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By U.S. and Electronic Mail 

August 4, 2022 
Board of Port Commissioners 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
 
RE: Trailer Park Hotel Proposal for North Grand Caribe Isle, Coronado Cays 
 
 
Dear Board of Port Commissioners: 
 
We have just learned that the leaseholder (Keith Mishkin) of the bay front parcel on North Grand Caribe 
Isle in the Coronado Cays has submitted another hotel-type concept plan to the Port that involves the 
construction of 45 permanent hotel trailers, each with an adjacent cement pad for RV parking, along 
with a reception building and a restaurant bar building for the parcel on the west channel side of North 
Grand Caribe Isle. The plan also appears to show that the Port’s Grand Caribe Shoreline Park native 
plant garden will be turned into a beach, and that bathrooms will be constructed on the adjacent Port 
mitigation parcel. The leaseholder has conducted no community outreach that we know of, and we only 
became aware of this new project two weeks ago at a meeting with Port Commissioner Urtasun. We 
understand that Commissioner Urtasun informed the City of Coronado about the project a couple days 
earlier. 
 
The Coronado Cays Homeowners Association (“Association”) strongly opposes this project for the same 
reasons it opposed the leaseholder’s hotel proposal that the Port rejected in 2020: (1) increased traffic in 
a residential area with only one entrance; (2) increased traffic, pollution and noise from RVs entering 
and leaving the trailer park; (3) potential accidents and traffic difficulties for RVs and towed vehicles in 
the Cays circular entrance and at the traffic circle on Grand Caribe Blvd.; (4) increased delivery truck 
traffic; (5) increased noise and light pollution; (6) increased erosion and damage to Grand Caribe 
Shoreline Park and the adjacent mitigation area; and (7) the loss of one of the last unobstructed, publicly 
accessible views of open water on the San Diego Bay. See Exhibit 1, September 25, 2020 – Association 
letter to Port. 
 
The Port turned down a similar hotel proposal from this leaseholder in 2020 because it was not 
consistent with the (current) Port Master Plan; and the proposal did not complement “the scale and 
character of development adjacent to the area including the Coronado Cays residential community,” as 
well as “native plant open space and opportunities for mitigation banking.” See Exhibit 2, June 5, 2020 
Port of San Diego letter to Cays Resort, LLC, page 5. The Port’s letter also stressed the importance of 
support from the surrounding community, including the Association, the City of Coronado and the 
public, and detailed thirty years of community opposition to hotel-type projects on this parcel. 
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This lease of public trust tidelands expires in 2034, along with all Port leases that have not been 
renegotiated. The leaseholder is aware of this fact because, at the same time he is submitting hotel 
projects to the Port, he is also actively negotiating with other parties to buy out the lease. At meetings 
with the Association, for example, the leaseholder has proposed that the Association buy the lease 
outright for between $1.5 and $2 million and up (the lease was purchased out of bankruptcy in 2013 for 
$750,000), or that the Association make a down payment on the purchase of the lease and operate the 
boat storage yard until the lease expires in 2034. We understand he may also be negotiating with other 
parties to exchange the lease for tax credits. Thus, his approach to “monetizing” the lease is multifaceted 
and goes beyond submitting potential hotel proposals to the Port. 
 
While community opposition to a hotel-type development on this parcel has been consistent over the 
past thirty years, 1with strong support from the City of Coronado and from our Port Commissioners, at 
the same time this community has put in countless hours trying to reach a positive resolution to this 
situation. For example: 
 

 In 2003, a vote of the Association to purchase the lease with conventional funding fell three 
votes short of passing; 
 

 In 2013, the non-profit Coronado Conservancy lost its bid to purchase the lease out of 
bankruptcy to the current leaseholder, after extensive negotiations with the bankruptcy attorneys, 
including submitting voluminous documentation showing the history of community opposition to 
a hotel on this property; and 
 

 Beginning in 2015, the City of Coronado submitted retiring this lease as its number one Port 
capital improvement project for several years, with no response from the Port. 

 
While these attempts to retire the lease have not been successful to date, the Association has continued 
to work closely with the Port over several years on the updated Port Master Plan, which re-designates 
this lease area as Recreation/Open Space starting in 2034, and which adds multiple view corridors for 
this unique area. In addition, the Association has actively monitored the status and condition of this 
property to help ensure that the leaseholder meets the terms of his permit by, for example, prohibiting 
boat maintenance on the property, maintaining the adjacent streetlights to prevent electric shocks to 
animals walking nearby, and by maintaining the landscaping and appearance of the boatyard so that it 
fits with the surrounding community. 
 
The Coronado Cays community is surrounded by 20 hotels within a five-mile radius, including the 440-
room Loews Hotel next door to the Cays. In addition, Silver Strand State Beach across the highway 
accommodates 68 RV camping spaces and 1,000 day use parking spaces. On the bay side is the 
boundary of the USFW San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge. The Port emphasized the importance 
of good stewardship of the unique natural resources of the San Diego Bay in the 2013 San Diego 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan that it developed with the U.S. Navy and 14 other Board  
of Port Commissioners stakeholders. Working with our community to achieve good natural resources 
 

 
1 At its August 27, 2020 regular meeting, the Association unanimously affirmed its 2005 resolution stating that it is the official policy of the Association to 
oppose a hotel or other high density development on the bay front side of North Grand Caribe Isle. Also, in 2019, Coronado Port Commissioner and Chair 
Garry Bonelli said, “No Hotel at Ferry Landing, No Hotel In Cays and No Promenade.” Sept. 5, 2019, Coronado Eagle Journal. 
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stewardship in this case would be a big win for our community, both for the Cays community and the 
public at large, and would also be a big win for this unique, sensitive and beautiful South Bay area. 
 
Members of our immediate community, along with groups like the Audubon Society and Cummins 
Diesel, continue to donate countless hours maintaining and restoring Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, a fact 
that the Port recently recognized in its 25th Anniversary celebration for this park. Grand Caribe Shoreline 
Park is a unique, passive use park (a “botanical experience,” as described on the Port’s website). 
Extending this concept into North Grand Caribe Isle would preserve for the public the open water views 
of the South San Diego Bay that are found only on this land. Preserving this parcel as open space would 
be a jewel in the Port’s “green necklace,” that would complement and strengthen connections to the 
surrounding significant habitat areas, and an amazing public rest stop on the Bayshore Bikeway. The 
Association strongly agrees with this community vision and urges the Port and its many stakeholders to 
work with us to finally make this vision a reality. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Dennis Thompson 
President, CCHOA 
 
 
 
Enclosures: 
September 25, 2020 Association letter to Port 
June 5, 2020 Port of San Diego letter to Cays Resort, LLC (w/o attachments) 
 
Dan Malcolm, Chairman 
Rafael Castellanos, Vice Chairman 
Sandy Naranjo, Secretary 
Ann Moore, Commissioner 
Danielle Moore, Commissioner 
Frank Urtasun, Commissioner 
Michael Zucchet, Commissioner 
 
cc.  
Mayor and City Council Members, City of Coronado 
Tina Friend, City Manager, City of Coronado 
Thomas A. Russell, General Counsel, Port of San Diego 
Rebecca Harrington, Senior Deputy Counsel 
Tony Gordon, Principal, Portfolio Manager, Port of San Diego 
Christian Andersen, Program Manager, Port of San Diego 
Lesley Nishihira, Planning Director, Port of San Diego 
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September 25 , 2020 

RE: Hotel Proposal for bay front strip of North Grand Caribe Isle, Coronado Cays 

Dear Board of Port Commissioners: 

At its regular meeting on August 27, 2020, the Board of the Coronado Cays Homeowners 
Association ("CCHOA") unanimously confirmed its 2005 resolution stating that it is the official policy 
of the Coronado Cays Homeowners Association to oppose a hotel or other high-density development on 
the bay front strip of North Grand Cari be Isle in the Coronado Cays (Resolutions at Attachment 1; Map 
at Attachment 2). The CCHOA Board felt it was necessary to affirm its longstanding policy in light of 
the current leaseholder' s proposal to build a hotel on this land, and the leaseholder' s intense public 
relations campaign soliciting support for his proposal. 

As you are aware, the Coronado Cays community, with longstanding support from the City of 
Coronado, has a thirty-year history of opposing a hotel or other high-density development on this land. 
Much of that history was outlined in the Port' s June 6, 2020 letter to the leaseholder disapproving his 
proposal. Cays residents have twice attempted to purchase this lease (a homeowners association vote in 
2003 fell three votes short; the non-profit Cays Conservancy lost a bid to purchase the lease out of 
bankruptcy in 2013 ), and the City of Coronado proposed, for several years running, that the Port buy out 
this lease as a capital improvement project. While these attempts to retire the lease have not been 
successful, the CCHOA has continued to work closely with the Port to monitor the status and condition 
of this property, and community members and organizations have continued to work on restoring the 
native plant gardens of Grand Caribe Shoreline Park. 
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Public opposition to this latest proposal has been overwhelming, and for all the same reasons that 
previous projects have been opposed for this property: constructing a hotel on this small strip of land 
would create substantial detrimental effects from increased traffic, parking and noise in a residential 
neighborhood; erosion and other damage from the overuse of Grand Caribe Shoreline Park would 
continue, and one of the last unobstructed views of open water on the San Diego Bay would be lost. 

One of several online petitions opposing this project already has over 345 signatures, as well as 
heartfelt comments from our South Bay community (Excerpts at Attachment 3). In addition, Port 
Commissioner Bonelli has stated that he has heard Coronado residents say, "loud and clear," that they 
want no new hotel rooms on Port tidelands in Coronado, including no hotel rooms on North Grand 
Cari be Isle. There are twenty hotels and motels within five miles of the Coronado Cays, and another 
1,600 new hotel rooms are being built as part of the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan. There is no need 
for a hotel in the middle of this residential neighborhood. 

Members of the CCHOA have met with this leaseholder several times regarding his proposal 
and, at the end of every meeting, the leaseholder has stated that he is open to a buyout. One example he 
proposed was having the CCHOA purchase the lease with a down payment and finance the balance by 
operating the boat storage yard until 2034. While this particular option would not be practical for 
several reasons, among them having to conduct a vote of the homeowners as well as possibly adversely 
affecting the nonprofit status of the CCHOA, Cays residents are forming a new non-profit organization 
that will be able to accept grants to continue the work of restoring Grand Cari be Shoreline Park, as well 
as being poised to work with the Port on resolving the lease for North Grand Caribe Isle. 

The CCHOA is very encouraged by the Port' s Master Plan Update ("PMPU"), which provides a 
path to resolving this land use issue by changing the designation for this parcel to "Recreation/Open 
Space" in 2034. The CCHOA submitted comments strongly supporting the PMPU' s update for this area 
(Attachment 4), and the City of Coronado also provided comments in support of changing this land use 
designation (Attachment 5). 

With Port leases set to expire in 2034, the CCHOA sees several opportunities to work with the 
Port (and the new non-profit organization) on a global resolution of Port issues in the Coronado Cays, 
including the North Grand Caribe Isle lease, the CCHOA buildings lease, Cays homeowners with 
individual Port leases for their backyard docks, erosion at Grand Caribe Shoreline Park, dredging the 
navigation channel at the south end of the Isle in an area that is part of the North Grand Cari be Isle lease 
(October 18, 2011 Port letter at Attachment 6), and completing the eel grass project on the mitigation 
section of South Grand Caribe Isle that was promised after extensive sand removal in 2005 for the 
Campbell Shipyards cap project. 
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Grand Caribe Shoreline Park is a unique, passive use park (a "botanical experience," as 
described on the Port's website). Continuing the passive park use on North Grand Caribe Isle would 
preserve for the public the open water views of the South San Diego Bay that are found only on this 
land. Preserving this parcel as open space would also be a significant addition to the Port' s "green 
necklace," that would complement and strengthen connections to the significant habitat areas that 
surround the Coronado Cays the Cays (Map at Attachment 7), as well as being an amazing public rest 
stop on the Bay shore Bikeway. 

When the first non-profit organization attempted to buy this lease out of bankruptcy in 2013 
(with substantial support from the Coronado Cays Yacht Club), their vision was to create a natural area 
that would continue to benefit our South Bay community by providing open space, connected habitat 
areas and educational opportunities for the public. The CCHOA still strongly agrees with this vision 
and looks forward to working with the Port to finally make this vision a reality. 

Sincerely, 

~4-
Dennis Thompson 
President, CCHOA 

cc. Mayor and City Council Members, City of Coronado 
Blair King, City Manager, City of Coronado 
Thomas A. Russell, General Counsel, Port of San Diego 
Rebecca Harrington, Senior Deputy Counsel 
Tony Gordon, Principal, Portfolio Manager, Port of San Diego 
Christian Andersen, Program Manager, Port of San Diego 
Lesley Nishihira, Planning Director, Port of San Diego 

Attachment 1: CCHOA Resolutions 20-08 (August 27, 2020) and 05-03 (May 13 , 2005) 
Attachment 2: Map of Grand Caribe Isle 
Attachment 3: Excerpts from online No Hotel Petition comments 
Attachment 4: July 25 , 2109 letter from CCHOA to Port re: PMPU comments 
Attachment 5: July 24, 2019 letter from City of Coronado to Port re: PMPU comments 
Attachment 6: October 18, 2011 letter from Port to CCHOA re: dredging 
Attachment 7: Map of natural habitat areas surrounding Coronado Cays 
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Port of San Diego, 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92101  |   portofsandiego.org 

VIA U.S. CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL 

June 5, 2020 

 
Cays Resort, LLC 
Attention:  Keith Mishkin 
14602 N. Tatum Blvd. 
Phoenix, AZ 85032 
Email: keith@cambridgeproperties.com 
 
Re: District Objection to Cays Resort, LLC’s March 20, 2020 Inn at the Cays Proposed 

Development Plan Submittal 
 
 
Dear Mr. Mishkin: 

The San Diego Unified Port District (District) is in possession of Cays Resort, LLC’s March 
20, 2020 submittal for a proposed development plan for that certain site covered by a 
certain Restated Lease (Lease) by and between Cays Resort, LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company (Lessee) and the San Diego Unified Port District (Lessor or District).1 
Lessee stated by e-mail on April 10, 2020 and in the proposed development plan submittal 
cover letter dated March 19, 2020 that it is not seeking a lease term extension in 
connection with the proposed development plan. Accordingly, this letter only addresses 
the proposed development plan as it relates to the existing Lease and certified Port 
Master Plan (PMP). However, it should be noted that without a lease term extension, the 
proposed development plan would not be economically viable, which is not in the best 
interests of the overall development of San Diego Bay.  

Paragraph 7(a) of the Lease includes allowed uses on the Premises and states that such 
uses must be (i) permitted and authorized by the Chapter 1744, California Statute of 1965 
(the original “Port Act”) and (ii) “approved by Lessor as provided in subparagraphs 7(c) 
and 7(d) as consistent with the master plan of the Lessor [(PMP)], as herein may be 
amended from time to time, the provisions of such statutes and in the best interests of the 
overall development of San Diego Bay, taking into consideration all statewide interests 
which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.” 

The Lease provides a process for Lessee to submit a Plan of Development (Plan) to 
Lessor. The Plan should address proposed improvements, the proposed location, use 
and character of buildings, facilities, other structures and improvements, open space, 
public ways and access routes in reasonably sufficient detail as determined by Lessor. 
(Lease, Para 7(c).) According to the Lease, within ninety (90) days after submittal of the 

 
1 District Document No. 17678. 
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Plan, Lessor shall notify Lessee, in writing, any objection of Lessor to the uses under the 
Plan, or portion thereof, as not being permitted or authorized in Paragraph 7(a), the Port 
Act, or as not being in the best interests of the overall development of the San Diego Bay, 
taking into  consideration all statewide interests.  In the context of the Lease, Lessor shall 
apply the criteria of Paragraphs 7(a)(i) and 7(a)(ii), as well as consider the Plan’s provision 
for public access to navigable waters and reasonable assurances that facilities provided 
will be available to the public on substantially the same basis as they are made available 
to residents of Rancho Carrillo.  The Lease also states that any proposed uses which the 
Lessor fails to object to shall be deemed approved as consistent with Paragraph 7(a), the 
Port Act and the best interests of the overall development of San Diego Bay, taking into 
consideration all statewide interests. 

This letter constitutes the Lessor’s written objection to the entire Plan. As detailed 
herein, the Plan is not consistent with the PMP and an amendment to the PMP (PMPA) 
is required prior to any issuance of a Coastal Development Permit (CDP). Additionally, 
Lessor staff would not recommend the Plan because it is not in the best interests of the 
overall development of San Diego Bay, taking into consideration all statewide interests.  

Moreover, it should be noted that District cannot contract or delegate away its legislative 
police powers, including the Board of Port Commissioners (Board) ability to consider and 
approve, disapprove or condition a PMPA or a CDP.2 Approval of a  PMPA and CDP are 
also discretionary and require full environmental review in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) prior to approval.3  Hence, while the failure of Lessor 
to object within 90 days to the Plan, which has not occurred, may mean the proposed 
Plan’s uses are allowed under the Lease, an approval of a PMPA (or a CDP) cannot 
legally occur prior to CEQA review and approval and the Board’s ability to consider the 
PMPA or CDP and exercise its discretion.    

Lessee’s March 19 Letter also claims that it: 

[M]et with Port District staff several times in 2013 to express 
Cays Resort’s desire to acquire the Cays Leasehold for the 

 
2 It is well settled that "a local government may not contract away its right to exercise its police power in the 
future, and land use regulations involve the exercise of police power. [Citation.]" (Alameda County Land 
Use Assn. v. City of Hayward (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 1716, 1724.) Ultimately, "powers which require the 
exercise of judgment and discretion ... must necessarily remain with the public agency and cannot be 
delegated.” (County of Los Angeles v. Nesvig (1965) 231 Cal.App.2d 603, 617.) 
3 Approval of PMPA is a legislative action  and is not subject to the Permit Streamlining Act (PSA) and 
hence, the Plan cannot be deemed approved under the PSA.  (Land Waste Management v. Contra Costa 
County (1990) 222 Cal. App. 3d 950; Landi v. Monterey County (1983) 139 Cal. App. 3d 934.)   
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purpose of developing a hotel, restaurant and marina . . . . At 
that time, Port District staff indicated that a hotel, marina and 
restaurant on the Cays Leasehold is consistent with the 
Ground Lease and PMP, and that a project submittal for those 
uses would be viewed favorably as a permitted use. At that 
time, Port District staff confirmed that such uses were 
compatible with the Commercial Recreation land designation 
in the PMP and would be a benefit to San Diego Bay and 
surrounding neighborhoods. Cays Resort subsequently 
acquired the Cays Leasehold to develop a hotel, restaurant 
and marina consistent with initial meetings with the Port 
District staff. 

The District believes this claim of reliance is wholly without merit and is disingenuous. 
Lessee fails to identify the project proposed to District staff, which District staff made the 
alleged statements, when the statements were made and the actual statements made. 
Additionally, District staff does not have the authority to bind the District to such 
statements and it would be unreasonable to rely on any such statements. Only a decision-
making body – here, the Board – may approve a particular development/project, approve 
a PMPA and authorize issuance of a CDP. Moreover, a CDP is not a bi-right permit and 
may be denied by the Board regardless of staff’s statements or recommendations. This 
is a well-known fact among developers that purchase or develop property, like the 
Lessee.  

The Plan is Inconsistent with the PMP  

As stated in Paragraphs 7(a)(ii) and (7)(c), the District may object to any Plan if it is 
inconsistent with the PMP. The designated uses for the Plan site are Commercial 
Recreation and Recreational Boat Berthing in the certified PMP, which allow for hotels, 
restaurants, specialty shopping, pleasure craft marinas, and water-side docking for 
recreational marine craft and commercial passenger vessels.  However, consistency with 
a land use designation is only the first step to determine whether a proposed development 
– here, the Plan – is consistent with the PMP.  The Plan proposes several “appealable 
developments” under Section 30715 of California Public Resource Code (herein after 
Coastal Act), such as the hotel and recreational marina facilities.4  Section 30711 of the 

 
4 While the District believes restaurants are non-appealable development, the California Coastal    

Commission (CCC) has taken an opposing position, and likely would consider any proposed restaurants 
as appealable development. (See March 8, 2017 CCC Staff Report on Dispute Resolution No. 6-17-0146-
EDD regarding The Brigantine, Inc.’s proposed Portside Pier Project.)   
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Coastal Act requires that appealable developments, like the ones being proposed, to be 
listed in the PMP “in sufficient detail to be able to determine their consistency with policies 
of Chapter 3 [of the Coastal Act].” For the PMP, this is accomplished through adding 
proposed appealable development projects to the applicable “Project List” and adding a 
description of those projects to the text of the corresponding Planning District.  The Plan 
does not meet these legal requirements.  

Accordingly, other proposed projects have been found to be inconsistent with the existing 
PMP, as amended, and had to process PMPAs despite not changing the land use 
designation, such as, by way of example, the Shelter Island Boat Launch Facility 
Improvements and San Diego Marriott Marquis & Marina Facilities Improvement projects.  

The Plan site is located in Planning District 8, Silver Stand South and in particular the 
Grand Caribe Isle – North subarea of that Planning District. Unlike other areas proposed 
for development in the PMP, there is a one paragraph description of Grand Caribe Isle – 
North in the PMP: 

All of this subarea is also under long-term lease and is 
proposed for development for commercial recreation, boat 
docks and navigational corridors. Specific land use plans for 
this area have been developed, and have been reviewed and 
approved by City and State agencies. 

The reference to the land use plans address the original construction of the Grand Caribe 
Isle island and the approved PMP precise plan text and land/water use designations for 
establishment of Grand Caribe Isle. Hence, the construction of Grand Caribe Isle island 
was approved by various agencies including the District, City of Coronado, California 
State Lands Commission, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. This language does not address the proposed Plan.  Hence, 
details of the Plan would need to be added to the subarea description to ensure 
consistency with Coastal Act Chapter 3. Additionally, none of the Plan’s proposed 
appealable development are included on the Project List and hence, would need to be 
added and are inconsistent with the PMP. For this reason alone, the District objects to 
the entire Plan under Paragraph 7 of the Lease.  However, as described below, District 
staff also believes that the Plan is not in the best interests of the overall development of 
San Diego Bay, taking into consideration all statewide interests. 
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The Plan is Not in the Best Interest of the Overall Development of the Bay, 
Considering Statewide Interests 

In accordance with the Port Act, as trustee of certain State tidelands and submerged 
waters (collectively, Tidelands), the District has the authority and a duty to balance 
several Public Trust uses, including commerce, navigation, fisheries, recreation and the 
environmental uses. The District also may prohibit certain uses in order to protect the 
general public’s use of Tidelands.5 Additionally, not one Public Trust use is more 
important than another and the District has the ability to freely choose among them.6  
Consequently, the District balances environmental and recreational uses with revenue 
generating Public Trust uses on a Baywide basis, taking into account several factors, 
including but not limited to community character, sensitive resources, environmental 
factors and public access.  

Furthermore, the PMP Precise Plan Concept for Planning District 8 and Grand Caribe Isle 
seeks to provide opportunities for recreational boating, some public access within a small 
shoreline park, and other water related activities, at a level of intensity that is suitable with 
the surroundings, including the Coronado Cays residential community, as well as native 
plant open space and opportunities for mitigation banking. Based on the submittal 
received, while the Plan provides some new public access and recreational opportunities, 
it is inconsistent with the PMP Precise Plan concept of complementing the scale and 
character of development adjacent to the area including the Coronado Cays residential 
community. 

In addition, support for any proposed development in the area, by the City of Coronado, 
the surrounding Coronado Cays residents and general public, as well as regulatory 
agencies, is critical in successfully securing the necessary approvals for a project and 
illustrative of meeting community character. As shown in the attached correspondence, 
four development plans had previously been proposed for the Grand Caribe Isle area (a 
55-unit hotel in 1988, a large timeshare complex in 1999, a timeshare/marina complex in 
2001, and a spa resort in 2004) and were strongly opposed by the Coronado Cays 
residents, Coronado Cays Home Owners Association (CCHOA), and the City of 
Coronado, and therefore, did not move forward (see Attachment C). The District has 
consistently encouraged Grand Caribe Isle developers to work with the City of Coronado 
and Coronado Cays community on a project proposal they can embrace (see 
Attachments A and B), and would require the same for the Plan. It is unclear from Cays 

 
5 State of California v. Superior Court (Lyon) (1981) 29 Cal.3d 210; City of Berkeley v. Superior Court (1980) 
26 Cal.3d 515.  
6 Colberg Inc. v. State (1967) 67 Cal.3d 408; County of Orange v. Heim (1973) 30 Cal.App.3d 694. 






