology/soils impacts 
associated with soil erosion during construction and shoreline rip rap slumping because a number 
of onsite surficial deposits may be subject to erosion hazards in association with the construction 
of future projects. Specifically, project-related activities such as demolition and grading for site 
preparation, would involve the removal of both stabilizing vegetation and surface pavement and 
the construction of manufactured slopes. These conditions could accelerate erosion rates due to 
the generally loose and unconsolidated nature of graded areas and fill materials. Slumping of the 
rip rap rock shoreline protection system at the Northern limits of the Sea World leasehold has 
already occurred. While repairs have been made intermittently beginning in the late 1980s, there 
is the potential for additional slumping of the rip rap in the future and, therefore, this constitutes 
a significant impact. 

Unstable Geologic or Soil Conditions: Current soil or geologic conditions and shallow 
groundwater table levels would have potentially significant impacts on future development. The 
surficial soil may not be considered suitable for structural loads without adherence to project
specific recommendations from a qualified geotechnical engineer. Constraints on Project 
development are potentially significant but mitigable provided the recommendations of a 
qualified geotechnical engineer are followed for site preparation, building, and pool foundations . 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 1 through 4 of Section 
4.8 of the FEIR would substantially lessen geology/soils impacts to below a level of significance. 
Specifically, the following mitigation measures are feasible to reduce geology/soils impacts: 

(a) Liquefaction: Prior to issuance of a Grading Permit for each 
portion of the redevelopment, a soils investigation shall be approved by the City Engineer. 
Appropriate remedial measures shall be incorporated into the grading plans. These remedial 
measures can be found in Appendix F of the FEIR and are incorporated by this reference. These 
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measures shall include, but not be limited to monitoring of differential settlement during 
construction, proper compaction of surficial soils, and installation of a well-compacted structural 
fill mat (with possible inclusion of geotextile reinforcing fabrics) above the water table in 
building areas, and/or continuous foundation systems for the buildings. 

(b) Erosion/Slumping: Prior to issuance of the grading permits, the 
applicant shall prepare site-specific erosion control plans for the project in conformance with the 
City's Grading Ordinance to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The erosion control plans 
should be in substantial conformance with the Conceptual Landscape Plan and the Design 
Guidelines for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update, and should include temporary and 
permanent erosion/siltation control measures and/or devices that would be installed both during 
and after site grading and construction, including, but not limited to, interim and post
development landscaping/hydro-seeding; jute netting (or other approved geotextile material) on 
manufactured slopes; sandbags, brow ditches, energy dissipaters and desilting detention basins; 
and any other methods to control short-term and long-term surficial runoff and erosion. 

Prior to approval of grading permits, the applicant shall retain a soils engineer to monitor the 
grading, construction, and installation of runoff control devices and revegetation of the project 
site. The soils engineer shall submit in writing to the City Engineer and the Environmental 
Review Manager of the Plaiming and Development Review Department certification that the 
project complies with the required notes on the grading plan addressing erosion controls. 

(c) Unstable Geologic or Soil Conditions: Prior to approval of 
grading permits, a complete subsurface geotechnical investigation of the proposed development 
area shall be performed to evaluate the thickness and/or the in situ condition of the compacted 
and hydraulic fill materials and the bay deposits. The geotechnical investigation would also 
provide site-specific remedial grading recommendations, foundation design criteria, and 
recommendations for the design of surficial improvements. The recommendations shall be 
implemented as part of project construction. 

Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the implementation of projects associated with Master 
Plan Update the disposal of any anticipated construction-related dewatering effluent shall be 
permitted by either the City of San Diego or the R WQCB. The effluent could either be directed 
to the Mission Bay or the San Diego sewer system. If the effluent is discharged to Mission Bay, 
then the discharge shall meet the effluent limits specified by the RWQCB (Order No. 95-25) and 
Federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirement. Effluent 
discharged to the City of San Diego sewer system shall meet the City ' s standards. 

Mitigation Measures 1 through 4 of Section 4.8 of the FEIR are feasible and are made binding 
through the Project conditions of approval and the MMRP, and are incorporated by reference as 
if fully set forth herein. 
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E. Land Use 

Potential Impacts 

Biological Resources: The Initial Study and FEIR identified eelgrass beds in Perez Cove and in 
the vicinity of the Sea World Marina expansion, as well as all along the Sea World shoreline of 
the Pacific Passage. The proposed marina expansion would result in a potentially significant loss 
of eelgrass habitat in Perez Cove as a result of shading. Additionally, while a significant 
negative impact on eelgrass beds is not anticipated from future development of Tier 2 projects or 
Special Projects, shadow analysis conducted during the Initial Study shows that the potential for 
an adverse impact cannot be eliminated because shadowing from these structures could 
potentially result in loss of eelgrass habitat. Finally, the FEIR identified a potentially significant 
impact to least tern nesting activity at the nearby uncolonized Stony Point Least Tern Preserve 
should it be recolonized because new structures created as part of the Project could potentially 
create perching opportunities for least tern predators, from which the predators could have a 
vantage point to prey upon least tern chicks. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 1 through 3 of Section 
4.6 of the FEIR would substantially lessen biological resources impacts on eelgrass and least tern 
nesting activity to below a level of significance. Fmihermore, implementation of erosion control 
Mitigation Measure 3 of Section 4.5 of the FEIR would substantially lessen sedimentation 
impacts on eelgrass beds to below a level of significance. These mitigation measures are 
discussed in greater specificity above in Subsection B of this Section 3 ("Biological 
Resources") . 

Mitigation Measures 1 through 3 of Section 4.6 and Mitigation Measure 3 of Section 4.5 of the 
FEIR are feasible and are made binding through the Project conditions of approval and the 
MMRP, and are incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 

F. Transportation and Circulation 

Potential Impacts 

2005 Offsite Circulation (Weekday): There is a lack of traffic signal coordination between 
traffic signals on Sea World Drive between Friars Road and the I-5 northbound ramps. 
Additionally, the queue and lane utilization at the Sea World Drive and I-5 southbound ramps is 
not optimal. This results in a significant traffic impact. 

2020 Key Intersections (Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way): The Project would have a 
significant traffic and circulation impact on the Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way 
intersection under the 2020 buildout condition because the change in the LOS (measured by 
calculating the change in LOS between a "With Project" scenario and a 2020 buildout "Without 
Project" scenario) exceeds the City's thresholds for significance. The proposed Project would 
also have a significant impact on the following key intersections under the 2020 buildout 
condition: 
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1. Sea World Drive and 1-5 northbound ramps; 
2. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway; and 
3. West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound offramp. 

Parking: For the year 2005 , the minimum parking requirements for Sea World are forecast at 
approximately 7,600 spaces. There is a current usable supply of approximately 8,000 spaces. 
Therefore, there are no significant impacts for the 2005 near term aspects of the Project. Year 
2020 buildout projections forecast a minimum parking requirement of 9,200 spaces. This 
exceeds the current supply of parking spaces. The usable supply of parking spaces is expected to 
reach capacity in the year 2010. Therefore, a potentially significant traffic and circulation impact 
exists because the number of parking spaces that the planned parking structure will provide is 
unknown. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 2, 3, and 8-11 of Section 
4.4 of the FEIR would substantially lessen traffic and circulation impacts to below a level of 
significance. Specifically, the following mitigation measures are feasible to substantially lessen 
traffic and circulation impacts to below a level of significance: 

(a) 2005 Offsite Circulation (Weekday): Mitigation Measure 2 of 
Section 4.4 of the FEIR requires that Sea World install signal coordination on Sea World Drive 
from Friars Road to I-5 northbound ramp and the construction of a 400-foot extension of the 
eastbound right-turn lane on Sea World Drive at the southbound I-5 on-ramp. This measure 
would substantially lessen the traffic and circulation impacts to less than a significant level. 
Sea World ' s cost participation for this measure is 100 %. 

(b) 2020 Key Intersection (Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way): 
Mitigation Measure 3 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR requires that Sea World reconfigure the 
Ingraham Street/Perez Cove Way intersection to remove the split east/west signal phasing at the 
time the MMRP indicates that it is necessary to do so. Sea World' s fair share of this 
improvement is 100 %. 

(c) 2005 Key Intersections (Weekend): In the summer following 
approval of the Sea World Master Plan Update by the California Coastal Commission, Mitigation 
Measures 8 through 10 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR would be implemented. Traffic event officers 
would be provided at the Sea World Drive/1-5 interchange during busy days if California 
Depaiiment of Transportation concurs. This would permit the override of traffic signals, thus 
permitting better traffic circulation in response to traffic conditions. Lane management at the 
Sea World entrance gate would be improved to maximize vehicle storage. Finally, employees 
and repeat patrons would be provided with materials promoting 1-8 or Ingraham Street as 
alternative routes to Sea World. 

( d) Parking: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 11 of Section 4.4 
of the FEIR would substantially lessen parking impacts to below a level of significance. 
Specifically, the completion of one or more of the following improvements, when the MMRP 
indicates it is necessary, will reduce parking impacts to below a level of significance: (1) paving 
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the unpaved guest overflow parking area located in the southwest corner of Area 2, (2) 
implement offsite parking or shuttle/MTDB transit options, and/or (3) construct the planned 
parking structure. 

Mitigation Measures 2, 3, and 8 through 11 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR are feasible and are made 
binding through the Project conditions of approval and the MMRP, and are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. 

G. Air Quality (Partial) 

Potential Impacts 

Ambient Air Quality: Atmospheric conditions in the San Diego Air Basin limit the ability of 
the atmosphere to disperse air pollution generated by the large regional population. The Mission 
Bay Area rarely experiences unhealthful air quality and pollution levels exceeding state 
standards are infrequent. However, the cumulative impact of Project-related construction can 
lead to regionally degraded ambient air quality and may potentially constitute a significant air 
quality impact. Construction related to the Project could potentially cause significant air quality 

· impacts because dust, fumes , equipment, and other contaminants would be released during 
various phases of Project construction. The Project-related construction activities would occur in 
close proximity to both large numbers of visitors and pollution sensitive marine species, which 
could potentially lead to significant air quality impacts. There is no adopted standard of impact 
significance for fugitive construction dust. The non-attainn1ent status of the air basis for 
pai1iculates suggests, however that Particulate Matter 10 emissions rates during construction 
should be minimized. Dust can be minimized by utilizing enhanced dust control measures. 
Mobile construction sources will release exahust. These impacts are less than negligible. 
Finally, construction activities may result in significant spillover impacts into surrounding 
communities. "Spillover" occurs when dirt is tracked onto public streets or when construction 
detours and lane closures create congestion on public streets. Construction of the future hotel is 
most likely to result in potential spillover impacts. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The ambient air quality impacts resulting from Project-related 
construction may be potentially significant and, therefore, adverse to air quality standards. 
However, Mitigation Measure 1 of Section 4.9 of the FEIR would reduce ambient air quality 
impacts to below a level of significance. Mitigation Measure 1 requires that as a condition of 
any grading permit, construction management procedures shall be implemented to clean up dirt 
and debris spillage from public roads. Construction traffic would be routed through the least 
sensitive areas. Use of transp011ation control measures would be used to encourage carpooling 
among construction workers and to schedule deliveries to non-peak traffic hours. These 
measures would reduce the potentially significant impacts from construction related exhaust 
em1ss1ons. 

Mitigation Measure 1 of Section 4.9 of the FEIR is feasible and is made binding by the 
conditions of approval for the Project and the MMRP and are incorporated by reference as if 
fully set forth herein. 
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VII. FINDINGS REGARDING IMP ACTS WHOSE MITIGATION IS WITHIN THE 
RESPONSIBILITY AND JURISDICTION OF ANOTHER AGENCY 
(CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(A)(2)) 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR, the appendices 
to the FEIR, and the administrative record, finds, pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
§21081(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(2), that there are significant impacts for which 
mitigation measures can and should be adopted by another pubic agency in the following 
category: traffic and circulation. 

A. Traffic and Circulation 

Potential Impacts 

2020 Congestion Management Program ("CMP") Freeway Segments: The Project would 
cause potentially significant impacts because the Project would increase the volume to capacity 
ratio by more than 0.02 at the mainline freeway segment on Interstate 5 ("1-5") in both directions 
north of Sea World Drive. 

Facts in Support of Finding: This impact is within the jurisdiction and responsibility of the 
California Department of Transportation ("CalTrans") because the only possible mitigation 
measure available to substantially lessen the potential traffic and circulation impact to the 1-5 
freeway segments is widening 1-5. Additionally, even without the proposed Project, 1-5 would 
operate at an unacceptable Level of Service ("LOS") of either "E" or "F" ( on a scale of A 
tlu-ough F, "A" being the best operating conditions and "F" being the worst). 

VIII. FINDINGS REGARDING INFEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES (CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(A)(3)) 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR, the appendices 
to the FEIR, and the administrative record, finds , pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
§21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(3), that (i) the FEIR considers a reasonable range 
of Project alternatives and mitigation measures, and (ii) specific economic, legal, social, 
technological , or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives or mitigation measures identified in the 
FEIR and, therefore, the Project will cause significant unavoidable impacts in the categories of 
land use, traffic circulation and neighborhood character/aesthetics. 

A. Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures for Significant Unmitigated Impacts 

1. Land Use 

Potential Impacts 

Traffic and Circulation: The proposed Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects and Special Projects are part 
of an ongoing program to update the SeaWorld theme park through renovation and new 
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attractions. The Project and its individual components are anticipated to result in a gradual 
increase in visitor attendance. The additional traffic associated with the attendance increase 
would have potentially significant impacts on road segments, key intersections, and freeway 
ramps because traffic would increase in these areas, thus leading to delays and volume to 
capacity ratios in excess of the City ' s identified significance thresholds. Subsection A.2. of this 
Section VII more specifically evaluates the significant traffic and circulation impacts under both 
the near tem1 (2005) condition and the buildout (2020) condition. 

Neighborhood Characteristics/Aesthetics: The proposed height and scale of the Splashdown 
Ride, future hotel project, and all Tier 2 future projects would have potentially significant visual 
impacts on the character of Mission Bay Park and, therefore, would significantly impact vistas 
from the South Shores entry roadways identified in the Mission Bay Master Plan Update. 
Additionally, these projects represent an inconsistency with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Update Design Guidelines for building height and massing. The proposed amendment to the 
Mission Bay Master Plan Update would resolve the height inconsistency. The potential 
significant land use impacts related to neighborhood characteristics/aesthetics are more 
specifically discussed in Subsection A.3 of this Section VIII . 

Facts in Support of Finding: 

(a) Traffic and Circulation: Mitigation Measures 1 and 4 through 7 
of Section 4.4 of the FEIR would substantially lessen impacts associated with increased traffic 
by requiring Sea World to make fair share contributions to road and freeway improvement 
projects. (See Subsection A.2 of this Section VIII for a more specific discussion of traffic impact 
mitigation measures.) However, these mitigation measures can only be implemented if the 
necessary Capital Improvement Projects ("CIP") are fully funded and implemented. Therefore, 
traffic and circulation impacts to the roadway segments, key intersections, and freeway ramps 
would be potentially significant unmitigated impacts because it is possible that the CIP funding 
and implementation necessary to accomplish the improvements to which Sea World will be 
required to make a fair share contribution may not be provided. Furthermore, mitigating the 
impact at the mainline freeway segment ofl-5 northbound and southbound, north of Sea World 
Drive by widening 1-5 to accommodate the increase in traffic impacts is infeasible because the 
cost of such mitigation is excessive for only one project. 

(b) Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics: Mitigation Measures 1 and 
2 of Section 4.2 of the FEIR require Sea World to prepare and implement a site plan for the 
Project in compliance with the Master Plan Update landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. 
The site plan will also adhere to the Master Plan Update Design Guidelines that pertain to 
landscaping, lighting, signs, and architectural guidelines. These mitigation measures, if fully 
implemented, would lessen but not fully mitigate the visual quality impacts associated with the 
Splashdown Ride, Tier 2 future projects, and the future hotel because these Project components 
would still constitute a significant visual impact. 
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2. Traffic and Circulation 

Potential Impacts 

Roadway Segments: Based on the City ' s threshold criteria for significance of impacts, the 
proposed Project's contribution to traffic on roadway segments would potentially exceed the 
acceptable volume to capacity ratio ("V /C") threshold of significance on three segments under 
the near term (2005) condition and three segments under the buildout (2020) condition. The 
significance thresholds are identified in Table 4.4-7 of the FEIR and are specifically analyzed 
with respect to the Project's traffic and circulation impacts in Table 4.4-8 of the FEIR. 
Therefore, these traffic and circulation impacts are considered potentially significant because the 
change of the V /C for these roadway segments exceeds the significance thresholds defined in the 
City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual. 

The proposed Project would have a potentially significant impact on the following roadway 
segments under the near term (2005) condition: Sea World Drive, between Pacific Highway and 
1-5; Sea World Drive, between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; and Sea World Drive, between 
Sea World Way and Friars Road . 

Using the City of San Diego Series 9 Traffic Model , the proposed Project would have a 
potentially significant impact on the following roadway segments in the buildout (2020) 
condition: Sea World Drive, between Sea World Way and 1-5 (Friars Road) ; West Mission Bay 
Drive, between Sea World Drive and Ingraham Street; and West Mission Bay Drive, between 
Sea World Drive and Interstate 8 ("1-8"). 

Key Intersections: The Project may potentially have a significant unmitigated traffic and 
circulation impact on the following intersections under the 2020 buildout condition: Sea World 
Drive and 1-5 n011hbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours), Sea World Drive and Pacific 
Highway (PM peak hours), West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound off ramp (PM peak 
hours), and Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hours). The impacts are significant 
because the change in the LOS (measured by calculating the change in LOS between a " With 
Project" scenario and a 2020 buildout "Without Project" scenario) exceeds the City ' s tlu-esholds 
for significance. 

Freeway Ramp Meters (Weekday 2020 Buildout): The FEIR identified potentially significant 
cumulative traffic impacts at the following freeway ramps: Sea World Drive and northbound I-5 
(AM peak hours), Sea World Drive and southbound 1-5 (AM and PM peak hours), and West 
Mission Bay Drive and eastbound I-8 (AM and PM peak hours). The traffic impacts from the 
Project under the 2020 buildout consideration are considered potentially significant impacts 
because Project's projected traffic volume would add to delays at locations already experiencing 
delays in excess of 15 minutes. Therefore, projected Project traffic volume would result in a 
significant 2020 buildout impact at these ramps. 

2020 Congestion Management Program ("CMP") Freeway Segments: The Project would 
cause potentially significant impacts because the Project would increase the volume to capacity 
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ratio by more than 0.02 at the mainline freeway segment on Interstate 5 ("I-5") in both directions 
north of Sea World Drive. · 

Facts in Support of Finding: There will potentially be significant unmitigated impacts if the 
CIPs necessary for the success of the mitigation measures discussed herein are not fully 
implemented or funded. Although Sea World will pay its fair share costs of the improvements, it 
is economically infeasible for Sea World to pay all the costs . By Year 2020, the Project is 
expected to generate an additional 4,240 ADT on I-5 north of Sea World Drive. This is 
compared to an expected 224,700 ADT on the freeway. Therefore, SeaWorld represents 1.9 
percent of the I-5 traffic. On a peak hour basis, Sea World represents a volume to capacity ratio 
of 0.027. The significance criteria state that a ratio over 0.02 is significant. To mitigate this 
impact, an additional lane would be needed on I-5 between Sea World Drive and SR 52. The 
total cost for this land is estimated at $36 million. It would be economically infeasible for one 
project to pay for this entire cost. CEQA Guideline Section 15126.4(a)(4)(B) states a mitigation 
measure must be "roughly proportional" to the impacts of the Proj ect. Dolan v. City of Tigard, 
512 U.S . 374 (1994). To the extent that CIPs are not fully funded and implemented, the 
following mitigation measures would not be roughly proportional to the significant impacts of 
the Project because Sea World cannot be expected to fund the entire mitigation measure in excess 
of its fair share costs. Furthermore, without the proposed Project, the FEIR indicates that 
roadway segments, key intersections, freeway ramp meters and CMP freeway segments 
identified as having significant impacts would nonetheless operate at unacceptable LOS levels. 
(FEIR 4.4-32 through 4.4-33 .) Thus, while Project generated traffic would add to the impact, it 
is not roughly proportional for Sea World to pay the entire cost of the mitigation measures 
because the FEIR indicates non-Project generated traffic would still be unacceptable. 

Therefore, implementation of the following additional mitigation measures is economically 
infeasible: 

(a) Roadway Segments: Impacts to the roadway segments requiring 
fair share contributions from Sea World pursuant to CIPs are considered potentially unmitigated 
because inadequate assurances exist that the necessary CIP would be approved by the City and/or 
sufficiently funded to complete the needed improvements. Specifically, the following reasons 
may render the significant impacts umnitigable: 

(i) 2005 Near Term Roadway Segments: Mitigation 
Measure 1 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR indicates that one of two alternative measures shall be 
unde1iaken by Sea World. First, Sea World Drive could be widened from four to six lanes 
between I-5 and Sea World Way. Second, if the City has formed a CIP for the combined 
improvements to Sea World Drive and its interchange with I-5, Sea World shall contribute to the 
CIP an amount which is equivalent to 44% of the estimated cost of the widening of Sea World 
Drive to six lanes. In the event the second alternative form of mitigation is selected, the short 
term traffic and circulation impacts of the Project on Sea World Drive may not be fully mitigated 
because full funding for the CIP may be delayed or never achieved. The first alternative would 
not be roughly proportional to the Project 's impact on roadway segments if the CIP is not fully 
implemented because Sea World cannot be expected to fund the entire mitigation measure. 
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Therefore, selecting the second alternative measure would cause the traffic and circulation 
impacts from the 2005 roadway segment (weekday) to remain a potentially unmitigated 
significant impact. 

Findings 

(ii) 2020 Buildout Roadway Segments: Mitigation Measure 
1 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR may potentially mitigate the traffic and circulation impacts of the 
Project on Sea World Drive between Sea World Way and Friars Road. Selection of the first 
alternative would widen Sea World Drive to six lanes and mitigate the traffic and circulation 
impacts to below a level of significance. However, if the first alternative in Mitigation Measure 
1 is not selected or CIP improvements are not made pursuant to the second alternative, then this 
significant impact wi ll remain unmitigated. Mitigation Measure 7 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR 
would substantially lessen the impacts for 2020 roadway segments to below a level of 
significance by widening Mission Bay Drive to six lanes. However, there is the possibility that 
the impacts will potentially remain unmitigated because widening Mission Bay Drive requires 
that CIP No. 52-463 be fully implemented and funded. Sea World ' s fair share contribution of 
widening Mission Bay Drive is 47% of the City ' s cost of the improvements. In light of the fact 
that this CIP may not be sufficiently funded or implemented coincident with Sea World's needs, 
Sea World ' s long term impact on West Mission Bay Drive between Sea World Drive and 1-8 
would be unmitigated. Mitigation Measures 1 and 7 would not be roughly propo11ional to the 
Project' s impact on these roadway segments if the CIPs are not fully implemented because 
Sea World caimot be expected to fund the mitigation measures in their entirety. Therefore, the 
significant roadway segment traffic impacts associated with the 2020 buildout will be a 
potentially significant unmitigated impacts. 

(b) Key Intersections: Mitigation Measures 3 through 6 of Section 
4.4 of the FEIR require Sea World to (i) make fair share contributions to highway ramp and 
interchange improvements for 1-5 and 1-8 and (ii) make fair share contributions to the Sea World 
Drive and Pacific Highway intersection reconstruction projects. Impacts to the key intersections 
which require fair share contributions from Sea World pursuant to CIP are considered potentially 
unmitigated because inadequate assurances exist that the necessary CIP would be approved by 
the City and/or sufficiently funded to complete the needed improvements. Fm1hermore, 
significant impacts resulting from the Project' s effect on key intersections would be unmitigable 
if CIP 52-463 or any other necessary CIP is not implemented by the City. These mitigation 
measures address significant impacts that will exist both with the Project and without the Project. 
The mitigation measures would not be roughly proportional to the Project's impact on these key 
intersections if the CIPs are not fully implemented because Sea World cannot be expected to fund 
the mitigation measures in their entirety. 

(c) Freeway Ramp Meters (Weekday 2020 Buildout): Mitigation 
Measures 4 and 7 of Section 4.4 of the FEIR require that Sea World make fair share contributions 
to freeway ramp improvements to alleviate potentially significant traffic impacts to the identified 
freeway ramps. However, significant delays at freeway ramps are projected to exist without the 
impacts associated with the Project. Impacts to the freeway ramps which require fair share 
contributions from Sea World pursuant to CIPs are considered potentially unmitigated because 
inadequate assurances exist that the necessary CIP would be approved by the City and/or 
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sufficiently funded to complete the needed improvements. Furthermore, significant impacts 
resulting from the Project's effect on freeway ramps would be unmitigable if CIP 52-463 or any 
other necessary CIP is not implemented by the City. The mitigation measures would not be 
roughly proportional to the Project's impact on these freeway ramps if the CIP is not fully 
implemented because Sea World cannot be expected to fund the mitigation measures in their 
entirety. 

3. Neighborhood Characteristics 

Potential Impacts 

Tier 1 Visual Impacts: The Splashdown Ride will consist of three towers, ranging in height 
from 83 to 95 feet and ranging in diameter from 24 to 50 feet. The Splashdown ride would be 
one-third the height of the existing Sea World Tower. Construction of the Splashdown Ride 
would result in a new visual element being added within Mission Bay Park. Photosimulation 
shows that the Splashdown Ride will be a noticeable visual element from outside the Sea World 
leasehold. Because of the Splashdown Ride 's prominence from many vantage points outside the 
Sea World leasehold , the FEIR determined that this component of the Proj ect constitutes a 
significant visual quality impact. 

Sea World Master Plan Update Visual Impacts: The FEIR analyzed the visual quality impacts 
resulting from the Sea World Master Plan Update, including Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects and 
Special Projects. The 2020 buildout scenario of the Master Plan Update will result in the Project 
constituting a substantial alteration of the existing visual character of the southern part of 
Mission Bay Park, thus resulting in a significant visual quality impact. Tier 2 projects and the 
future hotel would result in a major change in the visual character in the landscape and thus 
would constitute a significant impact on visual quality. 

Facts in Support of Finding: There will potentially be significant unmitigated impacts because 
Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 of Section 4.2 of the FEIR do not reduce the significant visual 
quality impacts to a level below significance. 

Tier 1 Visual Impacts: Mitigation Measure 1 of Section 4.2 of the FEIR requires Sea World to 
prepare and implement a site plan for the Proj ect, which complies with the Master Plan Update 
landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere to the Master Plan 
Update Design Guidelines. This mitigation measure, if fully implemented, would lessen but not 
fully mitigate the visual quality impact associated with the Splashdown Ride because the 
Splashdown Ride would still constitute a significant visual impact. Thus, the visual impact of 
the Splashdown Ride will remain a significant unmitigated visual impact. 

Sea World Master Plan Update Visual Impacts: Mitigation Measure 2 of Section 4.2 of the 
FEIR requires Sea World to prepare and implement a site plan for the Project in compliance with 
the Master Plan Update landscape buffer and bulk/plane setbacks. The site plan will also adhere 
to the Master Plan Update Design Guidelines. This mitigation measure, if fully implemented, 
would lessen but not fully mitigate the visual impacts associated with the buildout of the Master 
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Plan. Thus, the visual impact of the Sea World Master Plan Update will remain a significant 
mm1itigated impact. 

B. Infeasibility of Project Alternatives to Reduce or Avoid Significant Impacts. 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR, the appendices 
to the FEIR, and the administrative record, pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
§ 2108l(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines § 1509l(a)(3), finds that specific economic, legal , social, 
technical, or other conditions, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives as follows: 

1. No Project Alternative. In the case of the proposed Sea World Master 
Plan Update, the No Project Alternative would permit development that is currently allowed 
under the existing adopted 1985 Master Plan. Development allowed under the 1985 Sea World 
Master Plan includes the unbuilt 300-room hotel and 200-slip marina expansion. Furthermore, 
redevelopment could continue on the project site in conformance with the existing 30-foot height 
limit. This alternative assumes that attendance levels would remain relatively unchanged, as 
they have over the past ten years. 

This alternative would avoid the significant unmitigable neighborhood character/aesthetics 
impact related to the future development that would be up to 160 feet in height. Significant 
impacts associated with transportation/circulation may be lessened. However, FEIR Section 
4.4.3 indicates that even without the Project substantial traffic delays are projected for the future . 
Although the theme park attendance would not increase, under the current Sea World Master Plan 
a hotel and marina expansion could be developed. These facilities would generate traffic that 
would increase traffic congestion in the project area. This alternative would generate less traffic 
than the proposed project. 

The neighborhood character/aesthetics significant unmitigable impact that would be avoided is 
the visual impacts related to the future development that would be up to 160 feet in height. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The significant, mitigable impacts to land use, traffic circulation, 
light, glare and shading, water quality, biology, as it pertains to potential perching opportunities, 
and noise would be avoided. Without the Project there would sti ll be significant traffic impacts 
and delays in excess of City standards. Additionally, without the Project Sea World would not 
provide any fair share mitigation proportionate to its share of the traffic congestion. Impacts 
from light, glare and shading, water quality, and biology are mitigable as discussed in Section VI 
above. This alternative would also eliminate the increased educational resources available to the 
region from the Project. Other issue impacts are either not significant or could occur under the 
existing Sea World Master Plan. 
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Further, the No Project Alternative is not considered feasible because the following Sea World 
Master Plan Update Project objectives would not be met: 

(a) Implementing the SeaWorld Initiative, Proposition D, approved by 
the electorate of the City in November 1998. The Sea World Initiative allows development up to 
a maximum height of 160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

(b) Providing for an updated comprehensive Master Plan that 
addresses the entire Sea World leasehold; 

· (c) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park environment; 

( d) Providing attractions which appeal to a broader range of family 
members; 

(e) Renovating older areas of the park; 

(f) Increasing revenues to the City of San Diego (including TOT 
revenue) ; 

(g) Continuing to create permanent and part-time, local employment 
opportunities; 

(h) Providing an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan; 

(i) Remaining competitive with other theme parks; and 

(j) Allowing renovation of existing buildings over 30 feet in height. 

2. More Regulated Alternative. This alternative would preclude the rental 
of personal water crafts (PW Cs) powered by two-cycle engines. Therefore, instead of six 
PWC's, two boat mooring slips would be provided. Fireworks would remain at existing levels. 
This alternative would reduce the number of Tier 2 160-foot high sites from four to three. This 
alternative would also prohibit more than three Tier 2 sites to be for shows and more than two 
Tier 2 sites to be for exhibits. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The intent of this alternative is to reduce water quality, visual, 
and fireworks noise impacts. However, no significant impacts were identified for the proposed 
fireworks displays, hence this issue need not be addressed because no significant impact has 
been found. Water quality impacts associated with the marina operations were identified as 
significant and mitigable in Subsection A of Section VI above. Through the elimination of 
potential PWC rental operation at the Sea World Marina, water quality impacts would be 
lessened. However, PWC users will be able to rent personal watercraft elsewhere in the Mission 
Bay area. Therefore, the water quality impact lessened at the Sea World Marina would probably 
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occur elsewhere in Mission Bay. Visual impacts would be lessened but not to below a level of 
significance because the alternative would only reduce the number of Tier 2 160 foot high 
development areas from four to three. This alternative is economically infeasible because it 
would constrain Sea World ' s flexibility in the development and redevelopment of new attractions 
that would in turn affect the economic viability of Sea World and would reduce the appeal to a 
broader range of family members. This alternative is economically infeasible because this 
alternative would potentially reduce the City ' s tax revenue because Sea World's ability to 
develop new attractions would be constrained. · 

Fmiher, the More Regulated Alternative is not considered feasible because it would not fully 
meet the following Project objectives: 

(a) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park enviromnent; 

(b) Providing attractions which appeal to a broader range of family 
members; 

(c) Increasing revenues to the City of San Diego (including TOT 
revenue) ; and 

(d) Continuing to create permanent and part-time, local employment 
opportunities; and 

(e) Remaining competitive with other theme parks. 

3. Enhanced Public Access Alternative 

The enhanced public access alternative would entai l a revised site plan that would accommodate 
pedestrian and or bicycle traffic along the entire water frontage of the leasehold. The Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan calls for a 50-foot-wide public access corridor along the waters edge. 
However, in cases where waterfront access is limited, such as the Sea World leasehold, the 
minimum allowed by the Master Plan is a 17-foot-wide paved boardwalk that would 
accommodate both pedestrians and bicycles with a one foot separation between them. Given the 
existing Sea World facilities located adjacent to the waters edge, this alternative is based on the 
minimum 17-foot-wide paved boardwalk. 

Facts in Support of Finding: This alternative would require extensive modification of existing 
Sea World facilities in many locations to accomplish an enhanced waterfront accessway. Thus, 
this alternative is infeasible because it is inconsistent with the 1985 Sea World Master Plan, 
which permits the existing facilities, and furthermore would result in excessive costs due to 
relocating existing facilities. Beginning at the 1101iheastern corner of the leasehold this public 
access alternative could be accommodated for approximately 375 feet of the waterfront because 
this area is undeveloped. However, the planned Splashdown Ride, which is to be located in this 
area, would require extensive modification of the site plan to allow for this public accessway. 
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This alternative is infeasible for public safety reasons. Public access would infringe on the ride 
safety envelope comprising of approximately 50 feet , where employee and guest access are not 
allowed. Additionally, relocation of the existing access road along the present Sea World 
boundary would be necessary to allow for extending park pathways to the Splashdown Ride. 
Accommodating coastal pedestrian access would require re-routing of this access road to the 
extreme east side of 16.5 acre expansion area and along the Bay to re-join existing road at Arctic 
Back-Wash Basin. 

West of the Splashdown Ride, access could be accomplished tlu·ough the abandonment of an 
existing service vehicle access road. However this service access road is necessary for the 
operation of Sea World and to provide emergency access. This alternative is infeasible because 
abandoning the existing vehicle access road would severely compromise service and emergency 
access required for the safe operation of the existing Sea World facility. The following list 
identifies the types of service that the access road suppo1is, and identifies the frequency of such 
services: 

1. Water Quality 
a. Chemical Delivery 

1) Sodium Hypochlorite three times per week 
2) Sodium Bissulfate one time per week 
3) Almax Vacuum Truck on time per week 

2. Maintenance 
a. Maintenance Contractors - Daily access 

1) HVAC 
2) Plumbing 
3) Almax Vacuum Trucks 
4) General Contractors 

b. In-House Maintenance Crews - Daily Access 
1) Landscape Depaiiment 
2) Electrical Department 
3) Mechanical Department 
4) Carpenter Department 
5) Water Quality Department 
6) Paint Department 

c. Access for Maintenance Equipment - Daily 
1) Cranes, forklifts , etc. 
2) Landscape Equipment - Backhoes, mowers, dump and flatbed trucks etc 

d. New Construction daily during construction projects 
1) Construction contractors I subcontractors 
2) Construction Equipment 
3) Construction Material Deliveries 
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3. Operations Department/ Food Service Department/ Merchandise Department 
a. Removal of trash via trainable dumpsters (long line of dumpsters c01mect in train 

fashion pulled by a tow motor. 
b. Deliveries of food and supplies to food service facilities - panel trucks / flatbed 

trucks 
c. Delivery of merchandise to shops - panel trucks / flat bed trucks 
d. Access for street sweeper equipment etc for park clean-up 

4. Life Safety - as required 
a. Access for paramedics 
b. Access for fire department (Ladder Truck) 
c. Part of disaster reaction plan access routes agreed on with City of San Diego Fire 

Department 

5. Animal Care Departments - Daily access 
a. Emergency access for animal care issues. 
b. Animal Moves (planned and emergency) 

1) Cranes 
2) Flatbed trucks 
3) Move equipment (slings, rigging, etc. 

c. Animal food deliveries - flatbed trucks 

Relocation of this access road fm1her south would require the modification of the access road for 
the Penguin Encounter and Nautilus Picnic Pavilion, as well as other support facilities. From the 
Shark Encounter westward, there are a number of buildings and emergency pedestrian 
accessways that would require modification (i.e. partial demolition and reconstruction) to 
accomplish the 17-foot-wide public access. Examples include the Shark Encounter and 
associated nearby water treatment facilities, Mango Joes restaurant, the Freshwater Aquarium, 
the 40 Theater and Harborside Cafe. Thus, this alternative would be inconsistent with the 
facilities that are currently allowed on the Sea World Leasehold under the 1985 Sea World Master 
Plan and the alternative would require significant alterations or relocation of Sea World's current 
facilities. Additionally, relocating and/or demolishing the current facilities would be 
economically infeasible because shutting down these areas of the park would lead to a significant 
economic loss to Sea World and the City. 

In order to accomplish a complete waterfront pedestrian access, the existing Waterfront Stadium, 
western water treatment plant and marina structures would require extensive modification. 
Modification of the Waterfront Stadium and water treatment plant are particularly onerous 
because these facilities are built up next to the water's edge. Modification of the western water 
treatment plant could lead to reduced water quality and/or increased costs in treating water 
during the time such modification was occurring. This alternative is economically infeasible 
because it would require extensive modification of existing structures and water treatment 
infrastructure. As a result, the extensive cost to implement this alternative would compromise 
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the success and economic viability of the Sea World operation. The costs would reduce rent 
payments and income to the City of San Diego. 

Further, the Enhanced Public Access Alternative is not considered feasible because it does not 
fully meet the following objectives: 

(a) Providing for an updated comprehensive Master Plan that 
addresses the entire Sea World leasehold; 

(b) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park environment; 

(c) Renovating older areas of the park; 

(d) Increasing revenues to the City of San Diego; 

(e) Continuing to create permanent and pm1-time, local employment 
opportunities; and 

(f) Remaining competitive with other theme parks. 

4. No Hotel and Marina Alternative 

The No Hotel and Marina Alternative assumes that the proposed 650-room hotel and marina 
expansion would not occur as pai1 of the project. The existing Master Plan, however, allows a 
300 room hotel and boat landing pier. This alternative would address the significant unmitigated 
visual impacts associated with the hotel expansion; the significant mm1itigable traffic and 
circulation impacts; and the significant mitigable impacts from marina expansion to eelgrass 
beds in Perez Cove. 

Facts in Support of Finding: This alternative would result in a considerable reduction in trip 
generation (48 percent or 7,300 ADT). As a result, significant impacts identified for the 2020 
scenario, which are listed below, would be lessened. Significant and mitigable traffic impacts 
that would be lessened include the following: 

Street Segments 
1. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Pacific Highway and 1-5 ; 
2. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Friars Road and Pacific Highway; 
3. Sea World Drive (4 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; 
4. Sea World Drive (6 lanes), between Sea World Way and Friars Road; and 
5. West Mission Bay Drive, between 1-8 and Sea World Drive. 

Key Intersections 
1. Sea World Drive and 1-5 northbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours); 
2. Sea World Drive and Pacific Highway (PM peak hour) ; 
3. Ingraham Street and Perez Cove Way (PM peak hour) ; and 

32 



Sea World Master Plan Update Findings 

4. West Mission Bay Drive and 1-8 westbound off ramp (AM and PM peak hours). 

Freeway Ramps 
1. Sea World Drive and northbound 1-5 (AM and PM peak hours); 
2. Sea World Drive and southbound 1-5 (AM and PM peak hours) ; and 
3. West Mission Bay Drive and westbound 1-8 (AM and PM peak hours). 

However, the impact would not be lessened to a level below significance because the existing 
Master Plan already permits a 300-room hotel on the site. This alternative would also lessen the 
significant and unmitigated impacts to CMP 1-5 freeway segments: Northbound 1-5, no11h of Sea 
World Drive and Southbound 1-5, north of Sea World Drive. Additionally, FEIR Section 4.4 
indicates that projected traffic levels will be unacceptable regardless of whether or not the 
Project is allowed to move forward . 

This alternative would lessen the significant umnitigable visual impact associated with the 
90-foot-high hotel. By eliminating the hotel structure, the visual impact associated with the 
SeaWorld Master Plan Update would be reduced. However, other Tier 1 and future Tier 2 
projects (four of which could be 160-feet high) would contribute to the significant unmitigable 
visual impact associated with the project. Therefore, although lessened, the neighborhood 
character/aesthetics would remain significant and unmitigable under this alternative. 

This alternative would eliminate the significant and mitigable impact to eelgrass beds from the 
marina in Perez Cove, because the Marina would not expand over existing eelgrass beds, a 
sensitive biological resource . Subsection B of Section VI discusses the mitigation of impacts to 
eelgrass beds. 

Further, the No Hotel and Marina Alternative is not considered feasible because the following 
Project objectives would not be met: 

(a) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park environment; 

(b) Increasing revenues to the City of San Diego (including TOT 
revenue) ; 

(c) Renovating older areas of the park; 

(d) Continuing to create permanent and part-time, local employment 
opportunities; and 

(e) Providing an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 
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5. Underground Parking Garage Alternative 

The Underground Parking Garage Alternative assumes that the proposed parking facility will be 
located below ground to address potential visual impacts associated with the Project's proposed 
above-ground parking garage. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Underground Parking Garage Alternative does not 
significantly reduce the potential visual impacts of the Project's proposed above-ground parking 
garage. The neighborhood character/aesthetics analysis of Section 4.2 of the FEIR determined 
that the above-ground parking garage would not contribute to the significant urunitigated visual 
impacts of the Project. Figure 4.2-32 in the FEIR provides a visual representation of the worst
case development envelope for the parking garage allowed by the Sea World Master Plan Update. 
The representation illustrates a 45-foot above-ground parking garage. The above-ground parking 
garage, however, would be obscured by existing landscape, which would consequently limit the 
structure ' s visibility from offsite locations to only the very upper portions of the structure. 

Furthermore, placing the parking garage underground would create significant design 
engineering constraints because of the high ground water table underlying the Project site. The 
geology/soils analysis of Section 4.8 of the FEIR states that groundwater was encountered in 
previous exploratory borings at depths ranging from approximately seven to seventeen feet 
below site grades. Groundwater depths must be taken into account when establishing the site 
development plan for an underground parking garage. Consequently, constructing the parking 
garage underground would require permanent dewatering and discharge into Mission Bay. 
Discharge of groundwater directly into Mission Bay, however, is prohibited by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, unless a discharge permit is approved by the Board. A discharge 
permit would require treatment of the groundwater effluent. This alternative could result in new 
significant water quality impacts. 

An additional engineering constraint involves the hydrostatic pressure on an underground 
parking structure. This pressure would push the underground parking structure out of the 
ground. To overcome this pressure, the parking garage would require an extensive system of 
subsurface piles. 

These major engineering and technical design issues and regulatory constraints to constructing 
the parking garage underground would make this facility technologically infeasible and 
unbuildable. Assuming that the underground parking garage is possible from a design 
perspective, the construction of such a structure would alternatively pose a major and prohibitive 
cost to the applicant relative to the costs of constructing the above-ground parking garage. 
Furthermore, with the exception of potential visual impacts, this alternative would not lessen any 
identified significant environmental impacts. 
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Further, the Underground Parking Garage Alternative is not considered feasible because it would 
not fully meet the following Project objectives: 

(a) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park environment; and 

(b) Increasing revenue to the City of San Diego. 

6. No Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet High Alternative 

This alternative is primarily designed to address potential visual impacts associated with the 
proposed 45-foot parking garage and 90-foot hotel, by limiting the height of such structures to 
30 feet. The reduction in height of the parking garage from 45 to 30 feet assumes that the garage 
footprint would remain the same. The number of parking spaces, therefore, would be reduced by 
about one-third of that which is proposed under the Project. Because the existing Sea World 
Master Plan allows for a hotel with 300 rooms within the 30-foot height limit, this alternative 
assumes a maximum of 300 hotel rooms. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The No Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet Alternative 
would not result in a noticeable lessening of the visual impacts of the Project's proposed 45-foot 
parking garage. The neighborhood character/aesthetics analysis of Section 4.2 of the FEIR 
determined that a 45-foot parking garage would not contribute to the significant umnitigated 
visual impacts of the Project. Figure 4.2-32 in the FEIR provides a visual representation of the 
worst-case development envelope for the parking garage allowed by the Sea World Master Plan 
Update. The representation illustrates a 45-foot parking garage. The parking garage, however, 
would be obscured by existing landscape, which would consequently limit the structure ' s 
visibility from outside the Sea World leasehold to only a small pai1 of the very upper portions of 
the structure. Furthermore, reducing the height of the parking structure would significantly 
reduce the parking supply. As a result, this alternative is economically infeasible because it 
would compromise the economic viability of Sea World. By failing to provide sufficient parking 
for future Sea World guests, this alternative in effect would limit the number of guests who can 
be accommodated at Sea World and thereby reduce the associated revenue of the increased 
number of guests. Also, this alternative is not feasible because the reduction in parking could 
result in a significant parking supply impact. Unlike this alternative, the Project's proposed 
parking structure is designed to accommodate expected increases in attendance over the next 20 
years. 

Reducing the height of the future hotel from up to 90 feet to 30 feet would lessen the visual 
impact of the SeaWorld Master Plan Update. The hotel component of the Project would 
contribute to the significant visual impact of the proposed Project. Therefore, reducing the 
height of this Project component would result in a lessening of visual impacts as such reduction 
would reduce the structure ' s visibility outside the Sea World leasehold. From nearly all locations 
outside the leasehold, existing trees and park improvements would screen a hotel 30 feet in 
height. However, although this impact would be lessened, it is still considered significant 
because other components of the Master Plan proposed in Area 1 of the Theme Park would result 
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in a significant visual impact. Furthermore, this alternative is not economically feasible because 
it would reduce the size of the proposed hotel, thus reducing the economic viability of Sea World. 
Because of the resulting reduction of the number of rooms arising from the reduction of the hotel 
height, the potential TOT revenue generated for the City's benefit would also be reduced. Also, 
such a reduction would cause a corresponding reduction in the number of people who could be 
accommodated adjacent to the coast, thereby compromising the California Coastal Act's priority 
on visitor-serving uses. 

Also, the reduction in the height of the parking garage and hotel would ultimately reduce both 
short-term construction, and long-term employment opportunities for the Sea World leasehold. 

Further, this alternative is not considered feasible because it would compromise the following 
Project objectives, as follows: 

(a) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park envirom11ent; 

(b) Increasing revenue to the City of San Diego (including TOT 
revenue) ; 

(c) Continuing to create permanent and pai1-time, local employment 
opportunities; and 

( d) Providing an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update; and 

(e) Remaining competitive with other theme parks. 

7. Less Visually Intrusive Alternative 

The Less Visually Intrusive Alternative is designed to lessen the significant unmitigable visual 
impact associated with the proposed Project by imposing (i) more restrictive design guidelines 
that focus on maximum bulk for various heights of future structures and (ii) restrictions on the 
maximum heights of future structures from visually sensitive areas. This alternative assumes 
that future structures would be 75 percent transparent above 60 feet. It also assumes that the 
height of structures at the eastern end of the theme park would be limited to 100 feet because 
views to this pai1 of the park from the east are openly visible. This alternative would reduce the 
visibility of future Tier 2 projects by making the upper parts of future attractions more 
transparent such that they tend to "blend" better with the visual background. In addition, by 
limiting the height of future Tier 2 projects along the eastern project boundary to 100 feet, these 
future attractions would be less visible in an area where future development will be openly 
visible from some areas to the east of the Project site. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Less Visually Intrusive Alternative would lessen, but not 
fully mitigate, the significant visual impact associated with the Project. This alternative would 
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be economically infeasible because it would compromise SeaWorld's ability to remain 
economically viable by severely limiting design flexibility to build future attractions that would 
enhance theme park attendance and associated revenue. Such restrictions on Sea World's 
capability of effectively responding to sharp market demands would adversely affect Sea World's 
competitiveness in a market driven by hard development cycles. 

Moreover, this alternative is not considered feasible because it would compromise the following 
Project objectives, as follows: 

(a) Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 
high quality theme park enviromnent; 

(b) Providing attractions which appeal to a broader range of family 
members; 

( c) Increasing revenues to the City of San Diego; 

(d) Continuing to create permanent and part-time, local employment 
opp011unities; and 

(e) Remaining competitive with other theme parks. 

8. Combination Alternative 

The Combination Alternative includes elements of the foregoing alternatives to address a variety 
of enviromnental issues raised by commentors to the Notice of Preparation. This alternative 
assumes that all future structures would be limited to 30 feet in height. This alternative also 
assumes that no new amusement type rides or hotel would be pm1 of the Sea World Master Plan 
Update. Instead, this alternative assumes that the Sea World Master Plan would focus future 
attraction development on marine education and conservation. Also, this alternative requires the 
Sea World Master Plan Update to include enhanced public access along the waterfront. 

The foregoing elements of the Combination Alternative are addressed above in the infeasibility 
analysis of the other project alternatives. Limiting future structures to 30 feet in height is 
addressed in the No Project Alternative and the No Parking Structure or Hotel Over 30 Feet 
Alternative. Removing the future hotel from the Master Plan is addressed in the No Hotel and 
Marina Alternative. Enhanced public access along the waterfront is addressed in the Enhanced 
Public Access Alternative. Focusing future attraction development on marine education does not 
address any enviromnental issue associated with the Project. 

Significant impacts associated with transportation and circulation would be lessened because 
under this alternative less traffic would be generated as compared to the proposed Project. This 
alternative, however, would not significantly lessen the transportation and circulation impacts to 
below a level of significance. The neighborhood character/aesthetics impacts determined to be 
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significant unmitigable impacts in Subsection A.3 of this Section VIII would be avoided because 
no building or structure would be allowed in excess of 30 feet. 

The significant mitigable impacts to land use, light, glare and shading, transportation and 
circulation, water quality, biological resources, as it pertains to potential perching opportunities, 
noise and air quality under the proposed Project would also be avoided under this alternative. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Combination Alternative would be economically infeasible 
because it would compromise Sea World's ability to remain economically viable by severely 
limiting design flexibility to build future attractions that would enhance theme park attendance 
and associated revenue. Such restrictions on Sea World ' s capability of effectively responding to 
sharp market demands would adversely affect Sea World's competitiveness in a market driven by 
hard development cycles. Also, this alternative would be economically infeasible because it 
would compromise Sea World ' s ability to remain economically viable by prohibiting the 
development of a hotel , thereby preventing the City from benefiting from associated TOT and 
other Sea World revenue. The high costs of relocating structures and water treatment 
infrastructure to provide continuous bayside access would be economically infeasible. 

This alternative is fu11her considered infeasible because the following Proj ect obj ectives would 
not be full y met: 

(a) Implementing the Sea World Initiative, Proposition D, approved by 
the electorate of the City in November 1998. The SeaWorld Initiative allows development up to 
a maximum height of 160 feet on the entire Sea World leasehold; 

(b) Providing for an updated comprehensive Master Plan that 
addresses the entire Sea World leasehold; 

(c) 
high quality theme park; 

Continuing to operate and improve on an economically-feasible, 

(d) Providing attractions which appeal to a broader range of family 
members ; 

(e) Renovating older areas of the park; 

(f) Increasing revenues to the City of San Diego; 

(g) Continuing to create permanent and part-time, local employment 
oppmiunities; 

(h) Providing an updated Master Plan that reflects the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update ; 

(i) Remaining competitive with other theme parks; 
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U) Eliminating the inconsistency with the Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan Update caused by the passage of the Sea World Initiative; and 

(k) Allowing renovation of existing buildings over 30 feet in height. 
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DRAFT CANDIDATE 
ST A TEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
SEA WORLD MASTER PLAN UPDATE (LDR NO. 99-0618) 

CEQA GUIDELINES FOR SECTION 21081(B), 
CEQA GUIDELINES SECTION 15093 

The Final EIR for the SeaWorld Master Plan Update (the "FEIR"), Amendment to the Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan Update and Progress Guide and General Plan, and project approvals for 
the Tier 1 projects (the "Project") identifies significant environmental effects which would not be 
mitigated to below a level of significance and which would be allowed to occur as a result of the 
approval of the Project. Although potential Project impacts have been avoided or substantially 
mitigated as described in the FEIR and the Findings, the FEIR states that the project would have 
a significant, unavoidable impact on: land use ; neighborhood characteristics/aesthetics; and 
transportation and circulation. The City of San Diego, after balancing the specific economic, 
legal , social, teclmological or other benefits of the Project, including considerations for the 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, determines that the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable" due to the following 
specific considerations, each of which independently is sufficient to outweigh the unavoidable 
adverse enviro1m1ental impacts of the Project. 

SeaWorld is projected to host approximately 3,400,000 visitors in 2001. (FEIR, Table 3.4-3.) 
Average annual attendance for the last ten years is 3,722,061. (FEIR at p. 3-12.) With the 
Project, it is predicted annual attendance will increase to approximately 3,600,000 visitors by 
2005 (assuming a 1.3% annual growth rate). This attendance increase will create an estimated 
total economic impact (direct and indirect) of $1.35 billion. (FEIR Section 3.4.4; Economic and 
Fiscal Impacts of Sea World on the San Diego Regional Economy, prepared January 21 , 1998, 
Table A-5 (the " SeaWorld Economic Impact Report").) By the year 2005 , the proposed Project 
would enhance the following benefits currently provided to the San Diego community by 
Sea World: 

1. Employment 

a) Sea World is one of the top five employers of youth in San Diego County. The largest 
percentage of employees are part-time, and many of these are students at area high 
schools and colleges who finance their education by working at Sea World during 
weekend and holiday periods. 

b) Since 1996, Sea World, partnering with Episcopal Community Services' Job Start 
program, actively has placed over 300 welfare recipients in training programs for 
positions of employment at Sea World. 

c) 40 percent of the jobs generated by SeaWorld are generated in professional, 
managerial , and teclmical positions. (Sea World Economic Impact Report at p. 9.) 
The Project will result in increased jobs, for both part-time and full-time workers, and 
will result in the provision of highly trained employment opportunities. 
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d) County-wide, a total of 110,000 jobs are supported directly and indirectly by visitor 
spending on all sources of tourism. (The Economic and Fiscal Impacts of Tourism on 
the City of San Diego and the San Diego Regional Economy, dated March 26, 1999, 
at p. 21 (the "Tourism Impact Report").) In 1997, SeaWorld employed a total of 
9,751 individuals. (Sea World Economic Impact Report at p. 9.) This accounts for 
nearly 9% of all tourism related personnel. With the additional benefits of the 
Project, Sea World employment is expected to significantly increase from 
approximately 9,751 employees to approximately 11 ,900 employees by the year 
2005 . (Sea World Economic Impact Report at p. 13 .) 

e) Sea World ' s annual payroll currently exceeds $50 million. The proposed Project is 
estimated to increase annual payroll to $63 million by the year 2005 . 

2. Economic 

a) The annual difference in total economic impact generated by the Project in .the year 
2005 with and without the Project is forecast at $165 million. (Sea World Economic 
Impact Report at p. 13.) With the Project, San Diego household incomes in the year 
2005 will be $44 million higher and 1,250 more jobs will be generated. (Sea World 
Economic Impacts Report at p. 18, Appendix Table A-3 .) 

b) As a result of the initial impact of spending by SeaWorld visitors, there is additional 
indirect economic activity generated as the effects of the spending circulate through 
the regional economy. (Tourism Impact Report at p. 16.) Each additional visitor to 
San Diego attracted by Sea World results in a beneficial annual economic impact of 
nearly $300 to the region. This annual amount from each individual visitor includes 
·indirect impacts of almost $79 in wages and salaries for San Diego residents and 
approximately $9 in local government revenue. (Sea World Economic Impact Report 
at p. ii .) 

c) Construction of new Project facilities will generate substantial revenue to the local 
economy and will provide numerous jobs. Spending on capital improvements by 
Sea World in the year 2005 will be $8 million higher with the Project than without the 
Project. (Sea World Economic Impact Report, Table 5.) It is projected that Sea World 
Project Capital Spending will be $21 million in the period between 2002 to 2005. 

d) Sea World relies primarily on local non-residential contractors ( at a value of $46 
million in 1997) and suppliers ($50.2 million in 1997), and millions of capital dollars 
have been infused into the San Diego community. (San Diego Economic Impact 
Report at p. 9.) 

3. Fiscal 

a) Annual rent payment for the Sea World leasehold to the City of San Diego is now 
approximately $6.5 million. (SeaWorld Economic Impact Report, Table A-4.) The 
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proposed Project is estimated to further increase annual rent to $8.5 million. 
(Sea World Economic Impact Report, Table A-4.) 

b) In 1997, SeaWorld directly and indirectly generated $35.1 million in state and local 
tax revenue. (San Diego Economic Impact Report at p. 11.) Of this amount, $19 .1 
million is local tax revenue. (San Diego Economic Impact Report at p. 11.) By the 
year 2005, with the development of the Project, tax revenue generated by Sea World 
will further increase to approximately $52 million, $28 million of which will be local 
tax revenue. (San Diego Economic Impact Repo1i at pp. 13-14.) 

c) Sea World is projected to pay property taxes to the County of San Diego in the 
amount of $3.1 million if the proposed Project is approved. (SeaWorld Economic 
Impact Report, Table A-4.) Currently, Sea World is one of the top 10 property 
taxpayers in San Diego County. (Sea World's Regional Benefits Fact Sheet.) 

d) Amrnal rent, property taxes and business license taxes are projected to be nearly 
$1 million a year higher with the Project than without the Project. (SeaWorld 
Economic Impact Report, Table A-4.) 

e) The City of San Diego can optimize the fiscal impact from v1s1tor spending by 
promoting growth in leisure visitors who stay overnight in hotels . (Tourism Impact 
Report at p. ix.) The proposed Project will accommodate this goal because the future 
hotel will increase transient occupancy tax (TOT) revenue, which is the largest single 
source of visitor revenue. (Tourism Impact Report at p. ii.) 

4. Tourism 

a) Tourism generated employment accounts for approximately 7.4% of the region's jobs 
and approximately 5.3% of total regional sales, and the City of San Diego captures a 
large share of visitor industry sales in the region because of the large concentration of 
visitor infrastructure within the City. (Tourism Impact Report at p. 21-22.) 

b) Thirty-five percent of visitors to San Diego come to the City to primarily go to 
SeaWorld. (SeaWorld Economic Impact Report at p. 2; SeaWorld's Regional 
Benefits Fact Sheet.) This accounts for 3.3 million visitor days. In 1997, the number 
of visitors to San Diego coming to the city primarily to go to Sea World had a total 
economic impact of $589 million, accounting for nearly seven percent of all visitor 
spending related to tourism. (Sea World Economic Impact Report at p. 10, Tourism 
Impact Report at p. 21.). 

c) The number of visitors ranking Sea World as their primary reason for visiting San 
Diego will likely rise, and, therefore, so will revenues derived therefrom, because 
attendance is projected to rise at a rate of 1.3% annually as a result of the Project. 
(Sea World Economic Impacts Report at p. ii.) 
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d) Sea World ' s gross sales from the resale of food and merchandise purchased from 
vendors in 1997 was $58.2 million. (Sea World Economic Impact Report at p. 6.) 
Gross sales with the Project are expected to reach $200 million by the year 2005. It is 
estimated that dollars spent at Sea World "turnover" seven times in the community, 
with a potential economic impact of $1.35 billion. (Sea World Economic Impact 
Report, Table A-5.) About 70% of Sea World's nearly 3.6 million annual guests come 
from outside the San Diego area, spending approximately $53.6 million for lodging 
and approximately $63 .6 million on meals and beverages. The proposed expansion 
would proportionately increase these figures. 

e) It is predicted that the future hotel element of the Project will generate approximately 
$1.5 million annually in TOT revenue. Directly and indirectly the proposed Project is 
forecast to generate a total TOT revenue of $8.4 million in 2005 . (Sea World 
Economic Impact Report, Table A-4). TOT revenue accounts for the single largest 
source of City revenue from visitor spending and accounts for $79.5 million dollars of 
revenue in 1998. (Tourism Impact Report at p. ii.) 

5. Education 

a) Sea World ' s education program is endorsed by the San Diego school system. In 2000, 
Sea World ' s Education Department served more than 350,000 San Diego area 
students (from pre-school through college levels). Sea World also participates in the 
school system's Partners-In-Education program. SeaWorld has been partners with 
Clairemont High School since 1981 and runs continuous cooperative programs with 
the school, including donations of usable equipment and special career education 
programs. In 2000, SeaWorld also formed partnerships with Crown Point and 
Barnard Elementary Schools. 

b) Since Sea World ' s opening in 1972, 6.4 million students have participated in 
Sea World education programs. Over 2 million students have participated in the · 
student outreach program, and 2.8 million students participated in formal in-park field 
trip programs. 

c) Additionally, Sea World ' s Education Department has cooperative agreements with 
San Diego State University and University of California, San Diego. Pursuant to 
these agreements, Sea World staff teach university level education and biology 
courses for students planning to be elementary or high school teachers . Sea World is 
currently developing programs to help schools and teachers meet new state 
requirements for elementary science education. Sea World also partners with UCSD 
to sponsor a summer program on marine science for high school students entering the 
University of California system. These educational benefits would be continued and 
expanded upon adoption of the Sea World Master Plan. 

d) The Sea World/Barnard pai1nership will include an emphasis on environmental 
education with a specific focus on Famousa Slough. Crown Point Elementary School 
and Sea World plan to establish The Nature School program on-site. 
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e) Sea World provides extensive environmental/conservation education programs. In 
2000, Sea World Educators visited 130 schools with an environmental program. One 
mission of Sea World Educators is to help individuals develop a lifelong appreciation, 
understanding and stewardship for our environment. 

f) Sea World hosts an educational Internet site (www.SeaWorld.org) which provides 
valuable educational tools for teachers, students and the general public by providing 
on-line access to colorful Sea World photographs, animal information and current 
marine life research. 

g) Sea World provides a toll-free telephone service to answer students' questions about 
marine animals . This service is staffed 7 days a week and takes calls between the 
hours of 9:00 AM and 4:30 PM Pacific Time. 

h) Sea World sponsors, funds and participates in research projects all over the world . 

6. Community Service 

a) More than 3,000 complimentary admissions are given each year to be used as fund 
raisers by local non-profit groups, a value of nearly $40,000. 

b) Sea World and Sea World personnel are active in support of a myriad of community 
groups and events such as: Junior Achievement, Hire-a-Youth, United Way, March 
of Dimes, Welfare-to-Work, Mama' s Kitchen, Partnership With Industries, 
Depaiiment of Rehabilitation, Center for Blind, Sharp Healthcare Rehabilitation 
System, United Negro College Fund, and many more. More than $2,000 a year in 
coins collected from Sea World ' s ponds are donated to various charities. 

c) Sea World provides monetary and in-kind contributions to numerous local charitable 
and environmental organizations. For instance, every San Diego County library has a 
complete set of Sea World books. 

6. Recreation 

As a theme park, Sea World provides significant recreational benefits to millions of 
visitors annually. The recreational opportunities for local citizens and tourists would be 
expanded by up to 33 percent with the full implementation of the proposed Sea World 
Master Plan Update. 

7. Legal 

Proposition D, an ordinance approved by the voters of the City of San Diego in 
November 1998, would amend the City of San Diego Municipal Code to allow 
development up to a maximum height of 160 feet on the Sea World leasehold in Mission 
Bay Park. Passage of Proposition D and amendment of the Municipal Code would create 
an inconsistency between the Municipal Code and the Mission Bay Master Plan Update. 
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The Project would eliminate this inconsistency by amending the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan Update and the Progress Guide and General Plan. 

8. Environmental 

a) In the last 20 years, Sea World has removed thousands of stranded dolphins, whales 
and pinnipeds from San Diego beaches and treated them medically. As many as 300-
400 animals may be treated in a given year. All costs, including costly medications, 
are borne by Sea World. 

b) SeaWorld Animal Rescue and Rehabilitation Program: With an average 200 rescues 
per year, nearly 65 percent of the animals rescued are successfully rehabilitated and 
returned to the wild. (Sea World ' s Commitment to Conservation and the Environment 
Fact Sheet at p. 3.) Marine species treated by the Sea World San Diego team include 
sea turtles, seabirds, whales, dolphins, seals, sea lions and sea otters. (SeaWorld ' s 
Commitment to Conservation and the Enviromnent Fact Sheet at p. 3.) SeaWorld 
works closely with the California Marine Mammal Stranding Network and the U.S. 
National Marine Fisheries Service to rescue stranded animals. Tlu·ough this program, 
Sea World San Diego's animal care and a vi culture specialists have rescued, treated, 
sheltered, rehabilitated and released thousands of ill, injured and stranded animals. 
The largest and best-known animal ever rescued and rehabilitated by Sea World was 
J.J. the gray whale. (SeaWorld ' s Commitment to Conservation and the Environment 
Fact Sheet at p. 2.) Comatose and near death when she arrived at SeaWorld in 
January 1997, J.J. made an amazing recovery. On March 31 , 1998, J.J. was returned 
to the Pacific Ocean. 

c) Sea World is a seven-time rec1p1ent of the prest1g10us State of California Waste 
Reduction Awards Program (WRAP) recycling award. SeaWorld recycles asphalt, 
tires, scrap metal , PVC pipe, cooking oil, Clydesdale manure, landscaping green 
waste, batteries and concrete in addition to more traditional recyclable materials. The 
City of San Diego has honored Sea World with its Recycler of the Year award five 
consecutive years since 1996. (Seaworld's Commitment to Conservation and the 
Envirom11ent Fact Sheet at p. 1.) 

d) The Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute ("H-SWRI"): Established in 1963, this 
private, nonprofit research foundation studies and researches the world's living 
creatures and natural resources. Its mission encompasses bioacoustics, aquaculture, 
physiology, conservation and ecology studies with an emphasis on marine and coastal 
ecosystems. (Seaworld 's Commitment to Conservation and the Environment Fact 
Sheet at p. 1.) Partnering with SeaWorld, H-SWRI provides environmental 
management decisions, conservation programs and research data to further 
understand and protect the ocean and its resources. In late 2000, Sea World and H
SWRI teamed to return tlu·ee loggerhead sea turtles to the ocean. (Seaworld's 
Commitment to Conservation and the Environment Fact Sheet at p. 2.) H-SWRI 
attached satellite monitoring equipment to the turtles in an effort to learn more about 
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the turtles ' migration back to their native Japan. The vital information gathered will 
help determine the species' migratory routes, travel speed and habitat preferences. 

e) SeaWorld's Oiled Wildlife Care Center opened in July 2000. (Seaworld's 
Commitment to Conservation and the Environment Fact Sheet at p. 2.) The facility is 
operated by the adventure park's animal care and aviculture teams, along with the 
statewide Oiled Wildlife Care Network. The SeaWorld Oiled Wildlife Care Center 
serves as an excellent example of a private and public partnership dedicated to 
enviromnental stewardship. This facility is a testament to the lessons learned from 
past oil spills and improvements in wildlife rescue, care and rehabilitation. When not 
used for oil spill response, the 800,000-square-foot state-of-the-art complex houses ill 
or injured animals in SeaWorld 's Animal Rescue and Rehabilitation Program. 
(Sea World's Commitment to Conservation and the Environment Fact Sheet at p. 2.) 

f) Since 1993, Anheuser-Busch ' s commitment to wildlife conservation, animal care, 
education and research has earned the company more than 100 enviro1m1ental awards 
for waste reduction, conservation, conservation education, recycling, and animal 
protection. (SeaWorld ' s Commitment to Conservation and the Enviro1m1ent Fact 
Sheet at p. 3.) 

g) The Anheuser-Busch Adventure Parks are an official sponsor of National Wildlife 
Federation's "Keep the Wild Alive" campaign. Through this campaign, park guests 
learn about some of the world's most critically endangered species and discover ways 
they can help protect wildlife and habitat in their own backyards. (Sea World ' s 
Commitment to Conservation and the Enviro1m1ent Fact Sheet at p. 3.) 

h) Sea World supports Conservation International ' s work in Brazil ' s Cerrado and 
Pantanal regions. Home to a variety of rare mammals and birds, these rain forest 
ecosystems are under increasing threat from development. (SeaWorld's Commitment 
to Conservation and the Enviromnent Fact Sheet at p. 3.) 

i) SeaWorld participates in The Nature Conservancy's "Rescue Reef," a conservation 
program designed to protects and preserve coral reefs in the Caribbean and Florida 
Keys. (SeaWorld's Commitment to Conservation and the Enviromnent Fact Sheet at 
p. 3.)ln addition, SeaWorld supports The Nature Conservancy ' s programs 
nationwide. 

The City of San Diego finds that substantial evidence of benefits in employment, economic 
effects, fiscal effects, tourism, education, community service and recreation would directly result 
from approval and implementation of the Project. The City of San Diego finds that the need for 
these benefits specifically overrides the impacts of the project on land use; neighborhood 
character/aesthetics; and transportation and circulation. 
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